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Abstract 

Ethnicity is a social construct defined not only by 

socio-cultural variables, but also by the socioeconomic and 

social structure within which it develops. In this regard, 

ethnicity is a by-product, and at the same time a contributor 

to the spatial structure of human communities. The 

synergistic relationship betvleen ethnicity and socioeconomic 

variables requires attention to the special environment wi thin 

which an ethnic community develops, and furthermore, 

necessitates an awareness of the subgroups of any given ethnic 

group and their specific spatial and adaptational behavior. 

Consequently, the superorganic approach taken by most 

urban/human ecologists and the collective treatment of 

assimilation studies is questionable. 

The Iranian community currently residing in the U. S . 

illustrates that the spatial distribution of post-1965 

immigrants and specifically political immigrants is defined 

by both ethnicity and also socioeconomic factors. The elite 

characteristics of these groups, including their high 

educational achievements, occupational status, and self

employment levels, distinguishes them from many of the other 

ethnic/immigrant groups who migrated in the early part of the 

century. Additionally, in the case of Los Angeles and Orange 

counties, it is demonstrated that Iranians, along with 

Russians are distinctive based on their high socioeconomic 

status. The available data indicates the existence of three 



11 

types of ethnic groups: a) traditional low socioeconomic 

groups; b) elite immigrants with high socioeconomic and 

educational achievements; and c) recent immigrants with high 

educational and medium to high socioeconomic status. 

spatially, differences among and within ethnic groups 

create specific distribution patterns that are explained 

largely by socioeconomic and ethnicity factors combined. This 

research illustrates that in studying any ethnic group, two 

criteria must be considered: 

a) socioeconomic and ethnicity factors have a combined 

effect that differs not only from one group to another, 

bu~ also varies within each group; and 

b) social structure is not an independent variable, and 

therefore should be identified and analyzed on a case

by-case approach. 



Chapter One 

Introduction 
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The purpose of this research is to fill the theoretical 

and methodological gap that exists in the traditional studies 

of immigrants and other minority groups within assimilation 

and human ecology studies, by emphasizing the distinctiveness 

of recent immigrants. An in'-depth analysis of the spatial 

behavior/distribution of one of the more recent groups of 

immigrants, the Iranians, will be utilized to modify some of 

the existing human ecology and assimilation models of 

immigrants' residential and business distributions. 

During the past two decades, the 1965 Immigration Act, 

combined with the unstable political and economic realities 

of many Central and South American, and Asian countries, have 

introduced new groups of immigrants to the United states. 

These immigrants are in many respects different from their 

nineteenth and twentieth century predecessors, in that many 

are well-educated, urbanized, and have a high socioeconomic 

status (Wong, 1985; Gardner et al., 1985). Additionally, the 

alarming rise in the number of refugees and asylees in the 

past two decades (Figure 1.1) is an indication of an increase 

in politically motivated migration. Even though a large 

portion of the political immigrants, such as those from 

Southeast Asia and Central America, are from the lower strata 

of the socioeconomic hierarchy, many of the more recent 

immigrants portray a relatively high socioeconomic status. 



13 

Figure 1.1 

Refugees and Asylees by Region of Birth 

origin 1946-'50 195,1-'60 1961-'70 1971-'80 1981-'87 

Europe 211,983 456,146 55,235 71,858 92,636 

Asia 1,106 33,422 19,895 210,683 547,470 

Africa 20 1,768 5,486 2,991 15,547 

Oceania 7 75 21 37 20 

N. America 163 831 132,068 252,633 97,994 

S. America 32 74 123 1,244 1,282 

Source: statistical Yearbook of INS, 1987. 

This is due to their high level of education and possession 

of private capital for investment. 

Despite some of the changes in the demographic profile 

of new immigrant groups, the majority of studies have 

continued to treat these groups' community development process 

under general human ecology and assimilation theories, whereby 

a superorganic approach has obstructed the recognition of a 

mul ti-dimensional process of adaptation in these groups. Hurh 

(1977) and Crispino (1980) are two exceptions to this 

general i ty; however, even their recognition is rUdimentary and 

lacks appropriate methodology for adequately characterizing 

these subgroups. 

The lack of attention to the different levels of 
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adaptation is further exacerbated by the majority of 

researchers' lack of interest or shortcomings in studying the 

social morphology of ethnic groups and the urban context 

within which the process of adjustment and adaptation is 

occurring (e.g. Farley and Lanberg, 1988). Hoover (1982), in 

a study of Norwegians, highlighted the importance and need for 

understanding ethnicity by indicating that while ethnic 

heritage is of importance, we must recognize that socio

cuI tural values do not operate in a vaCllUm untouched by the 

social environment within which they exist. Durkheim, over 

a century ago, offered a similar proposal, when he indicated 

that social morphology and social structure should not be 

viewed as independent variables (Schnore, 1958). The 

implication is that social structure in itself is a phenomenon 

~~orthy of attention, as well as a prerequisite to 

understanding other phenomena, such as minority community 

formation, which occur within this structure. 

Minority communities are a by-product of the greater 

social interaction process, of which they are only one 

participant group among many. As such, a study of minority 

groups that is sufficiently comprehensive must include the 

larger social context of which the minority group is a part. 

Indeed, understanding and studying an ethnic community 

requires a much larger focus than the few street blocks that 

an ethnic group may occupy and may even require attention to 

the global scale. 
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Furthermore, considering that immigrants are changing 

considerably, based on their origin and demographic 

characteristics, it is somewhat futile to continue utilizing 

the more rigid theories that are mainly developed using the 

less well-to-do immigrants. While theories such as formation 

of ethnic consciousness rather than class consciousness in the 

u.s. (cummings, 1983) or minority segregation/increased 

ethnicity as a direct by-product of minority victimization and 

discrimination may very well conform to some of the existing 

minority groups, the new immigrants are less likely to 

experience a similar minority-majority relationship. 

Consequently, theories are needed to explain some of the 

differing characteristics of these ethnic/immigrant groups. 

Through an analysis of Iranian immigration and settlement 

in the U.S., this research will demonstrate that this recent 

immigrant group not only consists of different socioeconomic 

subgroups, but also portrays a spatial distribution pattern 

that reflects its internal diversity. The discussion on this 

subject is constructed in the following manner: 

Chapter Two provides a review of the historical 

dimensions of Iranian immigration to the u.s. and illustrates 

that: 

a) Iranian mass immigration occurred over a short period 
from 1975 to 1986; 

b) Iranians portray a high professional status; 

c) Iranian immigrants consist of an earlier young~r 
group followed by an older one; and 



d) A recent much younger group is forming a major 
portion of Iranian immigrants. 
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Chapter Three is a review of human ecology and 

assimilation literature, specifically as it relates to 

theories on community formation and the adaptation process. 

The purpose of this review is not only te, illustrate the 

evolutionary process that human ecology and assimilation 

theories have undergone over the past decades, but also to 

point out some of the criticisms that have questioned the 

validity of these theories. This chapter provides a 

foundation from which hypotheses are derived and explained. 

Chapter Four contains the major hypotheses examined in 

this research. since the majority of human ecology and 

assimilation theories have addressed the earlier immigrant 

groups who came to this country based on an economic need, it 

is necessary to re-evaluate and modify some of these theories 

to portray well-to-do immigrants, who have arrived since the 

1965 Immigration Act. The hypotheses are proposed based on 

the residential and business distribution of Iranians, who, 

as Chapter Two illustrates, arrived in this country only 

recently and have highly educated and professional subgroups 

among them. 

In Chapter Five, sources of data and methods of analysis 

are discussed. Factor and social area analysis are combined 

to test the hypotheses. Factor analysis provides a general 

view of the urban structure, and social area analysis may be 
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used to illustrate the distribution of a group along any two 

factors discovered. The combination of these two techniques 

enables the researcher to study the distribution of an ethnic 

group within the urban context that surrounds it. This 

chapter also provides a brief description of how a geographic 

information system may be utilized to organize and analyze 

some of the available data on the Iranian community. 

Chapter Six discusses the spatial distribution of 

Iranians at the state and county levels. The purpose of this 

chapter is to identify the major Iranian communities in the 

U.S. and provide an initial discussion of the importance of 

socioeconomic variables and other factors such as availability 

of universities and colleges on the concentration of this 

immigrant group. This chapter shows that there are six major 

areas of Iranian concentrations in the U.S. and that southern 

California represents the strongest of these concentrations. 

Chapter Seven provides a discussion on the urban 

structure of Los Angeles and Orange Counties through 

utilization of the results from the factor analysis of the 

1980 Census data on these counties. While not addressing the 

Iranian community specifically, this chapter illustrates the 

socioeconomic diversity that exists within different ethnic 

areas. For example, the clear distinction between the high 

socioeconomic ethnic groups and low socioeconomic ethnic 

groups is apparent in the analyses contained in this chapter. 

Chapter Eight addresses the question regarding the 
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demographic characteristics of the Iranian populations in the 

two counties. Through a discussion of age, sex, language 

spoken at home, year of immigration, citizenship status, 

education, employment status, and income, it is shown that the 

Iranian community in Los Angeles and Orange Counties is not 

only far from being homogenous, but also is different in many 

respect from other ethnic groups. 

Chapter Nine discusses Iranian residential distribution 

in the two counties. First, by utilizing location quotient 

values for all census tracts, the areas of high Iranian 

concentration are highlighted and the bOllndaries of maj or 

communities are described. Second, using factor and social 

area analysis, some of the rather unique characteristics of 

Iranian communities and their similarities and differences as 

compared to other ethnic groups are discussed. 

Chapter Ten is the last chapter on the Iranian community 

in Los Angeles and Orange counties, and the focus of 

discussion contained in this chapter is the spatial 

distribution of Iranian businesses. Iranian Yellow Pages of 

1981 and 1988 are utilized to illustrate the growth and 

professional profile of Iranian businesses in these counties. 

The findings of this chapter indicate that by 1988, Iranian 

communities were well established in two areas of Los Angeles, 

the Westwood-Beverly Hills and Encino-Tarzana areas. 

Generally speaking, the findings of this research support 

the hypotheses that Iranian communities are not made up of one 
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homogenous group and that socioeconomic status and ethnicity 

factors should be considered simultaneously when studying the 

spatial distribution of an ethnic group. Ethnicity alone is 

not an adequate construct in explaining the spatial 

distribution of post-1965 immigrants who constitute diverse 

populations both economically and socially. As the findings 

of the factor analysis indicate, within the urban environment 

of Los Angeles and Orange counties, three distinct ethnic 

groups divided according to their year of arrival and 

socioeconomic status, can be recognized. Furthermore, the 

business and work force participation of the newly arrived 

immigrants is not completely explained by existing theories 

such as the dual labor market and assimilation. As 

illustrated for Iranians, the majority of individuals in these 

groups are educated and are able to speak English, and 

therefore are capable of seeking employment in the general 

labor market without their ethnicity acting as a handicap. 

This research provides the basis for justification of a 

thorough re-evaluation and modification of existing theories 

on ethnic community formation and it also illustrates the 

importance of two variables in studying any human community. 

One variable is the urban and social structure within which 

a community is formed and the other is socioeconomic status 

which acts as a major component in determining the spatial 

distribution of the members of any ethnic group. 
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Chapter Two 

Iranian Immigration to the u.s. 

This chapter is dedicated to a discussion of historical 

dimensions of the Iranian immigration to the u.s. It will be 

demonstrated that: (a) Iranian immigration is in reality a 

flux over a short period of time, and; (b) the occupational 

characteristics of these imlnigrants in the past few years are 

indicative of their high socioeconomic status. Additionally, 

this chapter illustrates that prior to the period of high 

influx, a large Iranian community in the U.S. did not exist. 

This is shown through indications of low Iranian immigration 

to the u.s. prior to the peaks that have occurred within the 

past few years. 

Historical Background 

Iranian immigration must be viewed within a political and 

historical context that signifies Iran's relationship with the 

U.S., a relationship that was realized only after World War 

II and which was subject to political turmoil as early as 

1951-1953 (Halliday, 1979). This period was followed by some 

difficulties at the beginning of the Kennedy era in the u.s. 

Uncertain about the future of Iran, the U. S. government 

required that the Iranian government change the situation of 

internal repression in order to expect aid from the U. S . 

government. Iranian response to this problem was the White 

Revolution, which began in 1962. This political move on the 

part of Iran brought on a period of close relations with the 
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U.S., which lasted until the late 1970's. The period from the 

early 1960's to the late 1970's can be identified as an era 

of close ties between the U.s. and Iran. 

Improved relations between Iran and the U. S . also 

translated into an improved familiarity of Iranians with the 

U.s. Table 2.1 shows the total number ot" Iranian immigrants 

and non immigrants to the U.S. for the period of 1950-1987. 

While immigrants are the main aim of this research, it is 

actually the nonimmigrant figures that truly signify the 

relationship of the two countries and Iranian familiarity with 

the U.S. Nonimmigrants, as defined by the Immigration and 

Naturalization service, are those aliens who seek temporary 

entry to the united States, but have a permanent residence 

abroad. According to this definition non immigrants include: 

foreign government officials, officials and employees of 

international organizations, visitors for business and 

pleasure, crewmen, students, trainees, temporary workers of 

distinguished merit and ability, or temporary workers who 

perform services unavailable in the United States (INS, 1987). 

A substantial rise in the number of non immigrants from any 

country can be directly related to an increase in the number 

of visitors and stUdents. Therefore, the higher the level of 

familiarity of a country with the U.S., the higher the number 

of nonimmigrants from that country would be. 
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Table 2.1 

Iranian Immigrants and Nonimmigrants Admitted to 
the united states, 1950-1980. 

Immigrants Nonimmigrants 
Year Admitted Admitted 
1950 245 644 
1951 237 826 
1952 223 804 
1953 160 839 
1954 249 871 
1955 219 1113 
1956 227 1417 
1957 328 1723 
1958 433 2595 
1959 409 3351 
1960 429 3705 
1961 471 3426 
1962 601 3614 
1963 705 4685 
1964 754 5808 
1965 804 5954 
1966 1085 5796 
1967 1414 6421 
1968 1280 9533 
1969 1352 11237 
1970 1825 14475 
1971 2411 14927 
1972 3059 18238 
1973 2998 22561 
1974 2608 30164 
1975 2337 35088 
1976 3731 83194 
1977 4261 98018 
1978 5861 130545 
1979 8476 65813 
1980 10410 n.a. 
1981 11105 16926 
1982 10314 22955 
1983 11163 36506 
1984 13807 44629 
1985 16071 57831 
1986 16505 42561 
1987 14426 29950 
Total 152993 838743 

Note: 1950-1979 Country and region of birth 
1981-1982 Country of last residence 
1983-1987 Country of last citizenship 

Source: statistical Yearbook of INS. 
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Figure 2.1 

Iranian Nonimm.igrants 
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Figure 2.1 illustrates that the initial growth in the 

total number of immigrants occurred during the 1960's. This 

growth, however, was rather slow and became more significant 

only during the late 1960s, specifically in 1968. u.s. 

immigration policies and the beginning of economic prosperity 

brought about a clear change in the total number of Iranians 

visiting the U.S. In the case of Iranian immigrants, the 

impact of the 1965 Immigration Act should also be noted. 

Iranian immigration to the U.S. became accelerated after 1965. 
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However, in the case of both immigrants and nonimmigrants, the 

economic prosperity in Iran of the late 1960's and especially 

the early 1970' s (during and after the 1973 oil embargo) 

brought about an explosion in the number of Iranians who not 

only could travel to the West, but who could also send their 

children to these countries for higher education. This 

practice had previously been restricted to the upper classes 

and some military personnel. Whereas West Germany, England, 

and France received many from the earlier groups, the flood 

of Iranian students after the 1970's went to the U.S. These 

students made up a large portion of the non immigrants and the 

later immigrants. Table 2.2 indicates the importance of the 

u.s. in the attraction of Iranian students: 

Table 2.2 
Iranian students, by Country of study 

country 1961 1968 1969 1971 1973 

United states 2943 4554 5175 6771 9623 
West Germany 2991 2777 2735 2962 n.a. 
France 732 769 503 503 1492 
England 279 419 501 680 871 

(Source: Askari, et. aI, 1977) 

The marked rise in the total number of Iranian immigrants 

and non immigrants became apparent after 1975. This change 

is reflected in Figures 2.1 and 2.2, as well as Table 2.1. 

By 1975, Iranians had on the one hand gained the level of 

economic prosperity necessary to leave the country, and on 
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Figure 2.2 

Iranian Immigrants 
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the other hand had developed enough familiarity with the u.s. 

to wish to reside there permanently. Political problems and 

student unrest in Iran in the 1960's had not only increased, 

but also had generated greater political activity on Iranian 

campuses. A number of other factors were also exerting a 

stronger force in Iranian emigration. For example, a 

continued rise in the number of high school graduates combined 

with an inadequate number of universities and colleges in Iran 
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provided greater incentives for Iranian students to leave. 

This points clearly to the fact that Iranians were far from 

being economic immigrants. During the 1970-1975 period, 28.1 

percent of Iranian immigrants were in the professional 

category, with the highest single category being physicians 

and surgeons (9.5%) (Askari, et al., 1977). In a group that 

made up less than one percent of the total number of 

immigrants to the U.S., Iranian physicians, nurses, and 

engineers made up 4.2 percent of all the admitted 

nationalities in these job categories during 1970-1975. 

Indicators of this type signify the socioeconomic class that 

the majority of these individuals were able to attain in the 

U.S. This is an important variable in studying the Iranian 

community in the U.S. Bozorgrnehr, et ale (1989) report that, 

according to the 1980 census, 23 percent of Iranians had a 

graduate level university education, compared to 12.5 percent 

for the foreign-born and 7.5 percent for the American 

population as a whole. This high level of educational 

achievement is indicative of the nature of Iranian immigration 

to the U.S. Later discussions on naturalized Iranians will 

further indicate the high socioeconomic status of this group 

of immigrants. 

The rise in the number of immigrants beginning in 1975 

was further accelerated by the Iranian Revolution, which began 

in 1978. As Figure 2.2 indicates, the number of Iranian 

immigrants to the U.S. reached its peak in 1981. After the 

~~---------~-~-----,----------
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revolution, it became difficult for Iranians to emigrate 

anywhere, and their emigration to the U. S. became almost 

impossible after the hostage crisis that marked the end of any 

immediate possibility of a U.S./Iranian political 

relationship. Despite these problems, as Figure 2.2 

indicates, the number of immigrants to the U. s. actually 

increased and reached a second peak in 1986. This is due to 

the fact that the immigration figures include both the newly 

arrived as well as those who simply changed their status from 

nonimmigrant to immigrant. Figures 2.3 and 2.4 show that, if 

we disaggregate the total immigrants into newly arrived and 

adjusted status, we can indeed observe that the majority of 

Iranian immigrants are of the adjusted status group. The 

first figure illustrates a rapid decline in the percent of the 

newly arrived from 1976 to 1980 and a slow steady increase 

after 1980. This is indicative of the fact that the years 

1975 and 1976 constitute a major period of early Iranian 

immigration that has remained unmatched through 1987. Figure 

2.4 also portrays a continuous increase in the percent of 

Iranian immigrants who adjusted their status annually after 

1975. The rapid increase of the revolution period stabilized 

briefly from 1980 through 1983, gaining momentum thereafter. 

The post-1986 decline is indicative of the smaller number of 

Iranians who had not changed their status by that time. The 

above discussions point out that from a historical standpoint, 

the years after 1975 should be regarded as the major era of 
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Iranian immigration to the U. s., with a marked period of 

1975-1980 as the peak era. For the remaining part of this 

section, the details of this post-1975 immigration will be 

discussed. 
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Immigrants: 
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The majority of Iranian immigrants from 1975 to 1980 were 

in their twenties (See Table 2.3 and Figure 2.5). In 1975, 

this age group was responsible for over 41 percent of all 

Iranian immigrants, a percentage unmatched by any other age 

group. The second peak of this age group occurred in 1982 

(45.8 percent). After this all-time high level, the 20-29 

age group has declined in importance more rapidly than any 

other age group. 

The most drastic increase in anyone group since 1975 is 

the "Over 50" group. Considering that people within this age 

group are less willing to migrate, their increased level is 

indicative of two phenomena: a) realization that the 

revolutionary government of Iran was not going to change soon, 

and b) the increased number of Iranian students who decided 

to remain in the u.S. encouraged their parents to move to 

the u.S. as well, representing a chain-migration effect. 

Not surprisingly, one group that has portrayed a 

continuous decline since 1978 is the 0-19 group. While prior 

to the revolution, parents were able to send their children 

to the u.S., the Iranian government's restriction on travels 

abroad most heavily affected the younger group after the 

revolution. For example, male members of this age group were 

not allowed to leave the country prior to a two-year 

mandatory army service, and therefore, the proportion of this 
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Table 2.3 

Percent Iranian Immigrants by Sex and Age, 1975-1987 

Year Sex Tot. 0-19 20-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60-69 70-79 >80 

1975 

1976 

1977 

1978 

1979 

M 
F 

M 
F 

M 
F 

M 
F 

M 
F 

57.7% 
40.4 

9.8% 27.2% 13.8% 
11.014.0 6.8 

3.3% 
4.0 

2.1% 
2.9 

59.7 11.2 25.9 12.1 4.1 3.6 
39.4 11.4 11.4 7.2 4.7 2.8 

59.2 12.9 23.1 11.2 
39.8 12.2 10.2 7.9 

51.8 
46.2 

9.8 22.6 
9.7 18.6 

11 
9.3 

58.7 11.2 25.3 11.3 
40 9.4 13.5 7.8 

4.9 
4.6 

3.6 
4.1 

4.5 
4.2 

4.3 
3.3 

3 
2.9 

3.3 
3.4 

1980 M&F 99.5 17.7 41.1 19.6 8.4 6.7 

1981 M&F 99.6 18.5 42.6 20.2 

1982* M 
F 

1983* M 
F 

1984 

1985 

1986 

1987 

M 
F 

M 
F 

M 
F 

M 
F 

65.6 
32.8 

63.9 
34.4 

59.8 
37.5 

58.2 
39.8 

56.6 
42.6 

54.8 
44.7 

8.2 34.8 14.3 
7.2 11 7.5 

8.3 30.1 14.9 
7.4 10.3 7.6 

9.6 24.8 13.7 
7.4 9.7 8.1 

8.7 24.1 14.5 
8 12.1 8.1 

9.1 21.1 13.6 
7.4 12.2 9 

9.7 18.8 12.9 
8.8 12.1 9 

8.6 

4.3 
3.5 

4.5 
4.4 

4.7 
5.2 

4.2 
4.6 

4.7 
5 

4.7 
5.3 

5.9 

2.7 
2.2 

4.1 
3.2 

4.2 
4.2 

3.9 
4.2 

3.8 
4.7 

4.1 
5.1 

1.5% 
1.7 

1.7 
1.9 

1.8 
1.6 

1.8 
1.6 

1.9 
1.7 

4.2 

2.6 

1.3 
1.4 

2 
1.5 

2.8 
2.9 

2.8 
2.8 

3.2 
3.1 

3.4 
3.4 

1.1 

1 

1.2 

1.8 

1.2 

1.1 
1.2 

1.2 
1 

* The total number of immigrants was adjusted to exclude the 
unknown categories. 

For years 1982-1985, Data for 0-4, 5-9, and 10-19 were added 
to the 0-19 age group. For ease of use, all other years were 
adjusted to have only one group of 0-19. 

Source: statistical Yearbooks of INS 
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Figure 2.5 
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group has constantly declined since 1978. 

x Over 50 

One of the most interesting aspects of Iranian 

immigration since 1975 is the change in the pattern of male 

and female subgroups (see Figure 2.6). Like many other 

groups, Iranian men constitute a higher percentage of this 

immigrant group. Even for educational purposes, men have had 

a higher chance of being sent overseas than women. While 

Iranian men have made up a higher portion of Iranian 

immigrants for all years since 1975, 1978 saw a partial 

closing of this gap between the two groups. Although the more 
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few years preceding the Iranian 

revolution could have contributed to this phenomenon, it is 

the lessening of female migration after 1978 that can be truly 

credited to the revolution and its political aftermath. INS 

data for 1980 and 1981 do not show separate figures for males 

and females, and therefore, it is presumed that they follow 

the general trend of an increasing male subgroup and a 

decreasing female subgroup. By 1982, this difference had 

reached its peak; the gap, however, between the female and 

male immigrants has declined steadily ever since. This is 

partially due to the following facts: (a) in the absence of 

family members, it is difficult for an Iranian female to stay 

in the U.S., but after a few years, through marriage or family 

consent, females are able to change their status, (b) the 

majority of Iranian males already residing in the U.S. had 

changed their status, and those remaining with nonimmigrant 

status were mainly female, and (c) while Iranian males were 

often not allowed to leave Iran due to the army service 

requirements and wartime needs, Iranian females could have 

left due to marriage and other means of legal emigration. 

Table 2.3 confirms the last hypothesis by indicating that 

while the percent of Iranian males in the age groups over 30 

did not change after 1982, the percent of Iranians under 30 

substantially declined. 
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Figure 2.6 
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Naturalized citizens: 

Another aspect of Iranian immigration worth discussing 

is the naturalization pattern. It can be argued that the 

first step in permanent immigration is acceptance of a new 

nationality! and therefore, the number of naturalized 

immigrants of any group is truly indicative of their level of 

permanent settlement. 



35 

The changing of one's nationality is a major step in any 

individual's life, and Iranian mass naturalization did not 

begin until the years after 1982 (See Figure 2.7). It should 

also be remembered, however, that in order to become a 

naturalized citizen, a person must reside in the U.S. for 

five years. This mandatory residency period may explain the 

delay in the increase in the number of naturalized Iranians. 

Table 2.4 supports this hypothesis, since it indicates that 

the majority of Iranians were naturalized under the General 

Naturalization Provision, which requires that an applicant be 

18 years of age, a lawful permanent resident with five years 

of continuous residence in the United States, and physically 

present in the country for half that period (INS, 1987). 

Not unlike the general immigration pattern, the total 

number of Iranians who were naturalized declined slightly 

after 1986. This, again, could be due to the fact that the 

total number of Iranians who were eligible for naturalization 

and decided to become U.S. citizens has declined. 

Because naturalized Iranians could eventually form the 

core of Iranian communities, it is important to evaluate in 

detail their occupational status, as well as their demographic 

characteristics. As Table 2.5 indicates, professionals have 

made up the highest portion of naturalized Iranians in any 

one of the occupational groups for anyone year since 1975, 

and have contributed an annual 25 to 40 percent to the 

Iranians naturalized (Figure 2.7). 
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Figure 2.7 
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Table 2.4 

IRANIANS NATURALIZED BY GENERAL AND SPECIAL NATURALIZATION 
PROVISIONS 

YEAR TOTAL GENERAL MARRIED TO 
PROVISo U.S. CITIZEN 

AMERICAN 
PARENTS 

---------------------------------------------~-------------
1975 601 417 149 22 
1976 768 550 179 30 
1977 8Jf 643 156 30 
1978 1132 898 205 22 
1979 1217 963 216 23 
1980 1591 1299 235 37 
1981 1677 1338 303 33 

Source: statistical Yearbooks of INS 
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since 1984, however, there has been a steady decline from 

32.19 to 25.13 percent. Of all occupational categories, 

clerical, sales, and services have witnessed the greatest 

increase from 1975 to 1987. The two categories that have seen 

a decline are administration and crafts. Unlike some of the 

earlier or even contemporary immigrants, Iranian craftsmen 

make up a very small subgroup, whose numbers have remained low 

since 1975. This is indicative of how closely naturalized 

Iranians are fitting into post-industrial American society, 

which relies mainly on professional and service oriented jobs. 

Table 2.5 

PERSONS NATURALIZED BY MAJOR OCCUPATION GROUP 

Year Total Prof. Admin. Sales Clerical Crafts Service 

1975 100% 39.27% 13.31% 3.33% 3.33% 5.32% 4.33% 
1976 100 25.00 9.64 1. 95 4.82 3.13 4.04 
1977 100 35.89 10.65 2.75 5.62 4.55 4.43 
1978 100 32.95 12.72 4.06 4.59 5.83 4.51 
1979 100 31. 72 13.97 4.11 5.18 5.59 4.85 
1980 100 29.23 16.15 4.59 4.21 4.71 4.78 
1981 100 29.93 16.28 5.78 4.59 3.70 4.35 
1982 100 33.44 13.33 5.20 4.22 3.97 4.40 
1983 100 29.71 8.19 7.76 6.37 4.87 7.17 
1984 100 32.19 9.92 7.76 7.19 3.62 6.26 
1985 100 29.26 12.24 5.36 8.51 3.32 11. 95 
1986 100 26.42 11. 64 5.47 8.60 3.68 14.40 
1987 100 25.13 12.74 5.89 8.53 2.81 11. 78 

Source: statistical Yearbooks of INS 
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Based on age and sex composition, naturalized Iranians 

portray a different picture from that of immigrants. Unlike 

the 20-29 age group that contributed the highest percentages 

of Iranian immigrants, it is the 30-39 age group that provided 

the same function for the naturalized persons. Figure 2.8 

indicates that the 30-39 age group has remained numerically 

greater than all other age groups. This ten-year difference 

between immigration and naturalization can be due partially 

to the requirements of the General Naturalization Provision, 

which delays the process from three to five years. 

From the standpoint of the differences in sex-ratio, the 

male population dominates the naturalized groups. As was 

indicated earlier, the Iranians, like any other immigrant 

group, were chiefly comprised of men, and therefore, it is not 

surprising to see that there are more Iranian male immigrants 

and naturalized citizens than females. The closing of the gap 

that was portrayed among immigrants in 1978 (Figure 2.6) 

becomes apparent during 1980 and 1986 for the naturalized 

group (Figure 2.9). It is possible that by 1986, the majority 

of remaining Iranians who .h;-:j no't naturalized were either 

Iranian students who could have married o~ naturalized through 

their jobs, or who were the children of Iranian migrants who 

had come of age and were able to choose their country of 

citizenship. In either case, 1986 saw a sUbstantial increase 

in the number of Iranian females who became naturalized. 
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Figure 2.8 

Percent Naturalized by Age 
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Refugees and Asylees: 

According to INS's definition, asylees and refugees are 

persons unable or unwilling to return to their native country 

based on a well-founded fear of persecution. However, asylees 

are aliens inside the united states or at a port of entry, 

while refugees are merely outside their own country of 

nationality, most likely at some American embassy oveJ'.seas. 

While this group was originally responsible for only a 

small portion of the Iranians in the U.S., during the 19805 

it gre·.... by a phenomenal amount. Table 2.6 indicates the 

number of Iranian refugees and asylees who have been granted 

permanent resident status since 1946: 

Table 2.6 

Iranian Refugees and Asylees Granted Permanent Residency 

Year 

1946-1950 
1951-1960 
1961-1970 
1971-1980 
1981-1987 

(Source: INS, 1987) 

Iranians 

118 
192 

58 
364 

23062 
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A breakdown of these figures is provided in Table 2.7 for the 

period of 1975 to 1987. Numbers for 1975 to 1978 are not 

available, but considering the low levels from 1971 to 1980, 

it can be presumed that these years were generally 

insignificant in the general pattern of Iranian refugees and 

asylees. 

Table 2.7 

Iranian Refugees and Asylees 
Adjusted to Permanent Resident status 

1975-1987 

YEAR 
Total 

Refugees Asylee 
=========================================== 

1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 
1980 
1981 
1982 
1983 
1984 
1985 
1986 
1987 

n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 

13 
124 
366 
701 

1450 
3544 
5420 
2867 
2514 

n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 
n.a. 

37 
45 
94 

1329 
3294 
3149 
3155 
3045 

Source: Statistical Yearbooks of INS 

Figure 2.10 indicates that the true period of growth for this 

group of Iranians is the two year period of 1984 through 1985. 

Prior to 1984, there was a steady increase in the total number 

of Iranian refugees and asylees, but the numbers soared during 

1984 and 1985. 
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Figure 2.10 

Refugees 
Adjusted to Pernanent Resident Status 
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since both asylees and refugees are required to have a one 

year continuous residence in the country, it is obvious that 

the period of high Iranian refugee and asylee arrival to the 

u. s. was during the years 1983 and 1984. The decline of 

refugees after 1985 was delayed for the asylees by one year. 

While 1987 saw a decline in the number of asylees, it is by 

far less important compared to the number of refugees. This 

phenomenon becomes more significant when one distinguishes 

between the INS definitions for each group (discussed 

earlier). The more rapid decline in the number of refugees 
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and a steady level of asylees after 1984 is indicative of the 

fact that Iranians residing in the u.s. are continuing to 

become more formally stable through permanent residency, 

naturalization, and as the last resort, political asylum. 

summary 

Iranian immigration since 1975 can be divided into four 

distinct periods. These are 1975 to 1978, 1978 to 1982, 1982 

to 1986, and 1986 to the present. 

1975 to 1978 

This period saw a rapid increase in the number of Iranian 

immigrants and non immigrants and provided the human resources 

for the formation of Iranian communities in the u.s. Iranian 

students made up a large portion of the total nonimmigrants, 

and a few years later also constituted a portion of the 

Iranian immigrants through their change of status. This 

period of rapid increase in the number of newly arrived 

Iranians was slowed, and in some categories halted, by the 

Iranian Revolution of 1978, which marked the beginning of the 

next era. 

1978 to 1982 

Even though very few Iranians were allowed to leave 

Iran, especially as students, this period saw a rapid growth 

in the number of Iranian immigrants who chose to reside in the 

u.s. through a change in their status. However, the decline 

in the number of newly arrived Iranians became apparent when 
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by 1982 a slight decline in the number of immigrants occurred. 

This period is marked by a slow increase in the number of 

naturalized Iranians, but is insignificant compared to the 

period of 1982 to 1986. Toward the end of the 1978 to 1982 

period, there was a decline in the relative contribution of 

a major age group, 30-39, which continued through the years 

to follow. Also by 1982, the 0-19 age group took the lead 

over the 40-49 age group. Therefore, during the 1978-1982 

period, a younger group of Iranian immigrants (20-29 age 

group) and an older age group of naturalized Iranians were the 

dominant group. Considering the one year residence 

requirement for refugees and asylees prior to permanent 

resident status, 1982 also marked the beginning of a period 

of rapid increase in these two subgroups. 

1982 to 1986 

This period witnessed a renewed and all-time high period 

of Iranian immigration, which began to decline by 1987. The 

year 1986 marks a series of demographic events that highlight 

its importance in the era of Iranian settlement in the u.s. 

These events are: (a) an increase in the number of Iranians 

who adjusted their status to permanent resident, followed by 

a rapid decline, (b) a peak in the number of total immigrants, 

(c) an increase in the number of over 50 age group among the 

immigrants, (d) a peak in the total number of persons 

naturalized, which is reflected in a peak in the total number 

of naturalized Iranians with professional, service, and 
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administrative occupations, (e) a peak in the 0-19 age group 

among naturalized Iranians, (f) a narrowing of the gap between 

the percent of male and female naturalized Iranians, and 

finally (g) an end to the short period of high numbers of 

refugees and a continued high number of asylees. 

The period of 1982-1986 was the major era of Iranian 

immigration and marks their period of adjustment to and 

acceptance of the idea of residing in the U.S. 

1986 to Present 

Ever since 1986, the mass migration period has been 

basically slowing and it has become one of final immigration 

status changes for those who are finishing their education, 

or after a few years of residence must decide whether they are 

planning to stay. While the majority of the Iranians who 

decided to stay in the U.S. received their permanent residency 

or naturalization status by 1986, there still remains a group 

of Iranians who have difficulty in choosing. Their numbers, 

however, are dwindling, since the majority of them are 

students, who upon graduation will be forced to decide either 

to stay or leave the U.S. 

From the discussions provided in this section, it can be 

concluded that: 

a) Iranian mass immigration occurred over a short 
period from 1975 to 1986; 

b) Iranians portray a high professional status; 
c) Iranian immigrants are made up of an earlier 

younger group followed by an older one; and 
d) A recently much younger group is forming a major 

portion of the Iranian immigrants. 
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This chapter provides a review of human ecology and 

assimilation theories as they relate to the human community 

formation process. 

evolution of human 

The first part traces the genesis and 

ecology in order to highlight the 

theoretical modifications that occurred from the classical 

human ecologists (e.g. Park and Burgess) to the contemporary 

human ecologists such as Amos Hawley. The evolution of 

theories regarding the community formation process will 

illustrate the shift from the purely spatial concerns of 

classical human ecologists to the cultural focus of cultural 

ecologists (e.g. Hardesty and Denevan) and the non-spatial 

characteristics of Amos Hawley and contemporary human 

ecologists in sociology. 

It will also be shown that assimilation studies/theories 

similarly followed an evolutionary process that witnessed its 

maturity in the 1950s and 1960s among sociologists, such as 

Gordon. The spatial component of assimilation theories 

(community formation process) will be discussed to further 

highlight the similarities of human ecology and assimilation 

theories. 
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Human Ecology', Background and scope 

McKenzie defines human ecology as the study of spatial 

and temporal relations of human beings as affected by the 

selective , distributive, and accommodative forces of the 

environment (Hawley, 1968). In short, human ecology is 

interested in the effect of social position, in both time and 

space, upon human institutions and behavior. Generally 

speaking, human ecology is an attempt to deal holistically 

with the phenomenon of organization within human communities 

(Hawley, 1986). Amos Hawley (1986) proposes that human 

organization is best thought of as a paradigm, made of three 

propositions of adaptation, growth, and evolution: 

1) Adaptation proceeds through the formation of 
interdependence among members of a population; 

2) System development continues to a maximum size and 
complexity as a function of technology and communication 
available; and 

3) with new information, system development is resumed 
due to higher capacity for the movement of materials. 

1. Even though the term human ecology first appeared during 
the 1920s and 1930s, human ecological studies had been 
conducted since the early 19th century in France and England 
(Elmer, 1933; Levin & Lindensmith, 1937). These studies 
mainly dealt with the spatial distribution of inter-related 
social variables (like s.patial studies of crime) without 
reference to ecology. 

The intellectual foundation of human ecology can be 
traced to two major texts advancing natural ecological 
thought: 1) Eugenius Warming's book in 1895 (appearing in 
English in 1909 as Oecology of Plants and 2) Wilhelm 
Schimper's book in 1898, which was translated into English by 
W.R. Fisher in 1903 (Martin, 1987). Schimper's book proved 
to be of great influence due to its attempt to classify 
vegetation and its discussion on convergent evolution. 
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Studies in human ecology have traditionally been of two types: 

(1) distribution of some bio-social phenomena and (2) 

determination of the "natural" boundaries of some phenomena 

or population (Hawley, 1968). 

Urban Ecology and Community 

One of the more interesting aspects of human ecology is 

the special attention that researchers have given to cities 

(e.g. Park, Burgess). Indeed, the distinction between urban 

ecology and human ecology is one of scope and ecological unit, 

and not of ecological factors. Human ecologists' interest in 

the urban form can be summarized in three areas: (1) urban 

units as interdependent organization forms based on the 

production and consumption activities of populations; (2) 

internal spatial structure of urban units and their changes 

over time; and (3) identification of forces which give rise 

to, sustain, and modify these phenomena over time. As its 

primary focus, human ecology is generally interested in the 

function of different human systems by way of an approach 

based on ecological principles. 

An important principle in operation of human ecological 

work is the delineation of a system's boundaries. Boundary 

formation depends on the researcher's interest and ability to 

identify the population or the community that operates within 

it. Indeed, for Hawley, one of the pioneer contemporary human 

ecologists, community is the basic unit of analysis in human 

ecology (Wilson, 1984). For Park (1936), one of the classical 
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human ecologists, a community: 1) has a population 

territorially organized; 2) is more or less completely rooted 

in the soil it occupies, and; 3) its individual units live in 

a relationship of mutual interdependence that is symbiotic 

rather than societal, in the sense in which the term applies 

to human beings. This definition by Park really concentrates 

on non-human communi ties, although, an expansion of it to 

include cultural capability for the creation of symbiotic 

relationships would extend to human communities as well. In 

the case of human beings, community is studied as a moving 

equilibrium (Martin, 1987). The question asked is not merely 

what is or was in a place, but rather, what are the process 

and conditions of a phenomenon occurring. 

Al though the application of theories about non-human 

communities to human communities creates some difficulties, 

similarities between the two are quite prominent. For 

example, both human and non-human communities have structural 

similarities. They both: (1) constitute material systems 

through which energy flows and by which populations and their 

resources are mutually regulated; (2) contain a high degree 

of diversity which can be maintained through a continuous 

input of energy from external sources; (3) vary in size due 

to spatial and temporal variations in the abundance and 

distribution of resources, and; (4) transform potential energy 

into social organization such that the process which generates 

a division of labor (resource partition) is important to both 
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human and non-human communities (Abruzzi, 1982). The basic 

difference between human ecology and ecologies of lower life 

forms is that humans are capable of a higher level of behavior 

in their adaptation process (Hawley, 1968). 

According to McKenzie, human communities differ from 

plant communities due to mobility and purpose. In short, they 

are not only able to select their habitat, but also have the 

ability to modify its conditions. Park (1936) takes this idea 

further by saying that human communities differ from plant and 

animal communities because they are organized at two levels, 

the cultural and the biotic. Park claims that symbiotic 

society is based on competition, while cultural society is 

based on communication and consensus. However, when he later 

develops his model of human community organization, he gives 

special emphasis to competition. This could be due either to 

his belief in a human tendency toward competition, as a 

regulatory process, or to the difficulty of treating and 

studying the cultural variables that act as regulatory 

mechanisms. Later in this same article, Park claims that 

cultural/biotic dichotomy cannot explain complete human 

relationships and therefore social scientists need to reach 

beyond human geography and ecology, towards economics, 

political science, and cultural anthropology, in order to 

answer some of their questions. 

Components of a Human Community 

The three basic factors in a human community are: 
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population, geographic habitat, and material culture (Hawley, 

1968) . This is to say that human ecology needs to be 

concerned with the group that makes up the community, the 

location and distribution of the community, and its regulatory 

processes whereby competition and cooperation occur. 

According to McKenzie (1926), in human society, physical 

structure and cultural characteristics are components of one 

complex, such that the biotic and cultural elements are 

different layers of one cover under which human organizations 

operate. 

A major component of human communities remaining at the 

heart of theoretical arguments is the individual and his/her 

place in the social theories regarding adaptation and the 

community formation process. Individuals seem to be spatially 

separated, territorially distributed, and capable of 

independent locomotion. However, individuals are forced to 

operate within preset environmental and cUltural/social rules 

and regulations. Hawley (1986) indicates that the individual 

is a postulate with five characteristics: he/she (1) 

interacts with the environment; (2) interacts with other 

individuals; (3) is time bound; 4) preserves and expands 

his/her life ~o maximum attainable, and; (5) is indeterminate 

in the intrinsic limitation of behavioral variability. within 

these characteristics, human beings can be viewed as 

independent components who operate within a structure with a 

distinct goal. 
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The structure or framework within which individuals 

operate could create different and distinctly recognizable 

groups which may be studied as a whole. The spatial component 

of these individuals and groups becomes important only when 

one realizes that the spatial relationship of individuals is 

a by-product of competition and selection (Hawley, 196B). In 

other words, the social and cultural structures which are in 

operation in every community act as regulatory devices within 

which individuals are required to adapt and operate, and 

through these factors must express themselves spatially. This 

spatial manifestation of social, cultural, and biophysical 

phenomena is not static, but is continuously subj ect to 

change. 

This change is normally induced by factors which modify 

the competition relation or facilitate mobility. According 

to McKenzie, as people and their institutions become 

accommodated to certain spatial relations, any change will 

alter the physical basis of social relations, and thereby 

create social and political problems. Additionally, in the 

initial stages of community formation, changes occur quite 

rapidly; however, through time, as a community becomes more 

established, the intervals between changes become longer, and 

they occur only when it becomes necessary to modify the 

structure and framework of social operation. Individuals, as 

well as their communities, must adapt to each new change. As 

a result, two questions characterize the focus of human 
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ecological study. The first is important in studying human 

communities in their adjustment to cultural as well as 

biophysical sett.ings: what is the nature of inter-relations 

between environment, space, and society; and how can one 

conceptualize the historical processes which reveal these 

interrelations (Berge, 1983). In this regard, human ecology 

is concerned not only with space, but also with time. The 

second question in human ecology is not just why people do 

what they do, but rather, under what conditions do given 

actions occur (Hawley, 1986). These b.vu J.ifferent questions 

separate classical human ecologists, like Park and Burgess, 

from more recent ones. The more recent attempt is to go one 

step beyond the classic portrayal of spatial manifestations 

of social phenomena in order to explain the inter-relationship 

of different factors involved (Theodorson, 1961). From this, 

one would expect that interest in the structure of a community 

should be a natural extension of distributional studies. When 

observing the spatial behavior of a group, one would want to 

know how these behaviors have developed. 

Regulatory Processes, competition and Cooperation 

Human ecology views behavior not simply as neural 

responses to sensory stimuli, but rather as activities 

patterned by the structure of relationships and subject to 

changes in that structure (Hawley, 1986). Being interested 

in both social/cultural and biophysical structures, human 
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ecologists treat the human community in a superorganic manner. 

In viewing the human community in a holistic way, human 

ecologists are interested in mechanisms that regulate the 

structures or frameworks within which a community operates. 

Therefore, the two previously mentioned central themes of 

ecology, competition and co-operation, become important in 

studying the human society as well, the only difference being 

that in human communities, competition is regulated by culture 

(Berge, 1983). 

As Park (1936) states it, biotic competition takes the 

form of conflict at a social level. In other words, from the 

ecological point of view, human society is the territorial 

unit or the area in which biotic competition declines, to be 

replaced with struggle for existence at a higher and more 

sublimated form. Park (1936) states that among humans, 

competition outside the biotic level is limited in every level 

by custom and consensus. Park articulates the customary and 

consensual mediation of conflict in human societies through 

a pyramidal model of the social order. In this model, four 

layers of ecological, economic, political, an~ moral elements 

distinguish between different human behaviors. The ecological 

layer is at the bottom, with the economic, political, and 

moral layers as the second, third and fourth level, 

respectively. Ascending from one level to another, society 

tries harder to restrict competition and promote more 

effective co-operation. Therefore, competition is most free 
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at the ecological level, while it is most restricted at the 

moral level. An expansion of this model would indicate that 

in the process of human community formation, three stages will 

occur. Initially, an area is invaded by a population whose 

primary mode of inter-relationship is competition and 

dominance. These two factors determine the general ecological 

pattern of that community, beyond the biophysical limitations 

of the environment. As the community proceeds toward 

embracing an economic and political system, its biotic 

competition becomes gradually more controlled by the society. 

In this way, higher fO~TIS of co-operation gradually follow. 

However, disturbances in the co-operation stage induce a 

repetition of this process, or prevent the highest forms of 

co-operation and co-existence from ever occurring. 

The interaction of population, artifact, custom and 

beliefs, and natural resources, maintains the biotic balance 

and the social equilibrium when and where it occurs. Human 

ecology is an attempt to understand how this biotic balance 

and social equilibrium is maintained once it is achieved, and 

how it is disturbed (Park, 1936) (Equilibrium is not in 

reality an accurate term, since what is actually studied is 

status quo/existing social structure, and has nothing to do 

with any form of ecological equilibrium). In other words, 

human ecologists not only look at how and why linkages within 

a community form, but also their stability over time (Wilson, 

1984). At the urban level, for example, human ecologists take 
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the viewpoint that these communities are not self-contained 

forms of social organization, but that they are a part of a 

larger division of labor (Wilson, 1984). Therefore, the 

creation of an urban hierarchy and its maintenance is of 

utmost importance in understanding the larger societal 

structure within which different human institutions operate. 

The maj ori ty of classic human ecologists deal with the 

distribution of particular social and economic variables in 

relation to the structure of a city (i.e., Frazier, 1937; 

Jonassen 1949). 

within the classical position, the main emphasis rested 

upon competition for space as the foundation of human 

relationships. Early researchers, such as Park, believed that 

due to a high degree of inter-dependence, an automatic and 

unplanned form of co-operation also occurs (Theodorson, 1961). 

This phenomenon was referred to as competitive co-operation, 

and was believed to lead to a symbiotic relationship. 

As was mentioned before, classical human ecologists took 

the position that human communities are organized at two 

levels: biotic and cultural (Theodorson, 1961). At the biotic 

level, "non-thoughtful" adjustments to existence are made. 

This level is regarded as sub-social, and spatial distribution 

portrays the organization of a community at this level. 

Furthermore, the biotic level is based on competition, 

co-operation, and symbiosis. The cultural level, though, is 

treated as being based on communication and consensus and, 
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therefore, becomes a super-structure resting upon the biotic 

level (Theodorson, 1961). The biotic level is referred to as 

community, while the cultural level is referred to as society. 

Classical human ecologists, most prominently Park, have 

maintained the viewpoint that the biotic level is the proper 

area for human ecological studies, and therefore, 

factors are excluded. Excessive emphasis on 

cultural 

spatial 

distribution studies is indicative of such a point of view. 

criticism & Responses: The Impetus for Formation of Cultural 

and Contemporary Human Ecology 

Even though complete exclusion of cultural factors did 

not ever occur, the extreme awareness about their influence 

on human community organization gradually brought about a 

strong opposition to the over-emphasis of classical human 

ecologists on the biotic level of human communities. Some of 

the important articles written against the classical position 

were Maurice Davie's (1938) and MilIa Alihan's (1938). Gettys 

(1940) accused the classical human ecologists of biological 

determinism and denounced their attempt to separate the 

cultural from the biotic level of human communities. 

Arguments against the classical position were made based on 

the assumption that human beings as social animals are 

surrounded by cultural factors which affect every phase of 

their lives, and therefore, it is impossible to isolate a 

truly sub-social or non-cultural level of behavior 

(Theodorson, 1961). Even among early human ecologists, some, 
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like McKenzie, took other orientations besides the biological. 

Indeed, McKenzie included culture and technology as one of 

the four types of ecological factors (Theodorson, 1961). Some 

critics, such as Firey (1945), went even further and declared 

that a general attention to the cultural attributes is 

sufficient, since one needs to truly understand the symbolic 

and sentimental value of places from the viewpoint of people 

occupying them. 

The collective thrust of criticism toward classical human 

ecology stems from the view that the adaptive mechanism in 

human groups is culture, rather than genetically inherited 

capabilities (Abruzzi, 1982). In response to this assertion, 

two types of ecological studies developed: one type, based on 

the ecological unit, includes contemporary urban ecology and 

the more traditional human ecology, and the other type, based 

on the need to include culture and study its effect on the 

adaptive mechanisms of human populations, includes cultural 

ecology. Geographers, while maintaining their adherence to 

classical human ecology (for example, Garcia, 1985; Darden, 

1988), have also advanced the cause of cultural ecology. 

Cultural Ecology 

Cultural ecology began with Julian Steward's works on the 

theory of multi-linear evolution (Hardesty, 1986). The 

assumption is that separate evolutionary patterns are created 

by the adaptive interaction between a culture's unique history 

and its environment. Hence, cultural ecology was defined by 
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Cultural 

ecology, with its emphasis on cultural adaptation, has been 

instrumental in the development of cultural geography as well. 

(Hardesty, 1986). 

Actually, the best overlapping of human ecology with 

cultural ecology can be seen in a statement by Porter (1978). 

He indicated that the major question in human ecology, for 

geographers, is how a culture and individuals within a culture 

adapt and adj ust to change. Here we see a common human 

ecological concern about adjustment and change, but mainly at 

the cultural level. In other words, the biotic level loses 

its importance. It is, however, interesting that 

pre-occupation with the spatial distribution focus of early 

human ecologists is still as important. The difference may 

only be the phenomenon or the complexity of variables studied. 

Therefore, human ecology has by no means lost its classical 

influence, or rather its biological roots from plant and 

animal ecology. 

One of the differences observed is the shift in viewpoint 

toward the adaptation process. The interest of human 

ecologists in adaptation has moved from regarding it as an end 

product to concentrating on it as a process (Hawley, 1986). 

This is due to a more serious consideration of the time 

variable. The key point in this adaptation process is 

considered to be change. The importance of change was also 

emphasized by early human ecologists, such as McKenzie 
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(Hawley, 1968), who believed that the task of human ecologists 

was to study the processes of change (caused by natural and 

cultural factors), in order to ascertain the principles of 

operation and the nature of the forces producing it. In 

regard to change, Barrows (1923) also indicated that every 

stage of adjustment is a part of the ceaseless process of 

evolution, where the only permanent factor is change. 

A new viewpoint offered by cultural ecology is the multi-

option adaptation process. It is believed that a group has 

a range of options in its adaptive process, and in reality, 

a reservoir of alternatives may be essential to survival 

(Denevan, 1983). One can detect a hint of human geographers' 

possibilism in this theory. The only difference here would 

be that it is not only the environment that provides different 

adaptive alternatives, but also, it is the lack of cultural 

uniformity that creates different options. In other words, 

cultures are presumed to lack cohesion and to be composed of 

different subgroups and individuals, who are aware of 

different options in dealing with the environment (Denevan, 

1983) . The other difference between cultural ecology and 

general human ecology appears here. In cultural ecology, the 

superorganic or macroscale view of a human community is 

reduced to a smaller scale of subgroups and an assemblage of 

individuals. This would also seem natural, since in moving 

from the biotic to the cultural level, differences become 

sharper within a community, and therefore, subdivision to 
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smaller groups becomes necessary. According to Denevan 

(1983), there are basically two levels of cultural-ecological 

behavior; one at the institutional level, which is shared, and 

the other at the individual level, which is not necessarily 

shared. The variation at the individual level indicates that 

an understanding of cultural adaptation should include an 

emphasis at the individual level. This emphasis should not 

be mistaken for a loss of ecological emphasis, since the 

concern is still one of interaction, process, and change. 

Hardesty (1986) indicates that adaptive interaction is 

a two-way process, where individuals adapt to collective 

institutions, while institutions are modified by individuals 

behaving adaptively. The large or macro-scale view is still 

important for recognizing the structure, interactive process, 

and general pattern of change in a human community. Here, 

change seems to be important both as a response to the 

physical environment and the biotic level, as well as to the 

internal stimuli and cultural factors. In the process of 

change, individuals, institutions, and the community use new 

opportunities and stresses to create a new ecological 

structure through cultural engineering (Hardesty, 1986). A 

connection between this ecological viewpoint and general human 

ecology can be seen in Hardesty (1986), who emphasizes that 

change in ecological structure is similar to mutations in the 

information content of regulatory genes. These phenomena can 

not be studied in isolation and one should be aware of their 
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influence on new spatial patterns. Therefore, contrary to the 

accusations made against classical human ecologists and their 

over-emphasis on spatial distributions, which was related to 

their concern with the biotic level of human communi ties, 

cuI tural ecologists translate the phenomena into their spatial 

expression. 

The mechanisms of adaptation at the cultural level are 

similar to those at the biotic level, which are variation and 

selection in a specific environment (Denevan, 1983). Hardesty 

(1986) states that "the mechanism of adaptive change is 

natural selection. Somewhat different is the dual inheritance 

model in which biology and culture compete for control of the 

goals that motivate human adaptive behavior." (PP. 13) 

Hardesty believes in some form of eventual equilibrium between 

the two forces. This equilibrium cannot be a permanent one, 

since any change at either the biotic or the cultural level 

would require a new balance to be created. Additionally, in 

a situation where environment and population become stable for 

a long time (an unlikely event), knowledge of adaptive options 

may significantly decrease, which in turn makes this system 

(society) more vulnerable, i.e. less resilient, when 

environmental change does eventually occur (Denevan, 1983). 

Replacing the equilibrium theory with that of resilience in 

a community permits a new point of view toward the adjustment 

and adaptation process. For example, resilience can be more 

helpful where adjustment to change disrupts only minimally 
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either the ecological or the social system (Denevan, 1983). 

Resiliency is basically a function of diversification, and 

therefore allows a more evolutionary point of view toward the 

adj ustment process. In other words, a community becomes 

successively more resilient as it diversifies its economic, 

social, and political system, thereby creating a situation 

where internal and external disturbances can be better faced. 

A community with such characteristics may be mistaken for one 

in equilibrium, but in reality it is merely capable of 

handling change more effectively. Furthermore, a sense of 

magnitude and degree can be associated with resilience, while 

equilibrium indicates a final and absolute situation. This 

could be a reason why the theory of equilibrium (biotic and 

cultural) has been criticized so much. After all, equilibrium 

is rarely observed in any community. 

cultural ecologists criticize cultural geographers for 

not understanding the magnitude of "change" due to their 

definition of culture as a uniform and stable phenomenon which 

leads to a superorganic bias, as well as a macro-scale view 

of human communities (Denevan, 1983). This is similar to 

criticism aimed at classical human ecologists. Here, again, 

a question of scale and size of the community under study 

becomes important. Also, the question of the time variable 

is raised. In other words, how can one understand a community 

without a temporal as well as spatial understanding of this 

human organization? To answer this question, we should start 
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from the understanding that adaptation is a co-evolutionary 

process between an individual and his/her environment. This 

assumption is based on the Darwinian argument that 

evolutionary studies should be conducted on the individual and 

the material conditions within which it survives. For the 

human species, however, we must take two other factors into 

consideration: 1) people with the aid of culture are capable 

of creating ecological niches within any environment, 

suggesting a co-evolutionary relationship between environment 

and human species, and; 2) a large part of human fitness is 

non-hereditary, and actually depends on differences in 

transmission of behavior that individuals learn (Hardesty, 

1986) • 

According to the revisionist Darwinian point of view, 

however, adaptation is not limited to the individual, and in 

scale, it ranges from genes to populations and ecosystems. 

This dichotomy of the individual versus the community as the 

unit of adaptation is really meaningless, since the unit of 

ecological study should not be predefined, but rather 

discovered. Depending on the researcher's goals, the scale 

of this unit may increase or decrease. What becomes 

important, then, is the methodological approach on the basis 

of which ecological units are defined and the spatial 

distribution is described. Furthermore, interest at any 

level, from individual to ecosystem, is valid, since all types 

of study are necessary for understanding the adaptation 
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process as whole. One should remember that in the same way 

the individual's behavior can hardly be generalized to portray 

that of the community, a community's pattern of behavior can 

not be applicable to every individual in that community. 

Furthermore, individuals 

patterns of adaptation. 

have both personal and societal 

They need to adapt not only to the 

environment, but also to other individuals who share some of 

their biotic and cultural levels of existence. 

This complex process of adaptation intertwines all 

social, cultural, and biophysical factors, and hence, requires 

an understanding of not only the individual, but groups and 

communities as well. The greatest missing part of human 

ecology studies is this inter/intra-societal process of 

adaptation. The only area where human ecologists have 

addressed this issue is the study of foreign immigrants and 

their assimilation process in the host society (for example, 

Darden, 1988~ Garcia, 1985~ Lee, 1987~ Lieberson, 1963). Even 

in those studies, however, very few attempts have been made 

to discover the internal diversity that exists within anyone 

ethnic/immigrant group. While inter-group studies are 

relatively common, it is the intra-group studies that are 

missing. 

A related area of social sciences with a similar problem, 

in that it fails to fully concentrate on smaller levels than 

the "whole-group", is assimilation studies. While these 

studies focus mainly on the adaptation processes of ethnic and 
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immigrant groups, they have not often considered the internal 

diversity that exists among their subjects. 

The relevance of assimilation theories to human ecology 

is apparent in the mutual interest of the two fields in the 

adaptation process and changes in spatial dis'cribution of 

human communities. It should be remembered that assimilation 

is a very specific example of the adaptation process developed 

mainly to explain the cultural adaptation of minority groups 

and foreign immigrants after their arrival in a new country. 

Hence, assimilation studies take the shape of urban ecology 

studies in that they seek to explain the human adaptation 

process and its various dimensions, including its spatial 

expression. 

Assimilation 

Inherent within assimilation studies are two major 

questions: a) what is a minority group, and; b) how does a 

minority group interact with the majority? Though answers to 

these questions are diverse, human ecology, with its focus on 

peoples' adjustment to an environment, provides a unique 

perspective that, with some modifications, is applicable to 

this research. 

While in-depth sociological debate over the definition 

of a minority group is outside the scope of this research, the 

existence of such groups, expressed spatially, is of prime 

importance. For this reason, it is first necessary to provide 

an explanation of assimilation and then to discuss some of the 
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unique characteristics of a minority group and how such 

characteristics are expressed spatially. 

What Is Assimilation? 

An early and influential definition of assimilation was 

offered by Park and Burgess (Gordon, 1964): 

"Assimilation is a process of interpretation and fusion 
in which persons and groups acquire the memories r senti
ments, and attitudes of other persons or groups, and, by 
sharing their experience and history, are incorporated 
with them in a common cultural life." 

They further explain that: 

"As social contact initiates interaction, assimilation 
is its final product. The nature of the social contacts 
is decisive in the process. Assimilation naturally taJces 
place most rapidly where contacts are primary, that is, 
where they are the most intimate, as in the area of touch 
relationship, in the family circle and in intimate 
congenial groups. Secondary contacts facilitate 
accommodations, but do not greatly promote assimilation. 
The contacts here are external and too remote." (Park 
and Burgess, 1921, pp. 735-7) 

This definition alludes to the two factors involved in 

the process of assimilation. One is the cultural/behavioral 

aspect, and the other is the structural aspect. Gordon (1964) 

insists that these two elements of assimilation must be 

distinguished from each other, because without them the 

immigrants' experience in America is not very well understood. 

Weinstock (1964) defines acculturation as "the process 

of becoming more American-like". Even though this definition 

is rather vague, in his study of the Hungarian immigrants 

Weinstock introduces a set of terminologies that show his 

intention to include structural assimilation. He expands on 
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Merton I s role-set theory and develops a new concept called 

the role-elements theory, which consists of central and 

peripheral elements. He argues that a set of expectations is 

associated with every role. He divides these expectations 

into peripheral and central role elements, and argues that the 

higher the job status, the higher the total elements and also 

the higher the rate of peripheral role elements. This means, 

for example, that the executive personnel of a company have 

a better chance of social interaction with others than the 

janitorial staff, and therefore achieve faster assimilation. 

Persons with higher job status also internalize their 

assimilation more rapidly. This is basically the same 

argument made by the structural assimilation theory. 

Therefore, when weinstock is discussing acculturation, he is 

concerned with social aspects of this process, as well. 

In his 1964 book, Gordon proposes that assimilation 

consists of seven distinct stages, the main two of which are 

cultural (changing values and norms to those of the host 

society) and structural assimilation (entering fully into 

societal network of groups and institutions). cultural 

assimilation can be understood as large scale entrance into 

cliques, clubs, and institutions of the host society, on a 

primary level. 

What is most important about these seven stages/types of 

assimilation is the distinction that Gordon makes between 

cuI tural and structural assimilation. In his theoretical 
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discussion on this subject, he hypothesizes that cultural as

similation, or acculturation, is likely to be the first type 

of assimilation to occur and could proceed indefinitely either 

with or without other forms of assimilation occurring. 

Therefore, it is possible to have an lIacculturation only" 

situation. Gordon further argues that once structural 

assimilation has occurred, either simultaneously with or 

subsequent to acculturation, all of the other types of 

assimilation will follow. He believes, however, that 

structural assimilation has never occurred within the first 

generation immigrants to the U.S., particularly among those 

of peasant, working class, and lower-middle-class background. 

This last statement is rather important when one considers 

some of the post-1965 immigrants, especially those of urban 

and professional backgrounds. 

case the reverse process or 

assimilation could occur? 

Is it possible that in their 

an accelerated process of 

Hurh's (1977) study of Koreans, while based on Gordon's 

seven stages of assimilation, lndicates that although 

socioeconomic status has a definite effect on the level of 

cultural assimilation, it seems to have very little effect on 

social assimilation. Interestingly though, this seems to be 

true mostly for the male respondents and only partially true 

for the females. This may suggest that female Koreans (or 

female immigrants) are generally more accepted by the American 

society, and hence, there is less discrimination and prejudice 
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directed toward them. 

Directly related to his seven stages of assimilation, 

Gordon also proposes the "straight-line" assimilation model. 

This model suggests that the first generation immigrant is the 

most "ethnic", and later generations become increasingly "non-

ethnic". Factors responsible for such a social phenomenon 

include the fact that cultural differences among groups become 

less sharp under the standardizing influence of the mass media 

und public education (Amersfoort, 1982; Gordon, 1964). This 

model indicates that acculturation (adoption of host society 

values) occurs faster than structural assimilation 

(incorporating into the host society's social organizations), 

because attitudes are more susceptible to change than are 

social relationships. Besides, acculturation is required for 

upwurd mobility (Crispino, 1980). This theory sounds somewhat 

like cultural pluralism, but Gordon's description of 

"ethclass" casts a new light on the subject. This is one of 

Gordon's unique contributions, in which he tries to recognize 

subgroups within a minority community, a task rarely 

accomplished by other researcher~ in assimilation and ethnic 

related studies. Gordon proposed a theoretically important 

question regarding the relative significance of the generation 

(ethnic) and the class variables. Proponents of the straight

line approach opt for the primacy of the latter (Crispino, 

1980), but Gordon suggests that: 

"the stratifications based on ethnicity are intersected 
at right angles by the stratifications based on social 
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class, and the social units or blocks of bounded social 
space created by their intersection are contained in an 
urban or rural setting in a particular region of the 
country." (Gordon, 1964) 

As such, ethclass is created by the intersection of the 

vertical stratification of ethnicity with the horizontal 

stratification of social classes. Gordon describes the four 

elements of sUbsociety (ethclass) as: 1) ethnic group, 2) 

social class, 3) rural or urban region, and 4) regional 

residence. This argument is reminiscent of Weinstock's 

theories on role elements. While Gordon's straight-line 

assimilation model seems to be mainly generational and is 

unable to explain the changes within an individual's life 

time, this deficiency is partially remedied by some of the 

other researchers who have pursued his theories. One of the 

most interesting of these theories is the one proposed by Hurh 

(1977). Hurh basica~ly rejected the straight-line assimila

tion and proposed the following hypothetical model: 

Degree of 
adaptation 
(life
satisfaction) 

resolution 

exigency 

optimum 

perceived status 
'nconsistency 

marginal 
acceptance 

length of sojourn 
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He proposed that in the case of new immigrants, assimilation 

begins with an initial period of excitement after reaching the 

goal of arriving in the u.s. This period, however, is shcrt

lived due to a realization that return to the horne-country is 

no longer possible. Lack of mental preparation for indefinite 

residence in the country and the need to become the host 

country's citizen creates a crisis period that is gradually 

resol ved by the adaptation process and the achievement of 

different socioeconomic goals. After reaching an optimum 

level of satisfaction, immigrants recognize some of the 

differential treatments to which they are subjected. Based 

on the minority-majority relationship (discussed later), these 

immigrants gradually change from a particularistic to a 

universalistic minority group. The perceived-status

inconsistency period is followed by a slow period of marginal 

acceptance. 

This pattern of assimilation is mostly visible among 

professionals, however. Rambaut (1985) observed a similar 

pattern in his study of Indochinese refugees. In the first 

year, a refugee is normally excited and relieved about leaving 

his/her troubled country and arriving in the U. S. In the 

second year, however, comes the realization that return is 

probably impossible. By about the third year, the individual 

begins to undergo the resolution process. 

Of course, refugees do present a somewhat different case 

from regular immigrants. For example, even though refugees 
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have a sense of being temporary residents, their catastrophic 

misfortune acts to sharpen their aggression and the need to 

prove their worth (Rogg, 1974). Also, the first wave of 

refugees tends to be either intellectuals or economically 

well-to-do people who are escaping some form of persecution. 

This is what Hurh (1977) calls the elite migration. This 

group tends to behave differently from the rest of the 

immigrants and refugees. They achieve structural assimilation 

faster than they achieve cultural assimilation. This is due 

to two coexisting factors: 1) the host society tends to be 

sympathetic to them and encourages their participation at the 

institutional level, and; 2) these elite groups are normally 

well respected within the cultural context they come from 

(among their own ethnic group), and therefore, to preserve 

their social status/respect, they need to remain within their 

cultural unit. The attention that they normally receive from 

the host society is already within their cultural framework. 

Losing this somewhat forced identity would translate to losing 

their special privileges. 

Hurh and his colleagues, who investigated the Korean 

community in the Chicago, also discovered that among Koreans 

there are generally two factors that act as handicaps in the 

assimilation process of this minority group: 

1. objective marginality (lack of English proficiency, 
lack of knowledge about western culture, and discrimina
tion by the society) and 

2. subjective marginality (common among all immigrants, 
this basically refers to cultural ambivalence, fear of 
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social rejection, and identity crisis or the "marginal 
man" phenomenon). 

As in many other cases, at the root of objective and 

sUbjective marginality one can detect the familiar notion of 

cuI tural and structural assimilation. Among assimilation 

theorists, this dual typology seems to be an acceptable one 

(e.g. Crispino, 1980; Rogg, 1974; Hurh, 1977; Hurh et. aI, 

1978) . 

Indeed, cultural and structural assimilation concepts are 

sufficient when studying the adaptation process of any ethnic 

group, including the recent immigrants; however, a maj or 

difference seems to be the order in which the two types of 

assimilation occur. As previously indicated, Gordon's 

conceptualization of cultural assimilation occurring first and 

structural assimilation following next is problematic when 

considering the recent immigrants, who are not only educated 

and urbanized, but are also somewhat familiar with the 

American culture and more importantly, have functioned in a 

capitalist system prior to arrival in this country. This 

groups' educational achievement, knowledge of English, and 

familiarity with the social and economic ~ystems can enable 

them to achieve a high level of structural assimilation at a 

more rapid rate than expected. While this is signified by 

their higher level of employment in private businesses, it can 

also indicate a high level of social access that exists among 

them. In other words, the high level of educational and 
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professional achievements enables a group to attain social 

acceptability and entrance to the social circles of the host 

society that further enhance the ethnic group's level of 

assimilation. The occurrence of cultural assimilation among 

these groups seems to be a process that mayor may not precede 

the structural assimilation. After all, if a group can 

achieve an acceptable level of social acceptance, there exists 

no pressure to eliminate any of its cultural characteristics. 

In the absence of a complete cultural assimilation and a 

relatively acceptable level of structural assimilation, this 

could, theoretically, enhance the cultural pluralism that some 

advocate. 

Minority community Formation Process 

Cummings (1983) and Darden (1988) propose that there is 

a direct relationship between the degree of ethnicity/spatial 

concentration of a minority group and the level of 

discrimination to which the members of that group are 

subjected. cummings indicates that minority victimization 

through exploitation and outright discrimination gives racial 

and ethnic minorities a sense of solidarity which leads to 

ethnic consciousness rather than class consciousness in the 

United states. Therefore, the rise of minority communities 

and solidarity among them are the result of this collective 

perception of discriminatory behavior of society toward 

minorities. Darden agrees with this point of view and in his 
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comparative study of Blacks and other ethnic groups in the 

U.S., specifies that the degree of segregation observed among 

African Americans is directly a result of the degree of 

victimization and racial prejudice to which they are 

subjected. 

Wagely and Harris (1958) link minorities to the process 

of state formation and especially to the rise of the modern 

state. They believe that it is through this process that 

people with different cultural backgrounds become incorporated 

into one organization which influences almost all aspects of 

everyday life. They go on to conclude that minority groups 

have the following characteristics: 

a) they are subordinate segments of complex state 
society; 

b) minorities have special physical or cultural traits 
which are held in low esteem by the dominant segments of 
society; 

c) minorities are self-conscious units bound together by 
the special traits which their members share and by the 
special disabilities which they bring; 

d) membership in a minority is transmitted by a rule of 
descent which is capable of affiliating succeeding 
generations even in the absence of readily apparent 
special cultural or physical traits; and 

e) minority people, by choice or necessity, tend to marry 
within their own group. 

In other words, the role of the state in the rise of a 

minority group is very important since it can, through 

education, law, and the labor and housing markets, further 

regulate social mobility and interaction of the minority with 
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the majority (Amersfoort, 1982). It is through unequal access 

to these services that minorities' chances for upward economic 

and social mobility are limited. Ultimately, education plays 

a very strong role in the interaction of majority and minority 

groups, by teaching the social norms and values to the 

children of minority members. 

Amersfoort proposes that minority-majority relations are 

differentiated along the lines of: concentration-dispersion, 

particularism-universalism, and emancipation-continuation

elimination. While the exact interpretation of these terms 

requires extensive discussion, the following general 

description will allow us to understand Amersfoort's typology 

of minority-majority relationship, and so will provide 

foundation for further discussions on the subject of 

assimilation. 

The first concept, concentration-dispersion, refers to 

minority community development and/or the dispersion of the 

members of minority groups. As was mentioned before, the 

degree of segregation or dispersion is believed to be directly 

related to the level of discrimination to which a minority 

group is subjected, and thus Amersfoort joins many other 

social scientists in that regard. Particularistic minorities 

are those that demand rights, not based on equality, but on 

their own value system, while universalistic minorities aim 

at equality, and try to remove barriers preventing 

participation. Normally, new immigrants with very different 
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cultural, social, and religious backgrounds tend to be 

particularistic, but racial minorities who have a long history 

of residence in the country are universalistic. Minorities, 

however, are generally not in an either/or situation, but 

rather in a middle position on a scale ranging from 

particularism to universalism. 

Emancipation-participation-elimination constitute 

basically three different levels of minori ty-maj ori ty 

interaction. In emancipation, the minority group tries to 

assure full participation in the society while not ceasing to 

exist or becoming invisible. This can be interpreted as a 

situation in which cultural pluralism exists. Inherent within 

the concept of emancipation is a democratic system, within 

which the majority respects the minorities' rights, and equal 

access is provided without an exchange for cultural and social 

obedience. 

The other variable in the minority-majority relationship 

is continuation, which occurs when the majority wishes to 

preserve the status quo. This normally occurs when minorities 

are exploited, the worst case is elimination. This occurs 

when the majority attempts to diminish the collectivity of the 

minority group(s), either by forced assimilation or by 

physical extermination through deportation or even genocide. 

Based on the preceding conceptualization of minority

majority relationships, Amersfoort has devised the following 

typology: 
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Typology of majority-minority relations 

orientation dispersed minorities 
of majority orientation 

u 

emancipation emancipation 
process 

continuation suppression 
struggle 
for 
emancipation 

elimination forced 
assimilation 
or 
extermination 

u: universalistic 
P: Particularistic 

P 

sectarian 
minority 

reserva-
tion 
situation 

forced 
assimil. 
or 
extermin. 

concen. minorities 
orientation 

U P 

federalism secess. 
movement 
eventual 
secess. 

suppression secess. 
struggle war 
for region 
autonomy 

forced secess. 
assimil. war; 
or forced 
extermin. Assimil. 

or ext. 

According to this typology, assimilation occurs only when the 

orientation of the majority is elimination. Even though this 

might seem acceptable at a theoretical level, it is far from 

the reality of the North American experience. Furthermore, 

this typology fails to propose an explanation as to how 

different minority and ethnic groups survive and assimilate 

within any society. Close evaluation of Amersfoort I s typology 

indicates that what should have been of prime importance is 

the level of minority participation in the major society. In 
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other words, how do different groups differ in their level of 

interaction with the main society and how does this difference 

affect their adaptation process in the host society? A 

question rarely asked is how subgroups (socioeconomic or 

cultural) within a minority group differ in their level of 

participation. It is normally presumed that members of an 

ethnic group behave similarly, creating a superimposed 

homogeneity that in reality does not exist. 

The differences among subgroups' level of participation 

affect their spatial distribution more directly. As will be 

discussed, it is not necessarily assimilation that affects the 

spatial distribution of a minority group, but rather it is 

their level of participation. This is due to the fact that 

participation is regulated more directly by the society, and 

while a group might not have achieved a significant level of 

assimilation, it might nevertheless have a high level of 

participation due to its high educational and professional 

achievements. In other words, level of participation is 

directly related to the socioeconomic status of a group and 

also its amount of access to the housing market. In his 

studies of Hungarians, Alexander Weinstock (1963, 1964), 

argued that based on the level of peripheral role elements, 

the limited level of social participation of different 

minority groups leads to their need for solidarity and 

emancipation. In other words, minorities' level of 

assimilation/ethnicity is directly related to the types of 
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jobs they hold, and hence to their level of participation and 

socioeconomic status. In this regard there is a real need to 

understand the social structure and the different types of 

subgroups within a minority community. This is where the real 

deficiencies of sociology <:.nd geography become apparent. 

Schnore (1958), in his discussion of Durkhiem's concept of 

social morphology, indicates that over a century ago, Durkhiem 

proposed that social scientists had to be concerned with 

social structure as a dependent variable. Throughout the 20th 

century, however, with the exception of human ecologists, the 

majority of sc=ial scientists have dealt mainly with social 

structure as an independent variable with respect to 

individual behavior. What is lacking, however, is an in-depth 

investigation of socioeconomic diversity and differences that 

exist within groups. The rudimentary notions of "in-" and 

"out-groups" or "primary" and "secondary" groups does not 

completely answer some of the spatial components of the ethnic 

community formation process. In other words, to understand 

minority assimilation, one needs to understand the social 

structure and social morphology, which in themselves are by-

products of social interaction/participation. From a human 

ecology perspective, social interaction varies from competi

tion to cooperation, and it is within this theoretical concept 

that the spatial arrangement of minorities can be understood. 

Summary Remarks 

In general, all models of assimilation seem to be 
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deficient, in one way or another. This stems from: 1) 

historical and spatial significance of each model, 2) lack of 

research concentration on middle-class immigrants and 

excessive attention given to the extreme cases of assimilation 

among immigrants, 3) over-generalization and super-organic 

approach in viewing immigrant/ethnic groups, 4) lack of 

attention to internal diversity of ethnic groups, 5) neglect 

of the social structure within which the ethnic community is 

formed, and 6) extrapolation from a limited source of data. 

The primary purpose of this research is to illustrate 

that, while groups such as Iranians might seem to be 

homogenous and portray a significant level of assimilation, 

they are indeed a diverse group that has merely achieved a 

high level of structural assimilation, due to its relatively 

high socioeconomic status and educational achievements. 

Furthermore, it will be demonstrated that the key to 

understanding the spatial distribution and/or assimilation of 

any ethnic/immigrant group is the ability to recognize and 

define the subgroups, as well as the social structure that 

surrounds them. In other words, in understanding the social 

process of adaptation, the internal diversity combines with 

the surrounding social structure to provide a complete view 

of the assimilation and spatial distribution of an ethnic 

group. To consider any of these aspects without the other 

would cause an erroneous result at worst and an incomplete 

understanding at best. 
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In the previous chapter some of the deficiencies of human 

ecology and assimilation models were discussed. One of the 

shortcomings indicated was in the area of ethnic community 

formation as it relates to the wider spectrum of immigrants, 

particularly with respect to more recent immigrants. It was 

pointed out that the majority of ethnic studies have 

concentrated on immigrants with lower socioeconomic status, 

and consequently, the spatial behavior of more recent groups 

who are higher status immigrants has remained unexamined. 

Yet the answer to some of the questions regarding the 

recent immigrants can be addressed within the boundaries of 

human ecology and assimilation models. For example, 

McKenzie's theory regarding peoples' ability to select and 

modify their habitat can be expanded to include the social 

structure or the social reality within which ethnic 

communities are formed. In other words, it may be stated that 

the ability of an ethnic group to modify its community is 

regulated through the social framework and access to services, 

and therefore this differential access and location within the 

social structure has a direct impact upon the range of options 

available to the group. Additionally, the formation of any 

ethnic community is accompanied by an adaptation process 

marked by cultural heterogeneity rather than homogeneity. 

Denevan (1983) states that due to a lack of cultural 
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uniformity, during the adaptation process a range of options 

is available to the members of any ethnic group. The 

differential adaptation process, availability of options, and 

the degree of social access helps create substantially 

different and recognizable subgroups that do not necessarily 

behave similarly. This differential behavior also affects 

their spatial distribution. The cultural heterogeneity and 

diversity in socioeconomic g!."oups can create very strong 

subgroups that are not only culturally differentiated, but are 

also socioeconomically separate from each other. 

In short, the most crucial step in understanding the 

cultural adaptation and community formation process of an 

ethnic group requires a methodical understanding and 

recognition of its significant subgroups. This narrowed focus 

should still accompany the large scale, superorganic approach, 

since the larger whole group focus enables the discovery of 

the existing social structure within which an ethnic group 

operates. 

By studying primarily those ethnic groups that rank low 

on the socioeconomic scale, it is possible to misinterpret the 

"limited options" among one group as cultural homogeneity. 

However, as indicated before, studies such as those on 

Hungarians (Weinstock, 1964) and Koreans (Hurh, 1977) have 

begun to recognize the importance of subgroups and a smaller 

scale focus in analysis of ethnic communi ties. A 

theoretically instrumental, but largely forgotten part of 
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Milton Gordon's (1964) theory on the assimilation process is 

the "ethclass" concept. Gordon not only recognizes the 

importance of subgroups, but also indicates the significance 

of socioeconomic status in the community formation process. 

The notion that within the American experience, ethnicity 

overrides class consciousness, is questionable, since 

ethnicity and socioeconomic status both play a major role in 

an individual or a group's process of adaptation and social 

access, and consequently, affect the available number of 

options. Based on theories such as Cummings' (1983), it is 

presumed that groups that are subjected to discrimination, 

such as Blac]cs and Hispanics, form an ethnic sOlidarity that 

leads to ethnic consciousness rather than class consciousness. 

However, a more detailed view of these groups indicates that 

while this might be true in some cases, the victimized and 

discriminated groups are generally from the lower 

socioeconomic strata, and therefore, these groups are already 

mainly homogenous in that respect. within the ethclass 

definition, members of these groups concentrate mainly on a 

few cells wi thin the general matrix of socioeconomic and 

ethnicity matrix. Apparently, in such cases, the ethnicity 

factor becomes the most important component in explaining the 

distribution of these groups. 

Residential Distribution 

In this research, it is hypothesized that since Iranians 

are of elite immigrant status, both educationally and 
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socioeconomically (discussed and illustrated later), they have 

a wider range of residential choices, and hence are 

distributed within the ethclass matrix differently from other 

ethnic groups. The variety and higher level of available 

options should be reflected in their distribution along both 

socioeconomic and ethnicity axes, and not in ethnicity alone. 

Furthermore, in the case of groups such as Iranians, their 

spatial distribution should more closely covary with the 

socioeconomic index as compared to other ethnic groups, whose 

members are not generally of high socioeconomic status. It 

is further hypothesized that, due to the different levels of 

socioeconomic status among groups such as Iranians, an initial 

multi-nucleation settlement process should occur. 

Additionally, based on income, education, occupation, 

immigration status, language spoken at home, and other 

demographic characteristics, the different subgroups should 

be easily recognizable. 

Business Distribution 

Ethnic businesses have traditionally been studied in 

order to discover different ethnic groups' levels of 

assimilation (Lee, 1987), ethnic networking and labor 

participation (Wilson, et al., 1980), and niche development 

in the form of specialization in a specific type of business 

or specific area of a city (Light, et al., 1988). To evaluate 

the Iranian businesses and their impact in the community 

development of this group in Los Angeles and Orange counties, 
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it is necessary to provide some theoretical background 

regarding this phenomenon. 

In a discussion of Cubans' experience in Miami, Wilson, 

et al. (1980) expound on the role that the dual labor market 

plays in providing the type of employment immigrant groups 

receive. Under this theory, it is stated that an immigrant 

laborer is directed to low-wage, low-status, and unstable jobs 

where past occupational experiences count for very little. 

This theory can be interpreted as stating that outside ethnic 

business networks, immigrant laborers are forced into 

undesirable jobs, and to avoid this situation, they attempt 

to remain within their own g·roup. Additionally, to avoid the 

low-preference status jobs, an ethnic group can become more 

self-employed, and therefore avoid the general market. 

with respect to this theory, it is hypothesized that 

since a large percentage of Iranians was made up of students 

who were trained in the U. s. and knew English well upon 

graduation, it is likely that this group conforms to the dual

labor market theory. Additionally, Iranians could also 

respond to such a situation, whenever needed, by increasing 

their self-employment level, since their socioeconomic status 

should make such an option available to them. However, it is 

suspected that while self-employment might be high among 

Iranians, the high percentage of students and people who were 

trained in the U.s. should reflect in a higher percentage 

being attracted to the general labor market. 
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Since the dual labor market does not provide any theories 

on the spatial distribution of immigrant businesses, 

assimilation theories and their spatial components have been 

utilized to study the distribution, and hence the importance, 

of this economic spatial structure on the community formation 

process. The assimilation theory proposes that as an 

immigrant group becomes more assimilated into the mainstream 

society, its business firms expand into the Anglo areas (Lee, 

1987). In other words, in the early stages of an immigrant 

community formation, the location of ethnic businesses 

correlates with the location of that group's ethnic enclave. 

This would mainly be due to the availability of an ethnic pool 

of laborers and customers that helps initiate and expand the 

ethnic businesses. As the group becomes more assimilated, its 

businesses become more evenly distributed and do not have to 

rely on the ethnic group alone. 

Although this theory might be applicable to some ethnic 

groups in the U.S., its appropriateness for some others, such 

as recent immigrants, is questionable. For example, this 

theory does not take into account the possibility of 

suburbanization of businesses along with the related ethnic 

group (Lee, 1987; Light, et al., 1988). In addition, it fails 

to incorporate the essential point that members of some ethnic 

groups, due to their high educational achievement and economic 

capability, are able to operate within the general market 

without needing to rely on their own ethnic group. 
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In order to investigate the spatial assimilation of an 

ethnic group, one should first consider the type of business 

and the level to which it relies on an ethnic group. Even 

at this level, analyzing or segregating the assimilation 

component is problematic, since certain businesses such as 

restaurants rely primarily on their ethnic ambience, and 

attract customers due to their ethnic appeal. The level of 

assimilation among the owner/operator of such a business is 

almost irrespective of the fact that the business remains 

highly ethnic in nature and is located within a recognized 

ethnic neighborhood. 

In the case of Iranians, there should be an increase in 

the concentration of Iranian businesses by type, where the 

more ethnic oriented businesses such as restaurants would be 

more closely associated with the Iranian residential 

concentrations. However, if spatial assimilation is to be 

observed, the growth of Iranian businesses should not remain 

wi thin the boundaries of their early centers but should 

instead expand to other areas as well. Additionally, a larger 

number of highly professional and diversified business 

services should develop over time. This expectation is based 

on the graduation of a high number of Iranian students from 

u.s. universities, and an increased knowledge of market needs 

both inside and outside the ethnic group. 
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As was discussed in Chapter Three, the general failure 

of human ecology and assimilation studies is partially due to 

their lack of attention to the definition of the ecological 

unit and urban structure. In other words, the first unit of 

study being either individuals or the group as a whole is 

always given and not discovered/justified. Second, there is 

rarely a discussion of how ethnic communities correspond to 

or are impacted by the urban environment that surrounds them. 

Urban structure is always a given. Not only is this static, 

but also, assumed structure tends to either underestimate or 

exaggerate the characteristic of the ethnic community under 

study. For example, in an urban environment that portrays 

a strong spatial hierarchy based on income, concentration of 

a minority group in a specific area could primarily be a 

function of its income status rather than its ethnici ty. 

Therefore, interpretation of an ethnic group's spatial 

concentration should be preceded by a thorough investigation 

of the urban structure as a whole. 

Another problem with ethnic community studies is a 

presumption that immigration of an ethnic group occurs over 

many generations. For example, the invasion succession theory 

is indicative of such an assumption. However, in many of the 

recent immigrants, and especially political immigrants, this 

characteristic is not completely applicable. 



This chapter discusses the methodologies used to: 

1. indicate that the Iranian immigration occurred 
over a short period of time; 

2. illustrate that no strong Iranian community/ 
concentration existed prior to the rapid 
influx; 

3. discuss the urban settlement of Iranians in 
southern California and some of the differences 
between Iranians and other ethnic groups. 
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The three main sources of data are the Immigration and 

Naturalization service (INS) statistical Yearbook, the 1980 

Census (County level, Census tracts for Los Angeles and Orange 

Counties, and Public Use Microdata for these counties), and 

the Iranian Yellow Pages for 1981 & 1988. 

INS DATA 

The Immigration and Naturalization Service publishes a 

statistical Yearbook that provides tabulated data on different 

aspects of immigration for anyone group coming to the U.s. 

These yearbooks were utilized to extract information on the 

historical dimensions of Iranian immigration to the U.s. 

The greatest difficulty in using these yearbooks proved 

to be not only the changes in the definition of different 

categories of immigrants, but also, almost yearly modification 

of criteria for data tabulation. Due to these problems a 

yearly comparison of data in certain categories becomes 

impossible. As tables in section V.A. indicate, even when it 

was possible to extract the needed information, some years 

were not available. 



93 

Generally, the INS's Yearbooks were utilized to extract 

information on: 

1. nonimmigrants (visitors, students, etc.); 

2. immigrants and their demographic characteristics; 

3. naturalized citizens and their demographic 

characteristics; 

4. refugees and asylees and their characteristics. 

CENSUS DATA 

The 1980 Census was used to extract information regarding 

the spatial distribution of Iranians at the state and county 

levels and in Los Angeles and Orange counties at the census 

tract level. Public Use Microdata Samples (PUMS) for the 

mentioned counties provided general information on the 

Iranians in these areas. 

At the county and state levels, data was analyzed to 

recognize major Iranian communities in the u.S. Besides the 

total number of Iranians, location quotients were used to 

clearly identify the deviations of Iranian concentrations from 

an even distribution. This index is calculated as: 

LQ = [(Si/S) I (TilT)] 

where 

si is the population of Iranians in the sub-area, 

S is the total population of Iranians, 

Ti is the total population of the sub-area, 

T is the total population. 

As LQ values increase, the proportional concentration also 
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The Iranian population, along with its location 

quotient, was used to identify those counties and states that 

illustrated strong Iranian concentrations. 

since socioeconomic characteristics are of importance to 

this research, at the county and at the state levels, data 

were analyzed to see if the concentration of Iranians covaried 

significantly with the average income of any of these 

geographic units. Spatial correlation and index of 

dissimilarities were used to analyze the data. While spatial 

correlation provides a general degree of covariation, the 

index of dissimilarity provides a measure of maximum variation 

or difference. In this case, spatial correlation is simply 

indicated by the correlation coefficient of Iranian location 

quotient and that of income. Index of dissimilarity, on the 

other hand, is calculated as: 

ID = 1/2 ~ I (TilT) - (Si/S) 

where 

Ti and si are the values of the variables (i.e., LQ and 

income) in the ith sub-area. 

T and S are the totals of the two variables. This index 

varies from 0 to 100 and the larger the value, the smaller is 

the degree of covariation. As can be seen, ID provides only 

a measure of maximum difference and hence needs to be used 

with caution or in association with other measurements. 

In addition to income, 

concentration of Iranians 

this study also evaluates the 

as a function of a county's 
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capability for attracting students. This is due to the fact 

that the INS data indicates that a large number of Iranian 

students were residing in the u.S. in the latter part of the 

1970s and early 1980s. For each county, data regarding 

universities and colleges of registered students in Fall 1982 

were extracted from the Rand McNally 1987 Sales and Marketing 

Atlas. Since Iranian students had to be accepted to a four 

year accredited college before being able to leave Iran, only 

those universi ties meeting these characteristics with 

enrollments larger than 1,000 students were included. Again, 

areal correlation coefficients and the index of dissimilarity 

were used to see how closely the Iranian population varied 

with that of the total number of students in all major 

universities and colleges at the county level. 

For Los Angeles and orange counties, the 1980 Census at 

the census tract level was obtained to include over seventy 

variables in eight general categories of demographics, racial 

and ethnic, income, occupation, education, housing, and 

employment characteristics. A list of variables utilized for 

each analysis is discussed later. 

The two traditional methods of urban analysis are social 

area analysis, which is rarely used today, and factor 

analysis, which is the more popular of the two. Each of these 

analytical techniques attempts to simplify the social 

structure or otherwise tries to reduce the number of variables 

involved. 
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Social Area Analysis was initially developed by Shevky 

and Bell (1955) to enable researchers to study the social 

structure of a city and be able to compare cities across time 

and space. Shevky and Bell viewed themselves as departing 

from the urban ecology arena, since they believed that the 

social forms of urban life need to be understood within the 

context of the changing character of the large containing 

society. This meant that the social structure of the 

environment as a whole had to be understood before any sub

group characteristics could be understood. 

Their concept of an increasing societal scale was 

translated into three constructs/indexes that summarized the 

general characteristics of an urban environment (for a flow 

chart of these indexes and the variables from which they are 

constructed, see Shevky and Bell, 1955). The underlying 

problems with the social area analysis stemmed from the fact 

that in these analyses, normally these variables (the ones 

making up the indexes) were used without any specific 

justification. In other words, it was presumed that in any 

city or place, the same series of variables made up the same 

indexes. This presumption created a generalization for which 

this methodology was criticized later. More important than 

this methodological shortcoming is that the whole premise of 

using these indexes to provide information about an increasing 

societal scale has been questioned (e.g. Hamm, 1982; McElrath, 

1965) . 
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As Hamm points out, the concept of "social area" which 

was supposed to point out the forces influencing the formation 

of urban sub-areas did not really offer anything different 

from the concept of "natural area" proposed by classical human 

ecologists. The only difference between the two is that 

"social area" does not necessarily look for spatial 

continuity. In other words, the census tracts that make up 

a specific social area could be located anywhere in the city. 

These criticisms, however, have not removed the 

theoretical significance of social area analysis in its 

attempts to classify and recognize urban sub-areas, or 

describe the social structure. As Hamm (1982) proposes, it 

is possible to remedy some of the shortcomings of social area 

analysis by including some of the human ecological concepts. 

Methodologically however, one needs to use a statistically 

sound procedure to actually extract the indexes that describe 

the social urban structure in question. As research in this 

area has shown, factor analysis seems to be the appropriate 

tool for extracting these indexes. 

Factor analysis can be considered the second methodology 

for simplifying and describing social structure. This 

statistical methodology reduces numerous variables to a few 

factors which can be used as indexes in constructing the 

spatial difference in a community. since the factors 

extracted are directly by-products of initial variables, the 

greatest criticism of this methodology is directed at choice 
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However, when the variables are selected 

accurately and without any biases, factor analysis can be the 

best method of extracting the needed indexes for social area 

analysis. The complementary nature of human ecology, social 

area analysis, and factor analysis in combination provide a 

strong approach for studying the urban environment and 

determining the forces that shape its social structure. 

For this research a similar approach is taken. The first 

step is to use factor analysis to extract the indexes that 

describe the urban/social structure of Los Angeles and Orange 

counties. The second step is to calculate the factor scores 

and create maps that illustrate the general distribution of 

these indexes. 

The following variables were selected from the 1980 

Census data for Los Angeles and Orange counties and used to 

perform the factor analyses. For the variables that were 

calculated, calculation procedures are also provided. 

A. Ethnicity 

There are four variables in this category: 

1. Percent Foreign Born, which is calculated by adding 

the number of immigrants from each year and dividing 

it by total population. 

PFB = (FB/pop) * 100 

The 1980 Census provides year of immigration for all 

foreign born in the following categories: 
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YEAR OF IMMIG. VAR. NAME YRS. IN U.S. 

1975 to 1980 (YIMIG1) 3 
1970 to 1974 (YIMIG2) 8 
1965 to 1969 (YIMIG3 ) 13 
1960 to 1964 (YIMIG4) 18 
1950 to 1959 (YIMIG5) 2,5 
Before 1950 (YIMIG6) ::55 

2. Average years in u.s. 

To calculate this variable, the following procedure was 

used: 

YRSINUS [(YIMIG1/FB) * 3] + [(YIMIG2/FB) * 8] + 

[(YIMIG3/FB) * 13] + [(YIMIG4/FB) * 18] + 

[(YIMIG5/FB) * 25] + [(YIMIG6/FB) * 55] 

3. Percent Black 

4. Percent Hispanic 

5. Russian popUlation 

B. General Demographics 

1. Median age 

2. Mobility 

This is the percentage of people not in the same 

house occupied in 1975. 

3. Percent married 

4. Female to Male ratio 

5. Fertility 

This is calculated as the total number of children 

under the age of 4 to the total females from 16 to 

44 years of age. 

6. Average persons per household 



C. Employment characteristics and income 

1. Percent self-employment income 

2. Percent public assistance household income 

3. Percent of people who worked 50 to 52 weeks of 

usually more than 35 hrs/week in 1979. 

D. Housing 

1. Percent renter occupied 

2. Percent vacant housing 

3. Percent new housing (built after 1975) 

4. Median rent 

5. Median value of owner occupied non-condominium 

housing unit 

100 

6. Median value of owner occupied condominium housing 

unit 

E. Education 

1. Median years of school completed by people 18 to 24 

years of age 

2. Median years of school completed by people 25 years 

and older 

Factor analysis on this data set is performed using the 

Principal Axis Factoring Procedure and the Quartimax Rotation 

method. The reason for the rotation selection was to minimize 

the number of factors extracted. 

A discussion on the factors analysis results for the two 

counties is provided in Chapters Eight and Nine. For the 

purpose of describing and discussing the urban structure in 
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the tradition of social area analysis, the calculated factor 

scores were scaled to vary from 0 to 100 using the following 

procedure: 

1. Find the minimum and maximum value in each factor 

(F nmin' F nmax) 

2. Find the differences between the lowest value and 0 

DnO = 0 - Fnmin 

3. Add that value to all factor scores values and the 

F nmax: 

Fn = Fn + Dn 

F nmax = F nmax + Dn 

4 . F n = ( F n / F nmax ) * 100 

The result is mapped for the two counties. 

While this procedure provides a description of the urban 

structure in the two counties, further work is needed to test 

the hypotheses. 

The first general step is to run the factor analysis a 

second time and load the data for Iranians, as well as for 

Russians, Armenians, Palestinians, Assyrians, Japanese, 

Koreans, and vietnamese. These are mainly the single ancestry 

data for each group. As the INS data indicates (Table 2.1), 

there were very few Iranians who came to the u.S. prior to the 

1970s, and therefore the single ancestry data should mainly 

address the first generation Iranians. Additionally, when 

evaluating an ethnic group, it is necessary to indicate those 

of single ancestry, as most important in the ethnic community 
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formation. The purpose of this procedure is twofold. 

First, we are interested in seeing in what factor the 

Iranian variable loads and how strongly. Second, we want to 

use some other ethnic groups with a mix of characteristics to 

see how closely the Iranian population resembles them. The 

selected seven groups are mainly post-1965 immigrants, with 

the exception of Russians and Armenians, who could be 

considered political/elite immigrants nonetheless. The Korean 

and Japanese are documented for having high educational and 

occupational status (Hurh, 1977) and also for having a certain 

level of concentration. The Vietnamese on the other hand, are 

mainly political immigrants with some drastic consequent 

maladjustments (Rambaut, 1985), and yet with some sub-groups 

of highly achieved individuals. Assyrians and Palestinians 

are mainly smaller ethnic groups on which less research exists 

concerning their settlement and adaptation patterns. 

Assyrians are specifically of interest since a portion of them 

are Iranians by the country of (last) citizenship. 

Based on the proposed hypothesis we should see a stronger 

loading of Iranians on the socioeconomic index than on 

ethnicity index [the findings are discussed in Chapter Nine]. 

The second step removes the conventional spatial barriers 

in the use of social analysis. The factor scores which were 

scaled to vary from 0 to 100 are used in this procedure. 

We will first create a matrix of socioeconomic index and 

ethnicity index with four divisions on each axis for clarity. 
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This is the ethclass matrix, which will be utilized to not 

only compare different immigrant groups, but also to recognize 

the subgroups within each of these groups. The divisions 

along both axes are determined by assuring that 25 percent of 

all census tracts fall within each category. Figure 5.1 

illustrates the structure of this ethclass matrix for Los 

Angeles and Orange counties: 

Figure 5.1 

Ethclass Matrix structure 

100 

62.88r----+-----r----+---~ 

Ethnicity 54.38r----+----+----;----~ 

48.56r----+----+----;----~ 

O.OOL----L----~--~----~ 

48.97 61.34 70.92 100 

socioeconomic 

After determining the divisions along each axis, the 

distribution of each ethnic group in this matrix becomes 

possible. To complete the matrix for anyone ethnic group, 

first it should be determined to what cell each census tract 

belongs, and then the values for that ethnic group should be 

summed for all the tracts that fall within anyone cell. 

Based on the proposed hypothesis, we should see a strong 

grouping of Iranians, first based on socioeconomic index and 

second on ethnicity index. 
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In addition to these methods, two maps of the Iranian 

population and its location quotient values will be produced. 

These maps will be used to discuss the general spatial 

distribution of Iranians and their areas of concentration, if 

any. spatial autocorrelation and quadrat analysis will be 

used to determine the level of concentration of Iranians. 

In addition to this discussion of the spatial 

distribution characteristics, which can be generalized as 

habitat evaluation, a profile of Iranians in Los Angeles and 

Orange counties will be provided by reviewing some of the 1980 

Census-Public Use Microdata for this group. As in the general 

data, individuals who reported their single ancestry as 

Iranian are selected for this analysis. 

Iranian Yellow Pages 

The business distribution of Iranians is also important 

in the general evaluation of this ethnic community in Los 

Angeles and orange counties. For this purpose, it was 

important to determine first the source of data on Iranian 

businesses. The KETAB Corporation, an Iranian publ ishing 

company, began printing an Iranian Yellow Pages in 1981 and 

has continued to do so for each subsequent year. These yellow 

pages began with less than 100 pages in 1981 and have grown 

to over 700 pages in 1988. Since the Iranian Yellow pages is 

the only available listing of Iranian businesses and many 

Iranians in southern California use this source, it was 

presumed that any Iranian business not listed, such as gas 
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stations, cannot really be considered an ethnic business. 

Therefore, for the purpose of this research, the Iranian 

Yellow Pages was used to determine the spatial distribution 

of Iranians in Los Angeles and Orange counties. 

The Iranian Yellow Pages for 1981 and 1988 were coded by 

type of business and census tract location. A few businesses 

from outside the two counties were omitted. Also, if a 

business did not provide a street address, it was also 

omitted. In both 1981 and 1988 there were some non-Iranian 

businesses (i. e., banks, insurance companies) that advertised 

in the Iranian Yellow Pages, usually by indicating the name 

of their Iranian employee. These businesses were included in 

the coding procedure, since while not ethnic, they had 

"Persianized" their businesses to attract Iranian clients. 

The information gathered from these yellow pages was used 

to create maps of Iranian business concentrations in 1981 and 

1988. There were two types of analyses used to evaluate the 

distribution and changes over time in the location of Iranian 

businesses. The first test involves the use of the regression 

coefficient to determine the spatial covariation between 

businesses in 1981 and in 1988, and also their relationship 

to the Iranian residences in 1980. 

The second test involved the evaluation of concentrations 

by type of business in 1988, to determine 1) if any spatial 

specialization is developing and 2) what are the true ethnic 

business concentrations in the two counties. 
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It is expected that the more ethnic an area is, the 

higher the number of types of businesses would be. This is 

due to the fact that this area would attract more Iranians, 

since they can take care of many of their shopping needs in 

one area. 

The sections to follow describe the results of mentioned 

methodologies in this chapter. These chapters will, at times, 

explain some of the methodologies within their context, and 

therefore, for brevity, this chapter serves only as the 

foundation for beginning a discussion on appropriate 

methodologies used in evaluating an ethnic community 

formation. 

Geographic Information Systems (GIS) Application 

GIS provides a unique opportunity for analyzing a complex 

urban environment such as the one under study. Considering 

that Los Angeles and Orange counties cover a very large area 

and the fact that there were over two thousand census tracts 

to be analyzed, the help of a geographically based computer 

package helped to organize the data and produce maps that were 

essential in understanding the existing urban pattern. 

The GIS package utilized for this research was IDRISI. 

This software is produced by the Geography Department at Clark 

University, and even though it lacks the sophistication of 

some of the more expensive GIS packages, it provides unique 

analytical capabilities that are suited to and aimed toward 

geographers. 
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The first step in utilizing any GIS package is to 

digitize a base map that serves as the structure upon which 

other map layers are created. since the digitizing routine 

in GIS lacks the special details that other packages have, the 

base map for this research was digitized using AUTOCAO. After 

digitizing the census tract maps for both counties, a LISP 

program, provided with the IORISI package, was used to 

transform the digitized map into a vector file that was 

acceptable to the required file structure of IORISI. The next 

step in this process was an editing procedure that assures the 

accuracy of vector files and census polygons. After 

correcting some of the unique problems, a BASIC program was 

developed to check the vector file and make the necessary 

corrections. A second BASIC program converted the census 

identifiers to numbers ranging from 1 to 2062. This was 

necessary due to the fact that some of the identifiers were 

larger than the highest integer number allowed by IORISI. 

Once a clean census map was developed to serve as the base 

map, it was rasterized and an image file was created. Since 

the smallest tract was about a mile on its longest side, the 

grid size was selected to be half a mile, so that no census 

tract would have less than two cells within it. This assured 

that no two census tracts was lost due to its size. This 

produced a map with 166 columns and 191 rows (84 by 95.5 

miles) . 

The next steps involved the formation of what is known 
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as attribute files in IDRISI. These are basically text files 

with two columns, the first one being the polygon identifiers 

and the second being the values for a variable for each 

polygon. Using the 1980 census data tape and SPSSX (a 

statistical software package on a mainframe VAX), the 

variables needed were extracted to be utilized in forming the 

attribute files. Also, data from the 1981 and 1988 Iranian 

Yellow Pages was converted to this format for further 

analysis. 

Considering that the census identifiers were changed so 

that IDRISI could accept them, it became necessary to convert 

each of these attribute files accordingly. Another BASIC 

program was developed for this purpose. Some of the initial 

attribute files were Total Population, Iranian p~pulation, 

Iranian Location Quotient, 1981 Iranian Businesses, and 1988 

Iranian Businesses. After performing the first factor 

analysis, the six indexes mentioned were converted into 

separate attribute files using a combination of SPSSX and 

LOTUS packages. These layers provided the ability for the 

discussion of urban structure in both counties. 

Beyond the map production, IDRISI was also used for 

performing tasks such as quadrat analysis, autocorrelation, 

and descriptive spatial statistics of all variables. The 

combination of SPSSX, LOTUS, and IDRISI provided the computer 

support that was needed to analyze the large body of data on 

Los Angeles and orange counties. 
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Chapter six 

state and County Level Settlement of Iranians 

This chapter contains an analysis of the state and 

county level distribution of Iranians in the u.s. The 1980 

Census data (single ancestry category) is used to map and 

distinguish major regional concentrations of this group of 

immigrants. This section serves as a precursor to a 

discussion on the spatial distribution of Iranians in Los 

Angeles and Orange Counties and illustrates some of the unique 

characteristics of Iranian communities in the u.s. The 

1980 Census's single ancestry data at the county level 

indicates that there were 108,949 Iranians living in the u.s. 

at that time. While Iranians are widely distributed, some 

level of regional concentration can be observed. As will be 

demonstrated, the south and the southwest contain the highest 

percentage of Iranians. 

Even though California, Texas, and New York contain over 

50 percent of all Iranians residing in the U.S., Iranians are 

present in every state of the Union (See Table 6.1 and Figure 

6.1) . While, numerically speaking, Iranians tend to locate 

in more urbanized regions of the 

white collar jobs are available, 

country, where professional 

it would be more beneficial 

to evaluate the Iranian concentration as it compares with the 

population concentration. In order to accomplish these, the 

use of a location quotient (LQ) of Iranians is necessary to 

explain some of the unique characteristics of this group's 
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Table 6.1 

Iranian Concentration at the state Level 

REGION 

CALIFORNIA 
NEW YORK 
TEXAS 
VIRGINIA 
ILLINOIS 
MARYLAND 
MICHIGAN 
FLORIDA 
OKLAHOMA 
MASSACHUSETTS 
NEW JERSEY 
OHIO 
vlASHINGTON 
PENNSYLVANIA 
MISSOURI 
COLORADO 
OREGON 
LOUISIANA 
GEORGIA 
TENNESSEE 
KANSAS 
UTAH 
CONNECTICUT 
N. CAROLINA 
INDIANA 
MINNESOTA 
ALABAMA 
WISCONSIN 
KENTUCKY 
ARIZONA 
NEVADA 
IOWA 
ARKANSAS 
WEST VIRGINIA 
NEBRASKA 
MISSISSIPPI 
NEW MEXICO 
DIST. OF CO. 
S. CAROLINA 
RHODE ISLAND 
IDAHO 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 
DELAWARE 
N. DAKOTA 
VERMONT 

TOTAL 
POP. (1000s) 

23667.9 
17558.1 
14229.2 

5346.8 
11426.5 

4217.0 
9262.1 
9746.3 
3025.3 
5737.0 
7364.8 

10797.6 
4132.2 

11863.9 
4916.7 
2890.0 
2633.1 
4205.9 
5463.1 
4591.1 
2363.7 
1461. 0 
3107.6 
5881. 8 
5490.2 
4076.0 
3893.9 
4705.8 
3660.8 
2718.2 
800.5 

2913.8 
2286.4 
1949.6 
1569.8 
2520.6 
1302.9 

638.3 
3121. 8 
947.2 
943.9 
920.6 
594.3 
652.7 
511.5 

IRANIAN 
POP. 

38384 
9129 
6895 
3622 
3361 
3196 
3162 
3100 
2908 
2695 
2548 
2486 
2158 
2062 
1568 
1506 
1490 
1438 
1390 
1251 
1150 
1109 
1000 

946 
938 
913 
907 
893 
850 
762 
622 
551 
495 
476 
460 
438 
375 
351 
276 
266 
155 
110 
101 

91 
91 

% OF TOTAL 
IRANIANS 

35.23 
8.38 
6.33 
3.32 
3.08 
2.93 
2.90 
2.85 
2.67 
2.47 
2.34 
2.28 
1. 98 
1. 89 
1.44 
1. 38 
1. 37 
1. 32 
1. 28 
1.15 
1. 06 
1. 02 
0.92 
0.87 
0.86 
0.84 
0.83 
0.82 
0.78 
0.70 
0.57 
0.51 
0.45 
0.44 
0.42 
0.40 
0.34 
0.32 
0.25 
0.24 
0.14 
0.10 
0.09 
0.08 
0.08 



REGION 

HAWAII 
MAINE 
MONTANA 
WYOMING 
S. DAKOTA 
ALASKA 

Total 
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Table 6.1 (Cont'd) 

Iranian Concentration at the state Level 

TOTAL 
POP. (1000s) 

964.7 
1124.7 

786.7 
469.6 
690.8 
401.9 

226545.9 

IRANIAN 
POP. 

71 
64 
49 
36 
33 
21 

108949 

% OF TOTAL 
IRANIANS 

0.07 
0.06 
0.04 
0.03 
0.03 
0.02 

Source: 1980 Census Data and Ashton-Tate Inc. 
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settlement patterns (for a discussion of the calculation 

procedures for location quotient, see Chapter Five) . 

Calculations at the state level (Table 6.2) indicate that 

while California remains the most important (LQ=3.37), states 

such as Nevada, Utah, and Oklahoma with LQ values of 1.5 to 

2 gain ascendancy over Texas and New York. This is due to the 

fact that, in 1980, these two states contained a much smaller 

number of Iranians compared to California, and also had a high 

total population. Notice that California contained about 35 

percent of the Iranians in the U.S., while New York and Texas 

contained less than 10 percent each. Nevada and Utah, on the 

other hand, had small populations (less than two million 

each), and therefore the proportion of Iranians became more 

important. Comparing the location quotient map of Iranians 

at the state level (Figure 6.2) and Table A.3 of Appendix A 

indicates that almost every state with values over one 

contains large universities. The availability of higher 

education facilities could have attracted many Iranian 

students and academicians and played a major role in 

intensifying the settlement of Iranians. This idea will be 

investigated in more detail when the discussion on the county 

level distribution of Iranians is presented. 

At the state level, the Iranian population seems to 

covary with Income. An index of dissimilarity (ID) (see 

Chapter Five for calculation procedure) of 27.31 is indicative 

of this close association (See Table 6.3). The influence of 
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Table 6.2 

Iranian Location Quotient at the state Level 

TOTAL IRANIAN 
REGION POP. (1000s) POP. L.Q. 
------------------------------------------------------------
CALIFORNIA 23667.9 38384 3.37 
OKLAHOMA 3025.3 2908 2.00 
NEVADA 800.5 622 1. 62 
UTAH 1461. 0 1109 1.58 
MARYLAND 4217.0 3196 1. 58 
VIRGINIA 5346.8 3622 1. 41 
OREGON 2633.1 1490 1.18 
DIST. OF CO. 638.3 351 1.14 
WASHINGTON 4132.2 2158 1. 09 
COLORADO 2890.0 1506 1. 08 
NEW YORK 17558.1 9129 1. 08 
KANSAS 2363.7 1150 1. 01 
TEXAS 14229.2 6895 1. 01 
MASSACHUSETTS 5737.0 2695 0.98 
NEW JERSEY 7364.8 2548 0.72 
LOUISIANA 4205.9 1438 0.71 
MICHIGAN 9262.1 3162 0.71 
CONNECTICUT 3107.6 1000 0.67 
MISSOURI 4916.7 1568 0.66 
FLORIDA 9746.3 3100 0.66 
ILLINOIS 11426.5 3361 0.61 
NEBRASKA 1569.8 460 0.61 
NEW MEXICO 1302.9 375 0.60 
RHODE ISLAND 947.2 266 0.58 
ARIZONA 2718.2 762 0.58 
TENNESSEE 4591.1 1251 0.57 
GEORGIA 5463.1 1390 0.53 
WEST VIRGINIA 1949.6 476 0.51 
ALABAMA 3893.9 907 0.48 
KENTUCKY 3660.8 850 0.48 
OHIO 10797.6 2486 0.48 
MINNESOTA 4076.0 913 0.47 
ARKANSAS 2286.4 495 0.45 
WISCONSIN 4705.8 893 0.39 
IOWA 2913.8 551 0.39 
VERMONT 511.5 91 0.37 
PENNSYLVANIA 11863.9 2062 0.36 
MISSISSIPPI 2520.6 438 0.36 
INDIANA 5490.2 938 0.36 
DELAWARE 594.3 101 0.35 
IDAHO 943.9 155 0.34 
N. CAROLINA 5881. 8 946 0.33 
N. DAKOTA 652.7 91 0.29 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 920.6 110 0.25 
S. CAROLINA 3121. 8 276 0.18 



Table 6.2 (Cont'd) 

Iranian Location Quotient at the state Level 

REGION 

WYOMING 
HAWAII 
MONTANA 
MAINE 
ALASKA 
S. DAKOTA 

Total 

TOTAL 
POP. (1000s) 

469.6 
964.7 
786.7 

1124.7 
401.9 
690.8 

226545.9 

IRANIAN 
POP. 

36 
71 
49 
64 
21 
33 

108949 

Source: 1980 Census Data and Ashton-Tate Inc. 
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L.Q. 

0.16 
0.15 
0.13 
0.12 
0.11 
0.10 
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Figure 6.2 
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Table 6.3 

Iranian Concentration at the state Level 

TOTAL IRANIAN MEDIAN MEDIAN 
REGION POP. (1000s) POP. L.Q. INCOME AGE 
-------------------------------------------------------------
ALABAMA 3893.9 907 0 .. 48 37065 31.4 
ALASKA 401.9 21 0.11 7842 27.7 
ARIZONA 2718.2 762 0.58 34846 31.3 
ARKANSAS 2286.4 495 0.45 21696 32.7 
CALIFORNIA 23667.9 38384 3.37 346281 31.7 
COLORADO 2890.0 1506 1. 08 40440 30.3 
CONNECTICUT 3107.6 1000 0.67 48503 33.7 
DELAWARE 594.3 101 0.35 7570 31.8 
DIST. OF CO. 638.3 351 1.14 9565 32.8 
FLORIDA 9746.3 3100 0.66 132648 36.7 
GEORGIA 5463.1 1390 0.53 62930 30.6 
HAWAII 964.7 71 0.15 12676 30.1 
IDAHO 943.9 155 0.34 9685 29.6 
ILLINOIS 11426.5 3361 0.61 145931 31.9 
INDIANA 5490.2 938 0.36 59493 31.3 
IOWA 2913.8 551 0.39 31984 32.2 
KANSAS 2363.7 1150 1. 01 30666 32.1 
KENTUCKY 3660.8 850 0.48 35787 31.2 
LOUISIANA 4205.9 1438 0.71 44071 29.5 
MAINE 1124.7 64 0.12 11778 32.3 
MARYLAND 4217.0 3196 1. 58 57040 32.0 
HASSACHUSETTS 5737.0 2695 0.98 78929 33.0 
MICHIGAN 9262.1 3162 0.71 106948 30.9 
MINNESOTA 4076.0 913 0.47 50147 31.3 
MISSISSIPPI 2520.6 438 0.36 21155 30.0 
MISSOURI 4916.7 1568 0.66 56332 32.9 
MONTANA 786.7 49 0.13 8083 31. 0 
NEBRASKA 1569.8 460 0.61 18526 31.7 
NEVADA 800.5 622 1. 62 11410 32.0 
NEW HAMPSHIRE 920.6 110 0.25 12556 31.8 
NEW JERSEY 7364.8 2548 0.72 108471 33.9 
NEW MEXICO 1302.9 375 0.60 13840 29.4 
NEW YORK 17558.1 9129 1. 08 228985 33.6 
N. CAROLINA 5881. 8 946 0.33 62796 31.5 
N. DAKOTA 652.7 91 0.29 8123 30.3 
OHIO 10797.6 2486 0.48 122321 31. 9 
OKLAHOMA 3025.3 2908 2.00 35448 32.1 
OREGON 2633.1 1490 1.18 28326 31.9 
PENNSYLVANIA 11863.9 2062 0.36 134667 33.9 
RHODE ISLAND 947.2 266 0.58 11688 33.5 
S. CAROLINA 3121. 8 276 0.18 31106 30.1 
S. DAKOTA 690.8 33 0.10 7399 31.1 
TENNESSEE 4591.1 1251 0.57 46858 32.1 
TEXAS 14229.2 6895 1.01 187693 30.1 
UTAH 1461. 0 1109 1.58 14922 25.9 



Table 6.3 (Cont'd) 

Iranian Concentration at the state Level 

TOTAL IRANIAN 
REGION POP. (1000s) POP. 

VERMONT 511.5 91 
VIRGINIA 5346.8 3622 
WASHINGTON 4132.2 2158 
WEST VIRGINIA 1949.6 476 
WISCONSIN 4705.8 893 
WYOMING 469.6 36 

Total 226545.9 108949 

L.Q. 

0.37 
1.41 
1. 09 
0.51 
0.39 
0.16 

MEDIAN 
INCOME 

5398 
69758 
52472 
17498 
53910 

5998 

Source: 1980 Census Data and Ashton-Tate Inc. 

Inde~ of Dissimilarity (ID): 

where 

ID (v1,V2) = Sum i%V1 - %V2i / 2 

V1 Variable 1 
V2 variable 2. 

1D (Iranian pop., Median Income) 27.31 
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MEDIAN 
AGE 

31.2 
31.4 
31. 5 
32.3 
31. 5 
28.8 
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of Iranians becomes, 

however, less important at the county level (10=82). This is 

if one considers all the 3137 counties and independent cities. 

Independently, however, some states indicate that their county 

level distribution of Iranians is closely related to some 

index of income. For example, the county level distribution 

of Iranians in California is somewhat related to the median 

household income. This is reflected in a correlation 

coefficient of 0.42 (see Table 6.4). 

The spatial distribution of Iranians also seems to be 

closely tied to their knowledge of the state. This factor 

becomes more obvious when we look at the county level 

distribution of Iranians. For example, within states such as 

New York, California, Texas, Illinois, Maryland, and 

Massachusetts, the county-level concentration of Iranians 

indicates that counties with famous cities or well-known 

universities contain a large number of the Iranians in that 

particular state (i.e., Los Angeles and San Diego in 

California, Nassau and Queens in New York, and Middlesex in 

Massachusetts) . 

The county level spatial distribution of Iranians 

portrays an interesting view of this ethnic group I s locational 

preferences. Eight hundred twenty out of 3137 counties and 

independent cities in the U.S. contain an Iranian population. 

This is more than one out every four counties. This wide 

spatial distribution is indicative of the fact that Iranians 
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Table 6.4 

Iranian Distribution in California 

TOTAL IRANIAN MEDIAN 
COUNTY POP. POP. HH. INC. LQ 

------------------------------------------------------
ALAMEDA 1105379 1605 26291 0.90 
ALPINE 1097 0 19742 0.00 
AMADOR 19314 0 20150 0.00 
BUTTE 143851 171 17743 0.73 
CAL.1\. VERAS 20710 1 19813 0.03 
COLUSA 12791 0 22154 0.00 
CONTRA COSTA 656380 953 33077 0.90 
DEL NORTE 18217 0 16832 0.00 
EL DORADO 85812 36 22204 0.26 
FRESNO 514621 547 20334 0.66 
GLENN 21350 0 20467 0.00 
HUMBOLDT 108514 31 18682 0.18 
IMPERIAL 92110 0 18435 0.00 
INYO 17895 0 22462 0.00 
KERN 403089 47 23237 0.07 
KINGS 73738 0 20736 0.00 
LAKE 36366 0 16143 0.00 
LASSEN 21661 0 20499 0.00 
LOS ANGELES 7477503 17963 23780 1. 48 
MADERA 63116 0 18728 0.00 
MARIN 222568 1263 34840 3.50 
MARIPOSA 11108 0 17874 0.00 
MENDOCINO 66738 14 18850 0.13 
MERCED 134560 55 19417 0.25 
MODOC 8610 0 17000 0.00 
MONO 8577 0 23280 0.00 
MONTEREY 290444 126 24401 0.27 
NAPA 99199 21 27210 0.13 
NEVADA 51645 0 20432 0.00 
ORANGE 1932709 3770 31814 1. 20 
PLACER 117247 7 24155 0.04 
PLUMAS 17340 0 19396 0.00 
RIVERSIDE 663166 332 22154 0.31 
SACRAMENTO 783381 884 23914 0.70 
SAN BENITO 25005 0 23336 0.00 
SAN BERNARDINO 895016 430 23527 0.30 
SAN DIEGO 1861846 2833 23793 0.94 
SAN FRANCISCO 678974 879 22319 0.80 
SAN JOAQUIN 347342 61 21829 0.11 
SAN LUIS OBISP 155435 137 21090 0.54 
SAN MATEO 587329 1171 33338 1. 23 
SANTA BARBARA 298694 279 26223 0.58 
SANTA CLARA 1295071 2928 33708 1. 39 
SANTA CRUZ 188141 226 23211 0.74 



Table 6.4 (Continued) 

Iranian Distribution in California 

TOTAL IRANIAN MEDIAN 
COUNTY POP. POP. HH. INC. 

SHASTA 115715 37 18383 
SIERRA 3073 0 18172 
SISKIYOU 39732 0 17648 
SOLANO 235203 71 27633 
SONOMA 299681 139 25233 
STANISLAUS 265900 252 21847 
SUTTER 52246 3 21636 
TEHAMA 38888 6 17865 
TRINITY 11858 0 17126 
TULARE 245738 92 18344 
TUOLUMNE 33928 0 18802 
VENTURA 
YOLO 
YUBA 

529174 620 30506 
113374 384 21816 

49733 10 17046 

Regression output: 

Constant 
Std Err of Y Est 
R Squared 
No. of Observations 
Degrees of Freedom 

X Coefficient(s) 
Std Err of Coef. 

-1.56018 
0.477442 
0.419177 

0.000087 
0.000013 

58 
56 

X= Median Household Income 
Y= Iranian Location Quotient 
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LQ 

0.20 
0.00 
0.00 
0.19 
0.29 
0.58 
0.04 
0.10 
0.00 
0.23 
0.00 
0.72 
2.09 
0.12 
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are not necessarily driven by their ethnicity, which would 

portray a substantial spatial concentration, but by a variety 

of factors, such as job availability and, most likely, where 

they had attended or are attending universities. Actually, 

of the eight hundred twenty counties in which Iranians reside, 

only thirty two have Iranian location quotient values of over 

5, six of which have values over 10, and three of which have 

values over 20. This further emphasizes that despite the wide 

geographical distribution of Iranians, 

concentration does exist. 

some level of 

While numerically, California, and specifically Los 

Angeles County, is the leading area of Iranian concentration, 

three counties outside California have the highest LQ value 

for Iranians. (See Appendix A, tables A.1 and A.2 for a list 

of top 100 counties.) These are James city, Virginia, Elbert 

county, Colorado, and Falls Church, Virginia. The LQ of 

Iranians in these three counties were 72.9, 33.2, and 25.8, 

respectively. The section to follow will identify more 

closely some of the characteristics of these and other 

counties that contain a proportionally high number of 

Iranians. For brevity, the discussion will be concentrated 

only on those counties with more than 100 Iranians or a 

Location Quotient value of over 2. 

Since Iranian students made up a large portion of the 

Iranian population in 1980 (Bozorgmehr, et al., 1989), for 

each county, the number of students who were registered in an 
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accredited 4-year college or a university in the fall of 1982 

will be used as an index to indicate the relative importance 

of that county in attracting Iranian students. The basic 

assumption is that the majority of Iranian students were 

allowed to leave Iran only if they were admitted by an 

accredited 4-year college. Since there is little chance that 

any of these students attended a religious college, these 

institutions are not included in the list. It is also 

presumed that none of the universities or colleges with less 

than 1000 students could have attracted any Iranian students, 

since it is most likely that they would have not been on the 

approved list of colleges in Iran. 

Information regarding the location, name, and student 

registration figures were extracted from Rand McNally's 1987 

Sales and Marketing Atlas. 

There were 237 counties and independent cities that met 

the defined criteria of having more than 100 Iranians or a 

LQ value of over 2. Table A.3 (Appendix A) presents a list 

of these places along with the pertinent information regarding 

their Iranian populations and location quotients, as well as 

general information regarding colleges and universities. 

Figures 6.3 and 6.4 present the location of these counties, 

based on each criteria separately. 

The initial analysis of this list indicates that the 

Iranian population in these counties covaries somewhat with 

the total number of students. This is represented by an index 
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of dissimilarity of 46.03. This is not as high as one might 

have expected, but is indicative of some spatial association. 

Upon close inspection of the locations of major universities 

and colleges in these counties, it is apparent that this 

index of dissimilarity would have been much smaller if 

neighboring counties with a significant number of Iranians 

or major colleges/universities could have been grouped 

together. For example, in the Iranian community centered 

around Washington D.C., extending to Virginia and Maryland, 

counties with a high number of Iranians are adjacent to 

counties with a high number of colleges/universities. It 

would be a mistake to assume that students do not cross the 

county boundaries and reside in the counties where their 

colleges are located. The Iranian community centered on New 

York city is another example of this phenomenon. Based on 

this geographic pattern, one can qualitatively propose that 

the index of dissimilarity for the Iranian population and the 

number of students would be much smaller than indicated 

earlier. 

An interesting pattern that becomes obvious in the county 

level distribution of Iranians is the existence of six major 

spatial concentrations of this ethnic group in the u.s. Two 

of these are in California, one centered on Los Angeles and 

the other on San Francisco. The other four communities are 

centered on Chicago, Boston, New York City, and Washington 

D.C. The last two communities cover many counties and cross 
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a few state lines. The following is a discussion of these 

major settlements. Even though some of the following states 

may have counties with a high Iranian population that is not 

related to the aforementioned six communities, for the sake 

of brevity, only those counties that fall within the 

geographic boundary of the six communities are discussed. 

California 

As was previously mentioned, California has a very high 

number of Iranians, which is reflected in a high number of 

counties with sUbstantial settlements of Iranians. The high 

total population of this state and its counties, however, 

results in a smaller LQ value than expected. There were only 

two counties in this state which had LQ values over 5, only 

one of which exceeded 10. Interestingly, 22 out of the 58 

counties in California had more than 100, and 6 had over 1000 

Iranians. The high number of prominent colleges, a healthy 

economy, and a booming real estate market could be some of the 

causes behind the high settlement rate of Iranians in this 

state. In the case of California, the high concentration of 

Iranians cannot be explained simply by the presence of centers 

of higher education. What may be of great importance is the 

seeding effect that these universities could have provided for 

the initial familiarization of Iranians with this state; 

however, the conducive environment of California for economic 

growth and an already existing variety of ethnic groups is 
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probably of equal or greater importance. 

spatially, Iranians have formed two communities within 

the state of California. One is centered around the San 

Francisco area and the other around the city of Los Angeles. 

The northern communi ty includes Alameda, Contra Costa, 

Marin, Sacramento, San Francisco, San Mateo, Santa Clara, 

Santa Cruz, Sonoma, stanislaus, and Yolo Counties, while the 

southern community includes Los Angeles, Orange, Riverside, 

San Bernardino, San Diego, San Luis Obispo, Santa Barbara, and 

ventura Counties. The northern community contained 10,684 

Iranians or ~~~ percent of all Iranians in the u.S. This is 

only second to the Iranian concentration in Southern 

California, which housed 26,364 Iranians (24.2 percent of all 

Iranians in the U.S.). Both the northern and the southern 

regions contain numerous major universities and urban 

environments, and are therefore conducive to attracting 

Iranians of all ages. 

with an Iranian LQ value of 11.7, Marin County portrayed 

the highest proportional concentration of Iranians in the 

state of California, and the sixth highest in the U. S. 

However, Santa Clara, with 2,928 Iranians, contained the 

highest number of Iranians in the north. 

Despite its low LQ value of close to 5, Los Angeles 

county contained 17,963 Iranians, which far exceeded any other 

population concentration of Iranians. Orange County, another 

southern Californian county, neighboring Los Angeles, 



129 

contained 3,770 Iranians, which with L.A. formed the highest 

contiguous Iranian concentration in the u.s. 

A distinction between the northern and the southern 

communities is that in the former, the Iranian population is 

more evenly distributed among all counties that make up this 

area; however, in the south, the concentration is heavily 

centered only on the three counties of L.A., Orange, and San 

Diego counties. All other counties simply behave as 

peripheries to this central community. 

District of Columbia 

Washington D.C. is the center of a very strong Iranian 

community that extends into Maryland and Virginia. In 1980, 

D.C. alone housed only 351 Iranians, forming a small LQ value 

of 1.1. with contiguous counties in Maryland and Virginia, 

however, this region contained 6,124 Iranians, making it the 

sixth largest Iranian community in the u.s. with numerous 

universities and colleges, this eastern Iranian community 

could have had a SUbstantial student subgroup. 

The counties and cities in Maryland that form a portion 

of this community are: Baltimore city, Baltimore, Howard, 

Montgomery, and Prince George counties. Among these, 

Montgomery County had the highest number of Iranians, 1,177, 

reflecting a high Iranian LQ value of 6.1. 

The state of Virginia contained 10 counties and 

independent cities that exhibited a significant concentration 

of Iranians, only four of which are of importance to the 
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Iranian community centered on Washington D. C. These are: 

Alexander City, Arlington and Fairfax Counties, and Falls 

Church City. It should be pointed out, however, that the 

highest Iranian location quotient value, which is close to 73, 

can be found in one of the areas of this state, namely James 

city. Falls Church city also had a high LQ value close to 26. 

While of the four areas, only Fairfax County has a major 

university, it should be remembered that due to the urban 

continuity of this region, a possible explanatory factor is 

the regional availability of such institutions. As was 

discussed before, this region as a whole contains many 

colleges and universities, pointing to the possibility that 

students could have made up a portion of the Iranian 

population there. There were 234 Iranians in Alexander city, 

726 in Arlington, 1,674 in Fairfax County, and 119 in Falls 

Church city. The LQ values for these counties are 4.68, 9.82, 

5.79, and 25.82 respectively. 

Illinois 

This state has six counties with relatively significant 

Iranian communities, two of which ranked very high on the list 

of Iranian communities throughout the u.s. These are Cook and 

Du Page Counties. While familiarity with the city of Chicago 

could have played a role in attracting Iranians, availability 

of urban professional jobs, as well as numerous large and 

internationally known universities in the region have also 

influenced this process. Numerically speaking, the Iranian 
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community centered around Chicago is relatively large; 

however, compared to other ethnic groups in the Chicago area, 

Iranians are a relatively small group. 

Of the 2,320 Iranians in this community, 2,192 resided 

in Cook and Du Page Counties with the remaining Iranians 

acting more as a periphery to this community. Both of these 

counties ranked very 

partially due to the 

counties. 

Massachusetts 

low for Iranian LQ value, 

large total population of 

which is 

the two 

Geographically speaking, most of the Iranians in this 

state are concentrated in a area centered mainly on Boston. 

There are four counties with Iranian populations of over 100, 

but only one has a LQ value of over 2. This is due to the 

high population of these counties. The four counties are 

Middlesex, Norfolk, Suffolk, and Worcester containing 948, 

334, 818, and 311 Iranians respectively. 

This eastern community contained a total of 2,411 

Iranians. With many universities and colleges, it is 

plausible that Iranian students formed a major part of this 

group. 

New York 

This is another state with a significant concentration 

of Iranians. In conjunction with neighboring urban areas in 

New Jersey, New York has witnessed the formation of one of the 

strongest Iranian communities on the east coast. While there 
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are many counties that individually indicate a high 

concentration of Iranians, the majority of them are located 

near New York city, and one can notice that this Iranian 

community was most likely created due to the existence of the 

city, and is centered on it. The counties of Westchester, 

Rockland, Bronx, New York, Kings, Richmond, Queens, Nassau, 

and Suffolk are all close to New York City and contain urban 

areas, which are sometimes merely a continuation of the city. 

While each urban area/county has its own series of variables 

that constitute its pull-factors, it is difficult to 

disaggregate the local and regional effect of the city of New 

York and its surrounding communities. 

counties within the state of New York that had a large 

concentration of Iranians in 1980 are Richmond (120), Bronx 

(129), Orange (129), Rockland (145), Suffolk (312), Kings 

(484), Westchester (484), New York (931), Nassau (1,397), and 

Queens (3,742). wi th the exception of Queens (LQ greater than 

4), none of these counties had a significant Iranian LQ value. 

The Iranian community's extension into New Jersey covers 

six counties in this state, as well. These are Bergen (908), 

Essex (275), Hudson (214), Passaic (221), Middlesex (210), and 

Morris (106). Of these, Bergen also indicated the highest 

Iranian LQ value, slightly over 2. The regionally low LQ 

value is partially due to the high total population of this 

area of the U.S. 

The six New Jersey counties named are relatively close 
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to New York City, and can be considered a part of the Iranian 

community centered on that city. As in other communities, the 

proximity of these counties to each other makes it difficult 

to look for an underlying cause in the local distribution of 

Iranians. For example, since there are many universities 

available in this area, it would be unacceptable to presume 

that the location of each university is directly correlated 

to the location of students attending it. The relatively 

small size of the counties and the availability of 

regional public transportation make it possible for students 

to live far away from the university or college they attend. 

summary and Remarks 

To understand the relative significance of each of these 

six communities, Table 6.5 summarizes the total population of 

each community and lists them in order of their importance: 

Table 6.5 

six Major Iranian Communities in the u.s. 

Region 

Southern California 
Northern California 
New York 
Washington D.C. 
Boston 
Chicago 

Total 

Total Iranians 
in region 

26,364 
10,684 

9,807 
6,124 
2,411 
2,320 

57,710 

% of Total 
Iranians 
in u.s. 

24.2 
9.8 
9.0 
5.6 
2.2 
2.1 

53.0 
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This list indicates that: 

a) The six outlined Iranian communities contained over 
50 percent of total Iranians in the u.S.; 

b) California, and specifically southern California, 
is the most significant of the Iranian settlements in 
the U.S.; and 

c) Chicago and Boston are relatively insignificant 
in comparison to the other four communities. 

states such as Texas and Oklahoma were not included in this 

list, since none of their contiguous areas of Iranian 

concentration exceeded 2, 000 in population. Only Harris 

county in Texas had 2,098 Iranians, which can be considered 

a maj or settlement of Iranians in the south. Table A.3 

(Appendix A) highlights some of the important counties with 

major concentrations of Iranians in Oklahoma, Texas, Nevada, 

Michigan, Washington, Utah, and Colorado. Tables A.1 and A.2 

(Appendix A) also provide an overview of these states, and 

therefore, detailed discussion of these states and their 

counties is not necessary. 

An interesting spatial pattern that is obvious in all six 

of these communities is the distinct formation of 

sUbcommunities based on socioeconomic status. In each 

community, one or more counties indicate a very high median 

household income (MHI) . Using this variable as a 

socioeconomic indicator, one can, for example, observe that 

among the northern California counties that form the Iranian 

community there, only Marin and Contra Costa have MHI's of 

over $30,000. In the Washington D.C. community, Howard and 
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Montgomery Counties in Maryland indicated MHI's of close to 

$40,000. In Illinois, Du Page County also had an MHI of 

slightly over $37,000. In Massachusetts, Middlesex and 

Norfolk Counties had MHI's of over $30,000. In the New York 

community, while Nassau, Richmond, and Rockland Counties had 

MHI's of over $35,000, Bronx indicated a MHI of slightly over 

$15,000. Even though these examples are not the only ones 

available, they help to illustrate a point that this research 

is trying to prove, that among many recent immigrants, 

especially Iranians, a researcher must identify the subgroups, 

mainly the socioeconomic subgroups, in order to fully 

understand the spatial distribution that they portray. Also, 

instead of always attempting to derive generalities about an 

ethnic group, it is important to recognize the anomalies that 

exist. For example, in the following few pages, a discussion 

of the anomalies in the spatial distribution of Iranians at 

the county level portrays a unique spatial distribution aspect 

of this ethnic group that might othenvise have been lost. 

Anomalies 

In analyzing and mapping the Iranian communities 

throughout the U.S., a few interesting special cases became 

apparent. According to the 1980 Census data, it was 

discovered that there are some counties, the highest 

concentration of which were in the Midwest and the South, 

that, while portraying a significant concentration of 

Iranians, are lacking in major urban areas or universities and 
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colleges. Due to the unavailability of data, this apparent 

rural concentration of Iranians cannot be explained at this 

point. The following information, however, lists the location 

of these counties and their 1980 Iranian location quotient. 

This information will be useful for future research in this 

area. 

Arkansas: 

scott (26 Iranians; LQ=5.54) 
Sevier (61 Iranians; LQ=8.96) 

Colorado: 

Las Animas (39 Iranians; LQ=5.4) 
Morgan (32 Iranians; LQ=2. 93) 

Illinois: 

Richland (35 Iranians; LQ=4.11) 

Kansas: 

Allen (28 Iranians; LQ=3.69) 
Bourbon ( 25 Iranians; LQ=3.23) 
Montgomery (61 Iranians; LQ=2.98) 
Neosho (23 Iranians; LQ=2.5) 
Pratt (18 Iranians; LQ=3.62) 

Kentucky: 

Knox ( 35 Iranians; LQ=2.39) 
Marshall (40 Iranians; LQ=3.22) 

Nebraska: 

McPherson (5 Iranians; LQ=17.41) 

Nevada: 

Pershing (8 Iranians; LQ=4.85) 
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Ohio: 

Mercer ( 40 Iranians; LQ=2.15) 

Oklahoma: 

Latimer (13 Iranians; LQ=2.73) 
Le Flore ( 48 Iranians; LQ=2.43) 
Woods (16 Iranians; LQ=3.02) 

Oregon: 

Lincoln (48 Iranians; LQ=2.81) 

Texas: 
Cooke ( 31 Iranians; LQ=2.31) 
Marion ( 34 Iranians; LQ=6.77) 

Wisconsin: 

Rusk ( 31 Iranians; LQ=4.11) 

West virginia: 

Mason (37 Iranians; LQ=2.82) 

As can be seen, the state of Kansas has the highest 

number of these counties. Actually, from the counties listed 

above, Allen, Bourbon, and Neosho form a continuous area in 

the southeastern portion of Kansas. Montgomery County is also 

located in the southeastern portion of this state. Further 

studies of this area are necessary in order to answer any 

questions regarding this seemingly rural settlement of 

Iranians. 



Chapter Seven 

Demographic Characteristics of Iranians in Los Angeles 
and Orange counties 
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As indicated in the previous chapter, the highest 

concentration of Iranians in the u.s. is in southern 

California, covering Los Angeles, Orange, and San Diego 

Counties. Los Angeles and Orange Counties form a continuous 

urban environment that contained 21,733 Iranians in 1980 (19.4 

percent of all Iranians in the U.s. and over 50 percent of 

those in California). This urban continuity across Los 

Angeles and Orange Counties prohibits individual and separate 

analysis of these counties, and therefore, in the following 

chapters, both counties, specifically their urban 

environments, are treated as one. For this purpose the 

Iranian populations of both counties are also considered 

together. 

The 1980 Public Use Microdata Sample (PUMS) indicates 

that the Iranian group in these counties is far from 

homogenous and in fact forms many subgroups. To illustrate 

this point, the demographic data on this group will be 

discussed in detail. Prior to doing so, however, it should be 

pointed out that since PUMS addresses a five percent sample 

of the population, the aggregate results from the census 

bureau is generally published after the values in each 

category are multiplied by twenty. Table 7.1 lists some of 

the general information on the Iranian sample, with the 
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Summary from 1980 Census PUMS Data 
Iranians in Los Angeles and Orange Counties 
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Total Percent 

Age: 

Male - Under G Years Old 1120 5.19 
Male - 6 to 10 Years 980 4.54 
Male - 11 to 15 Years 820 3.80 
Male - 16 to 20 Years 1640 7.59 
Male - 21 to 25 Years 1840 8.52 
Male - 26 to 30 Years 1820 8.43 
Male - 31 to 35 Years 1220 5.65 
Male - 36 to 40 Years 1020 4.72 
Male - 41 to 45 Years 840 3.89 
Male - 46 to 50 Years 480 2.22 
Male - 51 Years and Over 1030 5.00 
Female - Under 6 Years Old 1000 4.63 
Female - 6 to 10 Years 560 2.59 
Female - 11 to 15 Years 640 2.96 
Female - 16 to 20 Years 1320 6.11 
Female - 21 to 25 Years 1160 5.37 
Female - 26 to 30 Years 1040 4.81 
Female - 31 to 35 Years 800 3.70 
Female - 36 to 40 Years 820 3.80 
Female - 41 to 45 Years 360 1. 67 
Female - 46 to 50 Years 340 1. 57 
Female - 51 Years and Over 700 3.24 

Language Spoken at Home: 

Under 3 Yrs or English only 3180 14.72 
Armenian 500 2.31 
Persian 16480 76.30 

Year of Immigration: 

1975 to 1980 14600 67.59 
1970 to 1974 1940 8.98 
1965 to 1969 1080 5.00 
1960 to 1964 780 3.61 
1950 to 1959 660 3.06 
Before 1950 100 0.46 
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Summary from 1980 Census PUMS Data 
Iranians in Los Angeles and Orange Counties 
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Total Percent 

citizenship: 

Born in the u.s. or 
Outlying Areas 

Naturalized citizens 
Not a Citizen 

Residence in 1975: 

L.A. or Orange Co. 
California 

Education: 

2360 
2060 

17100 

3960 
4840 

Finished Twelfth Grade 2800 
Finished Four Years of College 1780 
Finished Five Years of College 

or More 2260 

Usual Hours Worked in 1979: 

Less Than 35 1500 
More Than 35 5520 

Type of Income: 

Self-Employed Workers 1660 

Self-Employment Income in 1979: 

Under 16 or no Income 20500 
Less Than $10,000 400 
$10,000 to $19,999 280 
$20,000 or $29,999 180 
$30,000 to $39,999 40 
$40,000 to $49,999 80 
$50,000 or More 120 

10.93 
9.54 

79.17 

18.33 
22.41 

12.96 
8.24 

10.46 

6.94 
25.56 

7.69 

94.91 
1. 85 
1. 30 
0.83 
0.19 
0.37 
0.56 
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Summary from 1980 Census PUMS Data 
Iranians in Los Angeles and Orange Counties 
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Total Percent 

Wage/Salary income in 1979: 

Under 16 or no Income 
Less Than $10,000 
$10,000 to $19,999 
$20,000 to $29,999 
$30,000 to $39,999 
$40,000 to $49,999 
$50,000 or More 

15140 
2920 
1800 

940 
240 
120 
440 

Public Assistant Income in 1979: 

Under 15 or no Income 
Less Than $5,000 
$5,000 to $9,999 

Family Income in 1979: 

No Income/Loss 
Less Than $10,000 
$10,000 to $19,999 
$20,000 to $29,999 
$30,000 to $39,999 
$40,000 to $49,999 
$50,000 or More 

Housing: 

Owner Occupied Households 
Renter Occupied Household 

21400 
200 

o 

860 
1160 
1300 
1020 

500 
220 
660 

2940 
4920 

Source: 1980 Public Use Microdata Sample 

70.09 
13.52 
8.33 
4.35 
1.11 
0.56 
2.04 

99.07 
0.93 
0.00 

3.98 
5.37 
6.02 
4.72 
2.31 
1. 02 
3.06 

13.61 
22.78 



142 

Figure 7.1 

Iranians in L.A. and Orange Counties 
Age and Sex Distribution 
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"Total" column representing the number of Iranians in the 

sample multiplied by twenty. 

Age and Sex: 

Generally speaking the Iranian population consists mainly 

of males, who form 59.55 percent of the population versus 

40.45 percent female (See Figure 7.1). The majority of 

Iranians are also within the 16 to 40 age group (58.7 
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percent), of which 34.91 percent (of the total sampled) are 

male and 23.79 percent are female. Of the people in this age 

group, however, close to half fall within the 21 to 30 age 

group. In other words, over a quarter (27.13 percent) of the 

Iranians in Los Angeles and Orange counties are in their 

twenties. While the peak concentration for men is the 21 to 

25 age group (8.52 percent), for women this peak occurs in the 

16 to 20 age group (6.11 percent). This is partially due to 

the nature of the Iranian immigration pattern of the late 

1970s. Interestingly, 9.82 percent of the Iranian population 

is under 6 years of age. This is indicative of young family 

characteristics of this ethnic group. A fertility rate, of 

sorts, for Iranians in the two counties maybe computed as: 

(Children 6 years and younger) 
Fertility Rate (FR) 

(Total female 16-45 years old) 

FR 2120/5500 = 0.385 

This is very close to the fertility rate of the entire 

population of both counties, which is 0.302. 

Table 7.2 provides a list of the number of children per 

1,000 females aged between 25 and 34 for different post-1965 

Asian immigrants. While these data are not quite comparable 

to the one provided on Iranians, a similar calculation 

indicates that for every 1,000 female Iranians between the 

ages of 25 to 36, there are 1,152 children 0 to 6 years old. 
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This is indicative of the fact that Iranians are very similar 

to the other Asian groups in this respect. The only exception 

to the listed Asians is the vietnamese, who have a relatively 

high fertility rate. 

Table 7.2 

Number of Children per 1,000 Females 25 to 34 Years Old 

All 
u.s. Asians vietnames Filipinos Koreans Chinese Japanese 

1,476 1,201 1,775 1,270 1,244 93~ 908 

Source: (Gardner, et al., 1985) 

Language Spoken At Horne: 

One of the variables used in measuring a group's level 

of assimilation is the language spoken at horne. Even though 

the 1980 data deal mainly with Iranians who have been in the 

u.S. just a few years, 10 percent indicated that they spoke 

only English at horne. This is similar to the national average 

for all Iranians in the u.S. (See Bozorgmehr, et al., 1989). 

Within Los Angeles and Orange counties, the age category with 

the highest number of people speaking English at horne was 3 

to 10 years old. The 1980 data indicates that the older the 

sampled Iranians, the lower the chance of speaking English at 

horne. This is illustrated in Table 7.3, which shows the 

distribution of the 1,029 sampled Iranians who responded to 

this question by age category. 



Table 7.3 

Iranians 3-Years and Older Who Spoke English at Home 
By Age Group 

Age category Number of People 

3 - 10 34 
11 - 20 25 
21 - 30 22 
31 - 40 13 
41 - 50 9 
Over 50 5 

Year of Immigration and citizenship status: 
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This category indicates that Iranians in these two 

counties are similar to the general Iranian population in the 

u.S. In Chapter Two, it was illustrated that the majority of 

Iranians arrived after 1975. PUMS data also shows that 67.59 

percent of Iranians in Los Angeles and Orange counties arrived 

between 1975 and 1980. The percent of Iranians who arrived 

between 1970 and 1974 ~s a mere 8.98 percent. Therefore, it 

is apparent that prior to 1975, no significant Iranian 

community existed in both counties and the 1980 data truly 

portray the initial formation of this ethnic community. 

Data on Iranian citizenship status indicate that 79.17 

percent of those sampled were not citizens. This emphasizes 

the short period of Iranians residence in the U. S . The 

required period of residence for citizenship could not have 

been fulfilled for the majority of Iranians who arrived after 

1975. Among the Iranians sampled in Los Angeles and Orange 
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Counties, 22.41 percent were residing in California in 1975, 

18.33 percent located within these two counties. This points 

out two important facts: (a) these counties have historically 

contained most of the Iranians in California, and (b) most of 

the 1975 Iranian residents of California must have been 

students, since their status as non-citizens is indicative of 

their non-immigrant status in 1975. 

Education: 

Iranians are also a highly educated group. Of all 

Iranians sampled in both Los Angeles and Orange counties, 64.7 

percent had finished high school and 24.5 had finished four 

or more years of college. For all Iranians in the U.S., the 

comparable percentages are 90.9 and 39.5 (see table 7.4). At 

the higher end of the educational scale, 16.3 percent of the 

sampled Iranians in both counties had some graduate college 

education. While this number is still lower than the national 

average for Iranians in the u.s., it is significantly higher 

than the number for foreign born individuals who arrived 

between 1970 and 1980, as well as fo~ natives. The lower 

educational level among the Iranians in the two counties 

compared to the Iranian national average is due to the fact 

that southern California has more Iranian families, and hence, 

more people in higher age groups, who were not necessarily 

students. They comprise the parents, relatives, and even 

spouses of some of the students. Table 7.5 compares the 



Never Finished 
Eighth Grade 

Finished High 
School 

Finished Four 
Years of College 

Graduate College 
Education 

Table 7.4 

Educational Achievements 

Iranians 
L.A. & 
Orange 
counties 

Foreign 

23.9%(a) 

64.7 

24.5 

16.3 

All 
Iranians 
the u.s. 

3.7%(b) 

90.9 

39.5 

23.3 

Table 7.5 

Born 
Arrived 
1970-1980 

32.9%(b) 

56.9 

12.5 

Age Structure of Iranians 
16 Years or Older in 

Los Angeles and Orange Counties 

Iranians in 
Iranians 
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Natives 

16.7%(b) 

67.6 

7.5 

Age Group 
Los Angeles 
Orange Counties In the u.s. 

16-19 
20-24 
25-29 
30-34 
35-39 
40-44 
45-49 
50-54 
55-59 
60-64 
65+ 

Sources: 

13%(8) 

19.2 
18.5 
13.8 
10.8 
7.5 
5.8 
2.9 
2.6 
2.1 
3.8 

100.0 

12.3%(b) 
23.9 
20.1 
12.7 
9.5 
6.5 
4.4 
3.0 
2.5 
1.5 
3.6 

100.0 

(a) 1980 Public Use Microdata, Census Bureau 
(b) Bozorgmehr, et al., 1989 



148 

percentages of different age groups and illustrates that 

indeed Iranians in Los Angeles have more evenly distributed 

age groups, compared to all Iranians in the U.S., who consist 

mainly of younger age groups. 

Work Status: 

Of all Iranians sampled, 57.4 percent were listed as not 

working (this group consists of people under 16 years old and 

those who had not worked since 1975). This is understandable, 

since the majority of Iranians arrived after 1975, and 

therefore were either students or could not work legally. 

However, significantly, 29.8 percent of Iranians worked as 

employees of private companies. This is by far the highest 

category among the employed Iranians, followed only by the 

self-employment category, which contained 4.7 percent of 

Iranians in the two counties. The level of self-employment 

for all Iranians in the U.S. is 14.6 percent, and therefore, 

there seems to be a clear under-representation of this group 

in Los Angeles and Orange counties. 

The work status of Iranians supports the hypothesis that 

within the framework of the dual labor market theory, Iranians 

have responded somewha.t by working within the self-employment 

category; however, more importantly, the hypothesis regarding 

the employability of highly trained Iranians is evident in 

their high level of employment in the private sector. 

The majority of Iranians, however, were not working in 

1979 (67.5 percent). Again the older age group appears in 
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this category, since of all Iranians in the U.S., only 57.4 

percent did not work. In 1980, 16.8 percent, or half of the 

32.5 percent who reported as working in Los Angeles and Orange 

Counties, worked 40 hours and 7.4 percent worked more than 40 

hours per week. 

The work status and hours worked indicate the low labor 

force participation of Iranians in these counties. This is 

consistent with the findings regarding all Iranians in the 

u.s. (Bozorgmehr, et al., 1989). As mentioned above, the high 

student population and the presence of older members of 

families has most likely accentuated this phenomenon. 

Income: 

The data on the income level of Iranians indicate a great 

range, which reflects the disparity between student, 

professional and business-related incomes. The high 

educational achievements, high occupational status, and high 

private capital by some Iranians has generated a high income 

among these groups. 

The mean 1979 family income of $20,984.98 among Iranians 

in Los Angeles and Orange Counties is indicative of their high 

income status. Table 7.6 indicates that individual incomes 

are also high among Iranians. For example, wage and salary 

income earners, who made up 29.8 percent of the Iranian 

population, had a mean income of $15,421.59 and self-employed 

Iranians had a mean income of $19,388.95. Close to one 
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Table 7.6 

Mean Income by Type for 
Iranians in Los Angeles and Orange Counties 

Type of Income 

Wage or Salary Income 
Self-Employment Income 
Family Income 
Public Assistance 

Respondents 

323 
57 

286 
10 

Source: 1980 Public Use Microdata 

Mean Income 

$ 15,421.59 
$ 19,380.95 
$ 20,984.98 
$ 1,979.00 

percent of Iranians received any form of public assistance as 

a part of their income, and in all these cases the level of 

assistance did not exceed $3,975.00. The mean public 

assistance income for Iranians in these counties is calculated 

at $1,979.00. 

The high income level of Iranians in this area is 

indicative of their high socioeconomic status, especially when 

one considers that the mean income for natives in the U.S. is 

slightly over $11,000.00 and for recent immigrants is close 

to $9,500.00. This high socioeconomic status is also 

reflected in the 44.4 percent home-ownership among Iranians 

in Los Angeles and Orange counties. 

Summary 

Discussion of different characteristics of Iranians in 

Los Angeles and Orange Counties indicates the diversity that 

exists among this ethnic group. This diversity, or 

subgrouping, occurs generally along parameters such as income, 

type of income, work status, and education. 
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While the family income is relatively high among Iranians 

in general, the majority of Iranians sampled were not working 

or declared no income. This indicates that some families have 

one or more individuals with very high income. Considering 

the low work-force participation of Iranians, it can be 

concluded that some of these high incomes result directly from 

high capital investments rather than work-related activity. 

This finding illustrates that there are at least three Iranian 

subgroups when income is considered: 

a) students, who have very little or no income, instead 
receiving support from their parents; 

b) professionals, who earn their income through 
employment in the private sector or self-employment; and, 

c) a non-working group that earns income through capital 
investment. 

Among the working population, a wage or salary earning 

majority dominates the group; however, the self-employed 

individuals formed yet another small subgroup. 

Two other indicators that relate directly to the 

community formation of Iranians are their residence status and 

residence type. The majority of Iranians who resided in Los 

Angeles and Orange Counties reported their residence within 

the same counties in 1975. This indicates the germination and 

survival of an Iranian community since 1975 and is important 

considering that prior to this date, no major Iranian 

community existed in the two counties. In addition, a 44.4 

percent home ownership among Iranians is indicative of the 
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possibility of a more stable Iranian community in Los Angeles 

and Orange counties. 

As far as cultural adaptation/assimilation is concerned, 

Iranians are manifesting both cultural and structural 

assimilation, although this post-1965 elite immigrant group 

is witnessing a higher level of structural assimilation than 

cultural. For example, among its working population, the high 

rate of employment in the private sector is indicative of its 

acceptance in the main society, while the low level of English 

usage at home indicates a slow rate of cultural assimilation. 

It is, however, expected that after a period of direct 

involvement and employment in the society, the cultural 

assimilation will reflect a higher rate of development. 

Considering the high professional status of Iranians, 

Weinstock's (1964) role-elements theory would suggest a 

similar conclusion. 

This brief review of the demographic characteristics of 

Iranians in the two counties provided a general picture of 

this ethnic group. This analysis serves as the foundation for 

the following discussion on the residential and business 

distribution of Iranians at the census tract level in these 

two counties. 
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Chapter Eight 

Urban structure of Los Angeles and Orange counties 

In a discussion of existing literature on ethnic 

community development, it was pointed out that the majority 

of these studies neglected to: (a) analyze the urban structure 

within which the ethnic community developed; and, (b) address 

the behavioral/distribution difference within the subgroups 

of an ethnic group. To avoid this problem, this chapter 

discusses the urban structure of Los Angeles and Orange 

counties, and the next two chapters will place the Iranian 

community within the urban context proposed here. 

In order to understand the spatial characteristics of 

the urban area, factor analysis was utilized not only to group 

the census tracts in a meaningful and a methodologically sound 

way, but also to look at the relationship among some of the 

important variables that signify the structural 

characteristics of this urban environment. As indicated in 

Chapter Five, twenty two variables were selected for factor 

analysis. Principal component analysis and quartimax rotation 

resulted in six factors, which after rotation accounted for 

67.8 percent of variation in the data for the 2,062 tracts in 

the two counties. 

rotation. 

Table 8.1 illustrates the result after 

Factor I has the highest number of variables with 

significant loading and accounts for 35.2 percent of the 



Table 8.1 

Results of Factor Analysis for 
Los Angeles and orange counties 

FINAL STATISTICS: 

FACTOR EIGENVALUE PERCENT VARIANCE CUM. 
1 7.75439 35.2 
2 2.35886 10.7 
3 1. 89404 8.6 
4 1. 26524 5.8 
5 .95144 4.3 
6 .69199 3.1 

ROTATED FACTOR MATRIX: 

Variable 
MEDV1 
MYSC2 
AVMEDINC 
MRENT 
PCHSP 
PUBAS 
SELFEMP 
FERTIL 
WOH 
MYSC1 
RENTOC 
AVPHS 
PCTMAR 
MOBIL 
NEWHS 
MEDV2 
VACANT 
PFB 
PCBLK 
MEDAGE 
YRSlNUS 
FEMRAT 

FACT I 
FACT II 
FACT III 
FACT IV 
FACT V 
FACT VI 

FACT FACT 
I II 

.857 

.852 -,11 

.747 .197 

.747 .224 
-.729 .104 
-.728 -.128 

.717 
-.717 .251 

.657 

.532 
-.480 -.771 
-.314 .696 

.574 .599 
-.562 

.191 

.432 -.204 

.143 
-.518 -.225 
-.368 -.112 

.564 

.532 .198 

Socioeconomic 
Mobility 
Growth 
Ethnicity 

= Stage in Life 

FACT 
III 

.136 

.155 

.119 
-.105 

.267 

.892 

.574 

.490 

-.176 

.106 

Black Female poverty 

FACT 
IV 

.239 
-.243 

.545 
-.233 

.164 

.134 

-.183 
.17 
.104 
.183 

.694 
-.578 

PERCENT 
35.2 
46.0 
54.6 
60.3 
64.7 
67.8 

FACT 
V 

.18 

.145 

.151 

.275 

.121 

.568 
-.169 

.164 

-.668 
-.534 
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FACT 
VI 

.17 

.102 

-.138 

.429 

-.37 
.204 

.103 
-.137 
-.354 

.429 

.223 

.134 

.532 
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variation, alone. The variables with highest loading on this 

factor are: 

1. (MEDV1) 
2. (MYSC2) 

3. (AVMEDINC) 
4. (MRENT) 
5. (PCHSP) 
6. (PUBAS) 
7. (SELFEMP) 
8. (FERTIL) 
9. (WOH) 

10. (MYSC1) 

11. (RENTOC) 
12. (AVPHS) 
13. (PCTMAR) 
14. (NEWHS) 
15. (MEDV2) 
16. (VACANT) 
17. (PFB) 
18. (PCBLK) 
19. (MEDAGE) 
20. (YRSINUS) 

Median Value of Non-Condominium Housing 
Median Years of Schooling Completed by People 
25 or Older 
Average Median Income 
Median Rent 
Percent Hispanic 
Percent Household Public Assistance Income 
Percent Household Self-employment Income 
Fertility Rate 
Percent of People who Worked 50 to 52 Weeks of 
Usually More Than 35 hrs/week in 1979; Full
time Employment (WOH) 
Median Years of Schooling Completed by People 
18-25 
Renter occupied Housing 
Average Person per Household 
Percent Married 
Percent New Housing 
Median Value of Condominium Housing 
Percent Vacant Housing 
Percent Foreign Born 
Percent Black 
Median Age 
Years in U.S. for Foreign Born 

Considering that housing cost, education, and income have 

a high positive loading on factor I, it is appropriate to 

designate this as the "socioeconomic factor". This finding 

is also supported by the pattern of other variable loadings. 

For example, while employment status (WOH and SELFEMP) loads 

positively on this factor, public assistance and fertility 

load negatively. Percent Hispanic (PCHSP) also loads 

negatively and very highly on this factor. Factor I also 

indicates that as the percent married (PCTMAR) and median age 

(MEDAGE) increases, so does the socioeconomic level. This 

factor also points out that as the length of residence by 
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their 

socioeconomic status. On the other hand, as the average 

number of people per household, percent Black, percent foreign 

born, and percent renter-occupied housing increase, the 

socioeconomic level decreases. One should remember that these 

variables describe the total population of all census tracts, 

and, therefore, these attributes cannot be generalized for 

individuals within these areas. 

Factor II portrays a high loading by the variables 

measuring 

household, 

percent renter occupied, average person per 

percent married, and mobility. These variables 

indicate that the second factor is the "mobility" indicator. 

However, it is important to realize that due to the pattern 

of positive and negative loading of different variables, this 

factor truly indicates stability rather than mobility. In 

other words, as the percent renter-occupied housing increases, 

mobility increases and stability decreases. Additionally, 

RENTOC loads negative on factor II, and so does MOBIL. It is 

interesting that percent Black and percent foreign born load 

with a negative sign, which indicates that as these variables 

increase, mobility increases and stability decreases. In 

other words, Black and foreign born individuals are associated 

mostly with those tracts that experience the most frequent 

spatial movements. This finding, however, is not applicable 

to the Hispanic group, since percent Hispanic loads positively 

on this factor. Also, as years of residence in u.s. 
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increases, mobility for foreign born declines and stability 

increases. Another interesting element of this factor is an 

indication that as years of education among 25 years and older 

group increases, the group becomes more mobile. This is 

opposite to what one would expect, but can be explained by 

more frequent job changes among this group for the purpose of 

improving socioeconomic and quality of life status. 

Factor III has three primary loadings and is responsible 

for 8.6 percent of the variance in the data. Variables with 

the highest loadings on this factor are: percent new housing, 

median value of condominium housing, and percent vacant 

housing. Considering the positive loading of these variables, 

it can be argued that this factor is an "urban growth" 

indicator. High percentage of new and vacant housing, as well 

as the high median value of condominium housing, are 

indicative of new and recently developed housing areas. In 

addition, average number of persons per household has a 

negative loading which indicates that these areas are mainly 

occupied by young families or single individuals, who are the 

most likely tenants of these areas. Perhaps, the positive 

loading of the female ratio indicates that single females also 

make up a portion of the population in the newly developed 

areas. Mobility is also high in these growth oriented areas, 

and due to the location and cost of living, these areas 

attract very few Blacks. The loading of percent Black on this 

factor supports this finding. 
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Factor IV accounts for only 5.8 percent of variation; 

however, it is significant for the type of variables 

associated. Percent Hispanic, percent foreign born, and 

percent Black load very highly on this factor and form an 

"ethnicity factor". Median years of schooling (both MYSCI 

and MYSC2) load with a negative sign on this factor, but the 

younger group (18 to 25) has a lower negative value. This 

suggests that the higher the ethnicity level of a census tract 

is, the lower the educational level is among its residents. 

This problem seems to be more severe among residents 25 years 

or older. 

The negative loading of Blacks on the ethnicity factor 

is significant, since not only does this finding highlight the 

severity of Black residential segregation, but it also 

indicates that foreign born individuals are more likely to co

occupy an area with Hispanics than they are with Blacks. This 

is consistent with the findings of Garcia (1985) and Darden 

(1988) . From the available census data, it cannot be 

determined whether this phenomenon is by choice or is due to 

the nature of housing market. 

Factor V loads three variables in particular and explains 

only 4.3 percent of variation in the data. These variables 

are average persons per household, median age, and years in 

u. S. This suggests that factor V maybe interpreted as a 

"stage in life" indicator. Considering the sign on the 

loading in the factor matrix, it can be concluded that as the 
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average number of persons per household increases, the median 

age and length of sojourn in the u.s. decreases. In other 

words, the younger the population and the more recent the 

immigrant groups in a census tract, the higher the number of 

persons per household, the higher the fertility rate, the 

higher the mobility, and the lower the percent married, and 

the higher the level of public assistance would be. This is 

characteristic of younger families or single individuals, who 

are at the early stages of family formation. 

Despite its low explanation of variation in data (3.1 

percent), factor VI signifies an urban phenomenon that 

deserves closer attention on the part of planners and policy 

makers. This factor can be considered the "Black female 

poverty" indicator. This taxonomy can be justified by the 

five variables that load at a significant level on this 

factor. These are female ratio, percent Black, percent 

married, work status, and public assistance. Considering the 

signs of these variables in the factor matrix, one can deduce 

that while percent Black is high, female ratio is also high. 

This means that the populations in those tracts have a higher 

percentage of Black females. Additionally, considering that 

percent married loads negatively on this factor, it can be 

deduced that a significant percentage of these females are 

single. This factor indicates that as the number of poverty 

stricken Black females increases, mobility decreases, full

time job status decreases, and public assistance increases. 
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These are all indicators of poverty among a female Black 

population. Recognizing the characteristics and the nature 

of these six factors provided some insight into the grouping 

of the selected variables, and hence some of the 

characteristics of the urban structure in the two counties. 

However, in order to understand the spatial significance of 

socioeconomic and ethnicity factors as they relate to the 

proposed hypotheses, the related factor scores for each tract 

were calculated, and then mapped. 

As discussed in Chapter Five, the factor scores were re-

scaled to vary from a to 100 for ease of interpretation and 

to provide a uniform variation. For this reason the 

calculated factor scores are henceforth referred to as 

indexes. 

Figures 8.1 and 8.2 illustrate the results of mapping 

the socioeconomic and ethnicity indexes for the two counties. 

For the purpose of social area analysis, which will be 

utilized in the next chapter, it is important to make use of 

a method that will allow cross comparison among ethnic groups. 

As explained in Chapter Five, factor scores are divided into 

four groups, so that each group contains 25 percent of all 

census tracts. To achieve this, each index was sorted in 

ascending order and census tracts were divided into four 

groups, each containing an equal number of tracts. The 

resulting divisions were: 

Socioeconomic Index: o - 48.97 - 61.34 - 70.92 - 100 
Ethnicity Index: o - 48.56 - 54.38 - 62.88 - 100 



Ventura 
County 

Legend 

0- 48.97 
48.97 - 61.34 

+H 61.34 - 70.92 .tt 70.92 - m 

Santa 
Monica 

1 
Scale: EaCh eel !5yrrDo1J reprEsents a SQUare 112 mile 

011 Its sl:les. 

....................................................... - .. . 
-............................................................... . -._ .... , ............................................... . 

Huntington 
Beach 

:::i!. 

San Bernardino 
County 

::!::::: Riverside 
.: ::::::::::. County ............. ................ .............. .............. ................ ............ ............ .......... ...... 

'11111111111111111111111111111 

.. 

CJ) 

0 
() ..... 
0 
(1) 
() 
0 
::l 
0 
EI ..... 
() 

H 
::l 
0-
(1) 
X 

'"Ij ..... 
<.Q 
C 
Ii 
(1) 

00 

r' 

r' 
0'1 
r' 



Ventura 
County 

....... - ......................... - .. ................................................ .................................................. .................................................... 
:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::;::;::::::::::;:::::: .................................................... .................................................... .................................................... .................................................... .................................................... .................................................... .................................................... .................................................... .................................................... 

·~";llll!~~~~;~~;~'""'~W 
.::::::::::::::::: ::~~::~~: ....... --- •........ 

San Bernardino 
County 

Santa 
Honica 

Redondo 
Beach ~~III,H!!I:~II~I'i 

gm~11lf"······"'·:"l:w:m1:;:m~!.~: :.~!.:;~~~~;;;;;;;;;;;;.: ........... . 
r-------------------- i ::: '(!It;::::::::::: _.. .:=:::!HHH::iH:::::::::::::::i .. . , .. - .. - ... --.. ---- ... -.---................ " .............. .. 

Legend 

ttt 
It. 

0-46.56 
46.56 - 54.36 
54.38 - 62.86 
62.86 - 100 1 

Scae: EaGh cell (symbol! represents a square 112 
mile long on Its slOes 

.. :!i~ ~H~~~~H~~~ ~ ~~~HH~~~~ ~ ~ g ~ ~~ ~~Iii~H!H!!i!i iii!!i!~~i~!i::. Huntington ....•.. :~~::;:!~::~ ............................... --
Beach . ·::~i~llIlrrrtililll~;~~~~~~~~~~~mmmmm~~lP:· 

::: ;:::::::::::::: ::::!::. ::::::;:::::::;::::::::: . ... - .................. . . ::::::::::::!:: :::::::. 

11!!!!IIIUliiii' 
. 

tx:! 
rt 
::r 
::1 
fJ· 
0 
fJ-
rt 
"< 
H 
::1 
0-
(D 
>: 

'"%j 
fJ· 

<0 
C 
t1 
(D 

00 

N 

I-' 
0'1 
N 



163 

This division sUbstitutes the traditional breakdown of 0-25-

75-100 of social area analysis (Shevky and Bell, 1955). 

The break points in both indexes indicate that there are 

generally more census tracts in the mid-range value than in 

others. This is more pronounced in the ethnici ty index, where 

50 percent of all census tracts have index values between 

48.56 and 62.88. 

Figure 8.1 indicates that areas scoring high on the 

socioeconomic index are located in both the western tip of Los 

Angeles County, extending from the Ventura County border to 

west Hollywood and Beverly Hills and along the coast, 

extending from santa Monica to the southern tip of Orange 

County, with the exception of Los Angeles Harbor (See Figure 

B.1 in Appendix B for a map of Los Angeles and Orange 

counties) . This is approximately defined as the area 

surrounded by Highway 1 to the north, Highway 710 to the east, 

and Highway 213 to the west. Another smaller area with an 

exception is the area southwest of Wayne Airport. Most of the 

areas scoring high on the socioeconomic index in Los Angeles 

county are located to the west of Highway 405 (San Diego 

Freeway) . 

Figure 8.2 illustrates the distribution of census tracts 

by their ethnici ty index in both Los Angeles and Orange 

counties. within Los Angeles County, there seem to be two 

types of high score ethnic areas. One is concentrated on the 

downtown and low socioeconomic areas (i.e. more traditional 
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ethnic neighborhoods) and the other on high socioeconomic 

areas such as the one south of Torrance and west of Highway 

213. This finding alone disputes the classic human ecology 

and social area analysis approach to urban ethnic neighborhood 

studies, where ethnicity is almost equated with low 

socioeconomic status, and the homogeneity of ethnic groups is 

presumed. In the case of these two counties, one can see that 

ethnicity is not so easily defined that theories on the low 

socioeconomic ethnic groups could be applied to all ethnic 

groups. 

A cross tabulation of all census tracts by socioeconomic 

and ethnicity index (Table 8.2) indicates that while the 

expectation of finding high ethnic tracts in low socioeconomic 

areas is partially confirmed, there are other significant 

concentrations as well. For example, within the high and 

medium high ethnic tracts, 368 tracts also have high 

socioeconomic scores. This indicates that many of the high 

ethnic areas are occupied by foreign born individuals who have 

attained a high socioeconomic status. In other words, as 

illustrated by socioeconomic and ethnicity index maps (figures 

8 . 1 and 8 . 2), there are two types of areas in the two 

counties. One type is the high ethnicity, low socioeconomic 

group and the other is the high socioeconomic, high ethnicity 

group. This subject is explored further following a 

discussion of the spatial distribution of different ethnic 

groups in this region. 



Table 8.2 

Socioeconomic and Ethnicity Cross-Tabulation 
For Los Angeles and Orange Counties 

High Income 

165 

Low Income 
Ethnic Grou ps Ethni c Groups 

6 
Ethnicity 
Index 5 

Low Income 
Natives 

4 

100 

2.88 

4.38 

8.56 

a 

257- 87 25 148 I 

42 133 119 220 

20 136 227 131 

172 159 145 17 

48.97 61.34 70.92 100 

socioeconomic Index 

Note: Each cell contains the number of census tracts that 
fall within the range of values for that cell. 

This brief overview of the two counties provided an 

insight to the social and urban structure of this region. 

Even though it is illustrated that the ethnic community as a 

whole is quite diversified, the focus of this discussion now 

returns to the Iranian group and its residential and business 

distribution. 



166 

Chapter Nine 

Iranian Residential Distribution 

The 1980 census data for Los Angeles and Orange Counties 

indicate that of the 2,062 census tracts in this area, 624 

had at least one Iranian in residence. This is close to one 

out of three. In order to address the spatial concentration 

of Iranians, a location quotient (LQ, discussed in Chapter 

Five) was utilized to determine their degree of concentration 

and to define their community boundaries, if such areas exist. 

The location quotient calculation revealed that there are 

some areas of major Iranian concentration. As Table 9.1 

indicates, the highest LQ value occurred in a census tract in 

Beverly Hills (LQ=30.23). Of the eight census tracts with LQ 

values of over 20, two are in Beverly Hills, three are in 

westwood, one is close to Canoga Park in the northwestern 

portion of Los Angeles County, and the other two were in the 

west Hollywood and Beverly Glen Area. Seven of these eight 

communities are within close proximity of each other, 

extending along Santa Monica and Wilshire Boulevards from San 

Vicente to Arma Coast Avenue (see Figure B.l in appendix B for 

a map of census tract boundaries in Los Angeles and Orange 

counties). Figure 9.1 highlights this area, along with other 

regions of high Iranian concentration (see figure B.2 in 

appendix B for a detailed map of Iranian Community in Los 

Angeles and Orange counties). 



Tract 
7006 
7008 
2656 
1349.01 
1898 
2652 
2612 
2641. 01 
2227 
2611. 02 
7015.01 
2711. 02 
2655 
2674.01 
2622 
7012.02 
2621 
7009.01 
7007 
2672 
1397.03 
7009.02 
1246 
7014 
2118 

872 
7013.02 
6702.01 
2148 

Table 9.1 

Iranian Concentration by Census Tract 
in Los Angeles and Orange Counties 
(Tracts with LQ of 10 or Greater) 

Iranian Total Community 
Po~. Po~. L.Q. Location 

448 6417 30.23 Beverly Hills 
522 7641 29.58 Beverly Hills 
249 3816 28.25 Westwood 

72 1110 28.09 Canoga Park 
151 2346 27.86 West Hollywood 
233 4340 23.25 Westwood 
229 4581 21. 64 Beverly Glenn 
218 4688 20.13 Brent\'lood 
134 2904 19.98 Mid City /Exp. 
174 3892 19.36 Beverly Hills 
171 4686 15.80 santa Monica 
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Blvd. 

44 1222 15.59 West Los Angeles 
183 5180 15.30 Westwood 
153 4931 13.43 Westwood 
116 3815 13.17 Bel Air 

93 3096 13.01 santa Monica 
114 3879 12.73 Bel Air 
100 3410 12.70 Beverly Hills 
104 3555 12.67 Beverly Hills 
128 4387 12.63 Westwood 

73 2582 12.24 Encino 
168 6101 11. 92 Beverly Hills 
117 4277 11.84 North Hollywood 
171 6285 11. 78 Santa Monica 
191 7575 10.92 Hancock Park 
109 4381 10.77 Anaheim 
121 4884 10.73 Santa Monica 
105 4432 10.26 Rancho Palos Verdes 

68 2912 10.11 West Hollywood 

Source: 1980 Census 
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To confirm that despite their wide spatial distribution, 

Iranians are in fact concentrated in certain areas, a quadrat 

analysis of the Iranian population was also conducted (This 

analysis was conducted using IDRISI, a GIS package, and cells 

were defined as half miles on each side). A variance-to-mean 

ratio of 70.65 supports the previous finding that a 

significant level of concentration or a clustered residential 

pattern exists. However, as is illustrated in the discussion 

of Iranian businesses, the only area that one could call an 

ethnic enclave is the Westwood area. It is only in this area 

that any sign of Iranian ethnicity can be observed. 

The location quotient map (Figure 9.1) indicates that 

there are four Iranian communities in the Los Angeles and 

Orange county areas. The three strongest are in Los Angeles 

and only one falls within Orange County. Generally, the 

Iranian population seems to be more dispersed in Orange County 

than in L.A. The highest location quotient for anyone census 

tract in Orange County is 10.77 for Anaheim. 

The strongest geographic expression of Iranian community 

occurs in the Beverly Hills, West Hollywood, Westwood, and 

Santa Monica areas. However, a smaller area in northwestern 

L.A. County, close to Canoga Park and east of Warner Center, 

also indicates a high concentration. As the LQ map indicates, 

the Iranian community extends from this area to the Beverly 

Hills-Santa Monica area, including Tarzana, Encino, Bel Air 

Estates, and Brentwood. There are other isolated pockets of 
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Iranian concentration, the most significant of which is census 

tract 2227, which has a location quotient value of close to 

20. This census tract is located close to the L.A. downtown 

area, along Harbor Freeway, and includes the University of 

Southern California campus. Student population on the 

university campus may explain the high concentration of 

Iranians in this area. 

The third Iranian concentration occurs in Rancho Palo 

Verdes and Rolling Hills Estates, which are located south of 

Torrance and West of Long Beach. This community is relatively 

small and far from the aforementioned Iranian concentration. 

Within Orange County, the primary concentration of 

Iranians occurs in Anaheim, between Harbor Blvd and Euclid 

st., north of santa Ana st., and south of North st. Orange 

Park Acres, which is located immediately to the east of this 

area, also indicates a relatively high Iranian concentration. 

Besides these areas, the remaining Iranians are highly 

dispersed in this county. There are only ten census tracts 

that have an Iranian LQ value of 5 to 10, and the rest are 

under 5. 

The Multi-nucleation Process 

The areas of Iranian concentration in both counties, and 

especially in L.A., indicate that in the formation of Iranian 

a mUlti-nucleation process had occurred by 

different noncontiguous areas attracted 

community(ies), 

1980, whereby 

different groups of Iranians. considering the Iranian 
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characteristics discussed in the previous section, it seems 

that two types of concentration have evolved, one around 

universities (UCLA and USC) and the other in areas of high 

socioeconomic status. Even though this subject is discussed 

later, notice that the underlying theme or dividing factor in 

this multi-nucleation process is income and housing 

affordability. 

In order to evaluate and analyze the residential 

distribution of Iranians and to discover the underlying forces 

in the multi-nucleation process of their community in the two 

counties, two separate measures were utilized. First, the 

index of dissimilarity was utilized to measure the level of 

spatial association between Iranians and other ethnic groups. 

Second, the initial factor analysis (the result of which was 

discussed earlier) was expanded to include variables regarding 

the enumeration of Iranians and other ethnic groups by census 

tract. 

As indicated in the methodology section, nine other 

ethnic groups besides Iranians were included in this research. 

The data for each immigrant group was extracted from the 

single ancestry group for accurate comparability with 

Iranians. The first step to determine any similarity or 

difference between Iranians and these groups was to measure 

their index of dissimilarity (ID). The ID indicates the 

percentage of one group that would have to move in order to 

achieve an even distribution throughout an area (Garcia, 
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1985). The higher the ID, the more dissimilar or segregated 

two groups are from each other. 

Table 9.2 

Index of Dissimilarity Bet'Vleen 
Iranians and Other Ethnic Groups 

Ethnic Group 

Russians 
Natives 
(excluding Blacks and Hispanics) 
Koreans 
Armenians 
Japanese 
Hispanics 
vietnamese 
Blacks 
Assyrians 
Palestinians 

Source: 1980 Census, Bureau of Census 

Index of Dissimilarity 

53.7 

64.3 
72.2 
74.2 
75.1 
82.2 
83.9 
90.6 
92.4 
94.3 

Table 9.2 lists the calculated ID for Iranians and other 

ethnic groups. From this table, it is apparent that the 

residential distribution of Iranians most closely co-varies 

with that of Russians and natives (excluding Blacks and 

Hispanics) . Iranians tend to be segregated from recent 

immigrant groups such as Japanese and Koreans, as well as from 

other minority groups, such as Blacks and Hispanics. 

considering the high ID value for Blacks and Hispanics and the 

low socioeconomic status of these groups, as well as closer 

association of Iranians with White natives, it is apparent 
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that short of being spatially assimilated with the natives, 

Iranians are of high socioeconomic status, and therefore have 

high access to the more expensive real estate. The high ID 

value for Assyrians and Palestinians is mainly due to their 

low numbers, and in the case of Assyrians to a high 

concentration in one area. This concentration is, however, 

away from the major Iranian concentrations and is by no means 

indicative of low socioeconomic status of Assyrians or 

Palestinians. 

Another fact, highlighted by the ID values, is the higher 

dissimilarity between vietnamese and Iranians as compared with 

other recent immigrants such as Koreans and Japanese. Since 

vietnamese were political immigrants, one might expect to find 

some similarity between the two groups. However, it is 

possible that the high number of vietnamese who arrived during 

the latter part of their mass exodus were of a lower 

socioeconomic group. Therefore, by 1980, the majority of 

vietnamese in Los Angeles and Orange counties reside primarily 

in census tracts that are low in housing value and away from 

the Iranian population. 

The second set of data analysis concentrated on both the 

results from the factor analysis (discussed in Chapter Eight) , 

which defined the urban structure of both counties, and also 

on an another factor analysis which included variables that 

enumerated the nine ethnic groups. In using the results from 

the initial factor analysis (Chapter Eight), factor I 
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(Socioeconomic) and factor IV (Ethnicity) were of main 

concern. Using the factor scores for all census tracts on 

these indexes, the spatial distribution of different ethnic 

groups were put into matrices that resemble the traditional 

social area analysis approach. As discussed earlier, a four

by-four matrix was developed by dividing each index into four 

groups, each containing one-fourth of all census tracts. 

Since these matrices divide the population based on the 

ethclass definition (see Chapter Three), they are referred to 

as ethclass matrices. Notice that the socioeconomic and 

ethnicity indexes remain the same for all ethnic groups and 

are not modified because of individual ethnic differences. 

These indexes define the urban structure as a whole, not any 

one particular group. 

The census tract data for each ethnic group were used to 

calculate the percentage of each population in each of the 

sixteen cells. The ethclass matrixes for each ethnic group 

and the general population provided the basis not only for 

analyzing each group's distribution along the socioeconomic 

and ethnicity indexes, but also for cross comparison between 

all groups. This allows analysis of the residential 

distribution of Iranians and how it covarys with the mentioned 

indexes. Figure 9.2 contains the nine ethclass matrixes for 

all of Los Angeles and Orange Counties' population, as well 

as for the Iranian, Russian, Armenian, Palestinian, Assyrian, 

Japanese, Korean, and vietnamese ethnic groups. 



Figure 9.2 

Ethclass Matrixes for Los Angeles and 
Orange counties 

Total Population: 

100 

62.88 

Ethnicity 54.38 

48.56 

Total 

Iranians: 

100 

62.88 

Ethnicity 54.38 

48.56 

Total 

Russians: 

100 

62.88 

Ethnicity 54.38 

48.56 

Total 

socioeconomic Total 

13.95 4.55 1.26 6.7 26.46 

2.54 6.98 5.46 10.38 25.36 

1.02 6.83 11.21 6.72 25.78 

7.17 7.67 6.82 0.75 22.41 

24.68 26.03 24.75 24.55 100 

o 48.97 61.34 70.92 100 

socioeconomic Total 

I 1.53 4.24 3.76 32.25 41. 78 

0.31 4.47 6.12 18.95 29.85 

0.04 2.98 9.81 6.28 19.11 

0.98 3.63 4.23 0.44 9.28 

2.86 15.32 23.92 57.92 100 

o 48.97 61.34 70.92 100 

Socioeconomic Total 

3.24 4.87 4.81 30.71 43.63 

0.22 3.26 8.07 17.86 29.41 

0.14 2.46 10.27 6.68 19.55 

0.54 2.54 3.48 0.85 7.41 

4.14 13.13 26.63 56.10 100 

o 48.97 61.34 70.92 100 
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Figure 9.2 (Continued) 
Ethclass Matrixes for Los Angeles and 

orange Counties 

Armenians: 
Socioeconomic Total 

100 
6.35 25.82 4.59 15.89 52.65 

62.88 
0.35 4.98 8.98 12.12 26.43 

Ethnicity 54.38 
0.14 4.49 7.69 4.30 16.62 

48.56 
0.42 1. 52 2.20 0.15 4.29 

Total 7.26 36.81 23.46132.46 100 

o 48.97 61.34 70.92 100 

Palestinians: 
Socioeconomic Total 

100 
7.02 7.90 0.36 10.12 25.4 

62.88 
0.00 13.23 8.35 16.07 37.65 

Ethnicity 54.38 
0.00 8.70 18.74 0.53 27.97 

48.56 
0.00 5.51 2.84 0.62 8.97 

Total 7.02 35.34 30.29 27.34 100 

o 48.97 61.34 70.92 100 

Assyrians: 
socioeconomic Total 

100 
4.75 16.81 1.69 8.50 31. 75 

62.88 
0.00 5.88 14.81 17.81 38.50 

Ethnicity 54.38 
0.00 9.06 7.13 4.44 20.63 

48.56 
1. 63 1. 81 5.69 0.00 9.13 

Total 6.38 33.56 29.32 30.75 100 

o 48.97 61.34 70.92 100 
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Figure 9.2 (continued) 
Ethclass Matrixes for Los Angeles and 

Orange counties 

Japanese: 
socioeconomic Total 

100 
8.49 8.10 4.17 8.75 29.51 

62.88 
1. 03 8.76 8.22 14.03 32.04 

Ethnicity 54.38 
0.82 5.55 11.03 6.33 23.73 

48.56 
3.13 5.08 5.86 0.65 14.72 

Total 13.47 27.49 29.28 29.76 100 

o 48.97 61.34 70.92 100 

Koreans: 
Socioeconomic Total 

100 
10.28 17.41 2.09 7.62 37.4 

62.88 
1. 69 7.36 8.18 13.40 30.63 

Ethnicity 54.38 
0.49 6.93 10.98 5.08 23.48 

48.56 
0.86 3.93 3.40 0.29 8.48 

Total 13.32 35.63 24.65 26.39 100 

o 48.97 61.34 70.92 100 

vietnamese: 
Socioeconomic Total 

100 
18.41 7.29 1.14 0.72 27.56 

62.88 
2.86 14.28 6.10 4.86 28.10 

Ethnicity 54.38 
1.07 11.39 13.75 3.14 29.35 

48.56 
2.20 6.88 5.42 0.50 15.00 

Total 24.54 39.84 26.41 9.22 100 

o 48.97 61.34 70.92 100 
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As expected, the general population is distributed along 

both axes in four groups of equal size (see the column and row 

percentages). However, at the cells in the matrix, it is 

apparent that there are two distinct clusters by census 

tracts. While 11. 21 percent of the population resided in 

tracts scoring moderately high on socioeconomic index and 

moderately low on ethnicity, 13.95 percent of the population 

resided in those tracts scoring highly on ethnicity index and 

low on socioeconomic index. Another 10.38 percent of the 

population is in those tracts scoring high on socioeconomic 

and moderately high on ethnici ty indexes. This portion of the 

population is most likely made up of elite immigrants, who, 

as is illustrated later, have the capability to score highly 

on both indexes. 

Having observed the general distribution of the 

population of both counties, the matrix for Iranians may now 

be evaluated to determine their unique characteristics, as 

compared to other ethnic groups. 

The most striking aspect of Iranian residential 

distribution is their high concentration (nearly 58 percent) 

in census tracts scoring high on socioeconomic index. 

Actually, as the socioeconomic index increases, so does the 

Iranian popUlation concentration (see the column percentages) . 

Equally, more than 40 percent of Iranians are located in 

tracts scoring high on ethnicity and approximately 30 percent 

are located in tracts scoring moderately high on ethnicity. 
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However, while about 70 percent of Iranians are located in 

census tracts scoring medium high to high on the ethnicity 

index, more than 80 percent are located in tracts scoring 

medium high to high on the socioeconomic index. Even the 

tracts with high ethnicity scores, where Iranians are located, 

have high socioeconomic scores, as well. 

This pattern is most closely duplicated by the Russian 

ancestry group, who have maj or concentrations where 

socioeconomic and ethnicity scores are both high. Of the 

other groups listed in Figure 9.2, no other immigrant groups 

portray the same kind of residential distribution as do the 

Russians and Iranians. Even the Japanese and Koreans, who are 

considered highly educated, successful, and elite immigrants, 

tend not to have such a high socioeconomic concentration. 

Other groups, such as the vietnamese, tend to be the opposite 

of Iranians in their distribution, 

located in low socioeconomic and 

since they are mainly 

high ethnicity areas. 

Actually, of the eight immigrant groups compared to Iranians, 

the Vietnamese are the only ones whose residential 

distribution seems similar to the traditional immigrant 

groups. However, even among vietnamese, the earlier groups 

were higher on the socioeconomic status and the ethclass 

matrix indicates that over 30 percent of Vietnamese were 

located in tracts scoring medium high on socioeconomic index. 

By analyzing the cells of these ethclass matrixes, the 

similarity between Iranians and Russians becomes more obvious. 
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The highest concentration of Iranians (32.25 percent) occurs 

in tracts that score high on both socioeconomic and ethnicity 

indexes and the next highest, socioeconomic index is high and 

ethnicity is only moderately high. Additionally, there are 

very few Iranians who reside in high ethnici ty and low 

socioeconomic areas. Even among Russians, there is a higher 

concentration in that type of tracts (3.24 percent Russians 

versus 1. 53 percent Iranians). All other ethnic groups, 

though, have a higher percentage of their population in those 

tracts, with the highest occurrence being among Vietnamese 

(18.41 percent). Ac~ually, this is the highest concentration 

for this group. All other immigrant groups, Armenians, for 

example, tend to have a high concentration in medium-low 

socioeconomic and high ethnicity tracts. 

This brief analysis supports the underlying hypothesis 

of this research, that ethnic groups must be viewed separately 

and that each group behaves differently in selecting its 

residential area. Also wi thin each group, there are some 

subgroups that warrant special attention. For example, among 

the Vietnamese, even though ethnicity and socioeconomic 

indexes have a close inverse relationship, one needs to 

recognize that there are in reality two concentrations of high 

and low socioeconomic groups. Among the vietnamese, a decl ine 

in ethnici ty index is accompanied by an increase in the 

socioeconomic index. 

For almost every group, the top three concentrations 
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indicate fundamental differences. For example, among 

Iranians, there is a distinction to be made between the 9.81 

percent who reside in high socioeconomic and low ethnicity 

tracts and those located in high ethnicity and low 

socioeconomic areas. If a group such as the vietnamese has 

a chance of continued flux through family re-unification, it 

is possible that this process will eventually allow those with 

low socioeconomic status to enter in the u. S., and hence 

modify the spatial distribution of this group. However, 

contrary to the invasion/succession theory, since the first 

elite group never attempted to invade an ethnic area of the 

ci ty , this task is left completely to the later wave of 

immigrants to accomplish. The first group, through its 

professional work status and available capital, has the choice 

of locating anywhere. In reality, any concentration among 

these groups is driven mainly by ethnicity and not by economic 

necessity. since the latter groups do not have equal access 

to the housing market, they are located in the lower 

socioeconomic areas, where by necessity they may form a 

residential concentration and co-occupy an area with the 

members of other ethnic groups. Therefore, a hierarchy based 

on socioeconomic status is conceivably formed more readily 

among these groups. In other words, a dual-community is 

formed, in which the waves of low socioeconomic immigrants 

cannot invade the community of their predecessors. This is 

most clear in the case of vietnamese in Los Angeles and Orange 
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counties. 

As for Iranians, the 1980 data reveals that the group 

was in the early stages of establishing a community in the 

two counties, and hence, while the majority were located in 

high socioeconomic areas, a smaller group (9.81 percent) that 

was most likely made up of middle class salary dependent 

individuals (professionals and those educated in the u.s. but 

lacking the large amount of capital brought in by some other 

Iranians) had established itself in the medium-high 

socioeconomic tracts that scored low on ethnici ty. These 

areas are most likely shared with the White natives who more 

closely resemble this Iranian subgroup. By the time 1990 

census data becomes available we should be able to see two 

phenomena occurring: 

(a) a growth in the number of medium-high socioeconomic 

groups, since the majority of Iranian students will have 

graduated by then and most likely will be earning a 

salary as professionally employed individuals; and, 

(b) a lowering in ethnic association, since by that time 

many of the 1980 students will be the heads of 

households, and they will most likely form the majority 

of Iranian population there. This will lead to a 

stronger polarity, by which the high socioeconomic, 

ethnically dependent groups will continue to make up the 

core of the Iranian community which exists today. A 

concentration of middle class Iranians around this core 
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and in other areas of the urban environment will 

accentuate the multi-nucleation process that was 

witnessed in the 1980 data. However, the stronger 

contribution to the middle class areas will most likely 

shift the population concentration core of some of these 

sUbcommunities. 

To further enhance the understanding of the Iranian 

community in Los Angeles and Orange Counties, factor analysis 

was used to observe the characteristics of this and other 

ethnic groups. According to the proposed hypothesis, we 

should observe a stronger loading of Iranian enumeration 

variable on the socioeconomic factor than on ethnicity. This 

process will remove some of the generalities introduced by the 

ethclass matrix and will provide a clear response to the 

proposed hypothesis. 

Variables on the number of Iranians, Russians, Armenians, 

Palestinians, Assyrians, Japanese, Koreans, and Vietnamese 

were added to the variables from the last factor analysis and 

the process of factor extraction was repeated. While the 

method of extraction and rotation remained the same, by 

introducing these eight new variables, the number of extracted 

factors was increased from six to eight. 

The initial correlation matrix of variables indicated 

that the Iranian population concentration correlates with only 

a few variables (even correlation for those variables is not 

very strong). These variables are age (R=0.22), mean years 
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of schooling for people 18 to 25 (R=O.21) and over 25 y€ars 

old (R=O.28), self-employment income (R=O.28), median value 

for non-condominium (R=O.36) and condominium housing (R=O.32), 

median rent (R=O. 24), fertility (R=-O. 29), and average persons 

per household (R=-O.20). While these correlations are 

relatively small, it is their associated signs that are 

somewhat significant indicators of the type of relationship 

that one might expect. For example, the negative relationship 

between Iranian concentration and percent Hispanic and percent 

Black is indicative of the lack of spatial association of this 

ethnic group with low income areas. On the other hand, the 

high positive correlation with median years of schooling and 

price of housing (value and rent) is indicative of Iranians 

association with the relatively well-to-do census tracts. Of 

other ethnic groups, only Russians behave similarly and 

vietnamese are almost the opposite of these two groups. This 

supports the findings of the ethclass matrix analysis. 

The final statistics on the eight extracted factors, 

after rotation, indicate that these factors provide a 57.6 

cumulative percent variation (Table 9.3). Even though factors 

7 and 8 have eigenvalues substantially below one, they are 

included in the present discussion because they represent two 

phenomena that are directly related to the ethnicity issue. 

Factor I (Table 9.4) is similar to the initial extraction 

in that it portrays high positive loadings of median years of 

schooling for people 18 years and older, average median 
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income, median rent, median value of housing (non-condominium 

housing having a higher loading) , percent full-time 

employment, percent self-employment income, percent married, 

Table 9.3 

Factors Extracted by Including 
the Inooigrant Groups 

Factor Eigenvalue % of variation Cumulative % 

I 8.04 26.8 26.8 
II 2.63 8.8 35.6 

III 2.00 6.7 42.3 
IV 1. 36 4.5 46.8 

V 1. 22 4.1 50.9 
VI 0.97 3.2 54.1 

VII 0.65 2.2 56.3 
VIII 0.39 1.3 57.6 

Factor I Socioeconomic 
Factor II Stage in Life 
Factor III = Ethnicity 1 (Traditional Ethnic Groups) 
Factor IV Growth 
Factor V Ethnicity 2 (High Socioeconomic Ethnic Groups) 
Factor VI Mobility 
Factor VII = Ethnicity 3 (Recent Immigrants, Excluding the 

High Socioeconomic Groups) 
Factor VIII= Black Female poverty 
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Table 9.4 

Rotated Factor Matrix 

Var~ab 1 e I II IIII IV V VI VII VIII 
MYSC2 .851 -.235 
PCHSP -.778 .238 .414 
AVMEDINC .762 .145 .107 .127 
MRENT .759 .261 .143 .101 
MEDV1 .758 .353 .151 
PUBAS -.722 -.451 -.114 .214 
FERTIL -.690 .408 .115 -.139 .109 -.117 .135 
WOH .673 -.159 .170 .117 -.117 .202 .106 -.149 
SELFEMP .666 .315 -.218 .103 -.165 
PFB -.661 .403 .316 .441 
PCTMAR .634 .238 .489 -.188 -.229 .129 
RENTOC -.590 -.470 -.118 .113 .286 .368 .182 
YRSINUS .565 -.315 .155 -.388 -.277 .183 
MEDAGE .537 -.495 .189 .132 -.369 .239 
MYSC1 .529 -.233 .106 .115 .220 
AVPHS -.259 .869 -.122 -.129 -.117 
PCBLK -.321 -.728 -.177 -.149 -.132 .175 
NEWHS .196 .922 
MEDV2 .381 -.121 .564 .236 .136 
VACANT .126 .486 
RU .297 -.153 .115 .646 -.106 .105 
IR .253 .116 .554 
MOBIL -.264 .198 .686 .143 -.173 
VI .258 .135 
KO .583 
JA .375 
AR .139 .283 
AS .143 
PL .129 
FEMRAT -.123 .121 -.129 .697 

Factor I Socioeconomic 
Factor II = Stage in Life 
Factor III Ethnicity 1 (Traditional Ethnic Groups) 
Factor IV Growth 
Factor V Ethnicity 2 (High Socioeconomic Ethnic Groups) 
Factor VI Mobility 
Factor VII Ethnicity 3 (Recent Immigrants, Excluding the 

High Socioeconomic Groups) 
Factor VIII= Black Female Poverty 
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years of residence in the U.S., and median age. As with the 

initial factor analysis, factor I is arguably the 

socioeconomic factor. The negative high loadings of public 

assistance income and fertility rate also support this 

finding. Factor I explains 26.8 percent of variation in the 

data and portrays a significant eigenvalue of 8.04. 

While Hispanics and Blacks indicate negative loadings on 

factor I (Hispanics higher than Blacks), only two immigrant 

groups had any loading on this factor. These were Russians 

and Iranians, who again behaved similarly, and their 

population concentration had a positive loading on factor I, 

unlike any other immigrant groups. This is significant, since 

it isolates Iranians and Russians as being uniquely different 

from any other group; especially since percent foreign born 

had a high negative loading on this factor. 

Factor II in this new extraction is similar to factor V 

in the original extraction. This is the "stage in life" 

factor. The data on the immigrant groups played a strong role 

in increasing the importance of this factor, since many of 

them are of younger age and are in the first stages of forming 

families Interestingly, however, none of the ethnic groups 

except for Russians had any significant loading on this 

factor. Even for Russians, the loading is small and negative. 

Factor II explained 8.8 percent of variation in the data and 

also has an eigenvalue of 2.63. 

Factor III is one of the three ethnicity factors that 
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were extracted in this second factor analysis. The 

differences between these three factors will be discussed 

separately. Factor III indicates a high positive loading of 

Hispanics and a high negative loading of Blacks. The 

difference in the sign is due to the observed spatial 

segregation of this two ethnic groups (See Garcia, 1985). 

Percent foreign born has a positive loading on this factor, 

as does percent married. Since "years in U.S." has a small 

positive loading, it can be argued that this ethnicity factor 

is mainly for more traditional ethnic groups such as 

Hispanics, Blacks, and earlier immigrants who resided in lower 

socioeconomic areas. A negative, but small, loading of renter 

occupancy rate in these areas is indicative of relative 

advanced succession in these areas. Associated with these 

areas is also the low level of education, which is manifested 

by the negative loading of mean years of schooling. 

The fourth factor in this extraction is similar to 

factor III in the previous extraction. This is the "growth" 

factor, which highlights areas with a high percentage of new 

housing, high vacancy rate, and high median value for 

condominium housing. These three variables point out those 

areas of Los Angeles and Orange Counties with expanding high 

cost of housing, and as expected, which are more susceptible 

to the invasion of well-to-do groups. The only three ethnic 

groups who had any loading on this factor were Blacks, 

Russians, and Iranians. However, a small loading of all three 
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groups prohibits the formation of any significant conclusion. 

The only important information to highlight is the positive 

loadings of Russians and Iranians, and the negative loading 

of Blacks. 

The fifth factor is the second ethnicity factor, which 

addresses the high socioeconomic ethnic groups only. The high 

loadings of Russians and Iranians, \l7ho also had a positive 

loading on the socioeconomic factor, supports this finding. 

Additionally, percent foreign born also had a positive loading 

on this factor. Two other variables with positive loadings 

on factor V were median housing value and percent self

employment income. 

Factor VI has an eigenvalue of less than 1, which 

normally is eliminated from discussions of factor analysis 

resul ts . However, for the purpose of this research, all 

extracted factors will be considered, regardless of their 

eigenvalue. Factor VI is identical to factor II in the last 

extraction and had a higher eigenvalue in that analysis. High 

positive loading of percent people who did not live in the 

same house as in 1975 and a smaller loading of percent renter

occupied housing indicate that this is the "mobility" factor. 

The sign differences between the two variables' loading on 

this factor and on factor II in the last extraction indicate 

the difference between the "mobility" factor in this 

extraction and the "stability" factor in the last extraction. 

Both factors VII and VIII have low eigenvalues and from 
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an analytical point are of little value. However, factor VII 

is the only factor on which all the recent immigrants showed 

any loading, and factor VIII is identical to factor VI of the 

last extraction, and both are therefore worthy of discussion. 

Factor VII is actually the third ethnicity factor, since 

it has high posi ti ve loadings for Koreans, Japanese, and 

Armenians and smaller ones for vietnamese, Palestinians, and 

Assyrians. Again, percent foreign born had a high positive 

loading on this factor as well. Methodologically, it seems 

that percent foreign born is the common factor between all 

three ethnicity factors. Due to the type of immigrants who 

portrayed a positive loading on factor VII and the negative 

loading of years in u. S., it can be concluded that this 

ethnicity factor covers mainly recent immigrants of non-high 

socioeconomic status. 

Factor VIII, which is similar to factor VI of the last 

extraction, is the "Black female poverty" factor. No ethnic 

group, besides Blacks show any loading on this factor. As 

mentioned before, the significance of this factor is that the 

phenomenon behind Black female poverty is so strong that for 

an area such as Los Angeles and Orange Counties, it appears 

as an independent factor. Since this factor is so uniquely 

isolated, it warrants a future research agenda. 
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summary 

The discussion on the findings of factor analysis 

highlights a few findings that support the proposed hypotheses 

and some of their components: 

1. with the exception of Russians, Iranians are the only 

ethnic group that portray a loading on the socioeconomic 

factor. 

2. Iranians, along, with Russians, form a separate 

factor which is indicative of their difference from other 

ethnic groups. What distinguishes these groups from the 

other ethnic groups is their high socioeconomic status. 

3. Iranians are a high socioeconomic group that cannot 

easily be studied under a general stereotypical umbrella, 

as in many other ethnic groups. 

4. The high status immigrants such as Russians and 

Iranians form a special portion of the society and occupy 

specific regions of the urban environment that are 

significantly different from other immigrant groups. 

5. Iranians are concentrated in areas with high 

socioeconomic and ethnicity scores, but also contain a 

smaller subgroup that resides in areas with a low 

ethnicity score and relatively high socioeconomic score. 

6. Ethnic groups should be distinguished from each other 

based on their socioeconomic status and length of 

residence in the U. s. The three primary categories among 

ethnic groups seem to be: 
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a. low socioeconomic (traditional) ethnic groups, 

who have a longer period of residence in the u.s. 

b. high socioeconomic status ethnic/ immigrant 

groups, 

c. recent immigrant groups, who do not have a high 

socioeconomic status, but are not necessarily low 

status. 

Groups (b) and (c) might both be elite immigrants, but 

group (b) has both high education and high socioeconomic 

status, while group (c) might only have high educational 

achievements. 

7. Specific characteristics within subgroups of an 

ethnic group are at times so important that collective 

treatment of these groups (such as those in traditional 

urban/human ecology) can result in portraying only a part 

of the picture at best, or erroneous results at worst. 

For example, according to the discussed factor analysis, 

the Black females with poverty status form a strong 

enough subgroup that within the Black group, they warrant 

individualized attention, rather than being collectively 

treated as Blacks. 

To finalize the discussion on the Iranian case study and the 

unique characteristics of Iranians, the next section will be 

devoted to a discussion of this group's business distribution 

and some of the unique patterns discovered. 
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Chapter Ten 

Iranian Business Distribution 

In this section, primary attention will be given to the 

relationship of business and residential distributions of 

Iranians, as well as to Iranian business community growth and 

its relative diversity and areal concentration by type. 

The 1981 Iranian Yellow Pages listed 177 Iranian 

businesses that were located in 90 different census tracts 

throughout Los Angeles and Orange Counties. Figure 10.1 

illustrates the concentration level of Iranian businesses in 

1981. As can be seen, the highest concentration occurred in 

the Beverly Hills and Encino areas. Table 10.1 lists the 

census tracts with at least five Iranian businesses: 

Census 
Tract 

1397.01 
7008 
2655 
2671 

1414 

7009.02 
7010 

Table 10.1 

Census Tracts with the Highest 
Iranian Business Concentration in 1981 

Iranian % all Iranian Community 
Businesses Businesses Location 

27 15.25 Encino 
14 7.91 Beverly Hills 

6 3.39 Westwood 
5 2.82 West L.A./ 

Westwood 
5 2.82 Encino/ 

Sherman Oaks 
5 2.82 Beverly Hills 
5 2.82 Beverly Hills 

Source: 1981 Iranian Yellow Pages 
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This table indicates that (a) the business concentration of 

Iranians in 1981 coincides with that of residential 

distribution of Iranians in 1981 (Table 9.1) and (b) there 

were very few census tracts with a significant Iranian 

business concentration. However, considering that seven 

census tracts contained 67, or 37.85 percent of all Iranian 

businesses in both counties in 1981, a strong concentration 

of an Iranian business community in this area i::: apparent. 

As was indicated in Chapters Three and Four, in order to 

measure an area's level of attraction for Iranian businesses 

and Iranian customers, it is necessary to calculate the number 

of different types of business that exist there. It is 

presumed that the more diverse an area, the higher the level 

of attraction, and hence the higher the chance of expansion 

would be. 

The result of business diversity calculations for 1981 

is reflected in Table 10.2. This table indicates that there 

are only ten tracts with at least three different types of 

Iranian businesses. This list is similar to the one in Table 

10.1, in which Beverly Hills and Encino were highlighted as 

the maj or areas of Iranian concentration. Both tables, 

however, illustrate that while 

residential core concentrates on 

the 

the 

strongest Iranian 

Beverly Hills and 

Westwood area, the Iranian businesses in 1981 seem to have had 

a higher concentration in the Encino/Sherman Oaks areas, 

mainly along ventura Boulevard. The type of businesses in 



Census 
Tract 

1397.01 
7008 
2655 
7010 
1394 
1414 

2671 

1396 
2653.01 
7009.02 

Table 10.2 

Census Tracts by Iranian 
Business Diversity 

# of Different Types 
of Iranian Businesses 

23 
8 
6 
5 
4 
4 

4 

3 
3 
3 

Source: 1981 Iranian Yellow Pages 

Community 
Location 
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Encino 
Beverly Hills 
Westwood 
Beverly Hills 
Tarzana 
Encino/ 
Sherman Oaks 
West L.A./ 
Westwood 
Encino 
Westwood 
Beverly Hills 

the Encino/ShermanOaks and Beverly Hills/Westwood areas seem 

to be different from each other. In the first group, 

extending from Sherman Oaks to Tarzana, the majority of 

Iranian businesses were professional offices (i. e. doctors and 

dentists) and only two restaurants (one of which was not 

ethnically oriented) and one bakery were located in this area. 

On the other hand, businesses in the Westwood area seem to be 

more ethnically oriented. For example, of the eight Iranian 

restaurants in 1981, three were located in this area and all 

three had Iranian names. 

As far as specialization and any spatial concentration 
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by profession is concerned, Table 10.3 indicates that the 

highest number of listed professions were physicians, who by 

far exceeded any other profession in the Iranian Yellow Pages. 

Table 10.3 

Iranian Businesses in 1981 

Profession 
Physician 
Real Estate 
Restaurants 
Market 
Insurance 
contractor 
Attorney 
Bank 
Accounting 
Beauty Salons 
Travel Agency 
Auto Repair 
Dentist 
Printer 
Advertising 
Air Condition 
Baker 
Boutique 
Burglar Alarm 
Electric 

Source: 1981 Iranian Yellow Pages 

Total 
37 
13 

8 
8 
8 
8 
7 
6 
5 
5 
5 
4 
4 
4 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 
2 



198 

Of the top ten professions, eight require some form of formal 

education and familiarity with American laws and regulations. 

This is highly significant, since these professions make up 

89 of the 177 businesses listed in 1981. This is also 

important, since the majority of these professions are not 

able to function as ethnic businesses that would be the source 

of low-level employment for their own group. Also, 

considering the high professional status of Iranians, it is 

obvious that this group does not conform to the dual labor 

market, in which past investments of human capital are rarely 

of relevance or value. This is obvious, not only by Iranians 

becoming self-employed, but also by their participation and 

high concentration in professions such as medicine, where 

ethnici ty can rarely obstruct educational and professional 

achiE::v8men'cs. 

From 1981 to 1988, the Iranian business community 

underwent a remarkable period of growth (Figure 10.2). The 

1988 Iranian Yellow Pages listed 1,202 businesses in 375 

census tracts. This is close to seven times the number of 

businesses in 1981, and spatially, four times the number of 

census tracts in 1981. The difference in the growth level of 

number of businesses versus the number of tracts that contain 

at least one Iranian business is indicative of an increased 

concentration of these business by 1988. Another indicator 

is the average number of businesses per census tract, which 

grew from 1.97 (177/90) to 3.21 (1202/375). Table 10.4 
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Table 10.4 

Census Tracts with the Highest 
Iranian Business Concentrations in 1988 

Tract 

7008 
1397.01 
2655 
1394 
7017.01 
7007 
1414 
7009.01 
1413.02 
7009.02 
7010 
2073 
2671 
2163 
1396 
6206.01 
7019 
1323 
2675.02 
7005 
1371. 02 

2653.01 
7016.02 
2674.01 

992.29 

2149 
626.1 

3018 
1345 
2089 
2678 

2675.01 
2672 
1411 
2643.01 
2121 
2147 
3107 
1275 
2111 
2691 

Iranian 
Businesses 

61 
58 
46 
25 
25 
25 
22 
21 
18 
16 
15 
15 
15 
14 
14 
14 
13 
13 
11 
11 
11 

10 
10 
10 
10 

10 
9 
9 
8 
8 
8 

7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
7 
6 
6 
6 

# of 
Types 

28 
18 
30 
17 

7 
5 

17 
11 
13 
11 
10 
10 

7 
8 
8 
6 

11 
8 
8 
8 
4 

6 
5 
4 
3 

1 
7 
6 
8 
8 
8 

6 
6 
5 
5 
5 
5 
3 
6 
6 
5 

Community 
Location 

Beverly Hills 
Encino 
Westwood 
Tarzana 
Santa Monica 
Beverly Hills 
Encino/Sherman Oaks 
Beverly Hills 
Sherman Oaks 
Beverly Hills 
Beverly Hills 
Downtown Los Angeles 
Century city 
East of Beverly Hills 
Encino 
Redondo Beach 
Santa Monica 
Reseda 
Sawtelle 
Beverly Hills 
Warner Center/ 
Woodland Hills 
Westwood 
Santa Monica 
North of Sawtelle 
Santa Ana/ 
Fountain Valley 
East of Beverly Hills 
Irvine/Newport Beach 
Glendale 
Canoga Park 
Downtown Los Angeles 
West L.A./ 
West of Rancho Park 
Sawtelle 
West L.A./Westwood 
Sherman Oaks 
S.E. of Brentwood 
North of Koreatown 
East of Beverly Hills 
Burbank/Glendale 
Sepulveda/Van Nuys 
N.E. Koreatown 
South of Beverly Hills 
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Table 10.4 (Continued) 
Census Tracts with the Highest 

Iranian Business Concentrations in 1988 

Iranian # of Community 
Tract Businesses Types Location 

---------------------------------------------------------
1284 6 5 Van Nuys 
1154.02 6 5 Northridge 
1395 6 5 Tarzana/Encino 
1133.02 6 5 Chatsworth 
2653.02 6 4 Westwood 
1375.02 6 4 Woodland Hills 
3023 6 4 Glendale 
1278.01 6 3 Van Nuys 
1324 6 3 Reseda 
1907 5 5 Hollywood 

525.01 5 5 Tustin 
3020 5 5 Glendale 
525.08 5 5 Irvine/Woodridge 
7017.02 5 5 santa Monica 
1272 5 4 Sepulveda/Van Nuys 
2166 5 4 South of Beverly Hills 
1905 5 3 Hollywood/Los Feliz 
2079 5 3 Downtown Los Angeles 
7016.01 5 3 Santa Monica 
8003.22 5 2 Westlake Village 
1289 5 1 Sherman Oaks 

Source: 1988 Iranian Yellow Pages 
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lists all census tracts with at least five Iranian businesses 

in 1988. While in 1981 there were only seven such tracts 

(Table 10.1), by 1988 this grew to 62. This is an additional 

indication of sUbstantial growth of the Iranian business 

community. While the 1988 Iranian residential distribution 

of Iranians is unknown, the 1988 business distribution closely 

correlates with that of the 1980 residential distribution of 

this group, the strongest concentrations of which occurred in 

Beverly Hills, Westwood, and Encino. This is also similar to 

the 1981 business concentration. 

Even though all of the top seven tracts in 1981 had 

witnessed some level of growth by 1988, the most impressive 

growth occurred in tract 7008, which is located in Beverly 

Hills between santa Monica and Wilshire Boulevards. This area 

grew more than fourfold, from 14 businesses in 1981 to 61 

businesses in 1988. This impressive growth surpassed that of 

tract 1397.01, which is located in Encino and was number one 

in 1981. Actually, by 1988 both of these tracts had become 

the centers of the two major Iranian business concentrations 

in Beverly Hills and Encino. The first concentration extends 

from Hauser Boulevard on Wilshire Boulevard and Cienega 

Boulevard on santa Monica to the end of santa Monica 

Boulevard, concentrating mainly on the tracts along Wilshire 

and santa Monica Blvds. Census tracts 7008 (Beverly Hills) 

and 2655 (Westwood) are the hearts of this business community. 
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The second business community extends along ventura Blvd, 

from Kester Ave. to Topanga CYN Blvd., excluding an area 

extending from Oak Dale Ave to Serrania Ave. (tract 1375.01). 

The heart of this linear community is tract 1397.01, which 

extends from Woodley Ave to Balboa Blvd. 

One of the unique features of the 1988 Iranian business 

communi ty is its growth in downtown Los Angeles and its 

expansion in Orange county. In downtown L.A., the strongest 

concentration is in tract 2073, which covers an area defined 

by Hill, 9th, Los Angeles,and 2nd streets. Another area of 

interest within the downtown area is the growth in the 

periphery of Koreatown. While the growth is not substantial, 

it is interesting that Iranian businesses would even consider 

locating in an established ethnic area, such as Koreatown. 

Within orange county, the business community growth and 

concentration is less significant than that in Los Angeles 

county. The only area with a high Iranian concentration is 

in santa Ana/Fountain Valley (tract 992.29). This area is 

bounded by the santa Ana River, Garfield Ave., Ward st., and 

Warner Ave. In contrast to the Iranian business concentration 

in Los Angeles, which occurred where a high number of Iranians 

lived, in Orange county such an association is less visible. 

For example, in 1980, there were no Iranians in tract 992.29, 

which had the highest number of Iranian businesses in 1988. 

Of course, since the residential distribution of Iranians in 

1988 is unknown, it is possible that this tract or the ones 
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around it have witnessed a growth in the Iranian community. 

As far as business diversity is concerned, westwood, 

Beverly Hills, and Encino again rank high (Table 10.4). This 

is consistent with the 1981 pattern, as well. The only change 

is that the order of ascendancy has completely reversed. By 

1988, tract 2655 in Westwood had become number one by having 

46 businesses and providing 30 different services. As was 

indicated before, it is high diversity that is of great 

importance, since it can attract more customers, and hence 

promote further growth. This is apparent in tract 2655, which 

grew eightfold since 1981. 

Another tract with high business diversity is tract 7008, 

which had 61 Iranian businesses and provided 28 different 

services. contrary to the two mentioned tracts in westwood 

and Beverly Hills, the Encino business community seems to be 

more specialized, and hence portrays less diversity. For 

example, tract 1397.01, which had 58 businesses in 1988, only 

offered 18 different services. This is substantially lower 

than the previous ones. Actually, by 1988 an areal 

specialization had developed and tract 1397.01 had been put 

on top of the list for physicians and medical services. This 

reveals an important phenomenon. Even though Beverly Hills, 

Westwood, and Encino witnessed a sUbstantial growth, Westwood 

seems to be the only area with the highest number of 

ethnically oriented businesses, such as restaurants. A field 

observation of these areas confirmed this empirical finding 
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that westwood had the highest level of ethnic visibility 

through Iranian signs and advertisement, as opposed to the 

area along Ventura Blvd. There were even more Iranian 

physicians with Persian signs in westwood than in the other 

two areas. Actually, some of the physicians have two offices, 

one somewhere along Ventura Blvd, and the other in the Beverly 

Hills or westwood area. This locational choice of offices is 

rather interesting since, all three are the centers of Iranian 

concentration in the region. 

Higher ethnic visibility and greater business diversity 

makes the Westwood area, specifically tract 2655, the center 

of the Iranian business community. To take this one step 

further, since the Westwood area also has a high concentration 

of Iranian residences, this area seems to be the most 

appropriate for being called "The Iranian Communi ty / 

Neighborhood" -or- "Tehrangeles". It is interesting that 

despite their wide distribution, Iranians would still have a 

more ethnically oriented community heart, even if it is not 

in a high socioeconomic status area. 

Another important aspect of Iranian businesses is their 

increased diversity. Table 10.5 contains a list of the top 

twenty professions listed in the 1988 Iranian Yellow Pages. 

According to this table, the top ten professions were 

physicians, dentists, attorneys, realtors, insurance 

companies, contractors, accounting, market, clinics, and 

restaurants. Even though some of the law firms or insurance 
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companies are not owned by Iranians, they have Iranian 

employees or partners that have been promoted in the Persian 

Table 10.5 

1988 Iranian Businesses By Type 

Business 

Physician 
Dentist 
Attorney 
Realtor 
Insurance 
contractors 
Market 
Accounting 
Restaurant 
Clinic 
Loan 
Auto Repair 
Travel 
Printer 
Beauty Salon 
Photographer 
Florist 
Electrical Contractor 
Auto Body Repair 
Translator 

Total 

Source: 1988 Iranian Yellow Pages 

Number 

233 
72 
68 
48 
45 
32 
31 
31 
29 
29 
24 
24 
23 
22 
19 
18 
14 
14 
14 
13 

803 
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section of the Yellow Pages. This form of attracting Iranians 

is practiced by other professions, such as banks, schools and 

colleges, and immigration services. 

The top ten Iranian professions illustrate the high 

occupational status of Iranians and more clearly the non-

ethnic orientation of this group. with the exception of 

restaurant and market owners/operators, the other eight 

professions require formal education, licensing, and 

familiarity with American laws and customs. The phenomenal 

growth of physicians and dentists is indicative of the high 

educational achievement of this group. While physicians were 

also the number one profession listed in the 1981 Iranian 

Yellow Pages, their number grew more than six times, from 37 
.,<;0 

in 1981 to 233 in 1988. Even though dentists grew at a faster 

rate, physicians are by far the largest in number. 

Restaurants have grown only fourfold, but the most prominent 

ones remain within the Westwood area, along Westwood Blvd, 

between Wilshire and santa Monica Blvds. 

Generally speaking, Iranian businesses have grown in 

diversity, offering 133 different services, compared to 52 in 

1981. This is an indication Iranians are expanding their 

economic niche and considering the mentioned top ten 

professions, it can be concluded that with the exception of 

medical professions, Iranians are not becoming specialized in 

anyone ethnic or non-ethnic business. However, the medical 

professions, including clinics, physicians, dentists, dental 
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labs, laboratories, and pharmacies, make up 353 of the 1,202 

Iranian businesses in 1988. This is over 29 percent of all 

listed businesses. Physicians, alone, made up close to twenty 

percent of all Iranian businesses in 1988. Therefore, the 

only profession that Iranians have grown in disproportionally 

is the medical profession. However, it should be understood 

that the Iranian Yellow pages does not contain all businesses 

in which Iranians have or are participating. Conversation 

with Iranians residing in Los Angeles indicated that the most 

sUbstantial group overlooked, by using the Iranian Yellow 

Pages as the source of Iranian business listings, is the gas 

station business. This type of business is rarely advertised 

in any yellow pages, and hence was eliminated from this 

research. However, since gas stations are far from being 

ethnically oriented, their omission from this research does 

not diminish the understanding of Iranian community formation. 

The only information missing is that gas station operation 

might be the economic niche that the middle-class Iranians 

with mid-level education have found. 

summary 

The preceding discussion of Iranian businesses in Los 

Angeles and Orange Counties illustrated the rapid growth of 

this community and its diverse specialization. Although these 

businesses demonstrated spatial concentrations in two areas 

of Los Angeles county (the Beverly Hills-Westwood and Encino

Tarzana areas) by 1988, the high diversity and ethnic 
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orientation of the Westwood area made it the only true ethnic 

business community for Iranians. 

The substantial growth in the number of Iranian 

businesses and the services that they offer indicates this 

group's level of success in creating an economic niche that 

relies both on the ethnic community and also on the larger 

society. For example, the high concentration of Iranian 

professionals such as physicians in the Encino area, 

accompanied by a lack of ethnic visibility (evidenced by the 

absence of Persian signs) indicates that Iranian businesses 

in this area are desirous of attracting a variety of clients, 

Iranian or otherwise. On the other hand, businesses in 

westwood, including medical offices, utilize Persian signs, 

which indicates a targeting strategy and an understanding that 

this area caters largely to the Iranian community. 

As far as spatial assimilation is concerned, Iranian 

businesses did not portray a dispersal from 1981 to 1988. On 

the contrary, a substantial concentration occurred, partially 

due to the growth in the Iranian business community as a 

whole. This spatial concentration, however, does not indicate 

a lack of assimilation among Iranians, since professionally, 

these businesses attract both Iranians and non-Iranians alike. 

Furthermore, a large number of Iranian businesses consist of 

professionals who offer services not uniquely ethnic. 

Lack of knowledge regarding Iranian residential 

distribution in 1988 prohibits anything but pure speculation 
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on the spatial correlation of Iranian businesses with Iranian 

residences. It is, however, likely that Iranian residences 

also witnessed a significant increase in the same areas in 

which Iranian businesses grew (Westwood, Beverly Hills, 

Encino, Sherman Oaks, and Tarzana). Census data for 1990 will 

determine the accuracy of this assumption. 

within the dual labor market theory, Iranians have 

provided sUbstantial proof of their abilities to acquire 

employment outside their group and to use their human capital 

investment (See Chapter Seven for a discussion of Iranian 

characteristics in Los Angeles and Orange Counties). Data on 

Iranian businesses also illustrates that not only are there 

a substantial number of Iranians in high status professions, 

but also that there are many self-employed individuals who do 

not necessarily rely on the ethnic community for their pool 

of laborers and/or clients. 

The high professional status and substantial growth of 

Iranian businesses further indicates their structural 

assimilation into the American society; however, a conclusion 

regarding their cultural assimilation requires a separate 

study and is therefore not discussed here. Based on previous 

chapters, however, it may be speculated that within this 

group, cultural assimilation is occurring at a slower rate 

(see discussion on language spoken at home in Chapter Seven) . 

This reversed assimilation process among Iranians could be a 

phenomenon unique to elite immigrants, and therefore, should 
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be studied among the urbanized and educated post-1965 

immigrants. 



Chapter Eleven 

Conclusion 

212 

The preceding chapters provide an overview of Iranian 

immigration and settlement in the u.s. and illustrated some 

of the characteristics of this group's community formation 

process. The main focus of this research is, however, 

concentrated on: 

a) The immigration process and importance of attention 

to the demographic profile, duration and type of flux; 

b) The importance of urban and social structure within 

which ethnic groups form communities; and 

c) The internal and external diversity among ethnic 

groups and the influence of this variable on their 

spatial distribution and community formation process. 

While the majority of immigrant community models, 

including the invasion/succession theory, presume a continuous 

flow of immigrants, as illustrated in Chapter Two, such a 

phenomenon cannot occur among political immigrants. For 

example, the mass immigration of Iranians after 1975 was 

generally halted by the Iranian Revolution of 1978. Actually, 

the majority of Iranian immigrants were students and other 

individuals who arrived in the u.s. prior to the Revolution, 

and in the case of students, who remained in the u.s. upon 

graduation. The high educational achievements of the student 

population, as well as the professional and educational status 

of those who arrived in the u.s. as immigrants, were factors 
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partially responsible for the rapid formation of an ethnic 

group that surpasses the majority of the ethnic groups in 

socioeconomic status. This high status, combined with some 

large reserves of private capital, has given some Iranians an 

opportuni ty to reside in areas not normally accessible to 

other ethnic groups. 

In a discussion of available literature, it was indicated 

that there were in general two main problems with ethnic 

community studies. First, they ignore the internal diversity 

that exists among any ethnic group, especially more recent 

immigrants, and second, they fail to analyze the urban/social 

structure within which an ethnic community is formed. For 

this purpose, in the case of the Iranian community in Los 

Angeles and orange Counties, the first part of the analysis 

concentrated primarily on the urban structure of these 

counties, and did not include the spatial distribution of this 

group. The analysis revealed that at the census tract level, 

two types of ethnic communities exist: one that is 

concentrated in low socioeconomic areas, and another 

distributed among medium to high socioeconomic areas. This 

finding supports the argument that ethnicity should not 

necessarily be equated with low socioeconomic status. A large 

body of the available literature relies; however, on such an 

assumption. While the low socioeconomic status may be 

applicable to some of the economically motivated immigrants, 

among the more recent immigrants, who consist of highly 
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educated and urbanized individuals, such an assumption is not 

consfstent with the internal diversity and the relatively high 

socioeconomic status of these groups. For example, among 

vietnamese, a range of high to low socioeconomic subgroups 

form distinct clusters that differ significantly from each 

other. 

Among Iranians, two phenomena may be observed. First, 

a large portion is concentrated in high socioeconomic and high 

ethnicity areas, and second, a smaller population is residing 

in medium to high socioeconomic and ethnicity areas. with the 

exception of the Russian ancestry group, Iranians are the only 

group (among the ones studied) that portray such a high 

concentration in high socioeconomic areas. As hypothesized, 

Iranians' residential distribution is not solely influenced 

by their ethnicity, but also by their socioeconomic status. 

However, the internal diversity of Iranians is reflected in 

a multi-nucleation process (community diversity) that, while 

not quite obvious in 1980, by 1990 will probably portray a 

strong polarity in this ethnic community. By then, the 

majority of Iranian students will have graduated and taken 

professional jobs that will enable them to achieve upper

middle class status. But lacking private capital, this group 

can hardly achieve the high socioeconomic status of the 

earlier group, and therefore, a strong multi-nucleation, 

caused by unequal access to the housing market, will form 

other residential clusters away from the earlier centers. 
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The diversity of the Iranian community in Los Angeles 

and Orange counties is also manifested by the spatial 

distribution and characteristics of Iranian businesses. From 

1981 to 1988, the Iranian business community grew rapidly and 

developed a spatial specialization and concentration that 

further identified the Iranian ethnic community as a whole. 

Of the two major areas of concentration, the Beverly Hills

Westwood area seems to be the heart of such a community, while 

the Encino-Tarzana area seems to be the most highly 

specialized, with the most non-ethnic characteristics. This 

development supports the hypothesis that from 1981 to 1988 a 

form of spatial specialization would develop, and that the 

type of business would determine the close ties between the 

business community and the residential distribution of 

Iranians. 

Iranian businesses did not portray a dispersal from 1981 

to 1988, but rather indicated an increased concentration. 

This was partially due to the growth in the Iranian business 

community as a whole. This spatial concentration, however, 

does not indicate a lack of assimilation among Iranians, since 

professionally, these businesses attract both Iranians and 

non-Iranians customers. Furthermore, a large number of 

Iranian businesses consist of professionals who offer services 

that are not uniquely ethnic. 

Data on Iranian businesses and work status illustrates 

that not only have Iranians been able to acquire employment 
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outside their group and to use their human capital investment, 

but also a sUbstantial number of them are employed in high 

status professions. Additionally, there are many self

employed individuals who do not necessarily rely on the ethnic 

community for their pool of laborers and/or clients. 

The high professional status and SUbstantial growth of 

Iranian businesses indicate the structural assimilation of 

this group into the main society. Actually, Iranians are 

manifesting both cultural and structural assimilation, 

although this post-1965 elite immigrant group is witnessing 

a higher level of structural than cultural assimilation. For 

example, among the Iranian working population, the high rate 

of employment in the private sector is indicative of its 

acceptance within the main society, while the low level of 

English usage at home indicates a slow rate of cultural 

assimilation. It is, however, expected that after a period 

of direct involvement and employment in the society, the 

cultural assimilation will reflect a higher rate of 

development. Considering the high professional status of 

Iranians, Weinstock's (1964) role-elements theory would 

suggest a similar conclusion. 

In the case of Iranians, it is apparent that Gordon's 

theory of cultural assimilation preceding structural 

assimilation becomes questionable. Among this groups and 

possibly among other educated and urbanized post-1965 

immigrant groups, entrance at the structural level seems to 
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occur more rapidly than cultural abandonment, and the latter 

stage is not a pre-requisite for the first. In other words, 

there does not seem to be a need for recent immigrants to 

culturally assimilate first, before they are structurally 

accepted or incorporated into the larger society. If 

Weinstock's theory regarding people in high professional jobs 

assimilating faster is correct, a rapid cultural assimilation 

will follow shortly among Iranians and other recent elite 

immigrants. It is possible, however, that in contrast to the 

earlier, low socioeconomic immigrants, high structural 

assimilation might not induce a sense of urgency for cultural 

assimilation among recent elite immigrants. This phenomenon 

can be further enhanced if American society regards the 

cultural characteristics of these immigrant groups in a 

favorable manner. Consequently, a particularistic immigrant 

group could form a distinct pattern in its ethnic community, 

one that could persist over time and result in a culturally 

pluralistic and structurally universalistic ethnic group. The 

spatial consequence of this phenomenon is open to debate and 

speculation. 

In regard to the external and internal diversity of 

ethnic groups, it can be argued that the collective treatment 

of ethnic groups, and lack of attention to some of the 

existing differences among them could produce inaccurate 

results. As demonstrated in Chapter Nine, each ethnic group 

seems to be unique enough that a collective/uniform view 
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undermines a true understanding of their spatial behavior and 

assimilation process. Even among the post-1965 immigrants, 

there is a clear distinction between groups such as Japanese, 

Koreans, and vietnamese. This research illustrated that in 

the case of Los Angeles and Orange Counties, there are three 

distinct ethnic groups. One includes the traditional low 

socioeconomic groups, such as African Americans and Hispanics. 

The second group is an elite immigrant group that has a high 

socioeconomic status, and the third group consists of recent 

immigrants who, while possibly having a high degree of 

professional and educational achievement, lack the elevated 

socioeconomic status of the second group. In this study, 

Russian and Iranian ancestry groups were recognized as 

belonging to the second category, while Japanese and Koreans 

fit into the third. Interestingly, even among African 

Americans, there may exist a female subgroup whose distinct 

low poverty level distinguishes it from other African 

Americans. This finding regarding the internal and external 

diversity among different ethnic groups questions some of the 

general theories regarding ethnic community formation and the 

assimilation process. 

In conclusion, it is hoped that the results of this 

research have illustrated that ethnicity and ethnic 

communi ties are not phenomena that occur independently of 

socioeconomic and cultural variables. On the contrary, 

ethnicity is only one aspect of the social structure within 
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which a group's community formation and social interactions 

are defined. The understanding of the community formation 

and assimilation process of any ethnic group is incomplete 

without a knowledge of the social/urban structure that 

surrounds it and the internal diversity that exists within it. 
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TABLE A.1 

TOP 100 COUNTIES WITH THE HIGHEST 
IRANIAN LOCATION QUOTIENT 

1980 1980 
COUNTY IRANIAN MEDIAN IRANIAN 

COUNTY POPULATION POPULATION HH Inc L.Q. 
--------------------------------------------------------------
VA/JAMES CITY 22763 803 27891 72.89 
CO/ELBERT 6850 110 24973 33.18 
VA/FALLS CHURCH CITY 9515 119 32834 25.84 
NE/MCPHERSON 593 5 13676 17.42 
OK/PAYNE 62435 384 19070 12.71 
CA/MARIN 222568 1263 34840 11. 72 
OK/CLEVELAND 133173 700 28618 10.86 
VA/ARLINGTON 152599 ·726 32101 9.83 
UT/CACHE 57176 267 19853 9.65 
LA/LINCOLN 39763 178 20613 9.25 
IL/JACKSON 61522 275 15696 9.24 
AR/SEVIER 14060 61 16522 8.96 
OK/BRYAN 30535 128 14659 8.66 
KS/CRAWFORD 37916 156 16257 8.50 
WA/WHI TMAN 40103 148 22219 7.62 
MS/OKTIBBEHA 36018 122 15791 7.00 
CA/YOLO 113374 384 21816 7.00 
TX/MARION 10360 34 15628 6.78 
TN/PUTNAM 47690 156 17506 6.76 
TX/KLEBERG 33358 101 20507 6.26 
MD/MONTGOMERY 579053 1717 42340 6.13 
KS/DOUGLAS 67640 198 20208 6.05 
MO/COLE 56663 162 24444 5.91 
VA/FAIRFAX 596901 1674 43505 5.79 
AR/SCOTT 9685 26 13516 5.55 
TN/WEAKLEY 32896 87 15503 5.46 
TX/DENTON 143126 378 31405 5.46 
TX/BREWSTER 7573 20 16248 5.46 
CO/LAS ANIMAS 14897 39 13826 5.41 
GA/BULLOCH 35785 91 17505 5.25 
MI/WASHTENAW 264748 670 26208 5.23 
MN/BENTON 25187 62 21190 5.09 
CAlLOS ANGELES 7477503 17963 23780 4.96 
NV/PERSHING 3408 8 19259 4.85 
VA/ALEXANDRIA CIT 103217 234 30563 4.68 
CA/SANTA CLARA 1295071 2928 33708 4.67 
OK/GARFIELD 62820 140 26671 4.60 
LA/LAFAYETTE 150017 334 34588 4.60 
MO/BOONE 100376 222 21828 4.57 
AR/WASHINGTON 100494 218 19086 4.48 
IL/MCDONOUGH 37467 77 20466 4.25 
lA/JOHNSON 81717 166 23119 4.20 
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TABLE A.1 (CONTINUED) 

TOP 100 COUNTIES WITH THE HIGHEST 
IRANIAN LOCATION QUOTIENT 

1980 1980 
COUNTY IRANIAN MEDIAN IRANIAN 

COUNTY POPULATION POPULATION HH Inc L.Q. 
-------------------------------------------------------------
MO/ADAIR 24870 50 16078 4.15 
lA/STORY 72326 145 24779 4.14 
CA/SAN MATEO 587329 1171 33338 4.12 
IL/RICHLAND 17587 35 22816 4.11 
WI/RUSK 15589 31 14552 4.11 
NY/QUEENS 1891325 3742 24999 4.09 
MO/PHELPS 33633 66 17916 4.05 
TX/TRAVIS 419573 820 24369 4.04 
CA/ORANGE 1932709 3770 31814 4.03 
KY/ROWAN 19049 37 14328 4.01 
NV/WASHOE 193623 374 25501 3.99 
IN/MONROE 98785 182 19818 3.81 
VA/FAIRFAX CITY 19390 35 37411 3.73 
KS/ALLEN 15654 28 19228 3.70 
OR/BENTON 68211 122 20944 3.70 
AL/MADISON 196966 351 24856 3.68 
FL/ST. JOHNS 51303 91 21794 3.66 
KS/PRATT 10275 18 23437 3.62 
OK/OKLAHOMA 568933 972 24995 3.53 
MN/BLUE EARTH 52314 88 20705 3.48 
CO/BOULDER 189625 307 28089 3.35 
KS/BOURBON 15969 25 17241 3.23 
ID/LATAH 28749 45 19521 3.23 
KY/MARSHALL 25637 40 21327 3.22 
OH/ATHENS 56399 87 14739 3.19 
CA/SAN DIEGO 1861846 2833 23793 3.14 
MI/INGHAM 275520 417 23486 3.13 
OK/WOODS 10923 16 18768 3.03 
WI/DUNN 34314 50 19005 3.01 
CA/ALAMEDA 1105379 1605 26291 3.00 
CA/CONTRA COSTA 656380 953 33077 3.00 
KS/MONTGOMERY 42281 61 21060 2.98 
WV/MONONGALIA 75024 108 17231 2.97 
CO/MORGAN 22513 32 20176 2.94 
FL/LEON 148655 209 21094 2.90 
VA/SOUTHAMPTON 18731 26 19961 2.87 
WV/MASON 27045 37 16826 2.83 
MO/NODAWAY 21996 30 15294 2.82 
OR/LINCOLN 35264 48 17635 2.81 
KS/RlLEY 63505 86 18655 2.80 
RI/BRISTOL 46942 63 26437 2.77 
LA/EAST BATON ROU 366191 488 28344 2.75 
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1980 
COUNTY 

POPULATION 
IRANIAN MEDIAN IRANIAN 

COUNTY POPULATION HH Inc L.Q. 

OK/LATIMER 9840 13 14564 2.73 
IN/VIGO 112385 148 22390 2.72 
CA/SAN FRANCISCO 678974 879 22319 2.67 
KS/LYON 35108 45 23541 2.65 
MI/KALAMAZOO 212378 271 24413 2.64 
NE/LANCASTER 192884 246 23051 2.64 
NM/ROOSEVELT 15695 20 12672 2.63 
UT/WEBER 144616 184 23879 2.63 
MA/SUFFOLK 650142 818 18234 2.60 
MO/PLATTE 46341 58 29519 2.59 
IN/TIPPECANOE 121702 151 23722 2.56 
VA/WILLIAMSBURG C 9870 12 25793 2.51 
OR/MULTNOMAH 562640 684 20959 2.51 
FL/BREVARD 272959 331 26996 2.51 
KS/NEOSHO 18967 23 21129 2.51 
CA/SANTA CRUZ 188141 226 23211 2.48 

SOURCE: 1980 CENSUS DATA 
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TABLE A.2 

TOP 100 COUNTIES WITH THE HIGHEST 
IRANIAN POPULATION 

1980 1980 
COUNTY IRANIAN MEDIAN IRANIAN 

COUNTY POPULATION POPULATION HH Inc L.Q. 
-------------------------------------------------------------
CAlLOS ANGELES 7477503 17963 23780 4.96 
CA/ORANGE 1932709 3770 31814 4.03 
NY/QUEENS 1891325 3742 24999 4.09 
CA/SANTA CLARA 1295071 2928 33708 4.67 
CA/SAN DIEGO 1861846 2833 23793 3.14 
IL/COOK 5253655 2192 27163 0.86 
TX/HARRIS 2409547 2098 30648 1. 80 
MD/MONTGOMERY 579053 1717 42340 6.13 
VA/FAIRFAX 596901 1674 43505 5.79 
CA/ALAMEDA 1105379 1605 26291 3.00 
NY/NASSAU 1321582 1397 38002 2.18 
WA/KING 1269749 1338 28460 2.18 
CA/MARIN 222568 1263 34840 11. 72 
CA/SAN MATEO 587329 1171 33338 4.12 
TX/DALLAS 1556390 1081 26743 1. 44 
OK/OKLAHOMA 568933 972 24995 3.53 
CA/CONTRA COSTA 656380 953 33077 3.00 
MA/MIDDLESEX 1367034 948 31561 1. 43 
FL/DADE 1625781 932 21891 1.18 
NY/NEW YORK 1428285 931 18627 1. 35 
NJ/BERGEN 845385 908 35310 2.22 
CA/SACRAMENTO 783381 884 23914 2.33 
CA/SAN FRANCISCO 678974 879 22319 2.67 
TX/TRAVIS 419573 820 24369 4.04 
MA/SUFFOLK 650142 818 18234 2.60 
VA/JAMES CITY 22763 803 27891 72.89 
MI/OAKLAND 1011793 772 30410 1. 58 
VA/ARLINGTON 152599 726 32101 9.83 
MD/PRINCE GEORGE' 665071 704 31788 2.19 
OK/CLEVELAND 133173 700 28618 10.86 
OR/MULTNOMAH 562640 684 20959 2.51 
MI/WASHTENAW 264748 670 26208 5.23 
CA/VENTURA 529174 620 30506 2.42 
TX/TARRANT 860880 569 27456 1. 37 
MI/WAYNE 2337891 565 23441 0.50 
UT/SALT LAKE 619066 551 24841 1. 84 
CA/FRESNO 514621 547 20334 2.20 
LA/EAST BATON ROU 366191 488 28344 2.75 
NY/KINGS 2230936 484 17445 0.45 
NY/WESTCHESTER 866599 484 34807 1.15 
OH/CUYAHOGA 1498400 477 24918 0.66 
PA/PHILADELPHIA 1688210 465 18089 0.57 



225 

TABLE A.2 (CONTINUED) 

TOP 100 COUNTIES WITH THE HIGHEST 
IRANIAN POPULATION 

1980 1980 
COUNTY IRANIAN MEDIAN IRANIAN 

COUNTY POPULATION POPULATION HH Inc L.Q. 
------~------------------------------------------------------
CA/SAN BERNARDINO 895016 430 23527 0.99 
MI/INGHAM 275520 417 23486 3.13 
MN/HENNEPIN 941411 411 27953 0.90 
CO/DENVER 492365 396 22248 1. 66 
OH/FRANKLIN 869132 389 23314 0.92 
TX/BEXAR 988800 385 22670 0.80 
CA/YOLO 113374 384 21816 7.00 
OK/PAYNE 62435 384 19070 12.71 
TX/DENTON 143126 378 31405 5.46 
OH/SUMMIT 524472 376 25930 1. 48 
NV/WASHOE 193623 374 25501 3.99 
AZ/MARICOPA 1509052 361 24796 0.49 
AI.jMADISON 196966 351 24856 3.68 
DC/DISTRICT OF CO 638333 351 22972 1.14 
Gl./DE KALB 483024 349 28658 1. 49 
MO/JACKSON 629266 346 23135 1.14 
LA/LAFAYETTE 150017 334 34588 4.60 
MA/NORFOLK 606587 334 33155 1.14 
CA/RIVERSIDE 663166 332 22154 1. 03 
FL/BREVARD 272959 331 26996 2.51 
CT/FAIRFIELD 807143 330 34337 0.84 
WI/DANE 323545 325 25083 2.08 
MO/ST. LOUIS 973896 325 13446 0.00 
NC/MECKLENBURG 404270 324 25159 1. 66 
GA/FULTON 589904 313 20380 1.10 
NY/SUFFOLK 1284231 312 32826 0.50 
MA/WORCESTER 646352 311 25187 0.99 
AZ/PIMA 531443 311 23418 1. 21 
CO/BOULDER 189625 307 28089 3.35 
TN/DAVIDSON 477811 306 22944 1. 32 
MD/BALTIMORE 655615 280 30525 0.88 
CA/SANTA BARBARA 298694 279 26223 1. 93 
NJ/ESSEX 851116 275 22800 0.67 
IL/JACKSON 61522 275 15696 9.24 
WI/MILWAUKEE 964988 274 24936 0.59 
PA/ALLEGHENY 1450085 274 26016 0.39 
MI/KALAMAZOO 212378 271 24413 2.64 
TX/JEFFERSON 250938 270 26426 2.22 
UT/CACHE 57176 267 19853 9.65 
GA/COBB 297718 260 31499 1.80 
KY/JEFFERSON 685004 258 23821 0.78 
NY/ERIE 1015472 254 24455 0.52 
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KY/FAYETTE 
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1980 
COUNTY 

POPULATION 
IRANIAN MEDIAN IRANIAN 

POPULATION HH Inc L.Q. 

463920 253 25752 1.13 
265900 252 21847 1.96 
245808 246 27452 2.07 
192884 246 23051 2.64 
204165 242 23339 2.45 

CIT 103217 234 30563 4.68 
463087 234 24076 1.04 

FL/HILLSBOROUGH 646960 231 21950 0.74 
NM/BERNALILLO 419700 230 22435 1.13 
CA/SANTA CRUZ 188141 226 23211 2.48 
FL/BROWARD 1018200 225 26020 0.46 
CT/NEW HAVEN 761337 224 27080 0.61 
MO/BOONE 100376 222 21828 4.57 
NJ/PASSAIC 447585 221 24484 1. 02 
TN/SHELBY 777113 218 21183 0.58 
AR/WASHINGTON 100494 218 19086 4.48 

SOURCES: 1980 CENSUS DATA 
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TABLE A.3 

COUNTIES WITH 100 OR MORE IRANIANS 
OR A LOCATION QUOTIENT OF 2 OR HIGHER 

1982 
1980 1980 MEDIAN COLLEGE/ 

COUNTY IRANIAN HH IRANIAN UNIVERSITY 
COUNTY POP. POP. Income L.Q. REG. 
-------------------------------------------------------------
AL/JEFFERSON 671324 174 21644 0.54 15670 
AL/MADISON 196966 351 24856 3.68 7400 
AL/MOBILE 364980 139 20884 0.79 11440 
AR/COLUMBIA 26644 26 16787 2.01 2100 
AR/SCOTT 9685 26 13516 5.54 0 
AR/SEVIER 14060 61 16522 8.96 0 
AR/WASHINGTON 100494 218 19086 4.48 16100 
AZ/MARICOPA 1509052 361 24796 0.49 40300 
AZ/PIMA 531443 311 23418 1.21 30700 
CA/ALAMEDA 1105379 1605 26291 3.00 42700 
CA/BUTTE 143851 171 17743 2.45 14300 
CA/CONTRA COSTA 656380 953 33077 3.00 1700 
CA/FRESNO 514621 547 20334 2.19 16400 
CAlLOS ANGELES 7477503 17963 23780 4.96 223100 
CA/MARIN 222568 1263 34840 11. 71 0 
CA/MONTEREY 290444 126 24401 0.90 0 
CA/ORANGE 1932709 3770 31814 4.03 41300 
CA/RIVERSIDE 663166 332 22154 1. 03 10000 
CA/SACRAMENTO 783381 884 23914 2.33 21700 
CA/SAN BERNARDINO 895016 430 23527 0.99 5200 
CA/SAN DIEGO 1861846 2833 23793 3.14 42900 
CA/SAN FRANCISCO 678974 879 22319 2.67 43500 
CA/SAN LUIS OBISP 155435 137 21090 1.82 15800 
CA/SAN MATEO 587329 1171 33338 4.12 1400 
CA/SANTA BARBARA 298694 279 26223 1. 93 17200 
CA/SANTA CLARA 1295071 2928 33708 4.67 47300 
CA/SANTA CRUZ 188141 226 23211 2.48 6800 
CA/SONOMA 299681 139 25233 0.96 6700 
CA/STANISLAUS 265900 252 21847 1.96 4600 
CA/VENTURA 529174 620 30506 2.42 0 
CA/YOLO 113374 384 21816 6.99 29300 
CO/ARAPAHOE 293621 187 36532 1. 31 0 
CO/BOULDER 189625 307 28089 3.34 22200 
CO/DENVER 492365 396 22248 1.66 36700 
CO/ELBERT 6850 110 24973 33.15 0 
CO/JEFFERSON 371753 136 35243 0.76 2900 
CO/LARIMER 149184 115 24343 1.59 18900 
CO/LAS ANIMAS 14897 39 13826 5.40 0 
CO/MORGAN 22513 32 20176 2.93 0 
CT/FAIRFIELD 807143 330 34337 0.84 22300 
CT/HARTFORD 807766 211 29559 0.54 26900 
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TABLE A.3 (CONTINUED) 

COUNTIES WITH 100 OR MORE IRANIANS 
OR A LOCATION QUOTIENT OF 2 OR HIGHER 

1982 
1980 1980 MEDIAN COLLEGE/ 

COUNTY IRANIAN HH IRANIAN UNIVERSITY 
COUNTY POP. POP. Income L.Q. REG. 
-------------------------------------------------------------
CT/NEW HAVEN 761337 224 27080 0.61 25900 
CT/NEW LONDON 238409 151 28561 1. 31 1900 
DC/DISTRICT OF CO 638333 351 22972 1.14 67900 
DE/NEW CASTLE 398115 101 27948 0.52 18600 
FL/ALACHUA 151348 148 18518 2.02 34300 
FL/BREVARD 272959 331 26996 2.50 7000 
FL/BROWARD 1018200 225 26020 0.46 0 
FL/DADE 1625781 932 21891 1.18 36900 
FL/HILLSBOROUGH 646960 231 21950 0.74 25700 
FL/LEON 148655 209 21094 2.90 26800 
FL/ORANGE 471016 214 23490 0.94 14200 
FL/PINELLAS 728531 142 21628 0.40 1100 
FL/ST. JOHNS 51303 91 21794 3.66 1000 
FL/ST. LUCIE 87182 87 21604 2.06 0 
FL/VOLUSIA 258762 108 19878 0.86 1600 
GA/BULLOCH 35785 91 17505 5.25 6800 
GA/COBB 297718 260 31499 1. 80 8000 
GA/DE KALB 483024 349 28658 1. 49 0 
GA/FULTON 589904 313 20380 1.10 54400 
GA/RANDOLPH 9599 11 12555 2.37 0 
lA/JOHNSON 81717 166 23119 4.19 28900 
lA/STORY 72326 145 24779 4.14 25300 
ID/BANNOCK 65421 76 22536 2.40 7100 
ID/LATAH 28749 45 19521 3.23 9200 
IL/CHAMPAIGN 168392 186 22644 2.28 34900 
IL/COOK 5253655 2192 27163 0.86 113200 
IL/DU PAGE 658835 128 37370 0.40 8600 
IL/JACKSON 61522 275 15696 9.23 23700 
IL/MCDONOUGH 37467 77 20466 4.24 12400 
IL/RICHLAND 17587 35 22816 4.11 0 
IN/MONROE 98785 182 19818 3.80 32700 
IN/TIPPECANOE 121702 151 23722 2.56 32600 
IN/VIGO 112385 148 22390 2.72 13200 
KS/ALLEN 15654 28 19228 3.69 0 
KS/BOURBON 15969 25 17241 3.23 0 
KS/CRAWFORD 37916 156 16257 8.49 5100 
KS/DOUGLAS 67640 198 20208 6.04 24400 
KS/JOHNSON 270269 120 35908 0.92 0 
KS/LYON 35108 45 23541 2.65 5800 
KS/MONTGOMERY 42281 61 21060 2.98 0 
KS/NEOSHO 18967 23 21129 2.50 0 

~-~~~--~ --~.-~-.--- ------,------------------------
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TABLE A.3 (CONTINUED) 

COUNTIES WITH 100 OR MORE IRANIANS 
OR A LOCATION QUOTIENT OF 2 OR HIGHER 

1982 
1980 1980 MEDIAN COLLEGE/ 

COUNTY IRANIAN HH IRANIAN UNIVERSITY 
COUNTY POP. POP. Income L.Q. REG. 
-------------------------------------------------------------
KS/PRATT 10275 18 23437 3.62 0 
KS/RILEY 63505 86 18655 2.80 19500 
KS/SEDGWICK 366531 178 26624 1. 00 16600 
KY/CALLOWAY 30031 30 17042 2.06 7500 
KY/FAYETTE 204165 242 23339 2.45 23000 
KY/JEFFERSON 685004 258 23821 0.78 19700 
KY/KNOX 30239 35 12317 2.39 0 
KY/MARSHALL 25637 40 21327 3.22 0 
KY/ROWAN 19049 37 14328 4.01 6300 
LA/EAST BATON ROU 366191 488 28344 2.75 40200 
LA/JEFFERSON 454592 144 30366 0.65 0 
LA/LAFAYETTE 150017 334 34588 4.60 15700 
LA/LINCOLN 39763 178 20613 9.24 11100 
LA/ORLEANS 557515 113 18343 0.42 38600 
MA/MIDDLESEX 1367034 948 31561 1.43 76600 
MA/NORFOLK 606587 334 33155 1.14 3200 
MA/SUFFOLK 650142 818 18234 2.60 100100 
MA/WORCESTER 646352 311 25187 0.99 19500 
MD/BALTIMORE 655615 280 30525 0.88 15900 
MD/BALTIMORE CITY 786775 198 18853 0.52 34300 
MD/HOWARD 118572 121 39997 2.11 0 
MD/MONTGOMERY 579053 1717 42340 6.12 0 
MD/PRINCE GEORGE' 665071 704 31788 2.19 50500 
MI/HOUGHTON 37872 41 14869 2.23 7600 
MI/INGHAM 275520 417 23486 3.12 42700 
MI/KALAMAZOO 212378 271 24413 2.63 21800 
MI/OAKLAND 1011793 772 30410 1. 58 5900 
MI/WASHTENAW 264748 670 26208 5.22 54200 
MI/WAYNE 2337891 565 23441 0.50 22100 
MN/BENTON 25187 62 21190 5.08 11600 
MN/BLUE EARTH 52314 88 20705 3.47 14100 
MN/HENNEPIN 941411 411 27953 0.90 66000 
MN/LYON 25207 28 18765 2.29 2100 
MN/RAMSEY 459784 135 26713 0.61 17300 
MO/ADAIR 24870 50 16078 4.15 7200 
MO/BOONE 100376 222 21828 4.57 28500 
MO/COLE 56663 162 24444 5.90 2800 
MO/JACKSON 629266 346 23135 1.14 18900 
MO/NODAWAY 21996 30 15294 2.82 5100 
MO/PHELPS 33633 66 17916 4.05 7800 
MO/PLATTE 46341 58 29519 2.58 3200 
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TABLE A.3 (CONTINUED) 

COUNTIES WITH 100 OR MORE IRANIANS 
OR A LOCATION QUOTIENT OF 2 OR HIGHER 

1982 
1980 1980 MEDIAN COLLEGE/ 

COUNTY IRANIAN HH IRANIAN UNIVERSITY 
COUNTY POP. POP. Income L.Q. REG. 
-------------------------------------------------------------
MO/ST. LOUIS 973896 n5 13446 0.69 10700 
MS/HINDS 250998 162 21316 1. 33 12200 
MS/LAFAYETTE 31030 36 17088 2.39 9400 
MS/OKTIBBEHA 36018 122 15791 6.99 13400 
NC/MECKLENBURG 404270 324 25159 1. 65 12600 
NC/WAKE 301327 157 26976 1. 08 27900 
NE/DOUGLAS 397038 182 24733 0.95 23400 
NE/LANCASTER 192884 246 23051 2.63 27300 
NE/MCPHERSON 593 5 13676 17.41 0 
NJ/BERGEN 845385 908 35310 2.22 12200 
NJ/ESSEX 851116 275 22800 0.67 46700 
NJ/HUDSON 556972 214 19379 0.79 13200 
NJ/HIDDLESEX 595893 210 33722 0.73 32800 
NJ/MORRIS 407630 106 40288 0.54 7300 
NJ/PASSAIC 447585 221 24484 1. 02 12100 
NM/BERNALILLO 419700 230 22435 1.13 25900 
NM/DONA ANA 96340 103 18313 2.21 13400 
NM/ROOSEVELT 15695 20 12672 2.63 5600 
NV/CLARK 463087 234 24076 1. 04 11500 
NV/PERSHING 3408 8 19259 4.85 0 
NV/WASHOE 193623 374 25501 3.99 9600 
NY/ALBANY 285909 136 25452 0.98 37100 
NY/BRONX 1168972 129 15834 0.23 0 
NY/BROOME 213648 102 24605 0.99 11700 
NY/ERIE 1015472 254 24455 0.52 39600 
NY/KINGS 2230936 484 17445 0.45 0 
NY/NASSAU 1321582 1397 38002 2.18 36000 
NY/NEW YORK 1428285 931 18627 1. 35 247200 
NY/ONONDAGA 463920 253 25752 1.13 23200 
NY/ORANGE 259603 129 25727 1. 03 1000 
NY/QUEENS 1891325 3742 24999 4.08 0 
NY/RICHMOND 352121 120 33456 0.70 0 
NY/ROCKLAND 259530 145 36479 1.15 3700 
NY/SUFFOLK 1284231 312 32826 0.50 20800 
NY/TOMPKINS 87085 85 21727 2.01 23200 
NY/WESTCHESTER 866599 484 34807 1.15 27000 
OH/ATHENS 56399 87 14739 3.18 15700 
OH/CUYAHOGA 1498400 477 24918 0.66 33900 
OH/FRANKLIN 869132 389 23314 0.92 68300 
OHjHAMILTON 873224 204 23786 0.48 39900 
OH/LUCAS 471741 108 23894 0.47 21400 
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TABLE A.3 (CONTINUED) 

COUNTIES WITH 100 OR MORE IRANIANS 
OR A LOCATION QUOTIENT OF 2 OR HIGHER 

1982 
198"0 1980 MEDIAN COLLEGE/ 

COUNTY IRANIAN HH IRANIAN UNIVERSITY 
COUNTY POP. POP. Income L.Q. REG. 
-------------------------------------------------------------
OH/MERCER 38334 40 21749 2.15 0 
OH/MONTGOMERY 571697 137 24560 0.49 11000 
OH/PORTAGE 135856 128 23939 1.94 19900 
OH/SUMMIT 524472 376 25930 1.48 24600 
OK/BRYAN 30535 128 14659 8.65 4200 
OK/CLEVELAND 133173 700 28618 10.85 21800 
OK/GARFIELD 62820 140 26671 4.60 1100 
OK/LATIMER 9840 13 14564 2.73 0 
OK/LE FLORE 40698 48 17184 2.43 0 
OK/LOGAN 26881 31 22657 2.38 1900 
OK/OKLAHOMA 568933 972 24995 3.53 17600 
OK/OTTAWA 32870 32 17366 2.01 0 
OK/PAYNE 62435 384 19070 12.70 23400 
OK/TULSA 470593 207 27144 0.91 5900 
OK/WOODS 10923 16 18768 3.02 0 
OR/BENTON 68211 122 20944 3.69 16800 
OR/LANE 275226 204 19541 1. 53 15400 
OR/LINCOLN 35264 48 17635 2.81 0 
OR/MULTNOMAH 562640 684 20959 2.51 23500 
OR/WASHINGTON 245808 246 27452 2.07 1100 
PA/ALLEGHENY 1450085 274 26016 0.39 44400 
PA/CENTRE 112760 107 20376 1.96 36200 
PA/DELAWARE 555007 163 29809 0.61 27100 
PA/ERIE 279780 168 23400 1. 24 13200 
PA/MONTGOMERY 643621 210 32094 0.67 6000 
PA/PHILADELPHIA 1688210 465 18089 0.57 89600 
RI/BRISTOL 46942 63 26437 2.77 2500 
RI/PROVIDENCE 571349 168 20720 0.61 35800 
SC/GREENVILLE 287913 102 23014 0.73 7700 
TN/DAVIDSON 477811 306 22944 1. 32 19000 
TN/HAMILTON 287740 107 21162 0.77 10700 
TN/KNOX 319694 168 20731 1.08 27000 
TN/PUTNAM 47690 156 17506 6.75 7900 
TN/SHELBY 777113 218 21183 0.58 23700 
TN/WEAKLEY 32896 87 15503 5.46 5500 
TX/BEXAR 988800 385 22670 0.80 16700 
TX/BRAZOS 93588 96 20311 2.12 36100 
TX/BREWSTER 7573 20 16248 5.45 2300 
TX/COOKE 27656 31 22787 2.31 0 
TX/DALLAS 1556390 1081 26743 1.43 16400 
TX/DENTON 143126 378 31405 5.45 26600 
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TABLE A.3 (CONTINUED) 

COUNTIES WITH 100 OR MORE IRANIANS 
OR A LOCATION QUOTIENT OF 2 OR HIGHER 

1982 
1980 1980 MEDIAN COLLEGE/ 

COUNTY IRANIAN HH IRANIAN UNIVERSITY 
COUNTY POP. POP. Income L.Q. REG. 
-------------------------------------------------------------
TX/EL PASO 479899 136 20348 0.59 15100 
TX/HARRIS 2409547 2098 30648 1.80 47400 
TX/JEFFERSON 250938 270 26426 2.22 14600 
TX/KLEBERG 33358 101 20507 6.25 5200 
TX/LUBBOCK 211651 104 21969 1. 01 22900 
TX/MARION 10360 34 15628 6.77 0 
TX/TARRANT 860880 569 27456 1. 36 30700 
TX/TRAV:r.S 419573 820 24369 4.03 50600 
UT/CACHE 57176 267 19853 9.64 11100 
UT/SALT LAKE 619066 551 24841 1.84 25600 
UT/WEBER 144616 184 23879 2.63 10400 
VA/ALEXANDRIA CIT 103217 234 30563 4.68 0 
VA/ARLINGTON 152599 726 32101 9.82 1700 
VA/FAIRFAX 596901 1674 43505 5.79 14900 
VA/FAIRFAX CITY 19390 35 37411 3.73 0 
VA/FALLS CHURCH C 9515 119 32834 25.82 0 
VA/JAMES CITY 22763 803 27891 72.82 0 
VA/MONTGOMERY 63516 66 19134 2.15 5900 
VA/NORFOLK CITY 266979 115 19204 0.89 23100 
VA/SOUTHAMPTON 18731 26 19961 2.87 0 
VA/WILLIAMSBURG C 9870 12 25793 2.51 6500 
WA/KING 1269749 1338 28460 2.18 43100 
WA/SNOHOMISH 337720 120 27159 0.73 0 
WA/SPOKANE 341835 190 21600 1.15 13500 
WA/WHITMAN 40103 148 22219 7.62 16700 
WI/DANE 323545 325 25083 2.07 42200 
WI/DUNN 34314 50 19005 3.01 7600 
WI/MILWAUKEE 964988 274 24936 0.59 44100 
WI/RUSK 15589 31 14552 4.11 0 
WV/KANAWHA 231414 137 22312 1. 22 5200 
WV/l1ASON 27045 37 16826 2.82 0 
WV/MONONGALIA 75024 108 17231 2.97 21300 
-------------------------------------------------------------
TOTAL 108476661 98000 4490810 
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Figure B.2 

Iranian Location Quotient in Los Angeles 

Iranian Location Quotient in Los Angeles - 1980 

235 

30 

20 

10 

o 

Soura: Census 1000 

(For geographic reference, see Figure B.1) 



References 

Abruzzi, William S. 1982. "Ecological Theory and Ethnic 
Differentiation Among Human Populations." Current 
Anthropology 23(1): 13-21. 

236 

Alihan, MilIa A. 1938. "community and Ecological Studies." 
Reprinted in Studies in Human Ecology, 1961. G. A. 
Theodorson, ED. Illinois: Row, Peterson and company. 

Amersfoort, Hans Van. 1982. Immigration and the Formation 
of Minority Groups, The Dutch Experience 1945-1975. 
Translated by: Robert Lyng. cambridge: Cambridge 
university Press. 

Askari, Hossein, John T. cummings, and Mehmet Isbudak. 
1977. "Iran's Migration of Skilled Labor to the 
united States." Iranian Studies, 10(1-2), winter
spring. 

Barrows, Harlan H. 1923. "Geography as Human Ecology." 
Annals of the Association of American Geographers 13: 
1-14. 

Berge, Erling. 1983. "Review Essay." Acta sociologica, 
26(3/4): 317-320. 

Bozorgmehr, Mehdi and Georges Sabagh. 1989. "High Status 
Immigrants: A statistical Profile of Iranians in the 
united States." Iranian studies, 21(3-4). 

Butzer, K.W. 1980. "civilizations: Organisms or Systems?" 
American Scientist 68: 517-523. 

Clements, Frederic E. 1916. Plant Succession, an Analvsis 
of Development of vegetation. Washington: Carnegie 
Institute of Washington. 

Conk, Margo. 1985. "Immigration Reform and Immigration 
History: Why Simpson-Mazzoli Did Not Pass." Urban 
Ethnicity in the united states, New Immigrants and 
Old Minorities. Lionel Maldonado and Joan Moore, 
eds. Beverly Hills: Sage Publication. 

Coulter, J. M., C. R. Barnes, and H. C. Cowles. 1910-11. A 
Text Book of Botany for College and University. 2 
vols. New York: American Book Company. 

Cowles, H. C. 1911. "The Causes of Vegetation Cycles." 
Annals of the Association of American Geographers 1: 
3-20. 



Crispino, James A. 1980. The Assimilation of Ethnic 
~G~r~o~u~p~s~:~T~h~e~I~t~a~l~i~a~n~~c~a~s=e. New York: Center for 
Migration Studies. 

237 

cummings, Scott. 1983. Immigrant Minorities and the Urban 
Working Class. New York: Associated Faculty Press, 
Inc. 

Darden, Joseph T. 1988. "Socioeconomic Status, 
Residential segregation, and Minority Group 
Suburbanization." Paper Presented at the Annual 
Meeting of the Association of American Geographers, 
Phoenix, Arizona. 

Davie, Maurice R. 1938. "The Pattern of Urban Growth." 
Reprinted in Studies in Human Ecology, 1961. G. A. 
Theodorson, ED. Illinois: Row, Peterson and 
company. 

Denevan, William M. 1983. 
Cultural Geography." 
399-406. 

"Adaptation, Variation, and 
Professional Geographer 35(4): 

Duncan, Hanibal Gerald. 1933. Immigration and 
Assimilation. New York: D. C. Heath and Company. 

Elmer, M.C. 1933. "Century-Old Ecological Studies in 
France." The American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 39. 

Eyre, S. R. and G. R. J. Jones. 1966. 
Ecology, Methodology by Example. 
Martin's Press. 

Geography as Human 
New York: st. 

Farley, Reynolds and Mark Langberg. 1988. "Residential 
Segregation and Acculturation: An Examination of 
Patterns in California in 1980." Proceedings of the 
Conference on comparative Ethnicity: Ethnic Dilemmas 
in Comparative Perspective. University of 
California, Los Angeles. 

Firey, Walter. 1945. "Sentiment and Symbolism as 
Ecological Variables." The American sociological 
Review, Vol. 10. 

Fong, Stanley L. M. 1963. The Assimilation of Chinese in 
America: Change in Orientation and Social Perception. 
San Francisco: San Francisco state College, 1963. 

Frazier, E. Franklin. 1937. "Negro Harlem, An Ecological 
Study." The American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 43. 



Garcia, Philip. 1985. "Immigration Issues in Urban 
Ecology: The Case of Los Angeles." In Urban 
Ethnicity in the united states. New Immigrants and 
Old Minorities, Editors: Lionel Maldonado and Joan 
Moore. Beverly Hills: Sage Publication. 

238 

Gardner, Robert W., Bryant Robey and Peter C. Smith. 1985. 
"Asian Americans: growth, Change, and Diversity." 
Population Bulletin, 4(4). 

Gettys, Warner E. 1940. "Human Ecology and Social Theory." 
Reprinted in Studies in Human Ecology, 1961. G. A. 
Theodorson, ED. Illinois: Row, Peterson and 
Company. 

Gordon, Milton. 1964. Assimilation in American Life. New 
York: Oxford University Press, 1964. 

Halliday, Fred. 1979. Iran: Dictatorship and Development. 
New York: Penguin Books. 

Hamm, Bernd. 1982. "Social Area Analysis and Factorial 
Ecology: A Review of Substantive Findings." In 
Urban Patterns. Studies in Human Ecology, 1982. 
George A. Theodorson, Ed. University Park: The 
Pennsylvania State University Press. 

Hardesty, Donald L. 1986. "Rethinking Cultural 
Professional Geographer 38: 11-18. Adaptation." 

Hawley, Amos H. Editor. 1968. Roderick D. McKenzie. On 
Human Ecology. Chicago: University of Chicago Press. 

Hawley, Amos H. 1986. Human Ecology. Theoretical Essay. 
Chicago: university of chicago Press. 

Hoover, Knight E. 1982. "The Ecology of Norwegian
Americans in Metropolitan New York form 1940 to 
1980". In Urban Patterns. Studies in Human Ecology, 
1982. George A. Theodorson, Ed. University Park: 

Hurh, 

The Pennsylvania State university Press. 

Won Moo, Hei Chu Kim, and Kwange Chung Kim. 
Assimilation Patterns of Immigrants in the 
states: A Case Study of Korean Immigrants 
chicago Area. Washington D.C.: University 
America. 

1978. 
united 
in the 
Press of 

Hurh, Won Moo. 1977. Comparative Study of Korean 
Immigrants in the united States: A Typological 
Approach. San Francisco: Rand E Research 
Associates, Inc. 



Johnston, Ruth. 1969. The Assimilation Myth, A study of 
Second Generation Polish Immigrants in Western 
Australia. The Hague, Netherlands: Martinus 
Nijhoff. 

Jonassen, Christen T. 1949. "Cultural Variables in the 
Ecology of an Ethnic Group." The American 
sociological Review, Vol. 14. 

239 

Kleinman, Lynne H. and Eleanor M. Miller. 1985. "Political 
Economy and the Social Control of Ethnic Crime." 
Urban Ethnicity in the United states, New Immigrants 
and Old Minorities. Lionel Maldonado and Joan Moore. 
Beverly Hills: Sage Publication. 

Krebs, Charles J. 1972. Ecology, the Analysis of 
Distribution and Abundance. New York: Harper & Row. 

Lee, Dong Ok. 1987. "Spatial Patterns of Korean Small 
Business in Los Angeles." Paper Presented at the 
Annual Meeting of the Association of American 
Geographers, Portland, Oregon. 

Levin, Yale and Alfred Lindensmith. 1937. "English Ecology 
and Criminology of the Past Century." Reprinted in 
Urban Patterns, Studies in Human Ecology, 1982. 
George A. Theodurson, Ed. University Park: The 
Pennsylvania state University Press. 

Lieberson, Stanley. 1963. Ethnic Patterns in American 
cities. New York: The Free press of Glencoe. 

Light, Ivan and Edna Bonacich. 1988. Immigrant 
Entrepreneurs, Koreans in Los Angeles, 1965-1982. 
Los Angeles: University of California Press. 

Mac Mahon, James A. 1983. Nothing Succeeds Like 
Succession: Ecology and the Human Lot. Utah State 
Press. 

Martin, Geoffrey J. 1987. "The Ecological Tradition in 
American Geography 1895-1925." The Canadian 
Geographer 31: 74-77. 

McElrath, D.C. 1965. "Urban Differentiation: Problems and 
Prospects." Law and Contemporary Problems, Vol. 30, 
pp. 103-19 

McKenzie, Roderick D. 1926. "The Scope of Human Ecology." 
The American sociological Society, Vol. 20. 



240 

Park, Robert Ezra and Ernest W. Burgess. 1921. 
Introduction to the Science of sociology. Chicago: 
University of Chicago Press. 

Park, Robert Ezra. 1936. "Human Ecology." The American 
Journal of Sociology XLII: 1-15. 

Porter, P.W. 1978. "Geography as Human Ecology." American 
Behavioral Scientist 22: 15-39. 

Rogg, Eleanor Meyer. 1974. The Assimilation of Cuban 
Exiles, The Role of community and Class. 

Rumbaut, Ruben G. 1985. "How Well Are Southeast Asian 
Refugees Adapting?" Business Forum, Vol. 10. 

Schnore, Leo F. 1958. "Social Morphology and Human 
Ecology." The American Journal of Sociology, Vol. 
63, pp. 620-634. 

Shevky, E. and W. Bell. 1955. Social Area Analysis. 
Stanford: Conn. 

Theodorson, George A. Editor. 1961. Studies in Human 
Ecology. Evanston, Illinois: Row, Peterson and 
Company. 

united states Immigration and Naturalization Service. 1975-
1987. statistical Yearbook of the Immiqration and 
Naturalization Service. (13 Volumes). Washington 
D.C.: U.S. Printing Office. 

Wagley, Charles and Marvin Harris. 1958. Minorities in the 
New World. New York: Columbia University Press. 

Weinstock, S. Alexander. 1963. "Role Elements: A Link 
Between Acculturation and occupational Status", 
British Journal of Sociology, Vol. 14. 

Weinstock, S. Alexander. 1964. "Motivation and Social 
Structure in the Study of Acculturation", Human 
organization, Vol. 23. 

Weinstock, S. Alexander. 1964. "Some Factors that Retard 
or Accelerate the Rate of Acculturation", Human 
Relations, Vol. 17. 

Wilson, Franklin D. 1984. "Urban Ecology: Urbanization 
and Systems of cities." Annual Review of Sociology, 
10: 283-307. 



wilson, Kenneth L. and Alejandro Portes. 
"Immigrant Enclaves: An Analysis 
Experiences of Cubans in Miami." 
Sociology, 86(2), pp. 295-319. 

241 

September 1980. 
of the Labor Market 
American Journal of 

Wong, Morison G. 1985. "Post-1965 Immigrants: Demographic 
and Socioeconomic Profile." Urban Ethnicity in the 
united states. Lionel Maldonado and Joan Moore, Eds. 
Beverly Hills: Sage Publications. 

Zunz, Oliver. 1985. "American History and the Changing 
Meaning of Assimilation." Journal of American Ethnic 
History 4(2). 


