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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Data from the 2020  Census reveal that Asian Americans, Native Hawaiians and
Pacific Islanders (AA and NHPIs) are among the fastest growing population groups

in the United States. Texas, North Carolina, and Indiana have seen Asian American
population growth much faster than t he national average, while the same is true for
Arkansas and lowa for the NHPI population. There are other important changes in

the characteristics and dynamics of AA and NHPI populations that warrant our

closer attention.

This report provides a snapshoto  f key demographic characteristics of Asian
American, Native Hawaiian, and Pacific Islander populations. It serves as an update

to the 2014 State of Asian Americans and Pacific Islanders report, published jointly by
AAPI Data and the Center for American Pro gress, and as a baseline for a new data
tool that AAPI Data is rolling out in summer 2022, which will provide annual updates

on key demographic indicators, disaggregated by race, detailed origin, and

geography. Key highlights of this report include:

1. Popula tion Change

a. There are over 24 million Asian Americans in the United States today,
and this population grew by nearly 40 percent between the 2010 and
2020 Census.

b. There are about 1.6 million Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander
residents in the United State s today, representing a nearly 30 percent

growth between 2010 and 2020.

c. There are sizable differences in numbers, depending on whether or not
one includes the multiracial population for each group; the NHPI
population more than doubles, and the Asian Ameri can numbers
increase by 21 percent, when we include people who identify with more

than one race.

d. Indian Americans are now the second largest Asian population in the

United States, moving up one slot from 2010, and South Asian groups
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are among the fastestg  rowing populations of Asian Americans, while

Marshallese are the fastest growing group of Pacific Islanders.
2. Geography

a. California remains the top state of residence for most Asian American
and Pacific Islander groups, with some notable exceptions: Hawaii i s
the top state for Native Hawaiians, Marshallese, and Okinawan
Americans, Texas is the top state for Nepalese and Pakistanis, New York
is the top state for Bangladeshis, and Ohio is the top state for

Bhutanese Americans.

b. Southern and midwestern states hav e among the fastest growing
Asian and NHPI populations. North Dakota and South Dakota were the
fastest growing states for Asian Americans between 2010 and 2020, and
North Dakota and lowa were the fastest growing states for Native
Hawaiians and Pacific Isla nders. Among states with larger baseline
populations, Texas, North Carolina, Arkansas, and Indiana all had Asian
population growth rates greater than 67 percent from 2010 -2020 . lowa
and Arkansas had larger baseline NHPI populations that more than

doubled between 2010 and 2020.
3. Immigration

a. While Asian Americans are the only racial group that is predominantly
foreign born , a majority of Hmong Americans are now born in the
United S tates, joining Japanese Americans as the only other major
Asian American group that is majority native born . Among Pacific

Islanders, Fijians and Marshallese are majority foreign born.

b. There was a significant decline in the issuance of legal permanent
stat us (green cards) to Asian and Latin American immigrants during
the final two years of the Trump administration, and a significant

decline in Asian naturalization in 2020.
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c. Family sponsorships declined as a share of green cards for Asian
immigrants during th e final year of the Trump administration when

compared to the final year of the Obama administration.

d. Visa wait times remain very high for immigrants from the Philippines,

India, Vietham, Bangladesh, China, and Pakistan.

e. Over 1.7 million Asian Americans ar e undocumented immigrants, a
figure that has remained relatively steady over the last decade even as
the total estimated number of undocumented immigrants has

declined from 12 million to about 10 million.
4. Language use and language proficiency

a. Amongthe major racial and ethnic groups in the United States, Asian
Americans are the most likely to speak a language other than English
at home (74%) when compared to Latinos (71%) and Native Hawaiian

and Pacific Islanders (41%).

b. Chinese (including Mandarin and Ca ntonese), Vietnamese, Tagalog,
Korean, and Hindi are the five most common Asian languages spoken

at home, ranging from 860,000 to 3.45 million each.

c. Asian Americans have the highest level of language assistance needs,
with about 32 percent of Asian America ns being Limited English
Proficient (LEP)R e & r nNAt gAF MAFT Adrt XANr
comparable figures are 29 percent for Latinos and 12 percent for Native

Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders.

d. Thetop5 Asian groups with language needs are Bhutanese, Bur mese,
Vietnamese, Nepalese, and Bangladeshi, ranging from 45 percent to 65

percent.

e. Linguistic isolation is highest among Asian Americans, with nearly 17
percent of Asian American households not having any member 14 years

or older who speaks English veryw  ell.

At AN
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5. Educational attainment

a. Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders continue to face the greatest
challenges with respect to college attainment at the four -year level and
higher (19%), as do several Southeast Asian refugee populations such as
Viethamese (32%), Hmong (22%), Burmese (21%), Cambodian (20%), Lao
(19%), and Bhutanese (12%).

b. There are some indicators of intergenerational improvement in
educational outcomes, with higher levels of college attainment among
Hmong, Cambodian, and Lao Americans who a re born in the United

States versus those who arrived primarily as refugees.

c. We also find continued evidence of gender selectivity in the migration

of Asian immigrants with college degrees, with foreign -born Asian men
having higher levels of educational at tainment than their female
counterparts.

6. Occupational differences

a. Among the employed, Asian Americans are significantly more likely
than the national average (47% versus 33%, respectively) to be
concentrated in management, professional, and related occupat ions,
while Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders (26%) are less likely to be

concentrated in such professions.

b. Disaggregated data by AA and NHPI national origin groups reveals
wide variations in occupational outcomes. Workers from refugee
communities suc  h as Bhutanese, Burmese, Cambodian, Laotian, and
Hmong, are overrepresented in production, transportation, and
material moving occupations, and the same is true for Samoan

Americans and Marshallese.
7. Poverty

a. The poverty rate for Asian Americans is lowest am ong Asian Americans

and statistically tied with non -Hispanic Whites (10.6% and 10.7%,
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respectively), and the poverty rate for NHPIs is below that of

Hispanics /Latinos (16.4% and 18.5%, respectively).

b. Important differences emerge, however, on poverty by age , as Asian
Americans have higher rates of senior poverty than non -Hispanic

Whites, and as more than one in five NHPI children live in poverty.

c. Poverty rates also vary considerably by detailed origin, with Marshallese,
Burmese, Mongolian, Malaysian, Banglad eshi, and Hmong Americans

having levels of poverty much higher than the national average.
8. Housing

a. The homeownership rate among Asian Americans is significantly lower
than for non -Hispanic Whites (61% and 71%, respectively), and the NHPI
homeownership rate  is among the lowest in the country and tied with

the Black homeownership rate (43%).

b. Samoan and Marshallese have even lower homeownership rates (34%
and 6%, respectively), while the homeownership rates among Asian
Americans is lowest for Mongolian, Nepale se, Bhutanese, and

Bangladeshi Americans
9. Health and social safety net

a. There is considerable variation in health insurance coverage with AA
and NHPI groups. Mongolians were more than three times as likely to
be without health insurance compared to Asians in general.
Marshallese and other Pacific Islanders also were more likely to be

without health insurance compared with their NHPI peers.

b. For almost all AA and NHPI national origin groups, the foreign -born
were less likely to have health insurance co verage compared to native
born.

c. Among seniors age 65 and over, South Asian groups are considerably

less likely to have access to any health insurance, and a high proportion
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of Asian American seniors rely on private insurance, likely because they

do not qua lify for Medicare.

d. There is considerable variation in the share of people who receive SNAP
benefits. For Asian Americans, only 1.6 percent of Taiwanese received
SNAP benefits while 60.4 percent of Bhutanese did so. Among NHPI
groups, 12 percent of Fijians  received benefits while 46.2 percent of

Marshallese received benefits.
10. Public opinion  and voting

a. The most recent year for which we have public opinion data on Pacific
Islanders and detailed Asian American groups is from 2016 and the

National Asian American survey.

b. Among eligible voters, a high proportion of Asian American (45%) and
Pacific Islanders (50%) do not identify either as Republican or
Democrat. Among those who do identify with either party, the
Democratic party has an advantage among most detailed origin

groups.

c. College affordability and visa wait times are significant issues facing the

community, with variation on issue salience by ethnicity.

d. Overall, there is strong support for a pathway to citizenship and for
racial solidarity (as reflec ted in support for the Black Lives Matter
movement), although there are variations on both of these issues by

detailed origin. ee

e. Turnout for Asian American and NHPI voters has increase d
substanti ally across both midterm and presidential elections. Asian
American voters are among the fastest growing  sections of the
electorate and are making some states more competitive in federal

elections.

Executive Summary
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INTRODUCTION

The Census Bureau projects that the majority of the U.S. population will be people of
color by 2045. By 2030, the Census Bureau forecasts that deaths will begin to

outpace births in the United States and that immigration become the primary

source of population growth in the U.S. With immigration from Asian and Pacific

Islanders countries providing signif icant portions of this population growth, it is vital
that elected leaders, policymakers, stakeholders and community members better

understand this growing segment of the population.

While many public and private agencies and programs continue to group A sian
Americans, Native Hawaiians, and Pacific Islanders into one super -category, major
differences in cultural traditions, group histories, and modes of incorporation into

the United States make it imperative for data pertaining to these communities to be
collected, analyzed, and disseminated in a disaggregated fashion, and presented

back to AA and NHPI communities in ways that are culturally appropriate and widely

accessible.

Federal agencies continue to operate under the 1997 Office of Management and

Bud get standards for Classification of Federal Data on Race and Ethnicity, where

agencies are required to collect and report data for five minimum race categories:

American Indian or Alaska Native, Asian, Black or African American, Native Hawaiian

or Other Pa cific Islander, and White. Agencies are also required to have two

categories for data on ethnicity: Hispanic or Latino, and Not Hispanic or Latino. (see

Appendix for discussion of racial and ethnic categories).

Under this framework, some agencies have made adjustments to respond to the
constantly evolving ways that Americans self -identify. For example, the Census
Bureau expanded the number of unique codes for detailed Asian groups from 32
unique codes in 2010 to 63 in 2020  2® Some of those new codes incl  ude Central
Asians (individuals who identify as Afghan, Kazakh, Kyrgyz, Tajik, Turkmen, and
Uzbek). In the previous 2010 Census, there was no explicit code for Central Asians

and Afghans were classified as White.

Introduction
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For Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders the Census Bureau increased the number
of unique codes from 29 in the 2010 Census to 51 in the 2020 Census. For both
censuses there were 3 unigue codes for Native Hawaiians (Native Hawaiian,

Hawaiian, and Part Hawaiian).

In order to better understand why d ata disaggregation by detailed origin is essential
for AA and NHPI communities, we need to understand the diverse and varied

histories of how Asians, Native Hawaiians, and Pacific Islanders came to be a part of

the fabric of the United States. Migration, a daptation, integration, and backlash are

all common themes in most histories of these diverse communities.

For Asians, the push and pull factors that drove migration to the United States were

often a combination of economic and political turmoil at home a nd the promises of
economic opportunity and mobility that America represented at the time. Chinese

immigrants, facing unrest and famine during the Taiping Rebellion, arrived in large

numbers in the middle of the 19th Century as laborers, first drawn by the gold rush in
California, later by jobs building the first transcontinental railroad and the economies

that emerged around the railroad. While initially praised for their work ethic, the

number of Chinese immigrants grew and dispersed to other jobs and ind ustries.
With increasing numbers, they were seen as unwanted competitors for jobs for

White laborers. Dehumanizing racial stereotypes of Chinese immigrants combined

with the economic pressures of the depression triggered by the Panic of 1873

resulted in vi olent backlash against Chinese communities and culminated in the

>t ANr N Mi QA?rde A ! QA R neenR At N AAadeAyr RdgeEr A
restrictions, Chinese migrants continued to seek entry into the United States,

Q&eNAAgAF | BN adoouingnted iRigeants. Indaddition, there were always a

small number of exceptions to Chinese exclusion, including students and refugees.

With Chinese immigrants explicitly banned, the demand for cheap labor for

American agriculture and business needed an other source. Each succeeding wave,
first Japanese, then Indian, and finally Filipinos, continued the cycle of American
commercial interests recruiting Asian laborers, increasing resentment and racial bias
against these new communities, and ultimately bans on immigration and

restrictions on citizenship and property ownership.
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yt N gNAAANBAAyY r | P GOSN N diplomatiRarrangement in which the
Japanese government agreed to limit Japanese migration to the United States,

particularly of male laborer  s. However, family migration was still permitted, resulting

in the continued growth of the Japanese community through family reunification

and the migrationofso -QAXKANDZ XndOQa? &N ka&dDNr % ReEeB ! AnAA ae
''AnAAyr NBNa&?f NAON A porcefl the Unitek Sidtes © Buksae aR

diplomatic agreement rather than a legislative ban. Nevertheless, immigration was

reduced and bans on naturalization and prohibitions of property ownership

remained in place. For other Asians, particularly Indians, these restrictions came with
the Immigration Act of 1917 which created a barred zone of immigration from British

India through Southeast Asia. Chinese exclusion had been made permanent in 1904

and Korea, which by 1917 was under Japanese occupation, was covered by the
gNAAANBAAYyr ! F eNNBNAAS

That left Filipinos as the last Asian source of cheap labor for American agriculture
and business interests. Because of the Philippines' status as a U.S. colony, Filipinos
could freely migrate to America as U.S. nationals. Ho wever, this ended with the
Philippine Independence Act of 1934, where the Philippines were granted
independence after a 10 -year transition period, but Filipinos were no longer

considered U.S. nationals, and Filipinos in the U.S. lost their status.

The sta rt of World War Il resulted in are -evaluation of naturalization and
immigration from Asia. While China and the U.S. were wartime allies, bans on
Chinese immigration became untenable and President Roosevelt signed a law in
December 1943 ending Chinese excl usion, although extremely small national quotas
made the policy change largely symbolic. In addition, Chinese residents were finally
allowed to naturalize, the first Asian -origin groups to be allowed the opportunity to
do so. At the same time, Roosevelt ha d signed Executive Order 9066 in February
1942 that forced the internment of Japanese Americans living on the U.S. mainland
for the duration of the war. Other Asian communities also were allowed to

immigrate and naturalize shortly after the end of World Wa rll, as Cold War
pressures prompted the United States to portray itself as a more welcoming nation.

Still, restrictive quotas remained in place and fewer than 150 nationals were allowed
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to immigrate to the United States each year. Finally, the Immigration and Nationality
Act of 1965 opened Asian immigration by lifting national quotas and creating three
rAENABr ©R ¢BBdJdf ®€cAndeA At Arn ReaEB At N OQOeacN R aAeDA
employment -based, family -based, and refugees/asylees. The act finally removed

racis t immigration barriers for Asians and resulted in the massive growth of the

Asian American population that continues to this day. However, political and

economic conditions continue to periodically feed a violent backlash against Asian
Americans. One key m oment in Asian American activism is the murder of Vincent

Chin in 1982 during a time when the American automobile industry was struggling

with workers blaming Japanese manufacturers for putting them out of work.

Violence directed at Asian Americans during times of turmoil continues to this day,
including years of violence against South Asians and Muslims after 9/11 and the

recent growth of attacks on Asian Americans, Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders

during the COVID -19 pandemic, with East Asians prima rily feeling the brunt of

violent attacks.

U.S. intervention in Southeast Asia and the impact of the Vietham War, the Khmer

Rouge genocide, and the Secret War in Laos resulted in the resettlement of over 1.5

million Southeast Asian refugees between 1975 and 2000 from Vietnam, Laos, and

Cambodia. Th e trauma associated with war, genocide, political persecution and

being uprooted from ancestral homes has resulted in a great need for social and

mental health services for refugees. The lack of disaggregated data on Asian

Americans is the most harmful to refugee communities as their needs and

Ot AKANAFT Nr AN eRANA e% NacAeets NDZ AADZ t ¢ DDNAs uA At
refugees from Bhutan, Myanmar (Burma), another wave of Hmong refugees from

Thailand, and, most recently, Afghanistan were resettled across the country, often in

metro areas with declining populations.

Finally, the Immigration Act of 1990 introduced three new immigration streams:

Diversity Visas, H1 -B employment visas, and Temporary Protected Status (TPS). The
Diversity Visa program was espec ially important for growing the Bangladeshi and
Pakistani immigrant populations in the United States. The Diversity Visa is a lottery -

based program open to residents of any territory that had sent less than 50,000
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employment - or family -based immigrants to the U.S. in the previous five years.
Successful applicants receive permanent residency status for themselves and any

spouse or children. The Diversity Visa program has especially boosted immigration

from Bangladesh, Nepal, and Uzbekistan, with about 40,000 visas issued for each
country since 1995. After these new immigrants settled in and established

themselves, they were able to sponsor family members, leading to significant

proportional increases in particular communities such as Bangladeshi Americans in

New York and Michigan. In fact, migration from Bangladesh is now high enough

that Bangladeshis are now ineligible for the Diversity Visa program. The H1 -B visa
programs accelerated immigration from India and China, bringing in highly skilled

science and te chnology workers to the United States. 4 The majority of the foreign -
born Asian American population in the U.S. have arrived since the introduction of the

H1B visa program and this program has had a major influence on the economic

status of the Asian Ameri  can population as a whole. Finally, TPS allows the
Department of Homeland Security to designate a country for TPS when conditions

in the country prevent a safe return. TPS provides protection from removal, and
authorization for employment and travel. TPS has enabled many Nepalis to remain
in the U.S. after the devastating earthquake in Nepal in 2015 and be active

contributors to the economy as Nepal slowly recovers.

Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders share different histories and cultural heritage
from Asian American populations, with the colonial, territorial, and military
expansion of the United States playing a key role in their community formation,
including a negative impact on economic security. Different historical circumstances
have resulted in  a complex system of formal and informal relationships between the

Pacific Island nations and the United States.

l RANE dAdAgAK M?acenNAA QeAAAQA A ntte¢eR oARAddyr .
country a center for explorers, whalers, and eventually the su f Ae gQAD2rAacErs | BN&E(
growing imperial ambitions at the end of the 19th Century would eventually lead to

the overthrow of the Hawaiian monarchy and the U.S. annexation of the Hawaiian

Islands. The U.S. military presence in Hawaii and the frequent shippin g associated

with supporting the military and trade with the mainland created opportunities for
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migration that many Native Hawaiians took. As U.S. citizens, Native Hawaiians are
able to work and live anywhere in the U.S. legally, qualify for public benefit s, vote in

local and federal elections, and serve in the U.S. military.

Further colonial annexations have resulted in the Chamorro people having U.S.

citizenship. The ancestral homelands of the Chamorros came under U.S. control first

with Guam after the Sp  anish American War and then with the Northern Marianas

ur KAANDZ ARAN&E ! AnAAyr DANRNAA ¢gA nvéss AGAQON At An
have entered into a commonwealth status with the United States while Guam

remains a territory. As such, Chamorros can live and work legally in the United

States, qualify for public benefits, and serve in the U.S. military. But as a territory,

residents of Guam and the Northern Marianas are unable to vote in federal elections

and have only non -voting delegates in Congress.

After the Tripartite Convention of 1899 divided the Samoan Islands into two, with
Germany claiming the western islands and the U.S. the eastern island, the United
States formally annexed American Samoa as a territory. However, because Congress
has not pas sed an Organic Act for American Samoa, American Samoans are
considered U.S. nationals and do not have birthright citizenship. American Samoans
can live and work legally in the U.S., serve in the U.S military, and qualify for most
federal benefits, but cann ot vote while residing on the mainland. They must apply

for naturalization to obtain all the rights and benefits of citizenship.

Other Pacific Islands would fall under U.S. hegemony during and after World War II.

Citizens of the Federated States of Microne sia, Republic of the Marshall Islands, and

Republic of Palau fall under three Compacts of Free Association, which confers the

&dft A Ae AQWN AADZ 7edaBBYR EAIAM rEs kKR AAAENANR A NAQT d
federal benefits and again must naturalize to gain access to all rights and benefits as

citizens. The Compacts of Free Association are set to expire in 2023 for Micronesia

and the Marshall Islands, and 2024 for Palau, and are currently being renegotiated.

Finally, people from the remaining Pacific Is land nations are treated as any other
immigrants and must apply for legal permanent residency in order to live and work

in the U.S. These nations include Papua New Guinea, Solomon Islands, Nauru,
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Vanuatu, New Caledonia, Aotearoa , Tuvalu, Fiji, Tokelau, Sam oa, Tonga, Nuie, Kiribati,
and Cook Islands and make up the majority of the Pacific, but are fewer in number

in the U.S.®

Having high -quality data V¥ by which we mean detailed, accurate, timely, and precise
information that includes quantitative and qualitat ive data collections V¥ will enable
AA and NHPI communities to address various barriers associated with immigration

related experiences and statuses, language and other abilities, and the exercise of

rights and access to benefits. High -quality data is also va luable to present accurate
narratives about our communities, which includes not only combating negative

stereotypes that propagate social division and harm, but also highlighting the

immense contributions of Asian Americans, Native Hawaiians, and Pacific | slanders
to American society. Finally, high -quality data is essential to identifying opportunities

to build coalitions across a variety of racial and ethnic groups, to identify common

solutions to shared challenges.

Introduction
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DEMOGRAPHICS

The 2020 Census represents a  once -in-a-decade opportunity for the most accurate
shapshot of demographic patterns and trends in the United States. This is because

the decennial census is a true count of the population, while other U.S. Census

Bureau population products rely on surveys that are based o n the population base
from the most recent decennial Census. The release of the 2020 Census results has

been substantially delayed relative to previous censuses. ® Thus, when it comes to
population numbers, we have access to 2020 Census population counts o nly for the
major race and ethnic  groups and will need to rely on the 2020 American

Community Survey for population estimates of detailed Asian, Native Hawaiian, and

Pacific Islander groups.

POPULATION BY MAJOR RACE AND ETHNIC GROUPS
More Americans chose m ultiple race categories than in previous censuses. As a
consequence, the population tabulations that include both single and multiple race
responses saw population increases for all major race and ethnic groups (Table 1).
American Indian or Alaska Native ( AIAN) alone or in combination was the fastest
growing racial identity from 2010 to 2020. Asian alone or in combination was a
distant second followed by Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islanders (NHPI) alone

or in combination.

Tabulating only for single  -race respondents (Table 2) tells a different story. The Asian
alone population was now the fastest growing population group, with NHPI alone

the second fastest with AIAN close behind in third. Table 2 also shows that

population growth in the United States ha s slowed considerably compared to the
growth between 2000 and 2010, with the White alone population seeing declines

over both periods.
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Table 1 Population by Race and Ethnicity alone or in combination, 2010 -2020
Race 2010 2020 Change: 2 010-2020
White alone or in 231,040,398 235,411,507 1.9%
combination
Hispanic or Latino 50,477,594 62,080,044 23%

Black or African
American alone or 42,020,743 46,936,733 11.7%
in combination

Asian alone or in

L 17,320,856 24,000,998 38.6%
combination

American Indian or
Alaska Native alone 5,220,579 9,666,058 85.2%
or in combination

Native Hawaiian
and Pacific Islander

. 1,225,195 1,586,463 29.5%
alone orin
combination
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Census Redistricting Data (Public Law 94-171)and 2010
Summary File 1
Table 2: Population by Race and Ethnicity alone, 2000 -2020
Growth: Growth:
Race 2000 2010 2020 5000 -2010  2010-2020
White alone 211,460,626 223,553,265 204,277,273 6% -9%
Hispanic or 35,305,818 50,477,594 62,080,044 43% 23%
Latino
Black or
AUIEE) 34,658,190 38,929,319 41,104,200 12% 6%
American
alone
Asian alone 10,242,998 14,674,252 19,886,049 43% 36%
American
InelEen @7 2,475,956 2,932,248 3,727,135 18% 27%
Alaska
Native alone
Native
Hawaiian
and Pacific 398,835 540,013 689,966 35% 28%
Islander
alone
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Census Redistricting Data (Public Law 94 -171) 2010

Summary File 1, and 2000 Summary File 1
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DETAILED ASIAN NATIONAL ORIGIN ALONE OR IN
COMBINATION

Data on detailed Asian national origin reveals the continued diversification of the

Asian community. The six largest Asian groups were 86 percent of the Asian
populationin 2010 but are now only 83 percent  in 2020 (Figure 1). The Chinese
Americ an share of the Asian population dropped slightly from 22 percent in 2010 to
21 percent in 2020 despite a population growth rate of 35 percent. Asian Indians with
a growth rate of 42 percent surpassed Filipinos to become the second largest Asian

subgroup.

More generally, South Asian groups are among the fastest growing populations of

Asian Americans in the United States (Figure 2), with Nepalese, Burmese, Mongolian,

and Bhutanese as the four fastest -growing Asian American groups . All four groups

were among the smaller Asian populations in the U.S and their growth was driven by

immigration.

Demographics
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Figure 1: Population by Detailed Asian National Origin alone or in combination

B oo
- 2020

Chinese (except S 3,794,673
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Japanese =1'3°: 1550875
Other Asian =583’3;,2357
Pakistani =°§gufgs4
Cambodian =2;36352;9
amons 007
el
ooian B2
Taiwanese = ggg:igé
Bangladeshi =1:g-",?ggs
Burmese .-1 2%’52' ?1%6
Nepalese I-sg.i;%?sn
Other Asian, | 35,151
specified Il 148,699
Indonesian =?|52'§T5079
Sri Lankan = 250”%%18
Malaysian I| %g:gg
Mongolian || ;gg‘;g
Bhutanese || ;gggg
Okinawan I 1;}%:

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample and 2010 Census Table PCT7
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Figure 2: Growth from 2010 - 2020 by Detailed Asian National Origin alone or in combination
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Taiwanese

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample and 2010 Census Table PCT7
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DETAILED NHPI NATIONAL ORIGIN ALONE OR IN
COMBINATION

Native Hawaiians were by far the largest NHPI group, more than double the size of

the next largest group, Other P acific Islander, not specified (Figure 3) . That category
represented those who checked the box for Other Pacific Islander but did not

provide any additional information in the write box. Samoans and Chamorros were

the third and fourth largest NHPI groups i n the U nited States.

The fastest percentage growth in population was in the other Melanesian category
where the population more than tripled in size from a small base of 839 in 2010
(Figure 4) . A significant drop in growth rates occurs between fifth and si xth place,

with the 53 percent growth for Fijians and the 18 percent for Native Hawaiians.

Figure 3: Population by Detailed NHPI National Origin alone or in combination

Native H .
T I 619,555
Celnden not 240179
specified NN 253,770
Samoan 184440
I 11,576
o i 15006
Other Micronesian _44’5:; 220
57,183
Tongan - 65.037
32,304
Fijian B 29,581
22,434
Marshallese - 38,193
15,027
Other Polynesian . :3 152
839
Other Melanesian | 2786

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample and 2010 Census Table PCT10
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Figure 4: Growth from 2010 - 2020 by Detailed NHPI National Origin alone or in combination

Other Melanesian 232%

Marshallese 70%

Other Micronesian 68%

Other Polynesian 54%

Fijian 53%

Native Hawaiian 18%

Samoan 15%

Tongan 14%

Other Pacific
Islander, not
specified

8%

Chamorro I 6%

TOP 5 STATES OF RESIDENCE BY RACE, ETHNICITY,
AND DETAILED NATIONAL ORIGIN

Asian American and Pacific Islander populations tend to be more concentrated in a
hand ful of statest han the non -Hispanic White and Black populations, respectively.
NHPI populations were highly concentrated with nearly half of the population in

Hawaii and California. Latinos and Asians were also relatively concentrated with just

over half of Hispanics /Latinos living in three states and half of Asians in four states.

Demographics 20
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The detailed origin data reveals a much wider variety of residence patterns. More

than 40% of Bangladeshis, Fil  ipinos, Okinawans, and Taiwanese each were

concentrated in one state. Asian Indians, Burmese, Bhutanese, Nepalese and

Pakistanis were more dispersed, with no state with more than 20 percent of each

P ee?nry nen?&AandeAs Yyt N =72 a&BNrahd Ingiana ¥ekefahodte A r
the same size, as was the populations of Pakistanis in Texas and New York. Not

surprisingly, about half of Native Hawaiians lived in Hawaii. Fijians were the only

NHPI group to be more concentrated in one state than Native Hawaiians, with three -
guarters of Fijians living in California. By contrast the Marshallese population in

Hawaii and in Arkansas were virtually the same size.

Table 3: Top 5 states of residence for each race/ethnicity alone or in combination

Race State 1 State 2 State 3 State 4 State 5

: California 0 : 0 New York Pennsylvania
White (10.1%) Texas (8.8%) Florida (6.7%) (5.3%) (4.3%)
Black or . .
African Texas (8.3%) Florida (8.1%)  Georgia (7.6%) New York California

) (7.3%) (6.1%)

American
American N .
Indian and (Cljltl;o)rma 8k|3a0/h;) ma Arizona (7%) Texas (6.4%) ('\11(3/\,\; Mexico
Alaska Native . it k

. California New York 0 New Jersey Washington
Asian (30.5%) (8.5%) Texas (7.5%) 4 394 (3.9%)
Native
Hawaiian and . California Washington

0, 0, 0,
Pacific Hawaii (26%) (23.2%) (6.6%) Texas (4.2%) Utah (3.4%)
Islander
Hispanic or California 0 . 0 New York . 0
Latino (25.9%) Texas (19%) Florida (9.2%) (6.3%) Arizona (3.8%)
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Census Redistricting Data (Public Law 94 -171), 2010

Summary File 1, and 2000 Summary File 1
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Table 4: Top 5 state s of residence for each detailed Asian

Origin
Asian Indian

Bangladeshi

Bhutanese

Burmese
Cambodian

Chinese, except
Taiwanese

Filipino

Hmong

Indonesian

Japanese
Korean

Laotian

Malaysian

Mongolian

Nepalese

Okinawan
Pakistani

Sri Lankan

Taiwanese
Thai
Vietnamese

Other Asian,
specified

Other Asian,
not specified

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Census Redistricting Data (Public Law 94

and 2000 Summary File 1 . Asian alone or in combination with other racial groups

State 1
California (19.5%)

New York (44.7%)

Ohio (19.1%)
California (11.2%)

California (35.7%)

California (35.4%)

California (40.3%)

California (32.7%)

California (38.8%)

California (30.8%)
California (28.9%)

California (28.8%)

California (20.5%)

California (27.7%)

Texas (13.2%)

Hawaii (50.1%)
Texas (15.9%)

California (21.9%)

California (42.6%)
California (24.1%)

California (36.4%)

California (37.2%)

California (20.9%)

State 2
Texas (10.3%)

Michigan (6.6%)

Pe (14.4%)
Indiana (11%)

Massachusetts
(9.6%)

New York (14.7%)

Hawaii (8.7%)

Minnesota
(27.4%)

Texas (6.7%)

Hawaii (20.4%)
New York (7.5%)

Texas (7.5%)

New York (12%)

lllinois (17%)

New York (10.4%)

California (13.1%)
New York (15.8%)

New York (13%)

New York (8.4%)
Texas (6.7%)

Texas (14.2%)

Virginia (11.8%)

New York (12%)

State 3
New York (9.2%)

Texas (6.5%)

New York (8.8%)
Texas (9.3%)

Washington
(8.3%)

Texas (4.9%)

Texas (4.9%)

Wisconsin
(17.8%)

New York (5.6%)

Washington
(5.9%)

Texas (5.7%)

Minnesota (5.4%)

Texas (9.5%)

Virginia (8%)

California (8.9%)

Washington
(4.3%)

California (13.5%)

Texas (10.6%)

Texas (8.2%)
Florida (6.4%)

Florida (4.4%)

New York (11.3%)

Texas (8.2%)

American group

State 4

New Jersey (8.9%)

California (6.2%)

Colorado (7.6%)
New York (8.7%)

Texas (6%)

Hawaii (4%)

Washington
(4.3%)

North Carolina
(4.6%)

Washington
(4.8%)

Texas (3.8%)

New Jersey (5.5%)

Washington
(4.8%)

Illinois (4.6%)

Washington
(5.9%)

Ohio (7.8%)

Oregon (3.4%)
Illinois (7.9%)

Maryland (6.1%)

Washington (5.1%)

New York (4.9%)

Washington
(4.2%)

Texas (6.9%)

Florida (5.2%)

State 5
Illinois (5.9%)

New Jersey
(5.4%)

Georgia (6.4%)
Minnesota (7.4%)

Pennsylvania
(5.1%)

Massachusetts
(3.8%)

Nevada (4.1%)

Michigan (2.4%)

Pennsylvania
(3.5%)

New York (3.6%)
Washington (5%)
Tennessee (3.2%)

Washington
(3.6%)

Colorado (4.4%)

Pennsylvania
(5.8%)

Florida (3.4%)

Virginia (6.9%)

New Jersey
(5.3%)

New Jersey
(3.3%)

Illinois (4.4%)
Virginia (3.3%)

Washington
(3.8%)

Virginia (4.8%)

-171), 2010 Summary File 1,
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Table 5: Top 5 states of residence for each detailed NHPI national origin alone or in

combination

Origin State 1 State 2 State 3 State 4 State 5
E:fjv"a?ian Hawaii (49.4%) gj‘l'“;oog'a E’X%i;‘)i)“gton Nevada (3.5%)  Texas (2.9%)
Samoan California (29%)  Hawaii (16.4%) \(/\1/ij52r:)i/(r:)gton Utah (7.9%) Texas (4.2%)
Tongan éas"f;;g'a Utah (27%) Hawaii (13.5%)  Texas (3.6%) \(’gfozi)“gto”
S;T;r:esian Hawaii (26.2%) gal“g?;or;'a Utah (7.6%) z’giizi)”gto” Texas (4%)
Chamorro é&(\)l.i;c;;)r;ia \(/:\L/;ssr(l)i/:)gton Texas (9.1%) Hawaii (4.1%) Nevada (3.9%)
Marshallese Hawaii (22%) Arkansas (22%) \(/;/girlz)gton Oklahoma (8%) gﬂ:‘)z;nia
agzrec:nesian Hawaii (30.1%) ggélflz)gton gﬁ‘ﬂizgnia Oregon (7%) Texas (5.1%)
Fijian 86;"“1?,;3'5‘ \(’E‘_)’Zigi)”gton Oregon (3.6%)  Hawaii (1.7%)  Utah (1.5%)
aehlz;esian 8%";%2'6‘ ?'ng% faro"”a Ohio (9.6%) llinois (7.1%)  Texas (5.3%)
ggﬁ;gfcmc (C;gl“;%;gia g?;‘%ork Florida (7.4%)  Texas (5.2%) \(’;/Zsozi)”gton

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2020 Census Redistricting Data (Public Law 94

and 2000 Summary File 1

While California

Asian American and Pacific Islander populations,

-171), 2010 Summary File 1,

, New York, and Hawaii have traditionally had a large numbers of

Southern and Midwestern states

have among the fastest growing Asian and NHPI populations

Al). North Dakota and South Dakot

(see Appendix Table

a were the fastest growing states for Asian

Americans between 2010 and 2020, and North Dakota and lowa were the fastest
growing states for Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders. Among states with larger
baseline populations, Texas, North Carolina, Arkansa s, and Indiana all had Asian
population growth rates greater than 67 percent from 2010 -2020. lowa and Arkansas
had larger baseline NHPI populations that more than doubled between 2010 and

2020 .
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IMMIGRATION

FOREIGN BORN SHARE OF RACIAL AND ETHNIC
GROUPS

Table 6 depicts the percentage of residents, adults, and adult citizens that were

foreign born. The majority of Asians and multi -racial Asian adults and adult citizens
in the US are foreign born, with both numbers being above 60% for either group,
indicatin g how immigration has been a primary driver in population growth for the

Asian community. Indeed, Asian Americans are the only major racial group in the

United States that is majority foreign born. The foreign -born percentages for the
NHPI and Hispanic pop ulations are also significant, at about 24% and 33%,

respectively, for each of these groups.

Among the detailed origin groups, the two fastest growing groups, Nepalese and
Bhutanese, also had the highest share of immigrants, confirming that the fast
growth of the two groups were driven by immigration (Figure 5) . At the opposite

end, fewer than half of Japanese, Hmong, and multiethnic Asians " were immigrants.

As noted in the introduction, the Pacific Island nations have different relationships
with the U.S. resulting in different citizenship and immigration status depending on
NHPI national origin. Fijians, Marshallese and Tongans with the highest share of
foreign born residents (Figure 6) . Native Hawaiians and Chamorros from Guam or

the Northern Marianas  are native born and not immigrants.
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Table 6: Percentage of foreign born as a proportion of residents, adults, and adult
citizens

Race % Residents % Adults % Citizens
Am(_arlcan Indian or Alaska 7% 9% 1%
Native alone
Asian alone 65% 77% 67%
Black or African American 10% 12% 8%
alone
Native Hawaiian and Pacific 24% 30% 15%
Islander alone
Some Other Race alone 40% 53% 29%
Two or More Races 16% 25% 14%
White alone 8% 10% 5%
Hispanic 33% 45% 25%
AS|an. alo.ne orin 5706 70% 59%
combination
Source: Analysis of 2020 American Community Survey 5-year Public Use Microdata File by
AAPI Data
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Figure 5: Proportion of residents that are foreign born by detailed Asian national origin

Nepalese
Bhutanese
Malaysian
Sri Lankan
Mongolian
Burmese
Thai
Indonesian
Bangladeshi
Asian Indian
Korean
Chinese
Taiwanese
Vietnamese
Pakistani
Filipino
Laotian
Cambodian
Other Asian
Japanese

Hmong

All combinations of
Asian

82.2%

81.8%

81.7%

78.6%

78%

77.5%

75.9%

72.1%

71.9%

70.5%

69.8%

68.7%

66.7%

66.4%

64.6%

3
»
]
BN

58%

55.6%

53.8%

41.8%

33.6%

30.1%

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample
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Figure 6: Proportion of residents that are foreign born by detailed NHPI national origin

Fijian 68.5%

Marshallese 59.9%

Tongan 40.4%

Other Pacific

Islander 39.9%

Samoan 23.5%

Chamorro . 6.9%
Native Hawaiian I 3%

RECENT ARRIVALS BY DETAILED NATIONAL ORIGIN

More than half of Bhutanese Americans arrived within the past 10 years (Figure 7).

Most of these recent arrivals were Nepali -speaking Lhotshampas who were forced
out of Bhutan in the 1990s. Nepalese and Burmese immigrants and refugees also
had large percentages of recent arrivals. The growth in the Bu rmese population is

largely due to refugees from Burmese minority groups, the largest of which are
Karen, Karenni, and Chin. Cambodians, Laotian , and Hmong, as long resettled

refugees, were the most likely to have been in the country for more than 10 years

Among NHPIs almost one  -third of Marshallese immigrants arrived in the last 10 years
(Figure 8). A large majority of Native Hawaiians, Samoans, and Tongans have been in

the U.S. for more than 10 years.
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Figure 7: Proportion of residents arriving within the past 10 years
by detailed Asian national origin

Bhutanese
Nepalese
Burmese

Malaysian
Mongolian
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Other Asian
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Chinese
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All combinations of
Asian

Laotian
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52.3%

49.9%

41.8%

38.8%

34.4%

31.3%

27.4%

27.1%

22.3%

21.8%

21.2%

21%

18.5%

15%

14.7%

13.4%

13.2%

12.2%

8.6%

6.2%

- 3.3%
. 2.5%

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample
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Figure 8: Proportion of residents arriving within the past 10 years
by detailed NHPI national origin

Marshallese 30.8%

Other Pacific

Islander 17.7%
Fijian 14.8%
Chamorro 13%
Samoan - 8.1%
Tongan - 7%

Native Hawaiian 1.3%

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample

PERSONS OBTAINING LEGAL PERMANENT RESIDENT
STATUS BY REGION AND FISCAL YEAR

During the Trump administration, there was a concerted effort to slow legal

immigration to the United States. Data tracking the number of persons obtaining

lawful permanent resident (LPR) status steadily declined from 2017 when t he Trump
administration first took office. In 2020, the COVID -19 pandemic caused an even
steeper drop -off in the number of persons obtaining LPR status. LPR among

individuals from Asia dropped by 41 percent from 2016 to 2020, the second most

decline among the major geographic regions, only behind the 48 percent decline for

individuals from North America. 8

During the early part of the decade, Asia was the largest immigrant sending region,
but in the latter half of the decade, North American countries closed the gap (Figure

9). Declines in LPR recipients from China and India during that period combined
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with increases from Mexico, Central America, and the Caribbean were the primary

reasons for the change.

Among the Asian countries with the largest LPR recipien ts, India had the most in
2020 (Figure 10) . In years before the pandemic, China was the largest source of LPR

recipients. Stricter  travel restrictions in and out of China due to the pandemic

compared to India caused a major decline in the number of LPR app lications from
China relative to India. Subsequent political rhetoric and anti -Chinese sentiments
likely discouraged some Chinese from choosing the U.S. as an immigration
destination.

Figure 9: Persons Obtaining Legal Permanent Resident Status
by Region and Fiscal Year

= Africa === Europe === Qceania

=== Asia === North America === South America

500,000

400,000 -

300,000 -

Persons

200,000 -

100,000 - —— e ——— —— \
—_ —— T e—— —
—

1 1 1 1 1 ] 1 1 1 1
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Year

Source: US Department of Homeland Security, Yearbook of Immigration Statistics
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Figure 10: Persons Obtaining Legal Permanent Resident Status
for Selected Asian Countries, 2020

South Korea

16,200

Pakistan _ 10,500
Bangladesh - 9,300
Nepal - 7,800
Taiwan - 4,800
Thailand - 4,200
Burma - 4,000
Japan - 3,900

Source: US Department of Homeland Security, Yearbook of Immigration Statistics

NATURALIZED CITIZENS

While for much of the 2000s Asia accounted for the largest share of naturalized
citizens each year , the last ten years has seen for the most part Asia and North

America accounting for similar numbers of naturalized citizens in a given year. There

was a major spike in the number of naturalizations from Asian countries in 2019 and

a continued gap in 2020 between Asia and North America (Figure 11).

India has consistently been the largest Asian source of naturalized citizens over the
last ten years (Figure 12) . Bhutan, Burma and Nepal have seen naturalizations grow
rapidly as refugees and new LPRs from arriving earlier in the decade meet the

residency requirements for naturalization.
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Figure 11: Persons Naturalized by Region and Fiscal Year
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Source: US Department of Homeland Security, Yearbook of Immigration Statistics
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Figure 12: Persons Naturalized for Selected Asian Countries, 2020

South Korea _ 11,400
Pakistan _ 10,000
Burma _ 9,200
Bangladesh - 6,900

Nepal - 5,800
Thailand - 5,600
Bhutan 4,500

Afghanistan 4,000

Taiwan

3,400

Cambodia . 2,400

Source: US Department of Homeland Security, Yearbook of Immigration Statistics

MEDIAN YEARS TO NATURALIZATION BY REGION OF
BIRTH

Immigrants from Africa and Asia were faster to naturalize th an immigrants from
other regions (Table 7) . How fast an immigrant cho  oses to naturalize is dependent
on many factors, some of which may include distance from home country, financial

resources, education level, and English proficiency.
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Table 7: Median years to naturalization by region of birth

Region 2020 2019 2018 2017 2016 2011 2000 1990 1980

Total 7 8 8 8 7 6 9 8 8
Africa 6 6 6 6 6 5 7 7 7
Asian 6 7 7 6 6 6 8 7 7
Europe 8 9 9 9 9 6 7 10 10
ety 10 10 11 11 10 10 11 11 11
America

Oceania 10 10 10 10 10 7 11 10 8
Sauth 7 8 8 8 7 6 10 9 9
America

Source: Department of Homeland Security, Office of Immigration Statistics (OIS) Annual Flow
Reports on Naturalizations

BROAD CLASS OF ADMISSION FOR LPR BY REGION OF
BIRTH

The class of admissions data show the major differences among detailed Asian
national origin  groups (Figure 13) . Immigrants from Burma were overwhelmingly
refugees , while o ne in four immigrants from Nepal arrived via the diversity visa.
Almost half or more of  immigrants from the Philippines, Thailand and Japan were on
immediate family visas. Other family visas accounted for more than half of LPRs

from Vietnam and Bangladesh. By contrast, m ore than half of immigrants from

India, Taiwan and South Korea arrived on employment -based visas.
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Figure 13: Persons obtaining legal permanent resident status
by broad class of admission and region of birth

. Immediate relatives . Employment . Refugees and Asylees

. Other Family . Diversity . Other

Vietnam 32% 61% 6%
Bangladesh 31% 53% 15%
Philippines 58% 20% 20%
Thailand 60% 4% 15% 20%
China 35% 19% 34% 12%
Japan 49% 46% 3%
India 28% 15% 54%
Taiwan 30% 11% 56% 3%
South Korea 28% 6% 66%
Nepal 24% 10% 23% 23% 21%
Burma 12% 9% 3% 74%

Source: US Department of Homeland Security, Yearbook of Immigration Statistics
Percentages do not add up to 100% due to disclosure requirements

COUNTRIES WITH THE LONGEST W AITING LISTS FOR
FAMILY VISAS

Because federal law limits the number of annual visas issued each year and caps

each country to no more than 7 percent of the total number of visas issued per year,

applic ants from the countries with the most family visa applications faced extended

wait times to be reunited with families. We see that many of the countries that are
most dependent on family visas from Figure 14 show up on the list of countries with

the longes t wait times for family visas. Six out of ten were Asian countries.
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Figure 14: Countries with the longest waiting lists for family visas
by number and percentage of total

Mexico 1,209,633 (30%)

Philippines 288,753 (7T%)

Dominican Republic 274,686 (7%)

India 265,338 (7%)
o
§ Vietnam - 232,763 (6%)
0
Q
e Bangladesh - 211,797 (5%)
a
2
China - 172,577 (4%)
Pakistan - 135,583 (3%)
Haiti - 114,769 (3%)
Cuba . 90,749 (2%)
- Other Countries 720,900 (18%)
:
Other Asian
Countries 252,025 (6%)

Source: US Department of Homeland Security, Yearbook of Immigration Statistics

ESTIMATES OF UNAUTHORIZED POPULATION BY
NATIONAL ORIGIN

Research organizations use a variety of methodologies to estimate the unauthorized
population in the United States. The Department of Homeland Security latest
estimates on the unauthorized population was 11.4 million in 2018. The Center for
Migration Studies estimated that in 2019 there were only 10.3 million unauthorized
immigrants in the U.S., with 1.7 million from Asian countries. The Migration Policy
Institute estimated a smaller decline in the unauthorized population to 11.0 million

also with 1.7 million from Asian countries.
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The Center for Migration Studies also estimated unauthorized populations by

country of origin for a great  er number of countries than the other sources

The estimates were just over 611,000 from India, 349,000 from China, 180,000 from
the Philippines, 138,000 from South Korea, and 106,000 from Vietnam.

Table 8: Estimates of Unauthorized Population in 2019 by Origin

Region Population
Total 10,348,884
North America 4,782,601
Central America 1,923,938
Asia 1,713,957
South America 796,854
Caribbean 434,972
Africa 370,278
Europe 292,129
Oceania 23,500

Source: Center for Migration Studies, Estimates of Undocumented Population by State,

http://data.cmsny.org/

Percent
100%
46.2%
18.6%
16.6%

7.7%
4.2%
3.6%
2.8%
0.2%

(Table 8) .
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LANGUAGE DIVERSITY AND
ENGLISH PROFICIENCY

One of the key arguments for data disaggregation centers around the wide array of
languages and dialects spoken under the AA and NHPI umbrella. As we saw in the
demographic section, the fastest growing portions of the AA and NHPI populations
were some of the newest communities to arrive in the United States. The variations
in English proficiency across these language groups is significant as both are tied to
langu age access and equity outcomes related to jobs, health, education, and

integration into civic and political life.

LANGUAGES OTHER THAN ENGLISH BY
RACE/ETHNICITY

Populations with a large share of immigrants also will be more likely to speak a

language other than English at home. The  vast majority of Asian and Hispanic
populations spoke another language at home (Figure 15) . The vast majority of
respondents who selected Some Other Race also indicated Hispanic ethnicity .A
large proportion of Native Hawaiians a nd Pacific Islanders (41%) also speak a

language other than English at home.
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Figure 15: Percent who speak a language other than English at home by Race/Ethnicity

Some Other Race
alone

Asian alone

Hispanic

Asian alone orin
combination
Native Hawaiian and

Pacific Islander
alone

Two or More Races

American Indian or
Alaska Native alone

White alone

Black or African
American alone

In a previous AAPI Data report in 2014

79.4%

73.9%

71.1%

65.9%

40.5%

34%

28.2%

14.5%

9.7%

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample

9 Chinese was the most common language

followed by Tagalog, then Vietnamese. Since that report, Viethamese has become

the second most common Asian language spoken in the U

with Tagalog dropping to third. New languages that were not in

nited States (Table 9),

the previous report

include the Karen and Chin languages spoken by the Burmese minority groups that

recently arrived as refugees in the U.S.

Language Diversity and English Proficiency 39



AAPI Data | National State of AANHPIs Report

Table 9: Prevalence of AA and NHPI languages spoken at home

Chinese* 3,446,292 Indonesian 71887

Viethamese 1,533,983 Cebuano 53,542

Tagalog 1,315,17¢ Samoan 51,934
Other

Korean 1,094,514 languages of 50,699
Asia

Hindi 857,508 Karen 49,375
languages

Urdu 504,398 India N.E.C. 49,285

Japanese 459,678 Hawaiian 32,798
Other Eastern

Gujarati 427,351 Malayo - 32,697
Polynesian
languages

Telugu 413,006 Sinhala 30,520

Filipino 400,065 Chin languages 29,256
Other Indo -

Bengali 352,254 I[ranian 26,915
languages

Punjabi 310,158 Marshallese 26,330

Tamil 287,988 Tongan 24,756
Other Indo -

Hmong 234,438 European 23,250
languages

Khmer 201,229 Chamorro 20,419

Nepali 193,897 Tibetan 17,502

Malayalam 183,358 lu Mien 17,079
Other

Thai 171,971 Philippine 16,946
languages

Lao 135,172 Mongolian 14,949

Marathi 100,191 Chuukese 14,717

llocano 96,880 Malay 14,690

Burmese 92,734 Pakistan N.E.C. 13,498

Kannada 75,181 Konkani 11,81:

Source: Analysis of 2020 American Community Survey 5-year Public Use Microdata File by AAPI Data

*Includes Chinese, Cantonese, Mandarin, and Min Nan Chinese
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LIMITED ENGLISH PROFICIENT (LEP)

The challenge of limited English proficiency is significant for Asian Americans and, to

a lesser extent, Native Hawaiians a

limited English proficiency, or LEP, as those who speak a language other than

MAT Adr t

the Asian alone population has nearly the high
proficiency Vv with 3 percent not speaking English at all, 11 percent speaking English
r n N Aatedoh fAsia A A d r t

XAeA

AN

n NAARX

teBN AADZ Ste
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Americans are on par with LEP rate

NNEQNAA

rnNAg

eANAT
for Latinos (Figure 16).

MAT Adr t

est rate of limited English

Figure 16: Limited English Proficient (LEP) population by English-speaking ability

Not at all . Not well . Well

Some Other Race
alone (34.9%)

Asian alone (31.9%)

Hispanic (29%)

Asian alone or in

combination (27.9%)

Native Hawaiian and
Pacific Islander
alone (12.2%)

Two or More Races
(12%)

American Indian or
Alaska Native alone
(8%)

White alone (5.2%)

Black or African
American alone
(3.1%)

11%

13%

11%

18%

13%

15%

9% 16%
3% 8%

2% 2%

nd Pacific Islanders. The Census Bureau defines

XAKANT r

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample
Note: Percentages less than 1.5% are not labeled
Total LEP population included in parentheses after racial group label

Disaggregating by detailed Asian national origin shows that the newest refugee

communities from Burma and Bhutan faced the highest LEP rates among those

who spoke a language other than English at home, almost 15 percentage points

higher than that of the V

iethamese population

(Figure 17) .

Language Diversity and English Proficiency

41

At AA

1
1



AAPI Data | National State of AANHPIs Report

Figure 17: Limited English Proficient (LEP) population by English-speaking ability
by detailed Asian national origin

Bhutanese

Burmese

64.7%

63.5%

cambodian [ I ' <
asanoverars [N o
indonesian ||| EGTNGEEE 29
otherasian || NEGTNNG
Pakistani _ 26.2%
Malaysian _ 23.4%
Japanese _ 22.4%
Sri Lankan _ 21.9%
riipino || G 205
Asian Indian _ 18.2%
All combinati(;:lssi:: _ 16.8%

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample

Among NHPI populations, Marshallese had the most difficulty with English. Other

Pacific Islanders and Tongans also had LEP rates above 18 percent.
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Figure 18: Limited English Proficient (LEP) population by English-speaking ability
by detailed NHPI national origin

Marshallese 37.2%

Other Pacific

Islander 20.7%

Fijian 19.4%

Tongan 18.8%

NHPI OVERALL 12.2%

Samoan 10.4%

Chamorro 71%

Native Hawaiian 3%

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample

LINGUISTIC ISOLATION BY RACE/ETHNICITY

The Census Bureau also measures the extent to which households are linguistically

isolated, which means that there is no one in the household who is 14 years or older

nte rnNAtr MAT Adrt Ni QA?r dWNAr eac XWNaE&' GSNAKsx gN
households have the most cha  llenges with linguistic isolation (Figure 19) .

Linguistically isolated households face challenges with parents engaging with their

Ot  ADZENAYr rQteeAr R OQt ADZENA t AWJA? Ae JdAANEnENaA
potential intergenerational conflict as r oles become reversed between parents and

children. While NHPI households have much lower linguistic isolation rates

compared to Asian households, the rates for NHPI households are still higher relative

to White and Black or African American households.
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Figure 19: Linguistic Isolation by Race/Ethnicity

Some Other Race
alone

Asian alone

Hispanic

Asian alone or in
combination

Two or More Races

Native Hawaiian and
Pacific Islander
alone

American Indian or
Alaska Native alone

White alone

Black or African
American alone

22.2%

20%

19%

18.1%

8.5%

4.7%

4.6%

2.6%

1.8%

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample

Disaggregating by national origin shows wide variation among the AA and NHPI

national origin groups. Not surprisingly, the new refugee households from the

Burmese and Bhutanese communities have the highest linguistic isolation rates

(Figure 2 0). At the low end were Asian Indian and Filipino households which

correspond with the relatively low LEP rates for those communities.

Among NHPI groups, Marshallese households had the highest linguistic isolation

rates and Native Hawaiians the lowest, again reflecting t

population (Figure 2

he LEP rates of each
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Figure 20: Linguistic Isolation by Detailed Asian National Origin

Burmese
Bhutanese
Viethamese
Mongolian
Chinese
Korean
Nepalese
Thai
Bangladeshi
Taiwanese
Laotian
Cambodian
ASIAN OVERALL
Other Asian
Japanese
Hmong
Indonesian
Malaysian

Sri Lankan

All combinations of
Asian

Pakistani
Filipino

Asian Indian

29.3%

13.2%

12.4%

11.2%

10.8%

m
]
X

7.8%

25%
22.9%
20.6%
20.1%
20%

18.1%

16.5%
16%

15.7%

31.3%
31.2%

30.6%

29%

28.9%

38.9%

52.6%

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample
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Figure 21: Linguistic Isolation by Detailed NHPI National Origin

Marshallese 19.3%

Other Pacific

Chamorro - 2.4%

Native Hawaiian 1.2%

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample
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EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT BY RACE, ETHNICITY, AND
DETAILED NATIONAL ORIGIN

Educational attainment is calculated for adults ages 25 years or older, presuming
that most individuals are finished with their formal education by that age.

Educational attainment is closely tied to labor outcomes a nd income levels.

While Asian Americans in aggregate have the highest educational attainment levels

relative to other major race and ethnic groups, with 55 percent of Asian adults

t e ADIAFT AAn KANArA A kAQt NAeacyr DN? eNNR At N D&r Af 7 &

attainment reveals  a wide range of education outcomes among the Asian national
origin groups. In particular, all the Asian groups with the lowest educational

attainment were groups with refugee experiences which often disrupt an

AADHW D2 AAyr ND2 QAndeAAA ennecan? AdadNr s

At th e other end, the high educational attainment Asian groups were most

associated with employment -based visas, such as Taiwanese and  Indian Americans,
and groups associated with high levels of immigrant selectivity by education ltis
also important to note that even though Chinese and Pakistanis have 56 percent
AADZ st nNa&ONAA R AtN AD2AA nen? KAandeA adnat
of adults without a high school diploma or equivalent is much higher than other

high educational attainment group S. The 16 percent of Chinese adults without a

high school diploma is the same as Bangladeshi and Thai adults.

Marshallese had the lowest educational attainment among NHPI groups. Native
Hawaiians had the highest high school completion rates, while college completion

rates were very similar for NHPI groups other than Marshallese.
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Figure 22: Educational Attainment by Race/Ethnicity

. Less than high school . High school . Some college . Bachelor's degree . Post graduate degree

Asian alone

White alone

Two or More Races

Black or African
American alone

Native Hawaiian and
Pacific Islander
alone

Hispanic

American Indian or
Alaska Native alone

Some Other Race
alone

13% 14% 18% 31% 24%
9% 27% 29% 21% 13%
15% 24% 31% 19% 11%
13% 32% 33% 14% 8%
13% 36% 33% 13% 6%
30% 28% 25% 12% 6%
19% 32% 34% 10% 5%
36% 29% 22% 9% 4%

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample
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Figure 23: Educational Attainment by Detailed Asian National Origin

. Less than high school . High school . Some college . Bachelor's degree . Post graduate degree
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12% 14% 17% 31% 26%
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13% 14% 18% 31% 24%
4%  18% 25% 34% 18%
12% 14% 24% 33% 18%
7% 19% 23% 32% 18%
6% 15% 28% 40% 10%
16% 19% 16% 27% 22%
16% 17% 21% 29% 17%
16% 18% 19% 25% 21%
26% 16% 13% 23% 23%
25% 21% 22% 22% 10%
21% 25% 31% 17% 5%
17% 12% 15% 6%
24% 15% 5%

25% 15% 4%
56% 19% 12% | 9% 3%

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample
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Figure 24: Educational Attainment by Detailed NHPI National Origin

. Less than high school . High school . Some college . Bachelor's degree . Post graduate degree

Chamorro 11% 34% 34% 15% 6%

Fijian 19% 27% 34% 15% 6%

Native Hawaiian 9% 39% 34% 13% 6%
Other Pacific 17% 30% 33% 13% 6%
NHPI OVERALL 13% 36% 33% 13% 6%
Tongan 13% 37% 34% 1% 6%

Samoan 11% 39% 34% 12% 4%
Marshallese 29% 42% 23% 4%

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample

DIFFERENCES IN EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT BY SEX
AND NATIVITY

Educational attainment between Asian men and women had some notable

differences. First -generation Asian women were le ss likely to have completed high
school and less likely to have an advanced degree compared to immigrant Asian

men. However, these gender disparities disappear with the second generation, with
native -born Asian women  being more likely than native  -born Asia n men to have
completed college and have an advanced degree. The data for NHPIs by sex and

nativity is less clear given the smaller sample size and larger margins of error.

Additional data by detail AA and NHPI national origin groups, sex and nativity are
presented in the Appendix. Figures A 7 through A 10 show that for some Southeast
Asian and South Asian groups, educational attainment is much higher for native -

born than foreign  -born , particularly for Hmong, Cambodians, and Laotians . The
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gains by women acros s generations were especially greater for Vietnamese and

Pakistani women.

Table 10: Differences in educational attainment by sex and nativity, Asian Americans

Foreign born Native born
Education Female Male Female Male
LESS L Iniig)) 16.1% 12.5% 4.3% 4.3%
school
High school 15.9% 13.9% 11.5% 13.3%
Some college 16.7% 16.2% 22% 25%
Bachelor & 30.1% 28.1% 37.4% 36.6%
degree
HEEERIETD 21.1% 29.3% 24.8% 20.8%
degree
Source: Analysis of 2020 American Community Survey 5-year Public Use Microdata File by
AAPI Data

Table 11 Differences in educational attainment by sex and nativity, NHPIs

Foreign born Native born
Education Female Male Female Male
Less than high 21.2% 19.8% 8.6% 9.7%
school
High school 34.1% 36.4% 33.5% 38.1%
Some college 31.5% 29.7% 36.5% 32.5%
Bachelor & 9% 9.2% 15.1% 13.7%
degree
Post graduate 4.2% 4.8% 6.2% 6%
degree
Source: Analysis of 2020 American Community Survey 5-year Public Use Microdata File by
AAPI Data
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LABOR MARKET OUTCOMES

The economic impact of th e COVID -19 pandemic revealed serious vulnerabilities in
AA and NHPI employment outcomes. The difference in labor force participation

rates between men and women for some AA and NHPI communities and the

reliance on service sector occupations resulted in mor e single -income families
facing considerable income disruption during the mandatory shut down of

businesses and drop in demand for in -person services.

LABOR FORCE PARTICIPATION

Labor force participation is defined by the government as the share of the

popu lation ages 16 years or older who are working or actively seeking employment.
Asian American and Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders all had some of the
highest labor force participation rates (Table 12). Men for both groups were much

more likely to be  in the workforce than women.

For detailed Asian national origins, Bangladeshis, Chinese, Japanese, and Pakistanis
had labor force participation rates lower than the national average (Table 13).
Bangladeshi, Japanese, and Pakistani women had labor force par ticipation rates
below 50 percent. Meanwhile, Bangladeshi and Pakistani men had labor force

participation rates higher than men in general.

All NHPI national origin groups had higher labor force participation rates than the
general population  (Table 14). For men and women, NHPI groups also had higher
participation rates than men and women in general, with the sole exception of
Marshallese women who had a participation rate of 52 percent, lower than the rate

of 58.3% for women in general.
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Table 12 Labor force participation percentages in 2020 by race and sex

race Total Male Female

American Indian or

Alaska Native alone ol G2 B

Asian alone 65.6 72.7 59.3

Black-or African 62.7 62.7 62.8

American alone

Native Hawaiian

and Pacific Islander 66.2 71.2 61.3

alone

Some Other Race 67.5 76.1 586

alone

Two or More Races 67.8 72.0 63.7

White alone 62.6 68.3 57.2

Hispanic 67.6 75.2 59.9

Total 63.2 68.3 58.3
Source: Analysis of 2020 American Community Survey 5-year Public Use Microdata File by
AAPI Data

Labor Market Outcomes



AAPI Data | National State of AANHPIs Report

Table 13: Labor force participation percentages in 2020 by detailed Asian national
origin

Origin Total Male Female

ﬁgi;ﬁmbi”aﬁons of 70.0 72.9 67.5
Asian Indian 70.2 80.8 58.5
Bangladeshi 61.6 77.3 45.5
Bhutanese 64.9 75.8 53.8
Burmese 64.6 76.0 52.9
Cambodian 66.8 71.1 63.0
Chinese 61.6 66.1 57.8
Filipino 68.8 72.5 66.1
Hmong 71.0 74.5 67.4
Indonesian 69.1 74.7 64.8
Japanese 55.4 65.8 48.1
Korean 62.9 72.3 55.6
Laotian 68.3 72.0 64.8
Malaysian 69.0 77.3 63.1
Mongolian 67.6 72.1 64.3
Nepalese 70.0 79.1 60.1
Other Asian 64.9 71.8 57.9
Pakistani 61.7 76.2 45.4
Sri Lankan 74.7 82.5 66.4
Taiwanese 65.3 715 59.9
Thai 62.9 71.2 58.5
Vietnamese 65.7 69.4 62.4

Source: Analysis of 2020 American Community Survey 5-year Public Use Microdata File by
AAPI Data
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Table 14: Labor force participation percentages in 2020 by detailed NHPI national
origin

Origin Total Male Female
Fijian 72.9 79.7 67.1
Chamorro 65.9 71.5 60.7
Marshallese 66.7 81.2 52.0
Native Hawaiian 63.7 66.3 61.1
gfgﬁ;;adﬁc 67.9 75.3 60.9
Samoan 65.6 70.9 60.1
Tongan 68.7 69.6 67.8
Source: Analysis of 2020 American Community Survey 5-year Public Use Microdata File by
AAPI Data

OCCUPATION AMONG EMPLOYED PERSONS

Among the employed, Asian Americans are significantly more likely than other
groups to be concentrated in management, professional, and related occupations.
(Figure 2 5) While nearly one in two Asian Americans employed worked in these
types of jobs, only about one in five Latinos and more than one in three Black or
African Americans did so. When compared to Latinos and Black or African
Americans, Asian Americans are also considerably less likely to work in service
occupations and in production, transportation, and material moving occupations.
Finally, when compared to White s, Asian Americans are more likely to work in
management and professional occupations and less likely to work in natural

resources, construction, and maintenance occupations.

Disaggregated data by AA and NHPI national origin groups reveals wide variations in
occupational outcome  s. Thai, Viethamese and Mongolian workers are

disproportionately employed in service occupations. Bangladeshi, Japanese, Korean,
Malaysian, and Pakistani workers were more likely to be employed in sales and office

occupations compared to workers in general (Figure 26) . Workers from refugee
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communities such as Bhutanese, Burmese, Cambodian, Laotian, and Hmong, were
overrepresented in production, transportation, and material moving occupations.
Half or more of Asian Indian, Chinese, Sri Lankan, and Taiwanese workers were

employed in management and professional occupations.

Marshallese workers were more likely to be employed in production, transportation,

and material moving occupations and service occupations (Figure 27) . Chamorros,
Native Hawaiians, and Samoa ns were more likely to be in sales and office

occupations compared to other NHPI groups. Native Hawaiians and Tongans were

more likely than workers in general to be in natural resources, construction, and
maintenance occupations. Fijian workers were more | ikely to be in management

and professional occupations than workers in general.

Figure 25: Occupation Among Employed Persons by Race/Ethnicity

. Service occupations

. Sales and office occupations
Production, transportation, and material moving occupations
Natural resources, construction, and maintenance occupations

. Management, professional, and related occupations

Total 15% 26% 16% 10% 3
Some Otheral?grc‘:z 24% 21% 299 / 17%

Hispanic 22% 23% 21%

American Indian or ° - P . o
Alaska Native alone 21% 23% /0 25%

Two or More Races 19% 25%
Native Hawaiian and
Pacific Islander 17% 26% 26%
alone

Black or African
American alone

17% 25% 31%

Asian alone 15% 22% 47%

White alone 14% 26% 34%

w
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e

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample
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Figure 26: Occupation Among Employed Persons by Detailed Asian National Origin
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Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample
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Figure 27: Occupation Among Employed Persons by Detailed NHPI National Origin
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Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample
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INCOME AND POVERTY

Income and poverty data for AA and NHPI households and families need to be
disaggregated to avoid mischaracterization of the needs and experiences of these
communities. Often the focus is on the high median incomes of AA households,

which are largely driven by highly educated immigrants on employment visas who
have access to high paying careers. But this focus ends up overlooking the

challenges faced by refugees and asylees who have less educational attainment and

English proficiency and end up with limited economic resources.

MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME

Median household income for Asian Americans is the highest among all groups.

Native Hawaiians and Pacific Islanders also have a median household income

greater than the median household income for all races (Figure 28) . Once median
household income is disaggregated, we see that four Asian groups are driving up

the median household income for all Asians: Asian Indian, Taiwanese, Sri Lankan,

and Filipinos, whose selective migration patterns to the United States are

characterized by ar elatively high level of employer -based, high -skilled visas (Figure
29). By contrast, Bhutanese, Thai, Nepalese, Bangladeshi, Mongolian, and Burmese

median household incomes were below the national median household income of

$64,748.

For NHPI groups, only M arshallese and Other Pacific Islanders had median
household incomes below that of the national median household income (Figure
30). Fijians had a median household income higher than that of Japanese and

Chinese households.
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Figure 28: Median Household Income by Race/Ethnicity

Asian alone

White alone

Native Hawaiian and
Pacific Islander
alone

Total
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alone
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Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample
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Figure 29: Median Household Income by Detailed Asian National Origin

Asian Indian $125,319

Vietnamese _ $71,014
Cambodian _ $69,324
Other Asian _ $65,793
Bhutanese _ $64,192
Nepalese _ $61,929
Bangladeshi _ $60,671
Mongolian _ $50,307
Burmese _ $47,061

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample
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Figure 30: Median Household Income by Detailed NHPI National Origin

NHPI OVERALL $66,406
1
Marshallese _ $50,128

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample

PER-CAPITA HOUSEHOLD INCOME  BY RACE/ETHNICITY

Asian Americans and  Native Hawaiians and  Pacific Islanders (AAs and NHPIs) have
larger households V¥ with an average of 3.00 and 3.44 persons, respectively V than the
national average of 2.60 persons and White households that have an average size of

2.42 persons. Unlike in the case of median household income, we find that per -

capita income among Asian Americans is comparable to those among White s, and
the per -capita income among Pacific Islanders is lower than the national average.
(Figure 31)
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Figure 31: Per-Capita Household Income by Race/Ethnicity

Asian alone $40,516

White alone $38,026

Overall $34,165

Native Hawaiian and
Pacific Islander
alone

$23,031

Two or More Races $22,321

Black or African

American alone $22,187

American Indian or

Alaska Native alone $20,704

Hispanic $20,128

Some Other Race

alone $18,264

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample

POVERTY STATUS

While the poverty rates for Asian Americans were the lowest among the major race
and ethnic groups and the poverty rate for NHPIs was below that of Hispanics, a
closer look at poverty rates by age and nati onal origin groups reveals significant
poverty disparities. The child poverty rates for NHPIs were almost double that of
Asian American children. Poverty rates for Asian seniors were higher than both NHPI

and White seniors.

The poverty rates by detailed na  tional origin group also reflect the median
household income results, with Burmese, Mongolians and Marshallese with the

highest poverty rates among AA and NHPI groups. While Filipinos and Asian Indians
had the lowest poverty rates, poverty rates for Taiwan ese were a little higher than

one would have expected given the high median household income. (Figure 33)
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Figure 32: Poverty Status by Race/Ethnicity for Different Age Groups
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American alone
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alone
Hispanic
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Pacific Islander
alone

Total Poverty

Two or More Races
White alone

Asian alone

American Indian or
Alaska Native alone

Black or African
American alone

Some Other Race
alone
Hispanic

Native Hawaiian and
Pacific Islander
alone

Two or More Races

Child Poverty

White alone

Asian alone

American Indian or
Alaska Native alone

Black or African
American alone

Some Other Race
alone
Hispanic

Native Hawaiian and
Pacific Islander
alone

Senior Poverty

Two or More Races

White alone

Asian alone

24.1%

22.2%

19.8%

18.5%

16.4%

15.1%

10.7%

10.6%

30.7%

31.6%

27.3%

25%

22.3%

17.6%

13.9%

10.5%

17.3%

17.1%

18.6%

17.9%

12.1%

14.4%

7.8%

12.8%

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample
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Figure 33: % Below Federal Poverty Level
by Detailed Asian National Origin
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Laotian
Indonesian
ASIAN OVERALL
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20.4%

20.3%

17.9%

17.4%

15.6%

14.3%

14.2%
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Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample
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Figure 34: % Below Federal Poverty Level
by Detailed NHPI National Origin
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28.6%

20.1%

16.4%

15.6%
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14.4%

13.2%
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Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample
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HOUSING

Home ownership has been one of the primary ways for building wealth in the U.S.
Access to mortgages and affordable housing options are all important tools to help

new immigrants build wealth and financial security.

RENTING AND HOME OWNERSHIP

While Asian househo Ids have some of the highest homeownership rates, it is still

well below that of  non -Hispanic W hite households (Figure 35) . At the same time,
fewer than half of NHPI households own their homes. Disaggregated data again

shows the wide variety of circumstanc es among AA and NHPI national origin
groups. Taiwanese , Viethamese and Japanese households approach the same levels
of homeownershipas W hite households (Figure 36) . The high rate of
homeownership for Viethamese households is surprising given that Vietname se
were in the middle of the pack among Asian groups for poverty rate and median
household income. At the other end of the home ownership spectrum, only about

one in three Mongolian and Nepalese households own their homes and only 6

percent of Marshallese  households own their home (Figure 37) .
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Figure 35: Renting and Home Ownership by Race/Ethnicity

Some Other Race
alone

Native Hawaiian and
Pacific Islander
alone
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29% 1%

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample
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Figure 36: Renting and Home Ownership by Detailed Asian National Origin

. Rent . own

Thai 38% 62%
Filipino 37% 63%
Laotian 36% 64%
Chinese 35% 65%
Japanese 33% 67%
Vietnamese 32% 68%

Taiwanese 29% 1%

Mongolian 69% 31%
Bhutanese
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Indonesian
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Cambodian
Asian Indian
ASIAN OVERALL
All combinations of
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Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample

Housing 69



AAPI Data | National State of AANHPIs Report

Figure 37: Renting and Home Ownership by Detailed NHPI National Origin

. Rent . Oown

Marshallese 94% 6%

othar pacitc

saman
Native Hawaiian 47% 53%
Fijian 41% 59%

Source: 2020 American Community Survey Five-year Public Use Microdata Sample

OVERCROWDED HOUSEHOLDS

A common measure of overcrowding in households used by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development and the U.S. Census Bureau is when the number
of persons per room is greater than one. There has been a renewed interest in
tracking this statistic becau se of the challenges of finding space to quarantine at
home during the COVID  -19 pandemic. Using this measure, we find that Native
Hawaiian and Pacific Islander households were the most likely to be living in
overcrowded housing, and Asian households about half as likely to be in

overcrowded housing  (Figure 38) .

By national origin, we see that more than one in five Bhutanese, Burmese,

Bangladeshi and Hmong households were living in overcrowded housing (Figure
39). Almost half of all Marshallese households we re in overcrowded housing, while
one in four Tongan households were overcrowded (Figure 40) .
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