Legal, lllegal Immigrant Numbers at Record Highs
New Report Looks at Poverty, Welfare, Health Insurance

WASHINGTON (November 29, 2007) — A new report by the Center for Immigration Studies
examines the size, growth, and characteristics of the nation’s immigrant, or foreign-born,
population as of March 2007. The reported provides a detailed picture of overall immigrant
population and of the illegal immigrant population specifically.

The report, “Immigrants in the United States, 2007: A Profile of America’s Foreign-Born
Population,” is online at http://www.cis.org/articles/2007/back1007.html

Among the report’s findings:
# The immigrant population (legal and illegal) reached a record of 37.9 million in 2007.
# Immigrants account for one in eight U.S. residents, the highest level in 80 years.

# Overall, nearly one in three immigrants is an illegal alien. Half of Mexican and Central American
immigrants and one-third of South American immigrants are illegal.

# Since 2000, 10.3 million immigrants have arrived — the highest seven-year period of
immigration in U.S. history. More than half of post-2000 arrivals (5.6 million) are estimated to be
illegal aliens.

# Of adult immigrants, 31 percent have not completed high school, compared to 8 percent of
natives. The share of immigrants and natives with a college degree is about the same.

# 33 percent of immigrant-headed households use at least one welfare program, compared to 19
percent for native households. Among households headed by immigrants from Mexico, the
largest single group, 51 percent use at least one welfare program.

# The poverty rate for immigrants and their U.S.-born children (under 18) is 17 percent, nearly 50
percent higher than the rate for natives and their children.

# 34 percent of immigrants lack health insurance, compared to 13 percent of natives. Immigrants
and their U.S.-born children account for 71 percent of the increase in the uninsured since 1989.

# The primary reason for the high rates of immigrant poverty, lack of health insurance, and
welfare use is their low education levels, not their legal status or an unwillingness to work.

# Of immigrant households, 82 percent have at least one worker, compared to 73 percent of
native households.


http://www.cis.org/articles/2007/back1007.html

# Immigrants make significant progress over time. But even those who have been here for 20
years are more likely to be in poverty, lack insurance, or use welfare than are natives.

# There is a worker present in 78 percent of immigrant households using at least one welfare
program.

# Immigration accounts for virtually all of the national increase in public school enrollment over
the last two decades. In 2007, there were 10.8 million school-age children from immigrant families
in the United States.

# Immigrants and natives have similar rates of entrepreneurship — 13 percent of natives and 11
percent of immigrants are self-employed.

# Recent immigration has had no significant impact on the nation’s age structure. Without the
10.3 million post-2000 immigrants, the average age in America would be virtually unchanged at
36.5 years.

# Detailed information is provided for Texas, California, Arizona, Massachusetts, Colorado,
Georgia, North Carolina, Washington, Florida, lllinois, Nevada, New Jersey, Virginia, and
Maryland.

Data Source: The Current Population Survey provides the data for the study. It was collected by
the Census Bureau in March 2007 and has not been fully analyzed until now. There is agreement
among policy experts, including the Department of Homeland Security, that roughly 90 percent of
illegal immigrants respond to Census Bureau surveys of this kind. This allows for separate
estimates of the size and characteristics of the illegal immigrant population.

For more information, contact the author of the report, Steven Camarota, the Director of
Research at the Center for Immigration Studies, at (202) 466-8185 or sac@cis.org

HHH

The Center for Immigration Studies is an independent research institute
which examines the impact of immigration on the United States.
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Figure 7. Immigrants & their children (under 18) account for a large share of those in or near
poverty & without health insurance.
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Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of March 2007 Current Population Survey.
! Includes all children (under age 18) of immigrant fathers, including those born in the United States.
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lllegal Immigration

Illegal Population Overall. So far we have examined
the size, growth, and characteristics of the nation’s total
foreign-born population. As discussed in the methods
section of this report, the foreign-born population in the
CPS includes both legal and illegal immigrants. We esti-
mate that of the 37.3 million immigrants, 11.3 million
are illegal aliens. It must also be remembered that these
figures are only for those in the CPS, not those missed
by the survey. Our estimates indicate that illegal aliens
comprise 3.8 percent of the nation’s total population
and 30.4 percent of the total immigrant population.
Estimates prepared by other researchers often adjust for
undercount in Census Bureau data. While there is de-
bate about the number missed, most research indicates
that roughly 10 percent of the illegals are not counted in
the CPS.* Thus, the “true” size of the illegal population
could be 12.4 million (11.3 million plus 1.1 million for
undercount). If the undercount is larger, then the total
illegal alien population is larger.

One of the most important characteristics of il-
legal immigrants is the very large share with little formal
education. We estimate that 57 percent of adult illegal

immigrants (25 to 64 years of age) have not completed
high school, 24 percent have only a high school degree,
and only 19 percent have education beyond high school.
As already discussed, this is critically important because
education is so important to socio-economic status in
the modern American economy.

Illegals by State. Below we examine the demographic
characteristics of illegal aliens by state. Since the sample
size is much smaller for individual states than for the
nation as a whole, the results should be interpreted with
caution, especially for the smaller states. In addition to
issues associated with sample size, it also should be re-
membered that the identification of illegals in the survey
contains some error. Table 21 reports our best estimates
for the number of illegals by state in the CPS. (It should
be noted that even if the undercount is 10 percent na-
tionally, as many researchers think, this may not be uni-
form across states.) Table 21 shows that California has
by far the largest illegal population, followed by Texas,
Florida, Arizona, and New York. However, with the ex-
ception of Texas and Arizona, these states do not rank at
the top in terms of the illegal share of the total foreign-
born. In Arizona, North Carolina, Georgia, and Texas,

Table 21. Estimated Number of lllegal Aliens in the Current Population Survey (thousands)

Number of Less- Number of

Number  Educated Adult Native Teens

Illegals as of Illegals Natives Not (15 to 17)
a Share of Holding a Holdinga Job  Not Holding
Workers Job (18 to 64)"> a Job?
12 % 339 511 196

10 % 1,733 1,846 1,323

14 % 628 461 397
4% 96 229 182

7 % 634 1,162 539

7 % 320 787 320

5 % 288 804 403

6% 177 362 210

4% 134 338 221

9 % 110 161 90

6 % 251 476 289

4% 331 1,343 654

6 % 245 793 314

9 % 974 1,654 811

4% 152 526 231

5 % 172 410 217

5 % 6,850 22,344 10,104

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of March 2007 Current Population Survey. Estimates are only for those who responded

! Less-educated is defined as either being a high school dropout or having a high school diploma with no additional schooling
* Figures are for persons who are unemployed or not in the labor force. Those who are unemployed are not working, but are looking for

Illegals as
Illegals as a a Share of
Illegal-Alien Share of the  Total State
Population  Foreign-Born  Population
Arizona 579 65 % 9 %
California 2,840 28 % 8 %
L.A. County 997 27 % 10 %
Colorado 170 39 % 4%
Florida 1,012 29 % 6 %
Georgia 504 53 % 5 %
Illinois 480 28 % 4%
Maryland 268 37 % 5 %
Massachusetts 220 25 % 3 %
Nevada 160 35 % 6 %
New Jersey 429 23 % 5 %
New York 552 13 % 3 %
North Carolina 363 58 % 4%
Texas 1,702 50 % 7 %
Virginia 259 30 % 3 %
Washington 277 38 % 4%
Nation 11,328 30 % 4%
to the survey.
work. Those not in the labor force are not working, nor are they looking for work.
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illegals account for half or more of the total immigrant
population.

Employment of Illegal Immigrants. Table 21 also
shows the number of illegals holding a job in each state.
In total, nearly 6.9 million illegals currently work in the
United States out of a total illegal-alien population in the
CPS for 11.3 million.”” The table also shows the number
of less-educated natives ages 18 to 64 years of age not
holding a job. This includes those who are unemployed,
which means they are looking for work, as well as those
who are not working and say they are not looking for
work. Less-educated is defined as either having not com-
pleted high school or having a high school education,
but no additional schooling. Native-born teenagers (15
to 17) not holding a job are also shown.

It is often suggested that there are simply no
Americans to fill jobs taken by illegals. To examine this
question it is necessary to look at the number of teenagers
and natives with little education who are not working,.
This makes sense because illegal aliens are overwhelm-
ingly less-educated. Therefore, it is less-educated natives
who might face job competition from illegals. Table 21
indicates that there are 22.3 million less-educated na-
tive-born adults (18 to 64) and 10.1 million native-born

teenagers (15 to 17) not holding a job. Roughly half of
these adults and one-third of the teenagers live in the top
states of illegal-immigrant settlement listed in Table 21.
In addition to the millions of less-educated natives living
in states with large illegal populations, the millions of
adults living in low-immigration states could represent a
source of labor for employers in high-illegal-immigrant
states if given an incentive to move, such as higher pay.
Table 21 indicates that there would seem to be a very
large pool of potential workers who might be employed
if there were fewer illegal aliens in the country. For a va-
riety of reasons many people not working do not wish to
work and no incentive could induce them to hold a job.
But if only one in four less-educated adults natives and
one in seven native-born teenagers currently not work-
ing took a job, it would equal the entire number of ille-
gal aliens currently holding jobs.*® We do know that the
share of less-educated adults and teenagers working used
to be higher, but it has declined significantly in recent
years.”

Illegals’ Income by State. Table 22 shows the average
income and size for households headed by illegal immi-
grants. We use average income and not median income
because at the household level it is not possible to cal-

Table 22. Estimated Household Income for lllegal Aliens and Natives by State
Average Household Average Household Per Capita Household
Income Size Income
Illegal Illegal Illegal
Immigrants  Natives Immigrants Natives Immigrants Natives
Colorado $32,229  $77,154 3.9 2.5 $8,232  $31,488
Arizona $34,820  $68,751 3.5 2.5 $9,983 $27,792
California $45,175  $82,269 3.9 2.5 $11,475 $33,173
L.A. County $47,600  $80,159 3.7 2.4 $12,799  $34,009
Nevada $43,586  $69,865 3.7 2.4 $11,659 $29,375
Texas $42.281  $64,083 3.6 2.5 $11,777 $25,511
Ilinois $48,879  $67,354 3.8 2.4 $12,931 $28,230
New York $50,959  $71,785 3.8 2.4 $13,349  $29,769
Florida $46,224  $64,032 3.3 2.2 $13,888 $28,806
North Carolina $52,813  $57,042 3.5 2.4 $15,036  $23,946
New Jersey $56,956  $89,838 3.7 2.5 $15,592  $35,719
Georgia $55,230  $61,073 3.5 2.4 $15,654 $25,033
Maryland $58,061  $83,964 3.5 2.5 $16,592  $33,500
Washington $61,900  $70,937 3.3 2.4 $18,686 $30,041
Virginia $61,112  $79,524 3.1 2.5 $19,658 $32,283
Massachusetts $60,853  $85,327 3.0 2.5 $20,593  $34,203
Nation $45,748  $66,952 3.6 2.4 $12,638 $27,552
Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of the March 2007 Current Population Survey. Estimates are
only for those who responded to the survey.
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culate median income figures due to sample size in most
states.”® Not surprisingly, Table 22 shows that the mean
income of illegal households is much smaller than the
mean income of native households. At the same time
these households are much larger on average than na-
tive households. In most states, illegals have household
incomes that are between 25 and 50 percent less than
native households. At the same time, illegal alien house-
holds are at least 40 percent larger than native house-
holds in most states. As already discussed, lower house-
hold income coupled with larger household size means
that, on average, illegal-alien households will pay less in
taxes and use more in services than native households
because households are the primary basis on which taxes
are assessed and benefits distributed in the United States.
Even assuming that illegals pay all the taxes they are sup-
posed to, it is difficult, given their average household
income and size, for illegals not to create a significant
fiscal drain.

But again, it must be pointed out that this situ-
ation arises because of the education level of illegals and
not because they do not work. The vast majority of work-
ing-age illegals work. In fact, we estimate that 92 per-

cent of illegal-alien households have at least one person
working. This compares to 73 percent of native-headed
households. But because of their education levels, a very
large share of illegal households have low incomes, and
very low per capita household income.

Illegals and the School-Age Population. One advan-
tage of not adjusting for undercount is that it is possible
to see what share of those in poverty, without health in-
surance, or in public schools are illegal immigrants in
the CPS. If we had adjusted upward for those illegal
missed in the CPS, then figures would no longer match
the survey, which is the primary source for government
statistics on things like poverty or the uninsured. Not
adjusting makes it possible to estimate what share of
the poverty or uninsured populations, as shown in of-
ficial government publications, are illegal immigrants.”!
Table 23 reports the estimated number and share of the
school-age population in the United States that is com-
prised of illegal immigrants. Overall illegals account for
1.5 million school-age children or 2.8 percent of all 5 to
17 year olds. This is smaller than the 3.8 percent illegals
represent of the nation’s total population because im-

Age (5-17) Population (thousands)

New Jersey
Texas
Arizona
Florida
California

L.A. County
Maryland
Georgia
Nevada
Colorado
Washington
Virginia
North Carolina
Massachusetts
Illinois
New York
Nation

Table 23. Estimated Impact of lllegal Immigration on the School-
Number Illegal
Percent Illegal and Their
Percent Number and Their U.S.- U.S.-Born
Illegal Illegal Born Children' Children’
6 % 88 8 % 127
5 % 235 13 % 571
5 % 61 16 % 185
5 % 155 9 % 280
5 % 339 13 % 909
4 % 87 16 % 321
4 % 39 6 % 57
4 % 64 7 % 115
3% 15 10 % 48
3% 27 8 % 66
3% 34 7 % 76
3% 36 5 % 59
3% 44 5 % 80
3% 29 4 % 43
3% 58 7 % 155
2% 61 3% 117
3% 1,510 6 % 3,301
Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of March 2007 Current Population Survey.
Estimates are only for those who responded to the survey.

! Includes U.S.-born children of illegal aliens.
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migrants, including illegal aliens, generally come to the
United States after age 17, so there are relatively fewer
illegals under age 18. Table 23 also shows that school-age
illegal aliens plus the U.S.-born children of illegal aliens
comprise 6.2 percent (3.3 million) of the total school-
age population.’® Since per-student expenditure in the
United States is very roughly $10,000 a year, it is likely
that $15 billion annually goes to educate illegal aliens
in public schools. The total cost for educating illegal
aliens and the U.S.-born children of illegal aliens likely
comes to over $30 billion a year. In states such as New
Jersey, Texas, Arizona, Florida, and California illegal im-
migrants comprise significantly more than the national
average. Thus the impact of illegal immigration in some
parts of the country is much larger.

Poverty Among Illegals. Table 24 reports the share of
illegals and their U.S.-born children (under 18) who live
in poverty or live in or near poverty, with near poverty
defined as less than 200 percent of the poverty thresh-
old. Not surprisingly, Table 24 shows that illegals tend

to have a very high rate of poverty and near poverty.
Recall from Table 10 that roughly one in nine natives
lives in poverty, this compares to one in five illegal aliens.
Nationally, about 6.5 percent of those in poverty are il-
legal aliens, compared to their 3.8 percent share of the
total population. Illegals and their U.S.-born children
account for 9.4 percent of all persons in poverty. Ille-
gal aliens clearly have low incomes, and the low income
population in the United States is clearly larger because
of immigration. Nonetheless, illegal immigration ac-
counts for only a modest share of the national total of
persons in poverty.

Table 24 also shows poverty for illegals by state.
Poverty among illegals is the highest in states like Texas
and Colorado. In states such as California, Arizona, Tex-
as, and Colorado illegals and their U.S.-born children
account for roughly a fifth of the those in poverty. The
same general pattern holds when we consider those in or
near poverty, which is shown on the right-hand side of
Table 24. Rates for illegals tend to be dramatically higher

than those of natives. In just about every state, the ma-

Table 24. Poverty and Near Poverty Among lllegal Aliens
Poverty In or Near Poverty'
Illegal Aliens Plus Illegal Aliens Plus
U.S.-born Children US-born Children

Illegal Aliens Only under 18° Illegal Aliens Only under 18°

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number
Colorado 35 % 59 35 % 82 69 % 117 75 % 178
Texas 30 % 507 32 % 755 65 % 1,105 68 % 1,580
Florida 23 % 235 25 % 311 54 % 546 57 % 723
California 21 % 586 23 % 867 58 % 1,644 62 % 2,323
Arizona 21 % 119 24 % 196 69 % 401 73 % 604
North Carolina 20 % 74 23 % 105 50 % 179 54 % 246
New York 18 % 102 19 % 130 50 % 278 54 % 359
New Jersey 18 % 75 19 % 97 41 % 175 43 % 220
Maryland 15 % 39 17 % 52 38 % 102 40 % 124
Washington 14 % 38 17 % 59 40 % 111 45 % 157
Georgia 13 % 63 14 % 91 43 % 213 48 % 299
Virginia 12 % 32 14 % 44 43 % 111 44 % 141
Nevada 12 % 19 14 % 31 47 % 75 50 % 109
Massachusetts 11 % 22) 13 % 33 37 % 82 42 % 109
Illinois 10 % 46 11 % 70 43 % 209 51 % 321
Nation 21 % 2,380 23 % 3,434 55 % 6,213 59 % 8,677
Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of the March 2007 Current Population Survey. Estimates are only for those
who responded to the survey.
! In or near-poverty defined as income under 200 percent of the poverty threshold.
% Includes U.S.-born children of illegal aliens.
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jority of illegals and their minor children live in or near
poverty. And illegal immigrants account for a large share
of the overall low-income population. However, its is
worth noting that of all immigrants and their children
who live in or near poverty, only about 41 percent are
illegal aliens or the young children of illegal aliens. Most
low-income immigrants are not illegal aliens.

Welfare Among Illegals by State. Table 25 shows the
share of households headed by illegal aliens using various
welfare programs. It shows that a large share of illegal
alien households use the food assistance programs (food
stamps, WIC, and free lunch) and Medicaid. But use
of cash assistance (TANF, State General Assistance, and
SSI) is generally very low. It should also be added that
the share of households headed by illegals in public or
rent subsidized housing is virtually zero. It must be re-
membered that, in general, illegals cannot use the welfare
system themselves. But their U.S.-born children can be
enrolled in Medicaid and receive food assistance. Table
25 reflects the fact that a very large share of illegals have
low incomes and as a result their children can enroll in

means-tested programs. This is important for a number
of reasons, not the least of which because it means that
efforts to bar illegals from using welfare programs will be
ineffective. Their U.S.-citizen children will continue to
enjoy the same welfare eligibility as any other American
citizen. Or put a different way, as long as illegals are al-
lowed to stay in the country, their children will continue
to access the welfare system at very high rates, at least for
some programs.

It should also be noted that this situation is not
caused by an unwillingness to work on the part of il-
legals. In fact, as already mentioned more than 90 per-
cent of illegal households have at least one worker, much
higher than the rate for native households. Rather, with
57 percent of adult illegals lacking even a high school
degree, their average incomes in the modern economy
will be very low. The American welfare system is geared
toward helping low-income workers, especially those
with children. Since a very large share of illegals work,
have low income, and have children, most of whom
were born here, it should be no surprise that many il-
legal households use the welfare system. Use of means-

Figure 8. lllegal Aliens as a Share of the School-Age Population, &
Those in Poverty or Without Health Insurance
20%
17.6%
18% - [llllegal Aliens Only
16% | M lllegals & Their U.S.-Born 15.4%
Children’
14% -
12% -
10% - 9.4%
8% - .
6.5% 6.2%
6% 5.0%
) 3.8%
¥ 9 2.8%
2%
0% T T T
Share of Total Share of Persons in Share of Uninsured  Share of School-Age
Population Poverty Persons Population
Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of March 2007 Current Population Survey. Estimates
are only for those who responded to the survey.
! Includes all illegal aliens and their U.S.-born children under age 18.
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tested programs by illegal workers is important because
it indicates that the desire of employers to have access
to large number of unskilled immigrant workers creates
significant costs to taxpayers. This does not mean that
the overall effort to help low-income workers is mis-
placed. But it does raise the question of why we have an
immigration policy that adds so many unskilled workers
to the country.

Health Insurance Among Illegals by State. Table 26 re-
ports the share of illegals and their minor children with-
out health insurance coverage. Not surprisingly, most
illegals are uninsured. Nationally, we estimate that 64
percent of illegals lack health insurance; this compares
to about 13 percent of natives. Illegals also account for
a large share of the total uninsured population. Nation-
ally, 15.4 percent of all uninsured persons in the United
States are estimated to be illegal aliens. This compares to
their 3.8 percent share of the nation’s total population.
In some states the impact is much larger. In Arizona,
nearly one-third of the uninsured are illegal aliens; in

California more than one-fourth are illegals; and in New
Jersey, Texas, and Maryland, a fifth of the uninsured are
illegal immigrants.

Table 26 indicates that when their U.S.-born
children (under 18) are included, the share without
health insurance is lower than when illegals are con-
sidered alone. This is in contrast to the poverty figures,
which showed that poverty is higher when the U.S.-born
minor children of illegals are included. This is because
poverty is always more common among children, while
lack of insurance is more common among adults. Na-
tionally, 56 percent of illegals and their minor children
are uninsured. In general, lack of health insurance among
the U.S.-born children of illegals is lower than for their
parents because, unlike their parents, the U.S.-born chil-
dren of illegals can enroll in Medicaid. Most of the chil-
dren in illegal-alien households are U.S.-born, and this is
the main reason that the figures for Medicaid use for ille-
gal-alien households shown in Table 26 are high. Illegals
and their children account for 17.6 percent of the total
uninsured population in the United States. In Arizona,

37 percent of the uninsured are illegals or the

Table 25. Welfare Use for lllegal Alien-Headed
Households

U.S.-born children (under age 18) of illegals;
in California, it’s 31 percent; in Texas it’s 25
percent; and in New Jersey it’s 23 percent.

Using Major

Welfare Cash Food

Program' Assistance’ Assistance’

New York 49 % 4% 33 %
California 48 % 1% 40 %
Texas 44 % <1% 40 %
Georgia 42 % <1% 34 %
Colorado 41 % <1% 38 %
Illinois 39 % <1% 27 %
Florida 37 % 1% 30 %
New Jersey 36 % <1% 29 %
Arizona 32 % 1% 24 %
Washington 31 % 1% 22 %
North Carolina 29 % <1% 18 %
Massachusetts 25 % <1% 11 %
Nevada 23 % <1% 19 %
Virginia 21 % <1% 14 %
Maryland 20 % <1% 14 %
Nation 40 % <1% 33 %

In Maryland, Colorado, and Florida its 20
percent or more. The large number of illegals
without insurance, and the impact this cre-

e :c for taxpayers, indicates that the desire of
330, | some businesses to have access to large num-
340, | bers of unskilled immigrant workers creates
2509, | significant problems for the healthcare sys-
309% | tem and taxpayers.

20 %

33% | Characteristics of Unskilled Legal Im-
20% | migrants. Illegal immigration is one of the
26% | most contentious issues of our time. Many in
20 % Congress, and a number of presidential can-
21% | Jidates, have all argued for giving legal status
200% | © illegal immigrants as well as increased lev-
139 | ¢ls of legal immigration. Since illegal aliens
139 | are overwhelmingly unskilled, we can gain
15% | some insight into the possible effects of le-
27 % | galization by looking at the economic situa-

tion of unskilled legal immigrants. Figure 9

addition to cash assistance, food assistance, and Medicaid.
programs.

# Anyone in the household using Medicaid.

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of the March 2007 Current
Population Survey. Estimates are only for those who responded to the survey.
! Figures for use of any welfare include use of public/rent-subsidized housing in

> Anyone in the houschold using TANE SSI, or state general assistance

? Anyone in the household using food stamps, WIC, or free school lunch.

reports the estimated welfare use and poverty
rates of legal immigrants who have not com-
pleted high school. It should be noted that if
we have overestimated welfare use for house-
holds headed by illegal aliens, then legal im-

migrants, particular the unskilled, must have

even higher welfare use rates than reported
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here. This would mean that legalization would be even
more costly because the difference between what illegals
currently use and what they would use once legalized is
even larger than we have estimated. This has to be the
case mathematically because immigrant households ac-
cessing the welfare system can only be either legal immi-
grants or illegal aliens and we simply take the welfare use
rates for the foreign-born as reported in the CPS. We do
not impute welfare use or change the share using welfare
for the foreign-born in any way.

Figure 9 shows that unskilled legal immigrants
make extensive use of the welfare system. In fact, our
estimate is that more than half (56 percent) of house-
holds headed by unskilled legal immigrants use at least
one major welfare program. Their use of welfare pro-
grams is much higher than that of illegal aliens for every
type of program. In contrast to welfare use, the share of
unskilled legal immigrants and their children living in
or near poverty is very similar to illegal aliens and their
children. One area where unskilled legal immigrants are
much better off than illegal aliens is in health insurance

coverage. But this is partly due to the fact that such a
large share of unskilled legal immigrants and their chil-
dren use Medicaid, which is very costly to taxpayers.

Figure 9 indicates that legalization will not solve
the problems of welfare use or low income associated
with illegal immigration. In fact, legalization will in-
crease use of welfare programs. Whether this is a better
or worse situation depends on one’s point of view. Of
course, not all illegal aliens are unskilled. We estimate 57
percent of illegal immigrants (18 to 64 year of age) lack
a high school education. Those with more education can
be expected to do better than unskilled legal immigrants.
On the other hand, legal unskilled immigrants in the
CPS have lived in the United States significantly lon-
ger than the average illegal immigrant, the majority of
whom have lived here for less than 10 years. Over time
income rises with greater workforce experience. The es-
timates for unskilled legal immigrants reflect this fact.
Thus, unskilled legal immigrants in the CPS have higher
incomes than would be expected for legalized unskilled
illegal aliens, at least at the onset of any amnesty.

Table 26. lllegal Alien Health Insurance Coverage
Share of State
Uninsured (thousands) Uninsured
Illegals Illegals
and Their  and Their Illegals
U.S.-Born U.S.-Born and Their

Illegals Illegals  Children  Children U.S.-Born

Percent Number Percent'  Number! Illegals  Children
Arizona 69 % 403 58 % 480 31 % 37 %
California 65 % 1,858 55 % 2,081 27 % 31 %
New Jersey 67 % 288 61 % 314 21 % 23 %
Texas 70 % 1,197 62 % 1,450 21 % 25 %
Maryland 59 % 157 53 % 165 20 % 21 %
Nevada 59 % 94 53 % 115 19 % 23 %
Florida 68 % 685 61 % 779 18 % 20 %
Georgia 55 % 279 51 % 321 17 % 19 %
Colorado 79 % 134 70 % 166 16 % 20 %
Washington 40 % 110 34 % 120 15 % 16 %
Virginia 57 % 148 53 % 171 15 % 17 %
North Carolina 64 % 232 58 % 265 15 % 17 %
Ilinois 52 % 251 42 % 266 14 % 15 %
New York 67 % 371 59 % 397 14 % 15 %
Massachusetts 25 % 56 23 % 61 9 % 9 %
Nation 64 % 7,251 56 % 8,267 15 % 18 %
Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of the March 2007 Current Population Survey. Estimates are
only for those who responded to the survey.
!Includes U.S.-born children of Illegal Immigrants.
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Legal Status No Guarantee of Success. Figure 9 makes
clear that immigrants who have legal status, but little
education, generally have low incomes and make heavy
use of welfare programs. If we decide to legalize illegal
immigrants, we should at least understand that it will
not result in dramatically lower welfare use or poverty
for most illegal aliens. This does not mean legalization is

necessarily a bad idea. But it does mean that those who
advocate such a policy need to acknowledge this problem
and not argue that legalization will save taxpayers money
or result in a vast improvement in the income of ille-
gal aliens. Legalized illegals will still be overwhelmingly
uneducated and this fact has enormous implications for
their income, welfare use, health insurance coverage, and
the effect on American taxpayers.

not solve these problems.

Figure 9. Unskilled legal immigrants have high rates of welfare
use, poverty, and uninsurance, so legalizing illegals would

60% - M lllegal Immigrants

56%

W Unskilled Legal
Immigrants’
[JNatives?

50% |

40% -

30% |

20% |

10% -

63%

56%

Any Welfare by Cash Asst. by Food Asst. by

Medicaid by
Household®

Without Health
Insurance’

In or Near

Household?® Household* Household® Poverty’8

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of March 2007 Current Population Survey. Estimates
are only for those who responded to the survey.

! Unskilled immigrants defined as not having completed high school.

* Figures for native excluded U.S.-born children (under age 18) of Immigrant fathers.

3 Welfare use based on nativity of household head. Figures for use of any welfare includes use of public/
rent subsidized housing, in addition to cash assistance, food assistance and Medicaid.

* Anyone in the houschold using TANE SSI or state general assistance programs.

> Anyone in household using food stamps, WIC or free school lunch.

¢ Anyone in the houschold using Medicaid.

7 Figure for immigrants (legal & illegal) Include their US-born children under age 18.

8 In or near poverty defined as less than 200 percent of poverty threshold.
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Conclusion

The latest data collected by the Census Bureau shows that
the last seven years have been the highest period of im-
migration in American history. Immigration continues
to be the subject of intense national debate. The roughly
1.5 million immigrants arriving each year (1.6 million
if you count those missed by the Census Bureau) have
a very significant effect on many areas of American life.
Immigrants and their young children (under 18) now
account for one-fifth of the school-age population, one-
fourth of those in poverty, and nearly one-third of those
without health insurance, creating enormous challenges
for the nation’s schools, healthcare system, and physical
infrastructure. The low educational attainment of many
immigrants, 31 percent of whom have not completed
high school, is the primary reason so many live in pov-
erty, use welfare programs, or lack health insurance, not
their legal status or an unwillingness to work. A central
question for immigration policy is whether we should
allow in so many people with little education — increas-
ing job competition for the poorest American workers
and the population needing government assistance.

Setting aside the lower socio-economic status of
immigrants, no nation has ever attempted to incorporate
nearly 38 million newcomers into its society. Whatever
one thinks of contemporary immigration, it is critically
important to understand that its effect on America rep-
resents a choice. Selection criteria can be altered, as can
the total number of people allowed into the country le-
gally. Moreover, the level of resources devoted to reduc-
ing illegal immigration can also be reduced or increased.
With illegal aliens accounting for nearly one in three im-
migrants, their effect on the nation by themselves is now
very large.

The goal of this Backgrounder has been to pro-
vide information about the impact of immigration on
American society to better inform the policy discussion
about what kind of immigration policy should be ad-
opted in the future. Absent a change in policy, 15 mil-
lion additional legal and illegal immigrants will likely ar-
rive in the next 10 years. Thus immigration’s impact will
continue to grow if current trends continue.
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End Notes

! The survey is considered such an accurate source of in-
formation on the foreign-born because, unlike the decen-
nial census, each household in the CPS receives an in-per-
son interview from a Census Bureau employee. It also
includes an extra-large sample of minorities. The 207,000
persons in the survey, 25,000 of whom are foreign-born,
are weighted to reflect the actual size of the total U.S.
population. However, it must be remembered that some
percentage of the foreign-born (especially illegal aliens)
are missed by government surveys of this kind, thus the
actual size of this population is almost certainly larger. Of
course, this was also true in past years.

? 'This includes naturalized American citizens, legal per-
manent residents (green card holders), illegal aliens, and
people on long-term temporary visas such as students or
guest workers, who responded to the CPS. It does not
include those born abroad of American parents or those
born in outlying territories of the United States such as
Puerto Rico.

3 The 2006 American Community Survey (ACS) col-
lected in 2006 includes persons in group quarters. While
it does not have the detail of the CPS, it does distinguish
the foreign-born.

4 The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) estimate
of illegal immigrants can be found at www.dhs.gov/xli-
brary/assets/statistics/publications/ill_pe_2006.pdf. Table
2 in the report includes an estimate of non-immigrants
and illegals in the American Community Survey (ACS).
The population totals and coverage ratio of the ACS and
CPS are very similar.

> Figure 1 reports the number of immigrants living in the
country from 1995 through 2007 from the March CPS.
The data for 1995 to 1999 was originally weighted based
on the results of the 1990 Census carried forward. This
was also true for the March 2000 and 2001 CPS. After
the 2000 Census, which was conducted in April, the Cen-
sus Bureau re-weighted the March 2000 and 2001 CPSs
based on the results from the 2000 Census. This had the
effect of increasing the size of the foreign-born popula-
tion in the March 2000 CPS by 5.659 percent. While
the Census Bureau has not re-weighted the 1995 through
1999 CPSs, it is very reasonable to assume that the un-
dercount was similar in those years. If we adjust the 1995
through 1999 March CPSs by the same amount it pro-
duces the results found in Figure 1.

¢ If the original weights (based on the 1990 census) are
used for the 1996 through 2000 data, then the foreign-
born grew from 23 million in 1995 to 28.38 million in
2000 — 5.38 million. This is less than the 5.7 million
growth reported for this time period shown in Figure 1.

7 Unlike deaths, out-migration may or may not rise with
the size of the immigrant population. Also, unlike deaths,
it can fluctuate from year to year. While the potential
pool of return migrants obviously grows as the immigrant
population grows, this does not necessarily mean that
more will choose to go home, or in the case of illegals, be
forced to do so. Put simply, out-migration usually is vol-
untary and can fluctuate; deaths on the other hand are not
voluntary and therefore occur at a predictable rate. This
does not mean that out-migration cannot be estimated.
See Census Bureau publication www.census.gov/popula-
tion/documentation twps0051/twps0051.pdf. In a recent
report we estimated that between 2000 and 2005 new
immigrant arrivals averaged 1.6 million a year and out-
migration was 350,000. The 1.6 million figure assumes
a 5.2 percent (roughly 100,000) undercount among re-
cent arrivals. The Center for Immigration Studies report
is entitled “100 Million More: Projecting the Impact of
Immigration On the U.S. Population, 2007 to 2060” and
can be found at www.cis.org/articles/2007/back707.html.
The Census Bureau’s 280,000 out-migration figure as-
sumes no immigrants are missed by the Census Bureau.

$ The Pew Hispanic Center assumes a 5.2 percent under-
count of the total foreign-born population in the 2005
CPS. See Figure 3, page 4, in their March 2006 estimate
of the illegal population, http://pewhispanic.org/files/re-
ports/61.pdf. Pew bases its 5.2 percent estimate on work
done by Passel, Van Hook, and Bean. Their paper is en-
titled “Narrative Profile with Adjoining Tables of Unau-
thorized Migrants and Other Immigrants, Based on Cen-
sus 2000: Characteristics and Methods,” which was done
for Sabre Systems as part of a contract with the Census
Bureau.

? In order to preserve anonymity, the Census Bureau
groups several different years of arrival together in the
public use CPS. In the March 2000 CPS, for example,
those who arrived in 1992 and 1993 are grouped together.
We split the 1992-93 group by dividing it in two, so we
can compare the seven-year period prior to 2000 with the
last seven years. (Even if the 1992-1993 group is not split
it still shows that fewer than 10 million immigrants ar-
rived from 1992 to 2000.) The 2001 CPS shows that 9.7
million immigrants arrived from 1994 to 2001. Thus the
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last seven years match or exceed the number of new im-
migrant in any seven-year period. Immigration during the
great wave of immigration 100 years ago showed a level
well below 10.3 million for any seven-year period.

1% The report, “Immigrants at Mid-Decade: A Snapshot
of American’s Foreign-Born Population in 2005,” can be
found at www.cis.org/articles/2005/back1405.pdf. Pages
2 through 4 and endnotes 6 through 14 explain why esti-
mating individual year flows of immigrants is so difficult.

"' To distinguish legal and illegal immigrants in the sur-
vey, this report uses citizenship status, year of arrival in
the United States, age, country of birth, educational at-
tainment, sex, receipt of welfare programs, receipt of So-
cial Security, veteran status, and marital status. We use
these variables to assign probabilities to each respondent.
Those individuals who have a cumulative probability of 1
or higher are assumed to be illegal aliens. The probabilities
are assigned so that both the total number of illegal aliens
and the characteristics of the illegal population closely
match other research in the field, particularly the esti-
mates developed by the Department of Homeland Securi-
ty/legacy INS, the Urban Institute, and the Pew Hispanic
Center. This method is based on some very well-estab-
lished facts about the characteristics of the illegal popula-
tion. For example, it is well known that illegal aliens are
disproportionately male, unmarried, under age 40, have
few years of schooling, etc. Thus, we assign probabilities
to these and other factors in order to select the likely il-
legal population. In some cases, we assume that there is no
probability that an individual is an illegal alien.

12 The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) esti-
mate of 11.6 million illegal immigrants in January 2006
can be found at: www.dhs.gov/xlibrary/assets/statistics/
publications/ill_pe_2006.pdf. That estimate includes an
adjustment for those missed in Census Bureau data. The
Pew Hispanic Center has estimated an 11.5 to 12 million
illegal immigrant population as of March 2006 based on
the CPS. This includes an adjustment for those missed by
the survey. The Pew report can be found at http://pewhis-
panic.org/reports/report.php?ReportID=61. The Urban
Institute also has made estimates by legal status. Urban
estimates that in March of 2002, 8.3 million illegal aliens
were counted in the CPS, with an additional one million
being missed. Urban’s estimates based on the March 2002
CPS can be found at: http://www.urban.org/publica-
tions/1000587.html. Older studies by the INS and Cen-
sus Bureau are also available. The INS report which found
seven million illegal aliens in 2000 and an annual increase
of about 500,000, can be found at: www.immigration.
gov/graphics/aboutus/statistics/IlIl_Report_1211.pdf. The
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Census Bureau estimate of eight million illegals in 2000
can be found at www.census.gov/dmd/www/ReportRec2.
htm (Appendix A of Report 1 contains the estimates).

1 Table C in the INS report on illegal immigration shows
the number of non-IRCA legalizations in the 1990s. It
can be found at: http://www.dhs.gov/xlibrary/assets/sta-
tistics/publications/Ill_Report_1211.pdf

14 As discussed in note 8, some research indicates that
5.2 percent of immigrants are missed in the CPS, if this is
correct then the actual size of the foreign-born population
is 39.9 million. Assuming the immigrant population con-
tinued to grow after March 2007 at its prior pace, then
the total foreign-born population stands at 40.5 million
as of November 2007. This is triple the size of the foreign-
born in 1910 (13.5 million), during the peak of the last
great wave of immigration.

> The total population in the 2000 Census was 281.4
million. The newest population estimates released by the
Census Bureau can be found at www.census.gov/popest/
states/tables/NST-EST2006-01.xIs We carry the esti-
mates forward to March 2007 and find a total population
growth of 20.0 million since the 2000 Census.

¢ See note 15 for newest Census Bureau’s population
estimates from 2000 to 2006.

7 In a study published earlier this year, the Center for
Immigration Studies projected that even if there was no
immigration over the next 53 years, in 2060 the U.S.
population would still be growing by 800,00 a year. If the
current level of net immigration continued it would be
growing by 3.3 million a year in 2060. See: http://www.
cis.org/articles/2007/back707.html

'8 See Robert Warren and Ellen Percy Kraly, 1985, “The
Elusive Exodus: Emigration from the United States.” Oc-
casional Paper #8. Population Reference Bureau, Wash-
ington, D.C.

" As discussed in note 8, if one adjusts for undercount
in the CPS and assumes that growth continued through
November of this year, then the total immigrant popula-
tion now stands at over 40 million, triple the 13.5 million
in 1910.

2 So that comparisons can be made between 1995 and
2000 and 2007, we have attempted to adjust figures for
1995 to reflect the results of the 2000 Census. However,
the effects of these adjustments increase the foreign-born
by only a small amount.
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2! 'This figure refers to persons aged 18 or older who are in
the workforce. To be in the workforce one has to be either
employed or actively looking for work. Persons actively
looking for work are considered unemployed.

22 'The median figures in Table 6 and all subsequent ta-
bles, including those for households, are calculated using
the Census Bureau method of grouping data into $2,500
cells. While the median figures in this Backgrounder close-
ly match median figures published by the Census Bureau,
they may not exactly match in all cases because the Bu-
reau top-codes income figures in the public use file of the

CPS.

» When considering immigrant household income, it
should be noted that the average household income for
immigrants is much closer to that of natives than is the
median household income of immigrants — $66,952 for
natives and $64,114 for immigrants. This is because there
are a number of very high income immigrant households
that pull up the average household income of immigrants.
Nevertheless, the income of immigrant households is still
4 percent less on average that native households, and at
the same time their households are 28 percent larger.
These two facts are the source of any potential fiscal prob-
lems immigrants may create for public coffers.

# See page 21 of the Census Bureau’s “Methodology and
Assumptions for the Population Projections of the United
States: 1999 to 2100” The report can be found at www.
census.gov/population/www/documentation/twps0038.

pdf

» The Backgrounder, “Immigration in an Aging Society
Workers, Birth Rates, and Social Security,” can be found
at www.cis.org/articles/2005/back505.html

26 'The Backgrounder, “100 Million More: Projecting the
Impact of Immigration on the U.S. Population, 2007
to 2060,” can be found at www.cis.org/articles/2007/
back707.heml.

77 Ofhicial government poverty statistics do not include
the small number of unrelated individuals under age 15
(mostly foster children) and they are therefore not in-
cluded in Table 7 and all subsequent tables dealing with
poverty.

% It should be noted that year of arrival data is grouped in
the CPS to preserve the anonymity of respondents. Table
7 reports figures in as detailed a manner as possible given
this grouping.

» See, for example, the Urban Institute study “Immigra-
tion and Immigrants: Setting the Record Straight,” which
can be found at: www.urban.org/publications/305184.
heml#111

% Of immigrants who did not have a high school degree
and had lived in the country 20 or more years, one-fifth
lived in poverty and 54 percent lived in or near poverty.
Both rates are substantially above that of natives.

3! Figures for natives exclude the young (under 18) U.S.-
born children of immigrant fathers.

32 We report poverty for children born in the United
States who have immigrant fathers and are under the age
of 18. This has the effect of counting children who have
two parents who are foreign-born or just those whose fa-
ther is foreign-born. Those who have only foreign-born
mothers are not counted. In this way, we avoid double
counting. If we report figures for children with two for-
eign-born parents or just an immigrant mother the results
are very similar.

33 As is the case for poverty figures, the rate for natives
excludes the U.S.-born children (under 18) of immigrant
fathers.

3 The article, “Healthcare Expenditures of Immigrants
in the United States: A Nationally Representative Analy-
sis,” by Sarita A. Mohanty, Steflie Woolhandler, David U.
Himmelstein, Susmita Pati, Olveen Carrasquillo, and Da-
vid H. Bor, appeared in the August 2005 American Jour-
nal of Public Health.

% Figures for immigrants include the U.S.-born children
(under 18) of immigrant fathers. Figures for natives ex-
clude these children.

3 See, for example, Figures 20-1, 20-2, and 20-3 in “Pro-
files of the Foreign-born Population in the United States
2000,” by Dianne A. Schmidley. U.S. Government Print-
ing Office. Series P23-2006.

7 The Census Bureau released the 2007 CPS without
figures for the EITC and ACTGC, so the figures for both
are from the 2006 CPS. The ACTC also can be referred
to as the refundable portion of the Child Tax Credit. Ta-
bles 12 and 13 report those who are eligible for cash from
the government, not just a refund of money they paid as
taxes.
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3% Use of welfare for both immigrants and natives in the
CPS is understated because people forget about services
when answering the survey. This is particularly true for
use of Medicaid and cash assistance programs, which

administrative data shows is somewhat higher than the
numbers found in the CPS.

%9 The primary refugee sending countries that can be iden-
tified in the CPS are Albania, the former Yugoslavia, the
former USSR, Afghanistan, Iraq, Cuba, Ethiopia, Eritrea,
Liberia, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sudan, Vietnam, Cambo-
dia, Laos, and Nicaragua.

% For a discussion of the decline in immigrant educa-
tion relative to natives, see “The Slowing Progress of Im-
migrants: An Examination of Income, Home Ownership,
and Citizenship, 1970-2000,” which can be found at:
www.cis.org/articles/2001/back401.html.

1 If we divide those with at least a bachelor’s degree
between those with a four-year degree and those with a
graduate or professional degree, we find that 10.2 percent
of natives and 10.8 percent of immigrants have a post-
graduate degree of some kind.

2 As already discussed in note 23, the average household
income of immigrants is not as different as the median
household income.

% Figures for the school-age population are not for those
actually enrolled in public school because the March
CPS does not ask a question about enrollment. How-
ever, the American Community Survey (ACS) does ask
such a question. The 2006 ACS shows that of school-age
children (5 to 17) living in immigrant households, 88.6
percent were enrolled in public school, 7.6 percent were
in private school, and 3.8 percent were not enrolled in
any school. For school-age children in native households,
84.3 percent were in public school, 11.9 percent were
in private school, and 3.8 percent were not enrolled in
any school. The higher rate of public school enrollment
among the school-age children of immigrants means that
their impact on public schools is actually slightly larger
than that shown in the Table 17.

“ Figures include immigrants and the U.S.-born children
(under age 18) of immigrant fathers.

® Figures include immigrants and the U.S.-born children
(under age 18) of immigrant fathers.

% Both DHS estimates and Pew Hispanic estimates as-
sume this level of undercount in the Census Bureau data.

47 We also estimate that there are an additional 400,000
illegal immigrants who are unemployed. This means that
the total number of illegals in the labor force is 7.3 mil-
lion. Again it must be remembered these figures are only
for those who responded to the CPS.

% None of the above figures include the roughly four
million college students who are not working, nor does it
include individuals over age 64 who are not working and
who might be induced to rejoin the labor force.

¥ The CPS shows that in 2000 the share of native-born
teens holding a job was 25 percent compared to 18 per-
cent in 2007. For less-educated adult natives (18 to 64),
69 percent were holding a job in 2000 compared to 66
percent in 2007.

%% To calculate median income in the way that the Cen-
sus Bureau does, it is necessary to group data into cells.
But the number of illegal alien households, which is much
smaller than the number of illegal alien individuals, is not
large enough in most states to do this and still produce
reliable results. In contrast, a mean or average figure does
not require the grouping of data so it is possible to calcu-
late average income for smaller states. The median income
of illegal households is much lower than the mean figure.
For the nation as a whole, we estimate that the median
income of households headed by illegal aliens is $35,966,
compared the $49,201 median income of native-headed
households, which is shown in Tables 6, 17, and 22. This
means that the median income for illegal households is 73
percent that of natives households. The average income
for illegal households ($45,748) is 68 percent that of na-
tive households ($66,952), which is shown in Table 22.

! Each year the Census Bureau publishes income, pov-
erty, and health insurance statistics from the CPS. The lat-
est version of the publication can be found at htep://www.

census.gov/prod/2007pubs/p60-233.pdf.

52 Tn total, we estimate that there are 3.4 million U.S.-
born children (under age 18) of illegals in the March
2007 CPS. We also estimate that there are 1.7 million
illegal aliens who are under age 18.
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