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Remaking the Political Landscape
How Immigration Redistributes Seats in the House

By Dudley L. Poston, Jr., Steven A. Camarota,

Leon F. Bouvier, Godfrey Jin-Kai Li, and Hong Dan

Summary: Immigration changes the relative political
power states have in the U.S. House of Representatives by
cansing the population in some states to grow more rap-
idly than in others. Population projections indicate that,
because of immigration in the 1990s, seven states will lose
a seat after the 2000 census. This redistribution continues
a trend since 1990, when six seats changed hands as a re-
sult of immigration in the 1980s. As long as immigration
continues at its current level, seats in the House will con-
tinue to be transferred from low-immigration states to
high-immigration states.

Introduction

he United States is currently experiencing the
I largest sustained wave of immigration in its
history, with 800,000 to 900,000 legal immi-
grants arriving each year. In addition, the Immigration
and Naturalization Service (INS) estimates that 420,000
illegal aliens settle in the country annually.! The cut-
rent influx has caused the foreign-born population to
grow from 9.5 million, or roughly 5 percent of the
nation’s population, in 1970, to 27 million, or roughly
10 petrcent of the population, today.
While a good deal of research has been devoted
to the demographic, cultural, economic, and fiscal im-
pacts immigration has on the U.S. population, almost
no attention has been paid to the effect immigration
has on the distribution of political power in the coun-
try. Because immigrants tend to settle unevenly across

the country — 75 percent live in just six states — immi-
gration causes the population in some states to grow
more rapidly than in others. Since House seats are ap-
portioned to each state based on the state’s population
relative to the rest of the country, and all persons —
citizens, legal immigrants, and illegal aliens — who are
counted in the decennial census are included in the ap-
portionment calculations, immigration is having a sig-
nificant effect on the distribution of seats in the House.

This study uses population data and projections
to indicate which states are losing seats in the House of
Representatives as a direct consequence of the immi-
gration that took place in the 10 years prior to the 1990
and 2000 censuses. Separate estimates ate also provided
for the impact of illegal immigration on the apportion-
ment of House seats. The projections reveal that a total
of 13 seats have changed hands after the last census or
will do so after the next census due to immigration. In
the 2000 apportionment, Colorado, Kentucky, Michi-
gan, Mississippi, Ohio, Pennsylvania, and Wisconsin
are each projected to have one fewer seat than they
would have had if there had been no immigration after
1990. This is slightly larger than the six-seat redistribu-
tion by immigration after the 1990 census, when Geot-
gia, Kentucky, Louisiana, Michigan, Montana, and Ohio
were each apportioned one fewer seat because of 1980s
immigration. Since the influence of a state in the House
is, to a large extent, determined by the size of its delega-
tion, immigration is not simply redistributing seats; it
is also redistributing political influence in Washington.



Whom to Count and
How the Seats are Distributed

Article 1, Section 2, of the U.S. Constitution mandates
that a census be taken every 10 years expressly for the
purpose of apportioning seats in the House of Repre-
sentatives. While the Constitution mandates that the
census take place, it does not specify the method for
apportioning the Congtress, nor how the population to
be apportioned should be composed. While several dif-
ferent methods have been used to apportion the Con-
gress since our country’s first apportionment in 1790,
since 1940 the method of Equal Proportions has been
used and will again be used for the 2000 reapportion-
ment (see Poston, 1997; and Poston, Bouvier, and Dan,
1997).

The apportionment population of a state is de-
fined to include a state’s resident population, plus all
military and civilian personnel of the federal govern-
ment from the state and their dependents who are
abroad on April 1 of the census year. State populations
for reapportionment also include legal immigrants (citi-
zen and non-citizen) and illegal aliens who are included
in the decennial census count. The inclusion of illegal
aliens has become a matter of some controversy for a
number of reasons. Some object to the idea that indi-

viduals who are in the United States illegally should be
represented in the Congtress, while others are concerned
that certain congressional districts, primarily in south-
ern California, have literally become “rotten boroughs,”
in that they include substantial numbers of illegal im-
migrants and thus few eligible voters (Skerry, 1993).
The inclusion of illegal aliens is especially problematic
because such districts are created by taking away seats
from states composed almost entirely of citizens.

In 1979, the Federation for American Immi-
gration Reform (FAIR) sued to enjoin the Census Bu-
reau from counting illegals in the decennial census of
1980 (FAIR v. Klutznick, 486 Supp 564, D.D.C. 1980).
The case was ultimately dismissed by the Supreme
Court on the grounds of lack of standing. In 1988, a
similar suit filed by FAIR, 40 members of Congtess,
and the commonwealth of Pennsylvania was also dis-
missed. At the current time, it is assumed that all pet-
sons residing in the United States, including those here
illegally, will be counted for purposes of apportionment
in the 2000 census.

Methodology

The reapportionment of House seats is, of course, a
zero sum proposition; one state’s gain is another’s loss
since the number of voting members in the House has

remained unchanged since 1911, when
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Table 1. The Effect of Recent* Immigration on the House. Congress voted to fix membership at
(Current number of seats in parentheses) 435 Seats'.Whﬂe the number of seats
_ _ could be increased by Congress (the
Imigration-induced Immigration-induced Constitution does not specify the size
Redistribution in 1990  Redistribution in 2000 Total of the House), a strong institutional
Colo. (6) 0 -1 -1 notrm has developed against any further
Ga. (11) -1 0 -1 increase. Thus, every 10 years the 435
Ky. (6) 1 1 2 seats have to be reapportioned among
La. (7) 1 0 1 the states. S)j codu(lifse, even if Congress
. were to a additional seats, the
Mich. (16) 1 1 N would still have to be distributed SZ
Mont. (1) 1 0 1 that high-immigration states gain pro-
Miss. (5) 0 -1 g portionally the same number of seats
Ohio (19) -1 -1 -2 as they would if the number remained
Penn. (21) 0 -1 -1 at 435.
Wisc. (9) 0 -1 -1 To determine the distribution
of House seats for 2000, we rely pri-
Calif. (52) +4 45 +9 marily on Census Bureau population
projections to estimate both the total
Fla. (23) + 0 + population in each state and the size of
N.Y.(31) *1 *1 2 each state’s recent immigrant popula-
Texas (30) 0 +1 +1 tion (Campbell, 1996). Our numbers
*The effect of immigration in the 10 years prior to each census. f(?r State. populations in 2000 are
slightly higher than those of the Cen-
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sus Bureau, however, because we relied on the INS’s
estimates of illegal immigration, not those of the Cen-
sus Bureau.” For the 1990 census, we use the actual
Census Bureau counts for both the total population in
each state and to determine the size of the immigrant
population that arrived in the 1980s. Our estimates for
the size of the illegal alien population enumerated in
the 1990 census are derived from estimates developed
by the INS.?

To estimate the impact of immigration in the
1990 and 2000 censuses, three separate population sce-
narios ate developed. The first includes the entire state
population;* the second excludes @/ immigrants who
arrived in the 10 years prior to the Census; and the
third excludes only illegal aliens — legal immigrants
remain in the count. Once the population projections
were made for each state, we calculated the distribu-
tion of House seats that would result under each sce-
nario, thereby determining the impact of immigration
on the size of each state’s delegation in the House.

Immigration’s Effect on House Seats

Table 1 (on page 2; and Maps 1, 2, and 3 on pages 6 and
7) reports the estimated redistribution of seats that is
attributable on/y to immigration (legal and illegal) be-
tween 1980 and 2000. The states that lose seats because
of immigration are listed in the top portion of the table
and those that gain seats are listed in the lower portion.
The first two columns show the change in House seats
that has occurred or will do so because of immigration
in the decade prior to each census. The last column
shows the total loss or gain for each state over the 20-
year period. The findings in Table 1 indicate that im-
migration is having a substantial effect on the dis-

Ohio are losing the most from immigration, with each
state losing two seats over the 20-year period. Of course,
the relative impact on each state cannot simply be mea-
sured by the number of seats lost. For example, while
numerically equal to Michigan and Ohio, the two seats
lost by Kentucky represent a third of that state’s cut-
rent apportionment. In contrast, the losses suffered by
Michigan and Ohio represent 12.5 percent and 10.5 pet-
cent respectively of those states current apportionment
of seats. Proportionately, Montana is the biggest loser
in both censuses because the one seat it lost in 1990
represented half of its apportionment at that time. In
contrast, California is a big winner, gaining most of
the seats lost by other states: In 1990 and 2000, it gained
or is projected to gain a total of nine seats because of
immigration. In fact, all of the seats California will gain
after the 2000 census are the result of 1990s immigra-
tion, without which the state would actually lose a seat.

It is worth noting that none of the states that
will lose a seat because of immigration in the next cen-
sus are declining in population. Together, these states
have grown by over 100,000 residents per year in the
1990s and will have over one million more residents in
2000 than they had in 1990. While more people will be
living in these states in 2000 than in 1990, the even more
rapid (and immigration-fueled) population growth in
other states is causing them to lose seats. As a result, in
the states that lose seats, as well as in the country as a
whole, immigration-induced population growth creates
ever-more populous districts, with all that this implies
about making representatives more distant from their
constituents.

There is an element of irony in the loss of po-
litical representation suffered by Michigan and Ohio

tribution of seats in the House. Table 2. The Effect of lllegal Aliens* on the House.
Looking at the year 2000 first, we find that | (Current number of seats in parentheses)
seven states will be negatively effected in the next
census: Michigan, Mississippi, Ohio, Pennsylva- Redistribution in 1990  Redistribution in 2000
nia, and Wisconsin each lose one seat that they [ Ky.(6) -1 0
currently have and Colorado and Kentucky both [ Mass. (10) 1 0
fail to gain a seat that they otherwise would have | pq. ®) 0 1
had there been no immigration after 1990. Of |, 16) 0 1
course, whether a state loses one of its current
. . . N.J. (13) -1 0
seats or fails to gain a seat, the end result is the
same — less influence in Washington. In 1990, Penn. (21) 0 1
immigration in the 10 years prior to the census | WisC. (9) 0 1
caused Louisiana, Michigan, Montana, and Ohio
to each lose a seat, while Georgia and Kentucky [ Calif. (52) +2 +3
both failed to gain a seat. Texas (30) +1 +1
The totals found in the third column in- - . . .
dicate that numerically Kentucky, Michigan, and The effect of all illegal aliens at the time of each census.
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in particular, because Senators Spencer Abraham (R-
Mich.) and Mike DeWine (R-Ohio) are two of the
most passionate proponents of high immigration in
Congtess. In 1996, for example, Sen. Abraham success-
fully led the fight to defeat legislation that would have
reduced legal immigration modestly. Sen. DeWine has
also vigorously defended high immigration, both as a
member of the House and now as a Senator. Perhaps
other considerations outweighed the loss of political
influence suffered by Michigan and Ohio as a result of
the policies favored by these Senators. But as our esti-
mates make clear, their support for high immigration
is not in the longer-term political interests of their re-
spective states.

Table 2 (on previous page) provides estimates
for the impact of the entire illegal alien population. The
table should be read as follows: If illegal aliens are in-
cluded in the 2000 census, Michigan, Pennsylvania, and
Wisconsin will each lose one seat and Maryland will
fail to gain a seat, while California will gain three seats
and Texas one seat. Because the table reports the effect
of the entire illegal population at the time of the census
and not just the effect of illegals who arrived in the 10
years prior to it, it is not directly comparable to Table
1. That is, it is not correct to view Table 2 as showing
that three of the six seats redistributed by recent immi-
gration in 1990 and four of the seven redistributed in
2000 are the result of illegal immigration.” Also, because
Table 2 reports the effect of all illegals, it is not appro-
priate to add the two censuses together to arrive at a
total figure. If a total figure is desired, then it is prob-
ably best to think of the numbers reported for the 2000
census as representing the effect of all illegal aliens who
arrived in the last few decades.

Tables 3 and 4 (on pages 7 and 8) show the state-
by-state population projections that create the results
in Tables 1 and 2. The first column in Table 3 reports
state-by-state population figures for 1990 — all immi-
grants are included. The second column shows the num-
ber of House seats apportioned to each state after the
1990 Census.® The third and fourth columns show the
state populations if 1980s immigrants are excluded and
the resulting apportionment of House seats. The fifth
column shows state populations if all illegal aliens are
excluded, and column six reports the corresponding dis-
tribution of House seats. The same pattern is repeated
in Table 4 for the 2000 census.

Tables 3 and 4 indicate that the 13 seats that
change hands because of immigration represent a sub-
stantial reordering of the political landscape. For com-
parison, consider that, based on Tables 3 and 4, a total
of only 31 House seats were reallocated in 1990 or will
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be in 2000 for all reasons. Thus, the 13 seats that change
hands in the two censuses because of immigration are
equal to nearly half of the total change that has or will
occur. Thus, immigration is clearly one of the most
important reasons for the redistribution of House seats.
It is important to note that this does not mean that 13
of the 31 seats redistributed in 1990 and 2000 are the
result of immigration. Because immigration redistrib-
utes seats not just by taking seats away from some states,
but also by causing New York to retain a seat it other-
wise would have lost, it is not possible to directly at-
tribute 13 of the 31 seats that change hands to immigra-
tion. What these numbers 4o indicate, however, is that
the effect of immigration is very large in comparison
to the total redistributions of 1990 and 2000.

Reducing Citizens’ Voting Power

Perhaps as important as the redistribution of political
power that comes with mass immigration, however, is
the way immigration might be seen as distorting de-
mocracy. An examination of the states involved indi-
cates that immigration takes away representation from
states composed almost entirely of citizens and redis-
tributes it to states with large numbers of non-citizen
immigrants who cannot vote. For example, in the seven
states that will either lose or fail to gain a seat in 2000
because of 1990s immigration, the latest Census Butreau
survey indicates that more than 98 percent of the resi-
dents are citizens. In contrast, in the states that will
gain seats from immigration, one in seven residents is
now a non-citizen.” This makes immigrant-induced re-
apportionment of House seats different from the reap-
portionment that occurs when citizens relocate to an-
other state. High immigration produces a situation in
which American citizens lose representation in Con-
gress so that non-citizen immigrants, none of whom
can vote and many of whom are illegal, can be “repre-
sented” in the House.

Consider the case of Michigan, one of the states
losing the most because of immigration. In 1996, 226,000
votes were cast in the typical congressional race. Com-
pare this to the total vote of 55,624 in the immigrant-
heavy 33td district of California, or the 73,361 votes
cast in the 30th district, or the 51,288 votes cast in the
25th district of Texas. In 1996, it only took about one-
quarter as many votes to elect a representative in some
high-immigrant districts in California and Texas as it
did in the average Michigan district. There are a total
of 11 districts in California and seven in Texas where
the total number of votes cast in 1996 was less than half
the number cast in the typical Michigan district.
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The small number of votes cast in many Cali-
fornia and Texas districts is almost entirely a by-prod-
uct of mass immigration. In a number of districts, the
majority of adults are non-citizens, and therefore illeg-
ible to vote. In California alone, there were nearly six
million non-citizens in 1997, enough to create seven or
eight congressional districts. As a practical matter, this
situation gives significantly more political power to
voting citizens living in districts made up almost en-
tirely of non-citizens. In effect, the ballots of voters in
high-immigrant districts carry far more weight than the
ballots of voters who live in districts made up almost
entirely of citizens. This seeming contradiction of the
principle of “one man one vote” exists because the courts
have interpreted this principle to mean that districts
should be equal in total population — not in eligible
voters. If mass immigration continues, this situation
may only get worse.

Conclusion

Given the large number of immigrants now entering
the country and their concentration in a handful of
states, it is inevitable that immigration will exact a po-
litical cost from those states that receive relatively few
immigrants. Because family relationships and existing
cultural ties determine where immigrants live, it is
highly unlikely that there will be a substantial change
in the settlement patterns of immigrants. Thus, immi-

grants will continue to concentrate in only a few states,
and this in turn will continue to shift political power
in the House of Representatives as well as the Electoral
College. It should be added that the projections in this
Backgrounder significantly understate the effects of im-
migration on congressional representation because they
do not include estimates for the effect U.S.-born chil-
dren of immigrants have on the distribution of House
seats. If such estimates were included, the impact of
immigration would be even greater.

It is important, when making decisions regard-
ing immigration policy, to take into account not only
the economic, fiscal, cultural, and demographic impacts
of immigration, but also the political impact, part of
which is the realignment of power in Congress away
from states receiving relatively few immigrants. In ad-
dition to this realignment, careful consideration should
also be given to the loss of representation suffered by
citizens in low-immigration states so that districts com-
posed largely of non-citizen immigrants who cannot
vote can be created in high-immigrant states.

Since the size of the redistribution is a direct
consequence of the level of immigration, a more mod-
erate level of immigration would produce less immi-
gration-based reapportionment. Given the apparent
remoteness of the other effects of immigration on low-
immigrant states, residents of such states and their
elected representatives need to be particularly sensitive
to the political costs of immigration.

Il - Statesthat lost seats

Map 1. Immigration-induced Redistribution After the 1990 Census.

[] = Statesthat gained seats
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Map 2. Immigration-induced Redistribution After the 2000 Census.

Il = Statesthat lost seats [ =Statesthat gained seats

Map 3. Total Immigration-induced Redistribution for 1990 and 2000 Censuses.

Il - Statesthat lost seats [] = Statesthat gained seats

Center for Immigration Studies
6




Table 3. Populations and Apportionments
for the 1990 Census: With and Without Immigration.

All Immigrants Included

1980s Immigrants Excluded

lllegal Aliens Excluded

Population Apportionment Population Apportionment Population ~ Apportionment
Ala. 4,062,608 7 4,036,368 7 4,060,315 7
Alaska 551,947 1 534,961 1 550,681 1
Ariz. 3,677,985 6 3,546,100 6 3,609,510 6
Ark. 2,362,239 4 2,350,791 4 2,359,002 4
Calif. 29,839,250 52 26,418,989 48 28,718,750 50
Colo. 3,307,912 6 3,236,662 6 3,284,568 6
Conn. 3,295,669 6 3,168,787 6 3,281,040 6
Del. 668,696 1 667,080 1 667,398 1
Fla. 13,003,362 23 12,227,586 22 12,820,762 23
Ga. 6,508,419 11 6,402,971 12 6,488,914 11
Hawaii 1,115,274 2 1,033,920 2 1,111,362 2
Idaho 1,011,986 2 997,266 2 1,003,945 2
M. 11,466,682 20 11,055,712 20 11,320,394 20
Ind. 5,564,228 10 5,534,228 10 5,557,017 10
lowa 2,787,424 5 2,766,634 5 2,784,155 5
Kan. 2,485,600 4 2,450,536 4 2,475,744 4
Ky. 3,698,969 7 3,682,859 7 3,695,825 7
La. 4,238,216 7 4,200,341 8 4,224,832 7
Maine 1,233,223 2 1,222,685 2 1,232,020 2
Md. 4,798,622 8 4,625,540 8 4,776,419 8
Mass. 6,029,051 10 5,760,991 10 5,988,381 11
Mich. 9,328,784 16 9,222,688 17 9,309,694 16
Minn. 4,387,029 8 4,326,700 8 4,382,838 8
Miss. 2,586,443 5 2,572,223 5 2,584,534 5
Mo. 5,137,804 9 5,102,444 9 5,130,074 9
Mont. 803,655 1 798,544 2 802,793 1
Neb. 1,584,617 3 1,573,319 3 1,580,737 3
Nev. 1,206,152 2 1,157,948 2 1,192,976 2
N.H. 1,113,915 2 1,097,255 2 1,112,929 2
N.J. 7,748,634 13 7,289,721 13 7,677,046 14
N.M. 1,521,779 3 1,478,969 3 1,502,378 3
N.Y. 18,044,505 31 16,689,613 30 17,771,642 31
N.C. 6,657,630 12 6,589,710 12 6,642,067 12
N.D. 641,364 1 637,214 1 640,917 1
Ohio 10,887,325 19 10,794,813 20 10,874,460 19
Okla. 3,157,604 6 3,115,767 6 3,145,258 6
Ore. 2,853,733 5 2,785,365 5 2,833,917 5
Pa. 11,924,710 21 11,755,834 21 11,907,487 21
Rl 1,005,984 2 967,257 2 1,000,070 2
S.C. 3,505,707 6 3,477,747 6 3,502,615 6
S.D. 699,999 1 697,263 1 699,656 1
Tenn. 4,896,641 9 4,867,421 9 4,890,467 9
Texas 17,059,805 30 16,271,843 30 16,723,655 29
Utah 1,727,784 3 1,694,549 3 1,726,248 3
Vt. 564,964 1 561,792 1 563,076 1
Va. 6,216,568 11 6,028,603 11 6,187,414 11
Wash. 4,887,941 9 4,731,596 9 4,858,268 9
W.Va. 1,801,625 3 1,794,983 3 1,800,505 3
Wis. 4,906,745 9 4,859,537 9 4,902,512 9
Wyo. 455,975 1 452,249 1 454,917 1
TOTAL 249,022,783 239,313,974 435 246,412,184 435
Center for Immigration Studies
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Table 4. Populations and Apportionment Estimates
for the 2000 Census: With and Without Immigration.

All Immigrants Included

1990s Immigrants Excluded

lllegal Aliens Excluded

Population  Apportionment Population Apportionment Population ~ Apportionment
Ala. 4,508,521 7 4,489,219 7 4,503,639 7
Alaska 702,108 1 678,904 1 697,593 1
Ariz. 4,487,073 7 4,332,646 7 4,346,723 7
Ark. 2,591,372 4 2,579,615 4 2,584,782 4
Calif. 35,619,933 56 31,491,037 51 33,179,073 53
Colo. 4,087,084 6 4,019,439 7 4,032,165 6
Conn. 3,288,991 5 3,188,553 5 3,253,599 5
Del. 762,342 1 755,528 1 759,291 1
Fla. 15,492,198 24 14,706,291 24 15,065,047 24
Ga. 7,677,684 12 7,569,270 12 7,638,631 12
Hawaii 1,336,974 2 1,256,045 2 1,325,990 2
Idaho 1,300,459 2 1,283,252 2 1,280,932 2
M. 12,298,460 19 11,848,080 19 11,944,535 19
Ind. 6,069,628 10 6,039,072 10 6,052,542 10
lowa 2,942,676 5 2,922,593 5 2,934,865 5
Kan. 2,736,521 4 2,696,012 4 2,712,112 4
Ky. 4,003,031 6 3,987,078 7 3,995,708 6
La. 4,503,212 7 4,259,052 7 4,476,362 7
Maine 1,246,369 2 1,243,295 2 1,242,342 2
Md. 5,354,189 8 5,183,869 8 5,300,490 9
Mass. 5,990,289 9 5,741,626 9 5,886,553 9
Mich. 9,804,549 15 9,726,507 16 9,759,393 16
Minn. 4,837,707 8 4,785,364 8 4,828,920 8
Miss. 2,762,172 4 2,752,968 5 2,757,657 4
Mo. 5,463,110 9 5,429,903 9 5,443,583 9
Mont. 924,981 2 924,590 2 923,516 2
Neb. 1,712,673 3 1,702,200 3 1,703,398 3
Nev. 1,703,288 3 1,647,477 3 1,673,997 3
N.H. 1,170,314 2 1,163,663 2 1,167,873 2
N.J. 8,197,381 13 7,756,446 13 8,032,623 13
N.M. 1,841,752 3 1,797,710 3 1,796,596 3
N.Y. 18,466,469 29 17,200,727 28 17,807,437 29
N.C. 7,649,342 12 7,587,182 12 7,622,492 12
N.D. 645,759 1 643,564 1 645,027 1
Ohio 11,500,695 18 11,441,210 19 11,472,625 18
Okla. 3,400,862 5 3,362,028 5 3,375,233 5
Ore. 3,426,136 5 3,353,396 5 3,385,862 5
Pa. 12,349,910 19 12,225,868 20 12,304,754 20
Rl 1,004,425 2 968,520 2 989,780 2
S.C. 3,952,959 6 3,935,397 6 3,947,101 6
S.D. 774,255 1 771,995 1 773,279 1
Tenn. 5,561,669 9 5,531,438 9 5,545,803 9
Texas 20,340,284 32 19,360,470 31 19,485,983 31
Utah 2,157,816 3 2,127,934 3 2,139,509 3
Vt. 595,085 1 594,206 1 591,790 1
Va. 7,093,271 11 6,901,371 11 7,026,147 1
Wash. 6,108,195 10 5,962,272 10 6,044,733 10
W.Va. 1,848,799 3 1,846,148 3 1,846,358 3
Wis. 5,398,482 8 5,361,976 9 5,389,085 9
Wyo. 524,939 1 522,386 1 522,865 1
TOTAL 278,216,393 435 267,655,392 435 272,216,393 435
Center for Immigration Studies
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End Notes

Parts of this study are adapted from Poston (1997)
and from Poston, et al. (1997).
! The INS estimates that 420,000 new illegal aliens join
the long-term illegal population each year. This num-
ber is offset by out-migration, deaths, and legalizations
so that the long-term illegal population is estimated to
grow by 275,000 each year (See the INS’s 1996 Statisti-
cal Yearbook, page 198).
> The INS’s figure of 275,000 is somewhat higher than
the 225,000 assumed by the Census Bureau (Current
Population Reports P25-1130, page 28).
? We assume that 83 percent of the illegal aliens esti-
mated to reside in each state at the time of the 1990
census by the INS were enumerated in the 1990 census
(1996 Statistical Yearbook; unpublished data provided
by the Office of Policy and Planning of the INS).
* As indicated above, for the purposes of apportion-
ment all persons residing in a state at the time of the
Census are counted including that portion of the state
population residing abroad and all immigrants — in-
cluding illegal aliens.
> We did attempt to calculate the effect of illegal im-
migration in the 10 years prior to the 2000 census. Our
preliminary results indicated that the effect is small, with
one seat effected.
¢ The population figutes in the first column and the
distribution of seats in the second column are the ac-
tual state population counts and apportionment of
House seats for 1990. The population number may not
precisely match some published figures because our
numbers include residents living overseas at the time.
7 Based on authors’ calculation of data from the March
1997 Current Population Survey.
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