
�

Center for Immigration StudiesBackgrounder March 2006

Dropping Out
Immigrant Entry and Native Exit From the Labor Market, 2000-2005

By Steven A. Camarota

Steven Camarota is Director of Research at the Center for Immigration Studies

Advocates of legalizing illegal aliens and increasing legal immigration argue that there are no Americans to 
fill low-wage jobs that require relatively little education. However, data collected by the Census Bureau 
show that, even prior to Hurricane Katrina, there were almost four million unemployed adult natives 

(age 18 to 64) with just a high school degree or less, and another 19 million not in the labor force. Perhaps most 
troubling, the share of these less-educated adult natives in the labor force has declined steadily since 2000.

•	 Looking first at all workers shows that between March 2000 and March 2005 only 9 percent of the net 
increase in jobs for adults (18 to 64) went to natives. This is striking because natives accounted for 61 percent 
of the net increase in the overall size of the 18 to 64 year old population. 

•	 As for the less-educated, between March of 2000 and 2005 the number of adult immigrants (legal and illegal) 
with only a high school degree or less in the labor force increased by 1.6 million. 

•	 At the same time, unemployment among less-educated adult natives increased by nearly one million, and the 
number of natives who left the labor force altogether increased by 1.5 million. Persons not in the labor force 
are neither working nor looking for work. 

•	 In total, there are 11.6 million less-educated adult immigrants in the labor force, nearly half of whom are 
estimated to be illegal aliens.

•	 Of perhaps greatest concern, the percentage of adult natives without a high school degree who are in the labor 
force fell from 59 to 56 percent between March 2000 and 2005, and for adult natives with only a high school 
degree participation in the labor force fell from 78 to 75 percent. 

•	 Had labor force participation remained the same, there would have been an additional 450,000 adult native 
dropouts and 1.4 million adult natives with only a high school degree in the labor force.

•	 Data collected since Hurricane Katrina, in January 2006, show no improvement in labor force participation 
for less-educated natives. It shows a modest improvement in unemployment only for adult native dropouts, 
but not for natives with only a high school degree. 

•	 The decline in less-educated adult natives (18 to 64) in the labor market does not seem to be the result of 
more parents staying home with young children, increased college enrollment, or early retirement. 

•	 There is some direct evidence that immigration has harmed less-educated natives; states with the largest 
increase in immigrants also saw larger declines in natives working; and in occupational categories that received 
the most new immigrants, native unemployment averages 10 percent. 

•	 While most natives are more educated, and don’t face competition from less-educated immigrants, detailed 
analysis of 473 separate occupations shows that 17 million less-educated adult natives work in occupations 
with a high concentrations of immigrants. 
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•	 Some of the occupations most impacted by immigration include maids, construction laborers, dishwashers, 
janitors, painters, cabbies, grounds keepers, and meat/poultry workers. The overwhelming majority of workers 
in these occupations are native-born. 

•	 The workers themselves are not the only thing to consider; nearly half of American children (under 18) are 
dependent on a less-educated worker, and 71 percent of children of the native-born working poor depend on a 
worker with a high school degree or less.

•	 Native-born teenagers (15 to 17) also saw their labor force participation fall — from 30 percent in 2000 to 24 
percent in 2005. 

•	 Wage data show little evidence of a labor shortage. Wage growth for less-educated natives has generally lagged 
behind wage increases for more educated workers. 

A national unemployment rate of 5 percent is 
irrelevant to the current debate over illegal 
immigration because illegals are overwhelmingly 

employed in only a few occupations, done mostly by 
workers with only a high school degree or less. In these 
high-illegal occupations, native unemployment averages 
10 percent — twice the national average. Moreover, 
the unemployment rate does not consider the growing 
percentage of less-educated workers who are not even 
looking for work and have left the labor market altogether. 
It would be an oversimplification to assume that each 
job taken by an immigrant is a job lost by a native. What 
is clear is that the last five years have seen a record level 
of immigration. At the same time, the unemployment 
rate of less-educated natives has remained high and 
the share that have left the labor force altogether has 
grown significantly. Wage growth has also generally been 
weak. Thus it is very hard to see any evidence of a labor 
shortage that could justify allowing illegal aliens to stay 
or to admit more as guestworkers. Rather, the available 
evidence suggests that immigration may be adversely 
impacting less-educated natives. The statistical findings 
of this study are consistent with other research that has 
looked at the pattern of immigrant job gains and native 
loses in recent years.1 

Data Source and Methods
Data Source. The information for this backgrounder 
comes from the March Current Population Survey 
(CPS) collected by the Census Bureau. All figures in 
this study reflect the 2000-based population weights, 
which were put out by the Census Bureau after the 2000 
Census revealed that the nation’s population was larger 
than previously thought. By using the new weights, we 
are able to make comparisons between the years 2000 
and 2005. The March data used for most of this study, 
which is also called the Annual Social and Economic 

Supplement, includes an extra‑large sample of minorities 
and is considered one of the best sources of information 
on the foreign-born.2 The foreign-born are defined as 
persons living in the United States who were not U.S. 
citizens at birth.3 For the purposes of this report, foreign-
born and immigrant are used synonymously. Because 
all children born in the United States to foreign-born 
parents are by definition natives, the sole reason for the 
dramatic increase in the foreign-born population is new 
immigration. The immigrant population in the 2005 
CPS includes roughly 9.7 million illegal aliens and 1 
to 1.5 million persons on long‑term temporary visas, 
mainly foreign students and various types of temporary 
workers. The CPS does not include persons in “group 
quarters,” such as prisons and nursing homes.
	 It is possible that the situation has changed 
since March 2005. For this reason we also report some 
statistics from the January 2006 CPS, which is the most 
recent data source available. Given its larger sample size, 
the March CPS is considered a better source of data 
on the foreign-born. Nonetheless, the January file still 
includes 11,000 adult (18 to 64) immigrants and 74,000 
adult natives and should therefore provide a reasonable 
picture of conditions at the start of 2006. 
	 For our comparisons of detailed occupations 
we also use a combined sample of the 2003 and 2004 
American Community Survey. Each ACS data file is six 
times larger than a March CPS. By combining the two 
most recent years of the ACS we should be able to gain 
insight into the distribution of immigrants and natives 
across the 473 occupations used by the Census Bureau 
for which there is data. 

Focus on Adult Workers. In this study we mainly 
examine employment patterns among adult workers age 
18 to 64. Although persons under 18 and over 64 often 
work, it is adults who comprise the vast majority of full-
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time workers and almost always are the primary income 
source for a household. Thus the labor-market situation 
of adult workers is central to both to the economy and 
American families. At various points in the study we 
examine labor-force participation among workers under 
18. But when considering withdrawal from the labor 
market, it makes sense to look only at those who are at 
least 18 and under age 65, thereby eliminating those in 
high school or those likely to be retired. In this report 
we focus on the three most common measures of labor-
force attachment used by economists: 1) unemployment, 
which refers to persons who are not holding a job, but 
say they are looking for work. 2) persons working, which 
refers to individuals who have a job. (The percentage 
who are employed as a share of the entire working-age 
population is a commonly used measure of labor force 
attachment, which economists sometimes refer to as the 
EP — employment to population rate.) 3) labor-force 
participation, which refers to persons working or looking 
for work. This can be expressed as a percentage of those 
working or looking for work in the total working-age 
population. Economists sometimes refer to this as the 
LF — labor force participation rate. Though common 
in more technical papers, we will not be using these 
abbreviations in this report. 

Illegals in the CPS. It is well-established that illegal 
aliens do respond to government surveys such as the 
decennial census and the Current Population Survey. 
While the CPS does not ask the foreign-born if they are 
legal residents of the United States, the Urban Institute, 
the former Immigration and Naturalization Service 
(INS), the Pew Hispanic Center, and the Census Bureau 
have all used socio-demographic characteristics in the 
data to estimate the size of the illegal population.4 Our 
preliminary estimates for the March 2005 CPS indicate 
that there were between 9.6 and 9.8 million illegal aliens 
in the survey. It must be remembered that this estimate 
includes only illegal aliens captured by the March 
CPS, not those missed by the survey. If we assume that 
some 10 percent of illegal immigrants were missed 
by the survey, then that would place the total illegal 
population at nearly 11 million in March of 2005. By 
design this estimate is consistent with those prepared by 
others.5 While consistent with other research findings, 
it should be obvious that there is no definitive means of 
determining whether a respondent in the survey is an 
illegal alien with 100 percent certainty. 

Illegals and Labor Force. We find 5.8 million adult illegal 
immigrants (age 18 to 64) employed in the March 2005 
CPS. We also find 370,000 unemployed adult illegals. It 

must be remembered that these figures are only for adults 
18 to 64 who were captured by the CPS and are in the 
labor force. It does not include those missed by the CPS. 
It also does not include illegals who are 15 to 17 years of 
age in the labor force nor the tiny number over age 64. 
Illegals comprise a larger share of the 18-to-64-year-olds 
in the labor force than of the entire labor force (when 
workers under 18 and over 64 are included) because 
there are comparatively few illegals in their teenage years 
and even fewer over age 64. 

Less-Educated Natives and Illegal Immigration. 
Although we report figures for all adult workers 18 to 
64, we focus our analysis mainly on native workers who 
have not completed high school, or those who have a 
high school degree but report no schooling beyond 
high school. We refer to these workers collectively as 
less-educated or less-skilled. Collectively there were 65 
million native-born Americans 18 to 64 in this group in 
March 2005, and they comprised 42 percent of all natives 
18 to 64. Throughout this study we report statistics for 
the two groups separately whenever possible. These 
workers are the most relevant to the current debate over 
illegal immigration because all researchers agree that 
illegals are overwhelmingly less-educated.6 Our research 
indicates that some 83 percent of employed illegals (18 
to 64) have no more than a high school diploma. One 
of the central questions in the current debate over illegal 
immigration is the extent to which there is a domestic 
supply of this type of worker that could be utilized if we 
chose to enforce the law and reduce the number of less-
skilled illegal aliens in the country. 
	 Of course, mechanization could, in many cases, 
also fill the labor needs of employers. In fact, there is 
evidence that by dramatically increasing the supply of 
less-skilled workers immigration may be retarding the 
adoption of labor-saving devices and techniques.7 But 
in this study we are mainly interested in the supply of 
less-educated workers. Nonetheless, it is worth keeping 
in mind that the substitution of capital for labor, as 
economists like to describe the process, is another way of 
meeting the needs of employers. 

Less-Educated Natives Tend to Be the Poorest 
Americans. The fact that less-educated workers tend to 
be the poorest Americans is another reason to focus on 
them. It is well-established that educational attainment 
is one of the best predictors of economic success in the 
modern American economy. The average annual income 
of an adult native (aged 18 to 64) without a high school 
degree is only 27 percent that of an adult native with 
more than a high school degree, and for natives with 
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only a high school diploma it is still just 57 percent that 
of adult natives with education beyond high school. 
Adult natives 18 to 64 without a high school degree 
account for 28 percent of adult natives in poverty. 
Adult natives with only a high school degree account 
for 38 percent of adults in poverty. In short, those with 
a high school degree or less account for two-thirds of the 
poverty population among adults. And it is not only the 
workers themselves to consider. In 2005, 48 percent of 
all children (under 18) in native-headed households were 
dependent on a worker with only a high school degree 
or less.8 Of children of the native-born working poor, 71 
percent are dependent on the wages of workers with only 
a high school degree or less.9 Put simply, less-educated 
workers and their dependents comprise a very large share 
of the low-income population. Thus how they do in the 
labor market impacts them, their children, taxpayers, 
and society as a whole.

Employment of the Less-Educated 
Declining Native Employment. Table 1 examines the 
labor force status of adult natives and immigrant workers 
in the United States. The top of the table shows that the 
number of adult natives (age 18 to 64) holding a job has 
grown by only 303,000 between March 2000 and March 
2005, while the number of adult immigrant workers 
holding a job increased 2.9 million. Put a different 
way, the total net increase in employment among adult 
workers was 3.2 million, but only 9 percent of the net 
increase went to natives. This is striking because natives 
account for 61 percent of the net growth in the number 
of people 18 to 64 in the United States, yet they earned 
only 9 percent of the net increase in jobs between March 
2000 and March 2005.10 It is not unreasonable to say 
that natives account for most of the net increase in the 
number of potential workers, but immigrants accounted 
for almost all of the net increase in actual workers. 

Declining Employment Among Less-educated Natives. 
Table 1 also divides the adult population (age 18 to 
64) by educational attainment. The table shows that 
the number of natives without a high school diploma 
holding a job declined by 1.3 million and the number 
with only a high school diploma holding a job declined 
by 1.9 million. At the same time, the number of adult 
immigrants without a high school degree holding a job 
increased by more than 800,000, and the number with 
only a high school degree holding a job increased by 
more than 700,000. Taken together, the number of less-
educated natives working fell by 3.2 million, while the 

number of less-educated immigrants working increased 
by 1.5 million. 

Numerical Decline in Native Employment. The middle 
portion of Table 1 shows that part of the explanation 
for the decline in employment among less-educated 
natives was due to a significant rise in unemployment 
for both groups. There were 256,000 more unemployed 
native dropouts in March 2005 than in March 2000 
and 696,000 more unemployed natives with only a 
high school diploma. Thus, 20 percent of the decline in 
the number of native dropouts working was due to an 
increase in unemployment. For natives with only a high 
school education, the 696,000 rise in unemployment 
accounted for 37 percent of the decline in the number 
holding a job. If we look at those not in the labor force, 
shown in the bottom section of Table 1, we see that 
the number of native dropouts not in the labor force 
changed very little, while the number of natives with 
only a high school degree went up by 1.4 million. Thus, 
looking only at numbers, the explanation for the rise in 
the number not working is somewhat different for the 
two groups. 
	 For natives with only a high school diploma, 
the 1.9 million decline in the number working was 
due entirely to a substantial increase in the number 
unemployed and the number not in the labor force. But 
for native dropouts, there was a significant decline in the 
total number of such individuals aged 18 to 64. This is 
due to rising high school graduation rates for natives and 
the retirement of older native-born dropouts. Thus some 
of the decline in the number of adult native dropouts 
working was simply due to an overall decline in the 
number of such workers. This is not at all the case for 
natives with only a high school diploma. 
 
Decline in Employment Rates. The decline in the 
absolute number of natives who lack a high school 
diploma in the 18-to-64 age group was also accompanied 
by a significant deterioration in the percentage of these 
natives working. All of the percentage changes in the share 
working, unemployed, or not in the labor force shown in 
Table 1 for natives are statistically significant. That is, we 
can say with 90 percent certainty that the figures for 2000 
and 2005 in the nation’s actual population are different 
from each other based on the results of the survey. For 
the most part, the changes in the number of immigrants 
working, unemployed, or not in the labor force also are 
statistically significant. However the percentage changes 
for immigrants are not statistically significant. This is not 
to say that there were not changes in the employment 
percentage for immigrants in the actual population. It 
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does mean that given survey variability we cannot say 
if the changes in percentage of immigrants working, 
unemployed, or not in the labor force represent real 
changes in the population. 
	 The top of Table 1 shows that the share of 
native dropouts holding a job declined from 53 to 48.2 
percent. This was partly due to a very substantial rise 

in their unemployment rate from 10.3 to 14.3 percent, 
and was also due to a rise in the number not in the labor 
force, from 40.9 to 43.7 percent. (Note: persons in the 
labor force are either working or looking for work.) If the 
number of dropouts not in the labor force had remained 
the same as in 2000 (40.9 percent), then some 454,000 
additional dropouts would have been in the labor force. 

Table 1. Immigrants and Natives in 2000 & 2005 (18 to 64, in thousands)

Working

All Foreign-Born
     <HS Education
     High School Only
     >High School
All Natives
     <HS Education
     High School Only
     >High School

Number

2000

 17,079 
 4,996 
 4,385 
 7,698 

 111,784 
 9,059 

 36,535 
 66,190 

2005

 20,007 
 5,805 
 5,117 
 9,085 

 112,087 
 7,732 

 34,653 
 69,702 

Change

2,928*
809*
732*

1,387*
 303* 

-1,327*
-1,882*
3,512*

Percent

2000

71.6 %
64.5 %
73.5 %
75.9 %
75.9 %
53.0 %
74.5 %
81.6 %

2005

71.0 %
65.0 %
71.2 %
75.4 %
72.8 %
48.2 %
70.3 %
78.7 %

Change

-0.6 %
0.6 %

-2.3 %
-0.5 %
-3.1 %*
-.4.8 %*
-4.2 %*
-2.9 %*

Unemployed

All Foreign-Born
     <HS Education
     High School Only
     >High School
All Natives
     <HS Education
     High School Only
     >High School

Number

2000

 893 
476
194
223

 4,662 
 1,039 
 1,854 
 1,769 

2005

 1,040 
444
279
317

 6,394 
 1,295 
 2,550 
 2,549 

Change

147*
-32
85*
94*

1,732*
256*
696*
780*

Percent

2000

5.0 %
8.7 %
4.2 %
2.8 %
4.0 %

10.3 %
4.8 %
2.6 %

2005

4.9 %
7.1%
5.2%
3.4 %
5.4 %

14.3 %
6.9 %
3.5 %

Change

-0.1 %
-1.6 %
1.0 %
0.6 %
1.4 %*
4.0 %*
2.1 %*
0.9 %*

Not In Labor Force1

All Foreign-Born
     <HS Education
     High School Only
     >High School
All Natives
     <HS Education
     High School Only
     >High School

Number

2000

  5,883 
 2,279 
 1,384 
 2,220 

 30,846 
 6,980 

 10,681 
 13,185 

2005

 7,118 
 2,676 
 1,789 
 2,653 

 35,475 
 7,015 

 12,119 
 16,341 

Change

1,235*
397*
405*
433*

4,629*
35

1,438*
3,156*

Percent

2000

24.7 %
29.4 %
23.2 %
21.9 %
20.9 %
40.9 %
21.8 %
16.2 %

2005

25.3 %
30.0 %
24.9 %
22.0 %
23.0 %
43.7 %
24.6 %
18.4 %

Change

0.6 %* 
0.6 %
1.7 %
0.1 %
2.1 %*
2.8 %*
2.8 %*
2.2 %*

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of March 2000 and 2005 Current Population Surveys.   
1 Persons not in the labor force are neither working nor looking for work. 
* Statistically significiant difference.
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If we take the 454,000 and add it to the 256,000 rise 
in unemployment among native dropouts, it means that 
710,000, or 53 percent, of the 1.3 million decline in the 
number of native dropout workers was due to a rise in 
their unemployment rate and a fall off in their labor force 
participation rate. The rest of the decline was simply the 
result of there being fewer adults age 18 to 64 who had 
not completed high school. Whatever the reason, these 
individuals, who already had the highest unemployment 
and lowest labor force participation rate of any group, 
have seen their situation deteriorate even further in the 
last five years. Moreover, as the bottom of Table 1 shows, 
there were a total of seven million adult natives without 
a high school degree not in the labor force. Even if half 
or two-thirds of this group do not wish to work, there 
is still a huge pool of native-born unskilled adult labor 
numbering in the millions. 
	 As for natives with only a high school diploma, 
the percentage unemployed and the percentage not in 
the labor force also increased significantly. The top of 
Table 1 shows that the percentage of high-school-only 
adult natives holding a job declined from 74.5 to 70.3. 
This was partly due to a rise in their unemployment 

rate from 4.8 to 6.9 percent, and was also due to a rise 
in the number not in the labor force — from 21.8 to 
24.6 percent. Unlike dropouts, there was no decline in 
the overall number of natives 18 to 64 years of age with 
only a high school diploma. In fact, the total number 
of such natives increased slightly. If the share not in the 
labor force had remained the same as in 2000 (21.8 
percent), then 1.4 million more natives with only a high 
school degree would have been in the labor force. This 
also does not include the 696,000 rise in the number of 
unemployed natives with only a high school education. 
	 Taken together, the decline in the labor force 
participation rates of native dropouts and those with 
only a high school degree means that there were almost 
1.9 million fewer less-educated natives in the labor force 
in 2005 than in 2000. Or put a different way, there are 
nearly 1.9 million less-educated natives “missing” from 
the labor market. And this figure does not include the 
1.2 million rise in unemployment among less-educated 
native-born workers. This compares to the 1.6 million 
increase in the number of less-educated immigrants in 
the labor force. These figures seem to indicate that if 
unemployment and labor force participation for natives 

Figure 1. Work & Labor Force Participation Has Declined for Adult Native Dropouts (18-64)

60 %

50 %

40 %
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

59.1 %

53.0 %

59.5 %

52.7 %

50.3 %
50.7 %

49.0 %
48.2 %

58.9 %
58.4 %

56.9 %
56.3 %

Percent in Labor Force *

Percent Holding a Job *

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of March 2000 through 2005 Current Population Surveys. Persons not in the 
labor force are neither working nor looking for work.
* The change in both labor force participation and the share working between 2000 and 2005 are statistically significant.
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had remained at 2000 levels, there would have been an 
ample supply of less-educated workers in the United 
States, without immigration. Moreover, these workers are 
still here, and if the number of less-educated immigrants 
in the labor force were reduced by enforcing immigration 
laws, then less-educated natives who are unemployed or 
not in the labor force might be available to take such 
jobs. At the very least, we can say that until very recently, 
a much larger share of less-educated workers held jobs.

Employment Declined Every Year. Table 1 shows only 
2000 and 2005 — it does not show the intervening 
years. Figure 1 reports the percentage of adult native 
dropouts (18 to 64) holding a job, and the share in the 
labor force. Again, persons are considered to be in the 
labor force if they either have a job or are looking for 
one. Figure 2 shows the same figures for adult natives 
(age 18 to 64) who have only a high school degree. 
(Table A in the appendix provides more detailed year-
by-year information for all educational categories.) Both 
figures show declining labor force participation for both 
groups in every year since 2000 – despite the overall 
improvement in the economy since 2003. The figure 

for the share working also shows the same trend, with 
the exception that the share of high-school-only natives 
holding a job did rise very slightly between 2004 and 
2005 due to an improvement in their unemployment 
rate.11 However, the share in the labor force in 2005 was 
still only 70.3 percent, much lower than the 74.5 percent 
in 2000. Moreover, Figure 2 shows that the share of high-
school-only adult natives in the labor force continually 
deteriorated between 2000 and 2005. Figures 1 and 2 
are important because they show that the problem of 
declining native labor force participation and work is 
not confined to just one year, but has continued despite 
a significant improvement in the economy. Of course, as 
already mentioned, it is immigrants who are the primary 
beneficiaries of job growth since 2000. That itself is the 
puzzling question: Why are natives, particularly less-
educated natives, doing so badly? Or put a different 
way: why are immigrants getting all the net increase in 
employment?

What’s Happened Since March 2005. As already 
discussed, the March CPS is the best data source for 
examining immigrants and natives, especially for the 

Figure 2. Work & Labor Force Participation Has Declined for H.S.-Only Adult Natives (18-64)

80 %

72 %

70 %
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

78.2 %

74.5 %

78.2 %

74.2 %

71.9 %

70.8 %

70.2 % 70.3 %

77.6 %

76.6 %

75.8 %

75.4 %

Percent in Labor Force *

Percent Holding a Job *

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of March 2000 through 2005 Current Population Surveys. Persons not in the 
labor force are neither working nor looking for work.
* The change in both labor force participation and the share working between 2000 and 2005 are statistically significant.
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kind of detailed analysis in this study. However, the other 
monthly CPSs can also be used to study immigrants and 
natives. Data from January 2006 are the most recent 
available and can give a reasonable picture of how things 
might have changed since March of 2005. The January 
2006 CPS shows no meaningful change in the pattern 
discussed in this report. As Figure 1 shows, the March 
2005 CPS reported 56.3 percent of adult natives with 
less than a high school education in the labor force; the 
January CPS shows 56.4 percent. For those with only 
a high school diploma, the March 2005 data showed 
75.4 percent in the labor force; in January 2006 it was 
75.3 percent. Neither of these differences is statistically 
significant. While labor force participation has not 
changed, unemployment does seem to have improved 
for native-born dropouts. It was 12.9 percent in January 
2006, compared to 14.3 percent in March 2005. For 
natives with only a high school degree, unemployment 
also improved very slightly in January 2006 – to 6.7 
percent compared to 6.9 percent in March 2005. As 
the for share working, the decline in unemployment for 
native dropouts means that 49.3 percent were working 
in January 2006 compared to 48.2 percent in March 
2005. This is still much lower than the 53 percent who 
held a job in March 2000. Other than the decline in 
unemployment, there has been no meaningful change 
for less-educated natives between March 2005 and 
January 2006. 
	 It should be noted that the above analysis 
compares the March 2005 CPS, which includes the 
Annual Social and Economic Supplement to the January 
2006 CPS, which has no supplement. While all CPS 
data should produce comparable results, the Annual 
Social and Economic Supplement is designed to capture 
harder-to-find populations, such as immigrants. For that 
reason, the Annual Supplement is used to measure such 
things as poverty or health insurance coverage. To really 
see if things have changed since March 2005, it probably 
makes more sense to compare the January 2006 CPS 
with the March 2005 CPS without the supplement. 
The March 2005 CPS without the supplement shows 
56.5 percent of adult native dropouts in the labor force, 
virtually identical to the 56.6 percent shown in the 
January 2006 CPS. The March 2005 CPS without the 
supplement also shows that 75.8 percent of adult natives 
with only a high school degree were in the labor force. 
This is actually better than the 75.3 percent found in 
January 2006 CPS, suggesting that things might have 
deteriorated even further for natives with only a high 
school diploma in recent months, at least with regard to 
labor force participation. 

	 As for unemployment, among native dropouts 
it was 14.3 percent in March 2005, with or without 
the supplement. Thus, although their unemployment 
remains higher than in 2000 and higher than for any 
other group, the last few months do seem to have seen 
some improvement in dropout unemployment rates. 
There is no such improvement for natives with only 
a high school diploma. The March CPS without the 
supplement shows their unemployment at 6.6 percent, 
compared to 6.7 percent in the January CPS. Taken 
together, the results from January 2006 as compared 
to March, with or without the supplement, show little 
or no change for less-educated natives. Unemployment 
may have lessened for native dropouts, but the more 
troubling decline in labor force participation does not 
seem to have improved. And in fact, there might have 
been a further deterioration for natives with only a high 
school diploma.12 

Full-time Work Has Also Declined. So far we have 
considered those holding a job collectively. While the 
share of less-educated natives holding a job or in the 
labor force has declined, it is possible that this situation 
is at least partly ameliorated by a rise in the share of 
native workers who are employed full-time. (Full-time 
is defined as usually working 35 hours a week or more.) 
Table C in the Appendix examines this question. The 
share of native workers employed full-time actually 
declined slightly between 2000 and 2005. However, 
these declines are not statistically significantly. While the 
declines are not statistically significant, they certainly do 
not indicate that more natives are working full-time. As 
we have seen, the share of natives in the labor force has 
declined significantly and this has not been offset by a 
rise in the share working full-time. This is true for both 
men and women. 

Reasons? Child Rearing, School 
Attendance and Early Retirement
Labor Market Participation and Child Rearing. The 
increase in the number of working age (18 to 64) natives 
not in the labor force could be the result of factors other 
than the scarcity of employment opportunities. One 
reason for it might be an increase in the number of adults 
staying home to care for a young child. In American 
society women are still more likely to take time off from 
a career in order to care for children. Thus, looking at 
changes by gender can also shed light on this question. 
Analysis of the CPS shows that the drop in labor force 
participation was about three percentage points for both 
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male and female dropouts and about three percentage 
points for men and women with only a high school 
diploma. (Table B in the appendix of this report shows 
detailed figures for men.) Since the decline was the same 
for both men and women, it seems unlikely that child 
rearing explains the falloff in labor force participation 
among native men 18 to 64. Moreover, the share of less-
educated women not in the labor force with and without 
a young child (under age six) increased by roughly the 
same amount between 2000 and 2005, indicating that 
the share of mothers staying home with kids has not 
grown.

Labor Market Participation and School Attendance. 
Another possible reason why less-educated natives might 
leave the labor force is to gain more schooling. In 2000, 
85.7 percent of natives (aged 18 to 64) who did not have 
a high school diploma reported they were not in school, 
in 2005 the percentage was actually slightly lower, 85.1 
percent. Fewer natives in school should have caused a 
slight increase in labor force participation, the opposite 
of what actually happened. As for persons with only a 
high school education, in 2000, 97.4 percent reported 
that they were not in school, which was almost identical 
to the 97.1 percent in 2005. It should be noted that there 
are some 18-year-olds and even some 19-year-olds in 
high school; also some dropouts are working for a GED 
and may report being in school. But the share of such 
persons was basically the same in 2000 and 2005. What’s 
more, there are almost no less-educated persons, as it is 
defined here, attending college because the vast majority 
of college students show up in the data as having at least 
some education beyond high school, unless they are in 
their first semester. The bottom line is that rising school 
attendance does not seem to explain falling labor force 
participation among less-educated natives.
 
Labor Market Participation and Early Retirement. 
One final possible reason for the decline in labor force 
participation for less-educated natives is that a larger share 
of persons retired early. But if we look at the labor force 
participation for persons age 60 to 64 in 2000 and 2005, 
we find no indication that they account for the overall 
decline. In 2000, 35.7 percent of native dropouts age 60 
to 64 reported that they were in the labor force compared 
to 32.8 percent in 2005, a 2.9 percentage-point change; 
this is almost exactly the same as the decline for dropouts 
overall. As for natives with only a high school diploma 
age 60 to 64, we find that the percentage in the labor 
market went from 44.3 percent in 2000 to 46.8 percent 
in 2005. This means that all of the overall decline in 
labor force participation among natives with only a high 

school education was due to a decline for those under 
age 60, making earlier retirement an unlikely cause of the 
change. Thus it seems very unlikely that early retirement 
explains any of the decline in labor force participation 
among either group of less-educated natives. 

Evidence of Immigrant Competition
The above analysis shows that there is a very large pool 
of less-educated adult natives either unemployed or 
not in the labor force. Thus it seems hard to argue that 
America is desperately short of less-educated workers. 
Moreover, these workers have not fared well in the recent 
years. Given the dramatic increase in the number of less-
educated immigrant workers, it is difficult to imagine 
that there is no competition for jobs among similarly 
educated natives. However, trying to actually measure 
the impact is not easy. For example, it is not possible to 
compare differences across metropolitan areas because 
the sample size of the CPS is different for most cities. 
Moreover, most metropolitan areas are not defined in the 
survey.13 Looking for differences across states is possible, 
but states are not discrete labor markets. Moreover, any 
comparison across cities or states may not be meaningful 
because we live in a national economy with large-scale 
movements of people, goods, and capital between 
different parts of America. In its 1997 study, The New 
Americans, the National Research Council came to this 
same conclusion. In an effort to avoid some of these 
problems, we look at age groups and occupations at the 
national level. However, such comparisons also have 
limitations. 

Natives and Immigrants by Age. Table 2 reports the 
share of less-educated natives working in 2000 and 2005 
by age. It also shows the immigrant share of workers 
in each age group in 2000 and 2005. The bottom of 
the table shows the correlation between the changing 
immigrant shares of each group and the share of natives 
holding a job in each age group.14 The correlation 
is negative 0.58. A negative correlation means that as 
immigrants increased as a share of an age group, the 
percentage of natives working in that same age group 
decreased. Any correlation larger 0.5 or -0.5 is usually 
seen as meaningful. The square of a correlation, in this 
case 0.38, can be interpreted to mean that 38 percent of 
the variation in the changing percentage of less-educated 
natives holding a job across age groups is explained by 
the growth of immigrants in the age group. 
	 It is common in economics to focus on workers 
age 25 to 64 because workers in this age range generally 
represent the most productive workers. And by age 25 
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most Americans have completed all of the schooling they 
are likely to get. Table 2 also reports the correlation when 
workers under age 25 are excluded. The table shows that 
when young workers are excluded the correlation rises to 
0.71, and the square of the correlation for the 25-to-64 
population is 0.50. This would suggest that immigration 
accounts for about half of the variation in the changing 
share of natives holding a job across the age groups. Of 
course, Table 2 does not control for factors other than the 
changing immigrant share. Moreover, a correlation is not 
definitive proof that immigration is adversely impacting 
natives, especially since there are only a limited number 
of age groups to compare. But the results are certainly 
consistent with that possibility. It’s worth noting that 
the correlations only looking at male workers produce 
very similar results to those in Table 2.15 Correlations 
focusing on the labor force participation of less-educated 
workers also look very similar to those in Table 2.16 

Natives with Less Than a High School Degree. Table 
2 combined high school dropouts and those with only a 
high school degree. Table 3 reports figures only for native 
high school dropouts age 18 to 64. The correlations of 
0.19 is both positive and very weak, indicating that the 
growth of immigrants in an age group did not vary with 
the decline in natives holding a job. Again, a correlation 
does not control for a variety of factors and is not proof 
that immigrants have no impact on native employment. 

What it does mean is that changes in employment 
among native dropouts did not vary with the growth in 
immigrant workers in an age group between 2000 and 
2005. It may simply be that because the jobs dropouts 
tend to have require the least skills, the labor market for 
high school dropouts is not segmented by age. That is, 
dropouts in their 20s do the same kind of work as those 
in the 30s, 40s, and so on. Thus, changing immigrant 
shares by age has little impact on native employment by 
age, but there still may be a significant impact on all 
dropouts. There is a well-developed literature showing 
that high-school-dropout immigrants and natives do 
compete with each other for jobs.17 The figures for 
men only and labor force participation also show no 
significant correlation between growth in the immigrant 
share of an age group and native dropout labor market 
outcomes. 
	
Natives With a High School Degree. Table 4 reports, 
by age, the correlation between the growth in immigrant 
workers with only a high school diploma between 2000 
and 2005. It also shows the share of natives with only 
a high school degree holding a job by age group. The 
correlation between immigrant growth and native 
employment decline is -0.76, an indication of a strong 
relationship between declining employment among 
natives with only a high school degree and the rise in 
immigrant workers. The square of 0.76 is 0.58, indicating 

Table 2. All Less-Educated Native Workers (18 to 64)

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of March 2000 and 2005 Current Population Surveys.   
Figures are for workers with only a high school degree or less.

Age

18 to 24
25 to 29
30 to 34
35 to 39
40 to 44
45 to 49
50 to 54
55 to 59
60 to 64
Total

% Natives 
Holding a 

Job in 2000

62.0 %
74.9 %
78.2 %
77.0 %
77.1 %
76.0 %
70.9 %
59.5 %
39.9 %
68.9 %

Immigrants 
as a Share of 

Workers in Age 
Group in 2000

15.5 %
22.6 %
21.1 %
18.6 %
15.9 %
15.2 %
15.1 %
12.2 %
13.9 %
17.1 %

% Natives 
Holding a 

Job in 2005

55.8 %
67.6 %
71.1 %
73.9 %
74.8 %
73.8 %
67.8 %
58.5 %
41.0 %
64.8 %

Immigrants as a 
Share of Workers 

in Age Group in 
2005

17.4 %
27.4 %
28.6 %
25.5  %
20.5 %
16.8 %
16.2 %
15.5 %
12.8 %
20.5 %

Change 
in Natives 

Working

-6.2 %
-7.4 %
-7.1 %
-3.2 %
-2.3 %
-2.2 %
-3.1 %
-1.0 %
1.2 %

-4.1 %

Change in 
Immigrant Share 

of Workers in Age 
Group

1.8 %
4.7 %
7.5 %
7.0 %
4.6 %
1.6 %
1.1 %
3.3 %

-1.2 %
3.4 %

Correlations between change in immigrant share of 
workers and change in share of natives working

All Workers
Workers 25 to 64

-0.58
-0.71
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Table 3. Natives (18-64) Without a High School Degree

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of March 2000 and 2005 Current Population Surveys.   

Age

18 to 24
25 to 29
30 to 34
35 to 39
40 to 44
45 to 49
50 to 54
55 to 59
60 to 64
Total

% Natives 
Holding a 

Job in 2000

50.9 %
60.5 %
63.2 %
62.1 %
58.6 %
56.7 %
57.0 %
46.3 %
33.7 %
53.0 %

Immigrants 
as a Share of 

Workers in Age 
Group in 2000

24.4 %
48.1 %
47.7 %
44.2 %
40.1 %
36.6 %
34.7 %
22.4 %
21.3 %
35.5 %

% Natives 
Holding a 

Job in 2005

41.2 %
54.6 %
58.5 %
60.9 %
57.7 %
59.1 %
49.2 %
43.1 %
30.8 %
48.2 %

Immigrants as a 
Share of Workers 

in Age Group in 
2005

27.8 %
53.2 %
58.8 %
54.2 %
48.4 %
40.2 %
40.4 % 
32.6 %
25.7 %
42.9 %

Change 
in Natives 

Working

-9.7 %
-5.9 %
-4.7 %
-1.2 %
-1.0 %
2.4 %

-7.8 %
-3.2 %
-2.9 %
-4.8 %

Change in 
Immigrant Share 

of Workers in Age 
Group

3.3 %
5.0 %

11.0 %
10.0 %
8.4 %
3.6 %
5.7 %

10.2 %
4.4 %
7.3 %

Correlations between change in immigrant share of 
workers and change in share of natives working

All Workers
Workers 25 to 64

0.19
-0.10

Table 4. Natives (18-64) With Only a High School Degree

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of March 2000 and 2005 Current Population Surveys.   

Age

18 to 24
25 to 29
30 to 34
35 to 39
40 to 44
45 to 49
50 to 54
55 to 59
60 to 64
Total

% Natives 
Holding a 

Job in 2000

69.8 %
78.9 %
81.8 %
80.6 %
81.6 %
80.9 %
74.9 %
64.5 %
43.0 %
74.5 %

Immigrants 
as a Share of 

Workers in Age 
Group in 2000

10.1 %
13.7 %
12.8 %
11.2 %
9.5 %
9.8 %
9.3 %
8.9 %

10.6 %
10.7 %

% Natives 
Holding a 

Job in 2005

65.4 %
71.4 %
74.2 %
76.8 %
78.8 %
77.3 %
72.6 %
63.5 %
44.9 %
70.3 %

Immigrants as a 
Share of Workers 

in Age Group in 
2005

12.2 %
17.2 %
16.8 %
16.1 %
12.4 %
10.4 %
9.9 %

10.5 %
8.6 %

12.9 %

Change 
in Natives 

Working

-4.4 %
-7.5 %
-7.6 %
-3.8 %
-2.8 %
-3.6 %
-2.3 %
-1.0 %
1.9 %

-4.2 %

Change in 
Immigrant Share 

of Workers in Age 
Group

2.0 %
3.4 %
3.9 %
4.9 %
2.9 %
0.7 %
0.6 %
1.6 %

-1.9 %
2.1 %

Correlations between change in immigrant share of 
workers and change in share of natives working

All Workers
Workers 25 to 64

-0.76
-0.77
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that 58 percent of the variation between age groups in 
the decline of native employment is explained by the 
increase in the immigrant share. This would seem to be a 
large impact. However, as already discussed, correlations 
should always be interpreted with caution. As is true 
with the other analysis reported above, the same general 
pattern exists when we look at male workers with only 
a high school education and also when we focus on 
theirlabor force participation.18

High-Immigrant Occupations. Another way to 
examine the impact of immigration on labor market 
outcomes for natives is to compare occupations. Table 
5 reports the concentration of immigrants and natives 
in the major occupational categories used by the Census 
Bureau in 2005. All figures are for adults age 18 to 
64. The occupational categories are ranked based on 
native unemployment rates, which are shown in the 
first column. One of the most important things about 
Table 5 is that it shows that there are millions of native-
born Americans employed in occupations that have high 
concentrations of immigrants. It’s simply incorrect to 
say that immigrants only do jobs natives don’t want. 
If that were so, then there should be occupations 
comprised almost entirely of immigrants. Just the first 
five occupational categories of farming/fishing/forestry, 
construction, building cleaning/maintenance, and food 
processing currently employ 22 million adult native-
born Americans. 
	 Because persons not in the labor force generally 
do not list an occupation, it’s not possible to use 
occupational data to measure labor force participation. 
However, persons who are unemployed do indicate 
what they did at their last job. Thus, we can look at the 
relationship between the presence of immigrants in an 
occupation and native unemployment. Table 5 shows 
that native unemployment averages 10 percent in the first 
five occupations listed. The table also shows that in just 
these five occupations there are 2.3 million unemployed 
adult natives. It’s also worth mentioning that while 96 
percent of adults who are not in the labor force report 
no occupation, some did tell the Census Bureau what 
job they did when they last worked. In 2005, more than 
380,000 adult natives (age 18 to 64) not in the labor 
force said that when they were in the labor market, they 
were employed in one of the first five occupations listed 
at the top of the table. These figures certainly indicate 
that these occupations are not “off limits” to natives.
	 Perhaps the unemployed native workers are not 
where employers want them, or there is some other reason 
businesses find these unemployed natives unacceptable. 
But on its face Table 5 indicates that there is quite a lot 

of unutilized labor of this kind in the United States. We 
can also correlate native unemployment by occupation 
with the presence of immigrants. Unfortunately, the 
Census Bureau changed the way it defined occupations 
in 2003, making it impossible to examine how native 
unemployment rates changed over time by occupation. 
However, it is possible to look at the unemployment 
rate and the share of the occupation that is comprised 
of immigrants who indicated in the 2005 survey that 
they arrived in 2000 or later. These recently arrived 
immigrants are shown in column three of Table 5. The 
correlation between native unemployment rates and 
the share of an occupation that is comprised of recently 
arrived immigrants is 0.87. The square of this correlation 
is 0.76. As already indicated, this can be interpreted to 
mean that the presence of recent immigrants explains 
76 percent of the variation in native unemployment 
rates across occupations. If we compare the share of 
the occupation that is comprised of all immigrants, 
not just those who arrived after 2000, the correlation 
is 0.88. Correlations are not proof that immigration 
increases native unemployment. But all of these figures 
are consistent with the possibility that immigration 
may explain a good deal of the unemployment among 
natives. 

Less-educated Workers by Occupations. A potential 
problem with the occupational categories in Table 5 is that 
they are highly aggregated, comprising many different 
specific jobs. It could be the case that the immigrants are 
concentrated in only a few specific occupations. So for 
example, in the construction category maybe all of the 
construction laborers are immigrants, while all or nearly 
all of construction foremen are natives. (Higher-level 
supervisors would be in the management occupational 
category.) By looking at all construction jobs together in 
Table 5 we may not get an accurate picture. The Current 
Population Survey is simply not large enough to divide 
workers into much more detailed job categories and still 
get a reasonable estimate of immigrant shares. One way 
to deal with this question is to look at only less-educated 
natives and immigrants in each occupation. By less-
educated we mean those with only a high school degree 
or less.19 This should provide a more “apples to apples” 
comparison. 
	 Table 6 shows adults with only a high school 
degree or less in each occupational category. The table 
reads as follows: In the building cleaning and maintenance 
category unemployment is 11.6 percent among less-
educated natives. The second column shows that 39.3 
percent of less-educated workers in that occupational 
category are foreign born. The table shows that there are 
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still 14.4 million less-educated adult natives employed 
in the first five occupations listed and an addition 1.7 
million less-educated unemployed adults natives in these 
five occupations. If we include personal care and service 
occupations, then there are an additional 1.6 million 
less-educated adult natives in a “high-immigrant” 
occupation, and 143,000 more unemployed. This comes 
to 37 percent of all less-educated adult natives. The 
correlation between the immigrant share of less-educated 
workers and the unemployment rate for less-educated 
natives is 0.90, and the square of the correlation is 0.81. 
This certainly supports the high correlations found in 
Table 5 when all workers are considered. 

Detailed Look at Occupations. There is another data 
source that allows a more detailed look by occupation. 
The American Community Survey (ACS) is almost six 
times larger than the Current Population Survey. While 
2005 ACS data are not yet released, by combining 2004 
and 2003 ACS data we can get good estimates that should 
be reliable for detailed occupations and is still recent. 
Table D in the Appendix at the end of this Backgrounder 
shows over 470 occupations for which there are data 
for 2003 and 2004. By examining occupations in this 
very detailed way we can see if there are occupations 
comprised only of immigrants. The far left column of 
Table D provides a number that corresponds to the 
occupational categories shown in Table 5. So if you 

Table 6. Less-Educated* Immigant and Native Adults (18 to 64) by Occupation in 2005
Ranked by Native Unemployment Rate of Occupation (in thousands)

Occupation

Farming, fishing, & forestry
Blding. cleaning & maintenance
Construct. & extraction
Food preparation
Production
Personal care & service
Healthcare support
Transportation & moving
Installation and repair
Sales
Arts, entertainment & media
Community &social service
Healthcare practitioner
Management occupations
Education, training
Business and financial
Office & admin. support
Life, physical, & soc. science
Computer mathematical
Protective service
Legal occupations
Architecture & engineering
Total

Native 
Unemployment

14.2 %
11.6 %
12.1 %
11.2 %
8.5 %
8.2 %
7.0 %
7.5 %
5.9 %
7.8 %
6.5 %
4.1 %
2.7 %
3.1 %
3.3 %
2.6 %
6.2 %
1.0 %
3.8 %
6.0 %
3.3 %
4.4 %
7.8 %

Immigrant 
Share of 

Less-Educated 
Workers

51.9 %
39.3 %
30.5 %
29.4 %
25.8 %
20.2 %
19.4 %
19.2 %
14.2 %
13.6 %
12.4 %
11.9 %
10.9 %
10.8 %
10.3 %
10.0 %
9.7 %
9.2 %
9.1 %
9.0 %
8.2 %
4.4 %

20.5 %

Number of 
Employed 

Less-Educated 
Natives

 338 
 2,210 
 4,207 
 2,942 
 4,741 
 1,599 
 1,183 
 4,464 
 2,412 
 4,947 

 360 
 185 
 468 

 2,664 
 643 
 718 

 6,827 
 99 

 229 
 778 
 89 

 281 
 42,384 

Number of 
Employed 

Less-Educated 
Immigrants

 364 
 1,430 
 1,845 
 1,226 
 1,651 

 405 
 284 

 1,058 
 400 
 781 
 51 
 25 
 57 

 323 
 74 
 80 

 734 
 10 
 23 
 77 
 8 

 13 
 10,919 

Number of 
Unemployed 

Natives

56
291
577
371
443
143
89

364
151
419
25
8

13
84
22
19

449
1
9

50
3

13
3,600

Correlation: Immigrant share of occupation and native unemployment rate:		  0.90
Correlation: Immigrant number in occupation and number of unemployed natives:		 0.92

*Figures are for adults (18 to 64) with only a high school degree or less.
Because some unemployed persons do not report an occupation, totals do not exactly match unemployment numbers in Table 1.
Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of March 2000 and 2005 Current Population Survey.  
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want to know about construction occupations, simply 
look down the list in Table D for occupational category 
2, which is the occupational category shown in Table 
5. Probably the most important thing about Table D 
is that there are just four occupations out of 473 in 
which the majority of adult workers are immigrants. 
These occupations employ only 315,000 immigrant and 
native-born adults, and account for less than two-tenths 
of 1 percent of all adults 18 to 64 holding a job, and 
only 1 percent of all immigrants are employed in these 
immigrant-majority occupations. It is simply not correct 
to say that immigrants only do jobs that Americans 
don’t want, when Table D shows the majority of workers 
doing just about every single job in America are native-
born. The tiny number of immigrant- majority jobs falls 
to just 3 when teenagers (ages 15 to 17) and persons over 
age 64 are included. 
	 To be sure, there are a number of occupations 
in which immigrants make up a very sizable share. In 
35 out of 473 occupations, one-third or more of adult 
workers (18 to 64) are foreign born. These occupations, 
some of which are high-skilled, but most of which are 
low-skilled, account for less than 7 percent of the U.S. 
work force and 18.2 percent of all immigrant workers. 
But perhaps most relevant, there were still 5.1 million 
adult natives employed in these very immigrant-heavy 
occupations, constituting 60 percent of all adult workers 
in these occupations. In fact, if workers under 18 and over 
64 years of age are included, the number of occupations 
in which immigrants are more than one-third drops 
from 35 to 21. Moreover, there were 92 occupations 
in which 20 percent of workers were immigrants, 
accounting for 20 percent of all workers and 41 percent 
of immigrant workers. These occupations also employed 
17.7 million natives. So there are not that many high-
immigrant occupations and even in such occupations 
the overwhelming majority of workers are still natives. 
Moreover, the immigrant share is even smaller when all 
workers are considered, including those under 18 and 
over 64. 

Less-Educated Workers by Detailed Occupation. The 
fact that there are millions of natives already doing exactly 
the same kind of work as immigrants is relevant to the 
problem of declining work and labor force participation 
discussed at length throughout this paper because, as we 
have seen, many natives would seem to face significant 
job competition from immigrants. This is especially true 
of less-educated natives, who are more likely to be in 
occupations where immigrants comprise a large share 
of workers. Using the detailed list of occupations in 
Table D, we find that half of natives with less than a 

high school diploma work in an occupation that is at 
least 15 percent foreign born, and one-third of natives 
with only a high school diploma only are employed in 
an occupation that is at least 15 percent immigrant. In 
total, this comes to 17 million less-educated natives.20 In 
contrast, only one-fifth of natives with more than a high 
school degree work in a occupation that is 20-percent 
immigrant. Many, in fact most, natives do not face 
significant job competition from immigrants. But just 
as clearly, millions of natives do face such competition, 
especially less-educated natives. The key point to take 
away from Table D is that a large share of less-educated 
natives are employed in high-immigrant occupations. 
This fact means that some natives almost certainly are 
impacted by immigration.
	 Of course, the American economy is dynamic, 
and it would be a mistake to think that every job taken 
by an immigrant is a job lost by a native. To be sure, 
many factors impact unemployment and labor force 
participation. But it would also be a mistake to assume 
that dramatically increasing the number of workers in 
these occupations as a result of immigration policy has 
no impact on the employment prospects of natives. The 
data presented make clear that the very idea that there 
are jobs that only immigrants do is simply wrong. To 
talk about the labor market in this way is not helpful in 
understanding the potential impact of immigration on 
American workers because it gives the false impression 
that the job market is segmented between jobs that are 
done almost exclusively by immigrants and jobs that are 
exclusively native. This is clearly not the case, even at the 
bottom end of the labor market.

Immigration in the Largest States. Table 7 reports 
employment figures for immigrants and natives in 
2000 and 2005 for the 20 largest states, 12 of which 
saw a statistically significant change in the number of 
immigrant workers. When we look at all workers, there 
is some evidence that immigration may have harmed 
natives. In the 12 states with statistically significant 
growth in the overall number of immigrant workers, 
the share of adult natives working declined by 3.4 
percentage points on average, compared to an average 
decline of 2.3 percentage points in the other eight states 
in the table.21 However, there are clearly exceptions to 
this general pattern. Illinois and Michigan, which saw 
a significant decline in manufacturing jobs in recent 
years, were not among the states with a big increase in 
the immigrant share of less-educated workers. Moreover, 
there is no strong correlation between declining overall 
native employment and growth in immigrant workers. 
This of course may be the result of limited size of the 
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CPS sample in some states, making it impossible to 
determine the actual impact of immigration. In addition 
to the issue of sample size, it is important to realize that 
states are not discrete labor markets, this is particularly 
true of large states with many large metropolitan areas. 
Unfortunately, comparisons across metropolitan areas 
are not possible using the CPS public use file. But even 
comparisons between cities might not be meaningful 
because as we mentioned earlier, we live in a national 
economy.
	 Table 8 reports employment figures for 
immigrants and natives with only a high school degree 
or less. In eight of the largest 20 states there was a 
statistically significant growth in the number of less-
educated immigrant workers. In the eight states shown 
in Table 8 with statistically significant growth in the 
number of less-educated immigrant workers, the decline 
in the number of less-educated natives working averaged 
5.1 percentage points, compared to 4.0 percentage 
points for natives in states without statistically significant 
immigrant growth. The correlation between the growth 
in the immigrant share of less-educated workers and 
the decline in adult natives working is 0.50. Excluding 
Illinois and Michigan, the correlation between declining 
work among less-educated natives and a growing 
immigrant share of such workers is 0.61. This supports 
the possibility that immigrants adversely impacted the 
share of less-educated natives working. We can say that, 
in general, states that saw the largest increase in the 
immigrant share of less-educated workers also tended to 
see a bigger decline in the share of less-educated natives 

working. They also tended to see the largest 
decline in labor force participation. 

Wages Among Less-Educated Natives. While 
this report focuses on employment, wages are 
another measure of native performance in the 
labor market. Table 9 reports real wages — 
adjusted for inflation — for year-round full-time 
adult natives (age 18 to 64) in 2000 and 2005. 
The CPS asks about wages in the calendar year 
prior to the survey. Table 9 shows that overall real 
wages for workers with less than a high school 
diploma rose just 1 percent. For those with a 
high school degree they went up 5 percent, and 
for those with education beyond high school 
they increased 8 percent. These findings tend 
to support the idea that wage growth has been 
slower for less-educated workers. It is common 
in economics to focus on male workers when 
trying to determine the impact of some outside 
factor like immigration because wages for 

women have generally risen over time as stereotypes and 
discrimination continue to become less pronounced, 
thereby creating a long-term trend of improving wages 
for female workers. There is no such long-term social 
tend among men. Table 9 shows that wages for adult 
men have not done well in recent years, especially for 
less-educated men. Real annual wages for native male 
high school dropouts actually fell 1 percent, and for men 
with only a high school diploma real wages increased 
just 3 percent. In contrast, wages for more educated men 
rose 10 percent. 
	 It would be incorrect to assume that Table 
9 provides conclusive evidence about the impact of 
immigration. What the table does make clear is that 
there is little indication that less-educated workers are 
in short supply. If that were the case, wages should 
have risen very quickly, or at least faster than for other 
workers, as employers bid up wages in an effort to retain 
or attract workers. But the wage data do not support that 
conclusion, at least not for less-educated workers. 

Illegal Immigrants
To this point, we have examined immigrants collectively. 
As already discussed in the Methods section of this 
report, a significant share of foreign-born workers in 
the United States are in the country illegally. Table 10 
reports our best estimates for adult (18 to 64) workers 
by legal status. Natives are also shown. Table 10 shows 
that, in the March 2005 CPS, there are a total of 5.8 

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of March 2000 and 
2005 Current Population Survey.  
Figures for annual wages are from the calendar year prior to the 
survey.  Wages for 2000 have been adjust to 2004 dollars.

Table 9. Average Annual Wages for Full-Time 
Year-Round Adult (18 to 64) Native Workers

<HS
     Men
     Women
HS only
     Men
     Women
>HS
     Men
     Women

1999

 $24,742 
 $27,547 
 $19,625 
 $31,581 
 $36,120 
 $25,324 
 $50,001 
 $58,016 
 $39,426 

2004

 $25,112 
 $27,337 
 $20,779 
 $33,312 
 $37,028 
 $27,743 
 $54,194 
 $63,797 
 $42,383 

Percent Change

1 %
-1 %
6 %
5 %
3 %

10 %
8 %

10 %
7 %
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million adult illegal immigrants holding jobs. We also 
estimate that there are 370,000 unemployed adult illegal 
immigrants. It must be remembered that these estimates 
are only for illegals in the CPS who are between the ages 
of 18 and 64 and are in the labor force. 

Occupational Distribution of Illegals. Table 10 shows 
the distribution of adult illegal immigrants (aged 18 to 
64) across occupational categories. The occupations are 
ranked based on adult native unemployment. The first 
five occupations listed are also the most heavily impacted 
by illegal aliens; in fact, two-thirds of all illegals work in 
those occupations. This compares to only 20 percent of 
native-born Americans. Putting aside those natives who 
may have withdrawn from the labor market altogether, it 
would seem that perhaps one-fifth of native-born adults 

face significant job competition from illegal immigrants. 
These occupational categories tend to be the lowest 
paid, so those natives most impacted will tend to be 
the poorest Americans. As will be recalled from Table 6, 
14.4 million less-educated adult natives work in these 
five occupational categories, accounting for about one-
third of all less-educated adult native workers.22 As we 
have seen, unemployment averages 10.3 percent for all 
adult natives in these occupations and for less-educated 
natives it averages 11.5 percent. The correlation between 
native unemployment and the share of the occupation 
comprised of illegal aliens is 0.90. Again, a correlation is 
not proof of causation, but it is certainly consistent with 
the possibility that illegal immigration has harmed the 
labor market prospects of natives. 

Table 10. Estimated Adult (18 to 64) Illegal Aliens by Occupation in 2005 (in thousands)

All figures are for adults 18 to 64. Because some unemployed persons do not report an occupation, totals do not exactly match 
unemployment numbers in Table 1.
Source: Estimates are based on Center for Immigration analysis of the March 2005 Current Population Survey.  Figures only 
included illegals captured by the Survey. 

Occupation

Farming, fishing, & forestry
Construction & extraction
Blding. cleaning & maintenance
Food preparation
Production
Transportation & moving
Personal care & service
Sales
Office & admin. support
Healthcare support
Arts, entertainment, & media
Installation and repair
Protective service
Computer mathematical
Life, physical, & soc. science
Architecture & engineering
Management occupations
Business and financial
Legal occupations
Community & social service
Education, training
Healthcare practitioner
Total

Native 
Unemployment 

Rate

12.8 %
11.3 %
10.5 %
9.4 %
7.7 %
6.9 %
6.3 %
5.3 %
5.0 %
5.0 %
4.8 %
4.6 %
4.0 %
3.9 %
3.0 %
2.9 %
2.5 %
2.2 %
2.1 %
1.8 %
1.5 %
1.1 %
5.1 %

Illegal Share of 
Occupation

30 %
15 %
17 %
11 %
8 %
6 %
4 %
2 %
2 %
4 %
1 %
3 %

<1 %
1 %
1 %
1 %
1 %
1 %

<1 %
1 %
1 %
1 %
4 %

Number of 
Unemployed 

Natives

 70 
 796 
 362 
 516 
 600 
492
225
720
875
125
114
214
103
100
32
64

309
112
30
33

116
63

6,071

Number 
of Natives 

Employed in 
Occupation

 476 
 6,250 
 3,098 
 4,947 
 7,220 
 6,642 
 3,362 

 12,942 
 16,573 
 2,378 
 2,244 
 4,397 
 2,489 
 2,467 
 1,041 
 2,176 

 12,131 
 4,923 
 1,406 
 1,820 
 7,421 
 5,686 

112,087

Number of 
Illegals in 

Occupation

 258 
 1,268 

 791 
 725 
 772 
516
156
337
304
109
37

132
11
39
15
29

149
63
3

16
57
53

5840

Correlation between illegal share of occupation and native unemployment rate:	 0.91
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Illegals by State. Table 11 shows the number and share 
of workers who are illegal immigrants in the 13 states 
with the largest number of illegal workers. Because of 
the sample size of the CPS, there are only a limited 
number of states for which we can make reasonable 
estimates. It must be remembered that state estimates 
of illegals are subject to even more uncertainty than 
national estimates. However, there is general agreement 
that the illegal populations are quite large in these states. 
What is important about the table is that the number of 
less-educated adult natives who are unemployed or not 
in the labor force is quite large. In total, there are 1.8 
million unemployed less-educated adult natives in the 11 
states listed in Table 11. There are also 9.4 million less-
educated adult natives in these 13 states who are not in 
the labor force. There is not only a large pool of unused 

less-educated labor in these states, but the number of less-
educated adult natives not in the labor force increased by 
723,000 between 2000 and 2005 in these states and the 
number unemployed increased 375,000. None of these 
figures include teenagers or persons over age 64. It’s 
also worth remembering that natives from other states 
can move to states with a strong demand for labor if 
employers make it worth their while. Perhaps the illegal 
immigrants have particular skills that employers want or 
perhaps there is something about less-educated natives 
in these states and throughout the country that makes 
them undesirable to employers. Nonetheless, it is clear 
that those states with large numbers of illegal immigrant 
workers have a substantial pool of less-educated adult 
natives who could be used if the number of illegals were 
reduced through enforcement. 

Table 11. Estimated Adult (18 to 64) Illegal Alien Workers By State in 2005 (in thousands)

Illegal 
Workers

Natives, 
All Education Levels

Less-Educated Natives
(Persons with a high-school degree or less)

State

Calif.
Texas
Fla.
N.Y.
Ariz.
N.J.
Ill.
N.C.
Ga.
Va.
Md.
Colo.
Mass.
Total

Number

 1,518 
 774 
 473 
 354 
 281 
 269 
 210 
 187 
 163 
 154 
 134 
 113 
 104 

 5,840 

Share

9.6 %
7.8 %
6.1 %
4.2 %

11.6 %
6.7 %
3.7 %
4.8 %
4.0 %
4.3 %
5.1 %
5.1 %
3.5 %
4.4 %

Number Not 
in Labor 

Force

 3,444 
 2,662 
 1,944 
 2,323 

 662 
 915 

 1,439 
 1,176 
 1,123 

 926 
 619 
 502 
 810 

 35,475 

Number 
Unemployed

 620 
 456 
 246 
 348 
 103 
 149 
 289 
 200 
 204 
 135 
 111 
 126 
 139 

 6,394 

 All figures are adults 18 to 64.  The less-educated are those with only a high school degree or less. Persons not in the labor force 
are niether working nor looking for work. 
Source: Estimates are based on Center for Immigration analysis of the March 2005 Current Population Survey.  Figures only 
included illegals captured by the Survey. 

Number Not 
in Labor 

Force
 

1,439 
 1,395 
 1,025 
 1,275 

 325 
 443 
 773 
 610 
 663 
 509 
 315 
 201 
 392 

 19,139 

Number 
Unemployed

 320 
 248 
 158 
 189 
 56 
 88 

 179 
 118 
 116 
 100 
 63 
 55 
 74 

 3,845 

Share Not 
in Labor 

Force

31.1 %
29.2 %
29.7 %
34.5 %
31.1 %
29.1 %
29.7 %
29.1 %
29.1 %
28.1 %
28.7 %
24.8 %
30. 7 %
29. 3 %

Share 
Unemployed

10.0 %
7.3 %
6.5 %
7.8 %
7.8 %
8.2 %
9.8 %
7.9 %
7.2 %
7.7 %
8.1 %
9.0 %
8.4 %
8.3 %
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Conclusion
The findings of this report call into the question the 
idea that America is desperately short of less-educated 
workers. In 2005, there were 3.8 million unemployed 
adult natives (18 to 64) with just a high school degree 
or less and another 19 million not in the labor force. 
Moreover, between 2000 and 2005 there was a significant 
deterioration in the labor market prospects of less-
educated adult natives. The labor force participation has 
fallen significantly for both natives without a high school 
degree and those with only a high school degree. Had it 
remained the same in 2005 as it had been in 2000, there 
would have been an additional 450,000 adults without 
a high school degree in the labor force and 1.4 million 
more adult natives with a only high school degree in the 
labor force. This decline in particularly troubling because 
these workers already have lower labor force participation 
and higher unemployment than more educated workers. 
They also tend to be the poorest Americans.
	 Among teenage natives (age 15 to 17), labor 
force participation has also declined. At the same time 
that natives have been leaving the labor market, the 
number of immigrants with a high school degree or less 
in the labor force increased by 1.6 million. Wage growth 
among less-educated adult natives has also lagged well 
behind more-educated workers. 

	 The argument that America needs illegal aliens 
and high levels of legal immigration only makes sense 
if one ignores the plight of less-educated native-born 
Americans. We find little evidence that immigrants 
only do jobs natives don’t want. Detailed analysis of 
473 separate occupations shows that there are virtually 
no jobs in which a majority of workers are immigrants, 
let alone illegal aliens. The overwhelming majority of 
workers in almost every single occupation, even the 
lowest-paid, are native-born. 
	 We find some direct evidence that immigration 
has adversely impacted natives. In areas of the country 
with the largest increase in the number of less-educated 
immigrant workers, less-educated natives have seen 
the biggest decline in labor force participation. Native 
unemployment also tended to be the highest in 
occupations with the largest influx of new immigrants. 
While it would be a mistake to assume that every job 
taken by an immigrant represents a job lost by a native, 
it would also be a mistake to think that dramatically 
increasing the number of less-educated immigrant 
workers has no impact on less-educated natives. This 
study calls into the question the wisdom of proposals 
to allow illegal immigrants to remain in the country, or 
to increase legal immigration still further. The plight 
of less-educated Americans has generally not been an 
important consideration for most political leaders in the 
ongoing debate over immigration. The findings of this 
report suggest that it should be. 



22

Center for Immigration Studies

Appendix

Table A. Changing Labor Force Attachment of Adult Natives (18 to 64) , 2000-2005

Persons not in the labor force are neither working nor looking for work. 	
Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of March 2000 through 2005 Current Population Surveys.  

Percent Working
     Dropouts
     High School Only
     More Than High School

Percent Unemployed
     Dropouts
     High School Only
     More Than High School

Percent Not in Labor Force
     Dropouts
     High School Only
     More Than High School

2000
53.0 %
74.5 %
81.6 %

2000
10.3 %
4.8 %
2.6 %

2000
40.9 %
21.8 %
16.2 %

2001
52.7 %
74.2 %
81.1 %

2001
11.5 %
5.1 %
2.8 %

2001
40.5 %
21.8 %
16.2 %

2002
50.3 %
71.9 %
79.4 %

2002
14.2 %
7.3 %
4.0 %

2002
41.1 %
22.4 %
17.3 %

2003
50.7 %
70.8 %
78.7 %

2003
13.3 %
7.5 %
4.3 %

2003
41.6 %
23.4 %
17.8 %

2004
49.0 %
70.2 %
78.2 %

2004
13.8 %
7.3 %
4.1 %

2004
43.1 %
24.2 %
18.4 %

2005
48.2 %
70.3 %
78.7 %

2005
14.3 %
6.9 %
3.5 %

2005
43.7 %
24.6 %
18.4 %
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Table B. Immigrant and Native Males in 2000 and 2005 (18 to 64, in thousands)

Working

All Foreign-Born
     <HS Education
     High School Only
     >High School
All Natives
     <HS Education
     High School Only
     >High School

Number

2000

 10,266 
 3,327 
 2,578 
 4,361 

 57,985 
 5,330 

 19,206 
 33,449 

2005

 12,229 
 3,989 
 3,128 
 5,112 

 58,111 
 4,662 

 19,084 
 34,365 

Change

 1,963 
 662 
 550 
 751 
 126 

 (668)
 (122)

 916 

Percent

2000

84.0 %
81.2 %
86.6 %
84.7 %
80.7 %
60.3 %
80.5 %
85.5 %

2005

84.1 %
82.4 %
84.4 %
85.3 %
77.2 %
55.3 %
75.5 %
82.7 %

Change

0.1 %
1.2 %

-2.2 %
0.6 %

-3.5 %
-5.1 %
-5.0 %
-2.7 %

Unemployed

All Foreign-Born
     <HS Education
     High School Only
     >High School
All Natives
     <HS Education
     High School Only
     >High School

Number

2000

 489 
282
88

119
 2,504 

567
1035
902

2005

 607 
270
174
163

 3,644 
723

1582
1339

Change

 118 
 (12)

 86 
 44 

 1,140 
 156 
 547 
 437 

Percent

2000

4.5 %
7.8 %
3.3 %
2.7 %
4.1 %
9.6 %
5.1 %
2.6 %

2005

4.7 %
6.3 %
5.3 %
3.1 %
5.9 %

13.4 %
7.7 %
3.8 %

Change

0.2 %
-1.5 %
2.0 %
0.4 %
1.8 %
3.8 %
2.5 %
1.1 %

Not In Labor Force1

All Foreign-Born
     <HS Education
     High School Only
     >High School
All Natives
     <HS Education
     High School Only
     >High School

Number

2000

 1,470 
489
312
669

 11,331 
2935
3612
4784

2005

 1,709 
584
404
721

 13,495 
3048
4610
5837

Change

 239 
 95 
 92 
 52 

 2,164 
 113 
 998 

 1,053 

Percent

2000

12.0 %
11.9 %
10.5 %
13.0 %
15.8 %
33.2 %
15.1 %
12.2 %

2005

11.7 %
12.1 %
10.9 %
12.0 %
17.9 %
36.1 %
18.2 %
14.1 %

Change

-0.3 %
0.1 %
0.4 %

-1.0 %
2.2 %
2.9 %
3.1 %
1.8 %

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of March 2000 and 2005 Current Population Surveys.   
1 Persons not in the labor force are neither working nor looking for work. 
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Table C. Share of Adult Native Workers (18 to 64) Employed Full-Time Year-Round

 Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of March 2000 and 2005 Current Population Survey.   
None of the changes in this table are statistically significant.

2000 2005

>HS
Share of workers, working full-time
Share of workers who work part-time for economic reasons

HS Only
Share of workers, working full-time
Share of workers who work part-time for economic reasons

<HS
Share of workers, working full-time
Share of workers who work part-time for economic reasons

All 
Natives

68.1
5.5

79.2
3.2

79.0
1.5

Men

73.1
5.2

86.7
3.0

86.6
1.3

Women

60.9
5.9

70.8
3.4

71.0
1.7

All 
Natives

68.1
5.5

79.2
3.2

79.0
1.5

Men

73.1
5.2

86.7
3.0

86.6
1.3

Women

60.9
5.9

70.8
3.4

71.0
1.7
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Occupation
Shown in 

Table 5

Immigrant 
%, Adult 

Workers 18 
to 64

Immigrant %, 
All Workers 

15 and Older

Adult Native 
Workers 
18 to 64 

(thousands)

All Native 
Workers, 15 

and Older 
(thousands

Table D. Share of Occupations Comprised of Immigrants in 2003-04

2
5
1
7
1
5
5
5

15
3
2
6
6

11
4

22
2
5
4
5
4
4

15
5
3
2
5
5
2
2
6
2
5
5
5
2
5
5
2

14
4
5
2
4
5

12
5
6
5
2

16
5
5

15
5
5

22
5

Occupations
PLASTERERS & STUCCO MASONS
TAILORS, DRESSMAKERS, & SEWERS
GRADERS & SORTERS, AGRICULTURAL
MISC. PERSONAL APPEARANCE
MISC. AGRICULTURAL WORKERS, BREEDERS
SEWING MACHINE OPERATORS
PRESSERS, TEXTILE, GARMENT, & RELATED
JEWELERS & PRECIOUS STONE & METAL
MEDICAL SCIENTISTS
MAIDS & HOUSEKEEPING CLEANERS
DRYWALL INSTALLERS, CEILING TILE
H& PACKERS & PACKAGERS
TAXI DRIVERS & CHAUFFEURS
MISC. MEDIA & COMMUNICATION
FOOD PREPARATION & SERVING RELATED
HEALTH DIAGNOSING & TREATING
HELPERS, CONSTRUCTION TRADES
PACKAGING & FILLING MACHINE
DISHWASHERS
HELPERS--PRODUCTION WORKERS
CHEFS & HEAD COOKS
DINING ROOM & CAFETERIA HELPERS
PHYSICAL SCIENTISTS, ALL OTHER
BAKERS
GROUNDS MAINTENANCE WORKERS
ROOFERS
SHOE & LEATHER WORKERS
FOOD COOKING MACHINE OPERATORS &
CONSTRUCTION LABORERS
CEMENT MASONS, CONCRETE FINISHERS
PARKING LOT ATTENDANTS
PAINTERS
BUTCHERS & OTHER MEAT, POULTRY WORKERS
CLEANING, WASHING, METAL PICKLING
SEMICONDUCTOR PROCESSORS
CARPET, FLOOR, & TILE INSTALLERS
ELECTRICAL, ELECTRONICS, & ASSEMBLERS
MOLDERS, SHAPERS, & CASTERS, EXCEPT
INSULATION WORKERS
COMPUTER SOFTWARE ENGINEERS
COOKS
LAUNDRY & DRY-CLEANING WORKERS
BRICK MASONS, BLOCK MASONS
FOOD PREPARATION WORKERS
TEXTILE CUTTING MACHINE SETTERS
HELPERS--INSTALLATION & MAINTENANCE
UPHOLSTERERS
CLEANERS OF VEHICLES & EQUIPMENT
FURNITURE FINISHERS
FENCE ERECTORS
COMPUTER HARDWARE ENGINEERS
AIRCRAFT STRUCTURE, SURFACES, RIGGING
TEXTILE KNITTING & WEAVING MACHINE TENDERS
CHEMISTS & MATERIALS SCIENTISTS
FOOD BATCH MAKERS
METAL GRINDING, LAPPING, POLISH, BUFFING
PHYSICIANS & SURGEONS
OTHER METALWORKERS, PLASTIC MILL, MACH. TOOLS

56.3 %
54.4 %
51.9 %
50.9 %
49.8 %
48.7 %
47.9 %
47.2 %
43.8 %
43.7 %
43.6 %
42.0 %
41.4 %
40.3 %
40.0 %
39.4 %
39.2 %
38.3 %
37.3 %
37.3 %
37.0 %
37.0 %
36.7 %
36.7 %
36.5 %
36.3 %
36.0 %
36.0 %
35.7 %
35.3 %
33.9 %
33.7 %
33.7 %
33.3 %
33.3 %
33.2 %
33.0 %
32.8 %
32.7 %
32.6 %
32.5 %
32.5 %
32.1 %
30.5 %
30.0 %
30.0 %
30.0 %
29.0 %
28.9 %
28.8 %
28.7 %
28.6 %
28.6 %
28.4 %
26.5 %
26.5 %
26.4 %
26.4 %

 28 
 70 
 25 

 107 
 584 
 252 
 65 
 31 
 61 

 1,186 
 161 
 380 
 234 
 56 
 5 

 12 
 105 
 252 
 297 
 53 

 221 
 364 
 113 
 150 

 1,092 
 196 
 13 
 13 

 1,229 
 96 
 66 

 564 
 204 

 9 
 2 

 202 
 192 
 33 
 42 

 539 
 1,899 

 183 
 192 
 643 
 10 
 18 
 55 

 350 
 24 
 30 
 63 
 7 

 25 
 83 
 76 
 52 

 611 
 446 

 21 
 42 
 13 
 82 

 309 
 146 
 38 
 24 
 54 

 693 
 121 
 214 
 140 
 42 
 3 

 10 
 59 

 168 
 128 
 35 

 181 
 169 
 97 
 97 

 645 
 135 

 8 
 8 

 789 
 66 
 41 

 386 
 150 

 7 
 1 

 157 
 129 
 23 
 33 

 475 
 1,100 

 122 
 145 
 336 

 7 
 11 
 39 

 217 
 16 
 21 
 54 
 5 

 15 
 72 
 54 
 36 

 529 
 332 

53.4 %
48.5 %
52.8 %
50.1 %
41.7 %
45.2 %
41.9 %
44.1 %
43.8 %
37.9 %
39.6 %
37.1 %
33.7 %
42.5 %
28.6 %
41.5 %
30.2 %
36.5 %
24.9 %
33.3 %
36.2 %
24.9 %
36.8 %
31.3 %
28.6 %
31.0 %
29.7 %
27.8 %
29.5 %
30.8 %
28.3 %
29.3 %
30.7 %
28.0 %
20.0 %
29.9 %
33.7 %
29.0 %
31.4 %
32.5 %
25.5 %
30.1 %
30.2 %
23.0 %
28.6 %
25.0 %
24.8 %
23.8 %
25.0 %
26.8 %
28.0 %
35.0 %
20.6 %
29.7 %
24.8 %
23.1 %
26.9 %
25.3 %
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Occupation
Shown in 

Table 5

Immigrant 
%, Adult 

Workers 18 
to 64

Immigrant %, 
All Workers 

15 and Older

Adult Native 
Workers 
18 to 64 

(thousands)

All Native 
Workers, 15 

and Older 
(thousands

Table D. Share of Occupations Comprised of Immigrants in 2003-04

Occupations
2
7
5
4
3
5

15
2
5
7

14
5
1
7

17
5

14
5

16
14
2
8
2
9
6
6
9
5
5

14
10
15
5
5

12
16
21
15
5
3
5
1

22
2
5

16
6
5
9

12
5
5

12
16
8
5

16
6

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS REMOVAL WORKERS
GAMING SERVICES WORKERS
ROLLING MACHINE SETTERS, OPERATORS, PLASTIC
FOOD SERVERS, NON-RESTAURANT
JANITORS & BUILDING CLEANERS
CUTTING WORKERS
ASTRONOMERS & PHYSICISTS
CARPENTERS
PAINTING WORKERS
PERSONAL & HOME CARE AIDES
COMPUTER PROGRAMMERS
CEMENTING & GLUING MACHINE
FIRST-LINE SUPERVISORS/ FORESTRY WORKERS
BAGGAGE PORTERS, BELLHOPS, &
FOOD SERVICE MANAGERS
OTHER PRODUCTION WORKERS, OPERATORS
MISC. MATHEMATICAL SCIENCE, MATHEMATICIANS
MISC. ASSEMBLERS
ELECTRICAL & ELECTRONICS ENGINEERS
STATISTICIANS
PAPERHANGERS
TRAVEL AGENTS
REINFORCING IRON & REBAR WORKERS
WEIGHERS, MEASURERS, CHECKERS, RECORDKEEPING
REFUSE & RECYCLABLE MATERIAL
INDUSTRIAL TRUCK & TRACTOR
CARGO & FREIGHT AGENTS
MEDICAL, DENTAL, & OPHTHALMIC
MISC. TEXTILE, APPAREL, EXCEPT UPHOLSTERERS
DATABASE ADMINISTRATORS
PSYCHIATRIC, & HOME HEALTH
ECONOMISTS
FOOD & TOBACCO ROASTING, BAKING, OPERATORS
SHOE MACHINE OPERATORS & TENDERS
HOME APPLIANCE REPAIRERS
MISC. ENGINEERS, INCLUDING, BIOMEDICAL
POSTSECONDARY TEACHERS
BIOLOGICAL SCIENTISTS
WOODWORKING MACHINE, EXCEPT SAWING
LINE SUPERVISORS/MANGRS OF JANITORIAL WORKERS
PLATING & COATING MACHINE,  METAL & PLASTIC
FOREST & CONSERVATION WORKERS
DENTISTS
PAVING, SURFACING, & TAMPING
JOB PRINTERS
MATERIALS ENGINEERS
MISC. MOTOR VEHICLE AMBULANCE DRIVERS
PAPER GOODS MACHINE SETTERS,
SHIPPING, RECEIVING, & TRAFFIC CLERKS
AUTOMOTIVE SERVICE TECHNICIANS &
WELDING, SOLDERING, & BRAZING
CABINETMAKERS & BENCH CARPENTERS
AUTOMOTIVE BODY & RELATED REPAIRERS
CIVIL ENGINEERS
COUNTER & RENTAL CLERKS
INSPECTORS, TESTERS, SORTERS, SAMPLERS,
PETROLEUM, MINING, & GEOLOGICAL, 
SUBWAY, STREETCAR, & OTHER RAIL

26.1 %
25.3 %
25.0 %
24.6 %
24.3 %
24.1 %
24.0 %
23.4 %
23.3 %
23.3 %
23.2 %
23.1 %
22.6 %
22.3 %
22.3 %
22.3 %
22.2 %
22.0 %
21.7 %
21.4 %
21.4 %
21.2 %
20.8 %
20.8 %
20.6 %
20.5 %
20.5 %
20.5 %
20.4 %
20.2 %
20.2 %
20.0 %
20.0 %
20.0 %
19.7 %
19.6 %
19.5 %
19.5 %
19.5 %
19.5 %
19.4 %
19.4 %
18.9 %
18.9 %
18.9 %
18.6 %
18.5 %
18.4 %
18.4 %
18.1 %
18.0 %
17.9 %
17.7 %
17.6 %
17.6 %
17.4 %
17.4 %
17.4 %

25.8 %
22.2 %
22.7 %
20.5 %
21.6 %
24.2 %
22.6 %
21.3 %
22.7 %
21.0 %
23.3 %
24.3 %
22.1 %
22.8 %
21.8 %
21.4 %
16.7 %
21.4 %
21.8 %
20.8 %
17.9 %
19.6 %
19.4 %
18.0 %
19.4 %
18.4 %
18.4 %
21.0 %
18.8 %
20.4 %
18.2 %
22.6 %
18.5 %
18.5 %
16.5 %
20.5 %
19.2 %
21.0 %
16.7 %
18.3 %
18.8 %
15.9 %
18.2 %
11.3 %
18.2 %
16.7 %
11.8 %
18.2 %
17.7 %
18.0 %
17.2 %
16.6 %
17.9 %
17.8 %
13.9 %
16.9 %
17.0 %
14.8 %

 17 
 65 
 12 
 97 

 1,426 
 65 
 10 

 1,172 
 130 
 376 
 445 
 10 
 41 
 51 

 606 
 873 

 4 
 828 
 212 
 17 
 11 
 75 
 10 
 59 
 66 

 395 
 16 
 66 
 20 
 73 

 1,420 
 18 
 8 
 8 

 31 
 332 
 860 
 66 
 31 

 180 
 15 
 13 

 122 
 15 
 43 
 24 
 33 
 31 

 462 
 685 
 449 
 67 

 137 
 220 
 106 
 559 
 19 
 10 

 23 
 90 
 17 

 161 
 2,242 

 88 
 12 

 1,533 
 167 
 598 
 527 
 14 
 53 
 66 

 748 
 1,166 

 5 
 1,173 

 250 
 21 
 16 

 111 
 13 
 87 
 87 

 521 
 20 
 83 
 33 
 84 

 2,058 
 21 
 11 
 11 
 41 

 396 
 1,115 

 79 
 45 

 239 
 20 
 19 

 148 
 28 
 56 
 30 
 75 
 41 

 606 
 830 
 584 
 86 

 161 
 261 
 182 
 790 
 22 
 12 
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Center for Immigration Studies

Occupation
Shown in 

Table 5

Immigrant 
%, Adult 

Workers 18 
to 64

Immigrant %, 
All Workers 

15 and Older

Adult Native 
Workers 
18 to 64 

(thousands)

All Native 
Workers, 15 

and Older 
(thousands

Table D. Share of Occupations Comprised of Immigrants in 2003-04

Occupations
14
16
8
7

11
16
16
5

10
12
8
5
4
7

16
9
9
7

22
15
17
17
9
3
6
9
2
4
6
9

22
6
9
6

18
12
22
14
5
7
5

15
4
6
6

11
9
1

17
7

15
2
5

22
15
9

18
5

COMPUTER SCIENTISTS & SYSTEMS
ARCHITECTS, EXCEPT NAVAL
CASHIERS
BARBERS
TELEVISION, VIDEO, & MOVIE EDITORS
MECHANICAL ENGINEERS
CHEMICAL ENGINEERS
CRUSHING, GRINDING, POLISHING, MIXING
OCCUPATIONAL THERAPIST ASSISTANTS
ELECTRONIC HOME ENTERTAINMENT REPAIRERS
DOOR-TO-DOOR SALES, NEWS& RELATED
TEXTILE BLEACHING & DYEING MACHINE
COUNTER, CAFETERIA, FOOD, COFFEE SHOP
CHILD CARE WORKERS
AEROSPACE ENGINEERS
POSTAL SERVICE SORTERS, MACHINE OPERATORS
MAIL CLERKS & MAIL MACHINE OPERATORS, SERVICE
FIRST-LINE SUPERVISORS/MANAGERS OF WORKERS
CLINICAL LABORATORY TECHNOLOGISTS
AGRICULTURAL & FOOD SCIENCE
NATURAL SCIENCES MANAGERS
LODGING MANAGERS
HOTEL, MOTEL, & RESORT DESK CLERKS
FRONT-LINE SUPERVISORS GRDSKEEPING WORKERS
OTHER TRANSPORTATION WORKERS, TENDERS
ELIGIBILITY INTERVIEWERS, GOVERNMENT
MISC. CONSTRUCT. WORKERS, TANK & SEWER SERVICE
WAITERS & WAITRESSES
TRANSPORTATION MACHINE FEEDERS, OFFBEARERS
GAMING CAGE WORKERS
MISC. HEALTH TECHNOLOGISTS
SAILORS, MARINE OILERS, & SHIP
OFFICE MACHINE OPERATORS, EXCEPT
MISC. CONVEYOR OPERATORS & TENDERS
FINANCIAL ANALYSTS
MISC. VEHICLE & MOBILE INSTALLERS, & REPAIRERS
PHARMACISTS
ACTUARIES
HEAT TREATING EQUIPMENT, METAL & PLASTIC
TOUR & TRAVEL GUIDES
MACHINISTS
BIOLOGICAL TECHNICIANS
COMBINED FOOD PREP & SERVING, FAST FOOD
SERVICE STATION ATTENDANTS
LABORERS & FREIGHT, STOCK
DESIGNERS
COURIERS & MESSENGERS
FISHING & HUNTING WORKERS
ENGINEERING MANAGERS
HAIRDRESSERS, HAIRSTYLISTS
ATMOSPHERIC & SPACE SCIENTISTS
EXPLOSIVES WORKERS, ORDNANCE H&LING
LAY-OUT WORKERS, METAL & PLASTIC
PHYSICIAN ASSISTANTS
MARKET & SURVEY RESEARCHERS
STOCK CLERKS & ORDER FILLERS
ACCOUNTANTS & AUDITORS
PRINTING MACHINE OPERATORS

17.3 %
17.2 %
17.1 %
17.1 %
16.9 %
16.8 %
16.7 %
16.7 %
16.7 %
16.7 %
16.7 %
16.7 %
16.6 %
16.6 %
16.6 %
16.6 %
16.5 %
16.5 %
16.4 %
16.4 %
16.3 %
16.1 %
16.1 %
15.9 %
15.8 %
15.7 %
15.7 %
15.5 %
15.5 %
15.4 %
15.3 %
15.2 %
15.2 %
15.2 %
15.1 %
15.1 %
15.1 %
15.0 %
15.0 %
15.0 %
14.9 %
14.9 %
14.9 %
14.8 %
14.7 %
14.7 %
14.7 %
14.7 %
14.6 %
14.6 %
14.3 %
14.3 %
14.3 %
14.1 %
14.1 %
14.0 %
14.0 %
14.0 %

17.4 %
17.5 %
13.5 %
15.0 %
16.3 %
17.1 %
18.4 %
15.6 %
15.0 %
14.6 %
14.2 %
9.1 %

10.3 %
15.2 %
16.3 %
17.2 %
15.2 %
15.7 %
16.5 %
14.3 %
20.0 %
16.3 %
14.2 %
14.8 %
14.6 %
15.0 %
14.7 %
13.7 %
15.8 %
13.9 %
15.5 %
16.2 %
14.5 %
14.9 %
16.9 %
13.5 %
15.4 %
14.9 %
12.0 %
11.1 %
15.0 %
14.5 %
11.7 %
11.6 %
12.7 %
15.0 %
12.8 %
11.5 %
14.9 %
14.6 %
15.4 %
13.3 %
11.1 %
14.6 %
14.1 %
12.4 %
14.8 %
13.2 %

 544 
 150 

 1,984 
 73 
 30 

 196 
 43 
 75 
 8 

 40 
 155 

 3 
 128 
 947 
 98 
 93 
 96 

 137 
 255 
 23 
 18 

 102 
 97 

 156 
 16 
 51 
 35 

 1,397 
 36 
 11 
 80 
 20 
 53 
 48 
 54 
 62 

 172 
 17 
 9 

 26 
 313 
 20 

 166 
 84 

 1,418 
 596 
 207 
 32 

 108 
 554 

 9 
 9 
 6 

 70 
 98 

 1,096 
 1,497 

 163 

 640 
 175 

 3,795 
 100 
 39 

 233 
 51 
 98 
 9 

 53 
 266 

 5 
 375 

 1,562 
 118 
 120 
 151 
 172 
 323 
 30 
 20 

 139 
 136 
 185 
 21 
 63 
 47 

 2,219 
 48 
 16 
 99 
 29 
 77 
 66 
 62 
 84 

 204 
 20 
 11 
 52 

 395 
 27 

 305 
 138 

 2,199 
 771 
 304 
 54 

 126 
 689 
 11 
 13 
 8 

 82 
 122 

 1,692 
 1,795 

 207 



28

Center for Immigration Studies

Occupation
Shown in 

Table 5

Immigrant 
%, Adult 

Workers 18 
to 64

Immigrant %, 
All Workers 

15 and Older

Adult Native 
Workers 
18 to 64 

(thousands)

All Native 
Workers, 15 

and Older 
(thousands

Table D. Share of Occupations Comprised of Immigrants in 2003-04

Occupations
14
5
7
2
2

16
4

16
2

11
6

15
22
9

13
22
8
5

12
12
5

12
14
12
2

22
8

15
12
15
22
6
9
5
5
5

22
9

17
8

10
12
5

17
12
8

22
2
8
9

18
9
7

10
6
2
9
9

NETWORK & COMPUTER SYSTEMS
PHOTOGRAPHIC PROCESS WORKERS
PERSONAL CARE & SERVICE WORKERS, ALL
RAIL-TRACK LAYING & MAINTENANCE
PIPELAYERS, PLUMBERS, PIPEFITTERS,
INDUSTRIAL ENGINEERS, INCLUDING HEALTH
FIRST-LINE SUPERVISORS FOOD SERVING
ENVIRONMENTAL ENGINEERS
GLAZIERS
MUSICIANS, SINGERS, & RELATED WORKERS
DRIVER/SALES WORKERS & TRUCK DRIVERS
NUCLEAR TECHS
DIETITIANS & NUTRITIONISTS
RESERVATION & TRANSPORT TICKET, CLERKS
SECURITY GUARDS & GAMING
CHIROPRACTORS
FIRST-LINE SUPERVISORS/MANAGERS SALES
BOOKBINDERS & BINDERY WORKERS
MAINTENANCE & REPAIR WORKERS,
MAINTENANCE, DIVERS & RR SWITCH
METAL/PLASATIC CUTTING, PUNCHING
AUTOMOTIVE GLASS INSTALLERS &
NETWORK SYSTEMS & DATA
COMPUTER, AUTOMATED TELLER, & OFFICE
MISC. EXTRACTION WORKERS & HELPERS
PHYSICAL THERAPISTS
REAL ESTATE BROKERS & SALES AGENTS 
CHEMICAL TECHNICIANS
ELECTRIC MOTOR, POWER TOOL WORKERS
MISC. SOCIAL SCIENTISTS,
PODIATRISTS
SHUTTLE CAR OPERATORS
CORRESPONDENCE CLERKS & ORDER
TOOL & DIE MAKERS
FIRST-LINE SUPERVISORS PRODUCTION WORKERS
METAL/PLASTIC MOLDING MACHINE SETTERS
REGISTERED NURSES
OFFICE CLERKS, GENERAL
COMPUTER & INFORMATION SYSTEMS
RETAIL SALESPERSONS
DENTAL ASSISTANTS
ELECTRONIC EQUIPMENT INSTALLERS
SAWING MACHINE SETTERS, OPERATORS, &
ALL OTHERS IN MANAGER
MANUFACTURED BUILDING & MOBILE HOME
FIRST-LINE SUPERVISORS SALES PERSONEL
OPTOMETRISTS
ELECTRICIANS
MODELS, DEMONSTRATORS, & PRODUCT
PROOFREADERS & COPY MARKERS
CREDIT ANALYSTS
TELLERS
TRANSPORTATION ATTENDANTS
MEDICAL ASSISTANTS & OTHER OCCUPATIONS
SUPERVISORS IN TRANSPORTATION
DERRICK, DRILL, ROUSTABOUTS OIL/GAS/MINING
POSTAL SERVICE CLERKS
DATA ENTRY KEYERS

14.0 %
13.8 %
13.7 %
13.6 %
13.6 %
13.6 %
13.4 %
13.3 %
13.3 %
13.3 %
13.3 %
13.3 %
13.2 %
13.2 %
13.2 %
13.1 %
13.1 %
13.0 %
13.0 %
13.0 %
12.9 %
12.8 %
12.8 %
12.7 %
12.7 %
12.7 %
12.6 %
12.5 %
12.5 %
12.5 %
12.5 %
12.5 %
12.5 %
12.4 %
12.2 %
12.1 %
12.1 %
12.0 %
12.0 %
11.9 %
11.9 %
11.9 %
11.8 %
11.8 %
11.8 %
11.7 %
11.7 %
11.5 %
11.5 %
11.5 %
11.5 %
11.4 %
11.4 %
11.4 %
11.4 %
11.4 %
11.3 %
11.3 %

14.5 %
12.8 %
11.7 %
10.7 %
12.9 %
14.0 %
13.7 %
14.9 %
12.6 %
11.1 %
12.3 %
14.0 %
13.3 %
13.2 %
12.4 %
11.8 %
13.2 %
14.3 %
13.1 %
12.3 %
12.9 %
11.1 %
13.6 %
12.4 %
11.4 %
12.8 %
12.2 %
13.0 %
12.7 %
12.4 %
10.7 %
9.1 %

12.4 %
12.2 %
12.7 %
12.5 %
12.3 %
11.7 %
11.6 %
11.4 %
13.2 %
9.8 %

14.2 %
11.8 %
14.7 %
11.7 %
11.4 %
10.9 %
10.3 %
9.3 %

12.5 %
11.1 %
12.2 %
11.2 %
11.1 %
9.4 %

10.7 %
11.6 %

 188 
 66 
 41 
 10 

 463 
 131 
 500 
 33 
 39 

 117 
 2,564 

 131 
 66 

 141 
 670 
 43 

 1,003 
 30 

 317 
 165 
 102 
 17 

 263 
 250 
 35 

 142 
 604 
 70 
 28 
 32 
 11 
 4 

 127 
 74 

 910 
 55 

 1,982 
 871 
 319 

 2,529 
 204 
 19 
 41 

 2,208 
 8 

 2,566 
 27 

 629 
 35 
 12 
 27 

 356 
 101 
 557 
 211 
 20 

 133 
 404 

 212 
 89 
 68 
 13 

 586 
 157 
 647 
 37 
 49 

 184 
 3,379 

 173 
 85 

 188 
 990 
 49 

 1,214 
 45 

 405 
 218 
 136 
 20 

 305 
 309 
 47 

 160 
 824 
 87 
 35 
 39 
 13 
 5 

 181 
 97 

 1,126 
 74 

 2,333 
 1,268 

 373 
 3,858 

 257 
 23 
 58 

 2,661 
 15 

 3,170 
 31 

 801 
 87 
 20 
 32 

 466 
 137 
 732 
 257 
 24 

 171 
 589 
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Center for Immigration Studies

Occupation
Shown in 

Table 5

Immigrant 
%, Adult 

Workers 18 
to 64

Immigrant %, 
All Workers 

15 and Older

Adult Native 
Workers 
18 to 64 

(thousands)

All Native 
Workers, 15 

and Older 
(thousands

Table D. Share of Occupations Comprised of Immigrants in 2003-04

Occupations
9

18
7
2
9

12
21
16
6

18
5
5

14
18
2

17
21
17
7

17
9

22
12
16
13
10
9
9
6

11
8
9

12
17
1
9

17
5

16
11
13
15
6
6
9

18
9

11
18
17
14
5

12
18
17
17
17
22

CREDIT AUTHORIZERS, CHECKERS
FINANCIAL SPECIALISTS, ALL OTHER
ANIMAL TRAINERS
FIRST-LINE SUPERVISORS EXTRACT WORKERS
DESKTOP PUBLISHERS
RPR-SECURITY & FIRE ALARM SYSTEMS
OTHER TEACHERS & INSTRUCTORS
ENGINEERING TECHNICIANS, EXCEPT
BUS DRIVERS
MANAGEMENT ANALYSTS
COMPUTER CONTROL PROGRAMMERS, MANUFACT
TEXTILE WINDING, TWISTING, DRAWING
COMPUTER SUPPORT SPECIALISTS
TAX PREPARERS
SHEET METAL WORKERS
CHIEF EXECUTIVES
LIBRARY TECHNICIANS
FINANCIAL MANAGERS
PICTURE PROJECTIONISTS
INDUSTRIAL PRODUCTION MANAGERS
BILLING & POSTING CLERKS & MACHINE
LICENSED PRACTICAL & LICENSED NURSES
PRECISION INSTRUMENT & EQUIPMENT
DRAFTERS
CROSSING GUARDS
PHYSICAL THERAPIST ASSISTANTS & AIDES
LIBRARY ASSISTANTS, CLERICAL
COMPUTER OPERATORS
DREDGE, EXCAVATING, & LOADING MACHINE
ANNOUNCERS
SECURITIES, COMMODITIES, FINANCIAL AGENTS
OFFICE & ADMINISTRATIVE SUPPORT
SMALL ENGINE MECHANICS
PROPERTY, REAL ESTATE MANAGERS
AGRICULTURAL INSPECTORS
BROKERAGE CLERKS
GAMING MANAGERS
WOODWORKERS, INCLUDING, PATTERNMAKERS
SURVEYORS, CARTOGRAPHERS
DANCERS & CHOREOGRAPHERS
PRIVATE DETECTIVES & INVESTIGATORS
GEOLOGICAL & PETROLEUM TECHNICIANS
TRANSPORTATION INSPECTORS
HOIST & WINCH OPERATORS
CUSTOMER SERVICE REPRESENTATIVES
LOAN COUNSELORS & OFFICERS
FILE CLERKS
PRODUCERS & DIRECTORS
PERSONAL FINANCIAL ADVISORS
MEDICAL & HEALTH SERVICES MANAGERS
OPERATIONS RESEARCH ANALYSTS
STATIONARY ENGINEERS & BOILER
LOCKSMITHS & SAFE REPAIRERS
WHOLESALE & RETAIL BUYERS, EXCEPT
MANAGERS FOR TRANSPORTATION & STORAGE
HUMAN RESOURCES MANAGERS
GENERAL & OPERATIONS MANAGERS
HEALTH DIAGNOSING & TREATING, TECHNICIANS

11.3 %
11.3 %
11.3 %
11.2 %
11.1 %
11.1 %
11.1 %
11.0 %
11.0 %
11.0 %
11.0 %
10.9 %
10.9 %
10.9 %
10.8 %
10.8 %
10.7 %
10.6 %
10.6 %
10.6 %
10.5 %
10.5 %
10.5 %
10.5 %
10.5 %
10.4 %
10.4 %
10.4 %
10.3 %
10.2 %
10.2 %
10.1 %
10.1 %
10.1 %
10.0 %
10.0 %
10.0 %
10.0 %
10.0 %
10.0 %
10.0 %
10.0 %
10.0 %
10.0 %
10.0 %
9.9 %
9.9 %
9.9 %
9.9 %
9.9 %
9.8 %
9.8 %
9.8 %
9.8 %
9.7 %
9.7 %
9.7 %
9.7 %

10.8 %
10.4 %
10.2 %
10.6 %
12.0 %
11.2 %
11.2 %
12.1 %
10.1 %
10.8 %
10.0 %
8.9 %

11.2 %
10.7 %
9.8 %

10.9 %
9.6 %

10.9 %
7.1 %

11.0 %
11.1 %
10.4 %
10.5 %
11.4 %
7.7 %

10.6 %
11.0 %
10.4 %
9.4 %
9.5 %

10.7 %
10.0 %
7.3 %

10.2 %
15.6 %
13.9 %
10.3 %
9.9 %
9.8 %
9.7 %
9.6 %
8.3 %
8.3 %
6.7 %
9.9 %

10.3 %
9.8 %

10.3 %
10.8 %
10.0 %
10.6 %
10.2 %
7.7 %
9.6 %
8.9 %

10.4 %
9.9 %
9.6 %

 51 
 36 
 36 

 874 
 8 

 40 
 535 
 363 
 415 
 445 
 41 
 25 

 340 
 58 

 111 
 925 
 38 

 831 
 102 
 199 
 366 
 546 
 56 

 171 
 39 
 43 
 91 

 178 
 48 
 44 

 323 
 421 
 40 

 389 
 14 
 14 
 14 
 27 
 32 
 18 
 63 
 14 
 36 
 5 

 1,677 
 367 
 305 
 119 
 260 
 425 
 83 
 83 
 23 

 185 
 195 
 311 
 813 
 350 

 62 
 43 
 44 

 1,071 
 11 
 48 

 790 
 452 
 591 
 585 
 50 
 36 

 410 
 121 
 147 

 1,144 
 62 

 960 
 223 
 234 
 463 
 693 
 69 

 217 
 78 
 55 

 134 
 242 
 63 
 57 

 385 
 547 
 58 

 524 
 19 
 16 
 18 
 37 
 37 
 28 
 80 
 17 
 50 
 7 

 2,208 
 420 
 511 
 144 
 303 
 493 
 97 

 101 
 30 

 237 
 240 
 382 
 937 
 422 
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Center for Immigration Studies

Occupation
Shown in 

Table 5

Immigrant 
%, Adult 

Workers 18 
to 64

Immigrant %, 
All Workers 

15 and Older

Adult Native 
Workers 
18 to 64 

(thousands)

All Native 
Workers, 15 

and Older 
(thousands

Table D. Share of Occupations Comprised of Immigrants in 2003-04

Occupations
12
2

12
21
17
18
22
5

18
16
12
15
12
22
11
2

17
11
4

22
5
9
9
9

22
9

11
19
12
20
11
17
18
5

21
3
9

11
20
11
9
8
7

12
18
9

20
6

22
5
4

22
9
6

21
10
15
9

HEAVY VEHICLE & MOBILE EQUIPMENT & MECHANICS
MISC. CONSTRUCTION EQUIPMENT
INDUSTRIAL & REFRACTORY MACHINERY
TEACHER ASSISTANTS
MARKETING & SALES MANAGERS
OTHER BUSINESS OPERATIONS SPECIALISTS
MEDICAL RECORDS & HEALTH
ETCHERS & ENGRAVERS
COMPLIANCE, EXCEPT HEALTH/SAFETY/TRANSPORT
MARINE ENGINEERS & NAVAL ARCHITECTS
RIGGERS
ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENTISTS
BUS & TRUCK MECHANICS & DIESEL
OCCUPATIONAL THERAPISTS
ENTERTAINERS & PERFORMERS, ALL OTHER
STRUCTURAL IRON & STEEL WORKERS
CONSTRUCTION MANAGERS
PHOTOGRAPHERS
HOSTS & HOSTESSES, RESTAURANT,
DIAGNOSTIC RELATED TECHNOLOGISTS &
PREPRESS TECHNICIANS & WORKERS
INFORMATION & RECORD CLERKS, ALL
HUMAN RESOURCES ASSISTANTS, NOT TIMEKEEPING 
RECEPTIONISTS & INFORMATION CLERKS
THERAPISTS, ALL OTHER
WORD PROCESSORS & TYPISTS
ARTISTS & RELATED WORKERS
PARALEGALS & LEGAL ASSISTANTS
HEATING, AIR CONDITIONING, & INSTALLERS
MISC. COMMUNITY & SOCIAL
EDITORS
MANAGERS FARM, RANCH, & OTHER AGRICULT
FINANCIAL EXAMINERS
ENGINE & OTHER MACHINE ASSEMBLERS
PRESCHOOL & KINDERGARTEN TEACHERS
PEST CONTROL WORKERS
LOAN INTERVIEWERS & CLERKS
NEWS ANALYSTS, REPORTERS
CLERGY
ATHLETES, COACHES, UMPIRES, & RELATED
POSTAL SERVICE MAIL CARRIERS
SALES REPRESENTATIVES, WHOLESALE
FIRST-LINE GROUNDS MAINTANCE WORKERS
AIRCRAFT MECHANICS & SERVICE
AGENTS & BUSINESS MANAGERS OF ATHLETES
BOOKKEEPING, ACCOUNTING, & AUDITING
SOCIAL WORKERS
TANK CAR, TRUCK, & SHIP LOADERS
OPTICIANS, DISPENSING
STRUCTURAL METAL FABRICATORS
BARTENDERS
RESPIRATORY THERAPISTS
INTERVIEWERS, EXCEPT ELIGIBILITY & LOAN
AIRCRAFT PILOTS & FLIGHT ENGINEERS
OTHER EDUCATION, TRAINING, & LIBRARY
MASSAGE THERAPISTS
AGRICULTURAL & FOOD SCIENTISTS
TELEPHONE OPERATORS

9.7 %
9.7 %
9.7 %
9.7 %
9.6 %
9.6 %
9.5 %
9.5 %
9.5 %
9.5 %
9.5 %
9.5 %
9.4 %
9.4 %
9.4 %
9.3 %
9.3 %
9.2 %
9.2 %
9.1 %
9.0 %
8.9 %
8.8 %
8.8 %
8.8 %
8.8 %
8.8 %
8.8 %
8.8 %
8.8 %
8.8 %
8.7 %
8.7 %
8.7 %
8.7 %
8.7 %
8.7 %
8.6 %
8.6 %
8.6 %
8.6 %
8.6 %
8.5 %
8.5 %
8.5 %
8.4 %
8.3 %
8.3 %
8.3 %
8.3 %
8.3 %
8.2 %
8.2 %
8.2 %
8.2 %
8.2 %
8.2 %
8.1 %

8.9 %
8.4 %
9.7 %
9.9 %

10.0 %
10.4 %
9.4 %

12.5 %
9.5 %
7.7 %
6.9 %
9.8 %
9.4 %
9.4 %
8.4 %
7.4 %
9.2 %
8.8 %
8.0 %
9.0 %

10.8 %
9.0 %
8.2 %
8.5 %
9.8 %
9.2 %

10.2 %
9.2 %
8.8 %
8.4 %
9.5 %
8.0 %
8.3 %
7.9 %
9.2 %
7.7 %
8.9 %
9.0 %
9.3 %
7.6 %
8.6 %
8.9 %
9.1 %
8.8 %
9.8 %
8.6 %
8.7 %

13.3 %
9.5 %
6.7 %
8.0 %
8.0 %
8.7 %
6.7 %
8.8 %
8.8 %

10.3 %
8.6 %

 178 
 332 
 393 
 782 
 680 
 203 
 90 
 10 

 124 
 10 
 10 
 67 

 250 
 72 
 29 
 59 

 768 
 118 
 134 
 221 
 46 
 72 
 52 

 866 
 83 

 289 
 171 
 275 
 316 
 244 
 146 
 157 
 11 
 21 

 442 
 58 

 153 
 74 

 318 
 159 
 303 

 1,336 
 65 

 152 
 33 

 1,303 
 599 

 6 
 39 
 22 

 309 
 84 

 117 
 112 
 62 
 96 
 23 
 57 

 221 
 442 
 482 

 1,100 
 794 
 254 
 116 
 14 

 147 
 12 
 14 
 79 

 300 
 82 
 44 
 81 

 893 
 161 
 292 
 249 
 62 

 101 
 67 

 1,329 
 97 

 442 
 247 
 337 
 370 
 310 
 182 
 213 
 11 
 29 

 584 
 72 

 184 
 91 

 414 
 261 
 364 

 1,633 
 80 

 203 
 42 

 1,748 
 714 

 7 
 48 
 28 

 413 
 93 

 199 
 167 
 78 

 114 
 26 
 85 
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Occupation
Shown in 

Table 5

Immigrant 
%, Adult 

Workers 18 
to 64

Immigrant %, 
All Workers 

15 and Older

Adult Native 
Workers 
18 to 64 

(thousands)

All Native 
Workers, 15 

and Older 
(thousands

Table D. Share of Occupations Comprised of Immigrants in 2003-04

Occupations
9

12
13
17
9

18
12
11
11
9

18
18
18
20
15
16
12
17
11
7

12
9
2
2
7
7

21
22
12
1
9
8
8

12
18
9

18
18
20
11
5
9
8

18
8
6

19
9

12
18
5

11
5

21
2
5

12
15

OFFICE PRODUCTION, PLANNING, & EXPEDITING
RADIO & TELECOMMUNICATIONS REPAIRERS
SUPERVISORS, PROTECTIVE SERVICE
ADVERTISING & PROMOTIONS MANAGERS
FIRST-LINE SUPERVISORS, ADMIN. SUPPORT
PURCHASING AGENTS, NOT WHOLESALE
MAINTENANCE WORKERS, MACHINERY
BROADCAST & SOUND ENGINEER
ACTORS
DISPATCHERS
TAX EXAMINERS, COLLECTORS, & REVENUE
BUDGET ANALYSTS
LOGISTICIANS
COUNSELORS
PSYCHOLOGISTS
NUCLEAR ENGINEERS
CONTROL & VALVE INSTALLERS
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES MANAGERS
TECHNICAL WRITERS
RECREATION & FITNESS WORKERS
TELECOMMUNICATIONS LINE INSTALLERS &
INSURANCE CLAIMS & POLICY PROCESSING
HIGHWAY MAINTENANCE WORKERS
MINING MACHINE OPERATORS
USHERS, LOBBY ATTENDANTS, & TICKET
NONFARM ANIMAL CARETAKERS
ARCHIVISTS, CURATORS, & MUSEUM
RADIATION THERAPISTS
COIN, VENDING, & AMUSEMENT MACHINE REPAIR
LOGGING WORKERS
SWITCHBOARD OPERATORS, INCLUDING
SALES REPRESENTATIVES, SERVICES, ALL
TELEMARKETERS
FIRST-LINE SUPERVISERS, INSTALLERS, & REPAIRERS
HUMAN RESOURCES, TRAINING, & LABOR SPECIALISTS
PAYROLL & TIMEKEEPING CLERKS
MEETING & CONVENTION PLANNERS
CLAIMS ADJUSTERS, APPRAISERS, INVESTIGATORS
RELIGIOUS WORKERS, ALL OTHER
PUBLIC RELATIONS SPECIALISTS
METAL FURNACE & KILN OPERATORS &
COURT, MUNICIPAL, & LICENSE CLERKS
SALES & RELATED WORKERS, ALL OTHER
INSURANCE UNDERWRITERS
INSURANCE SALES AGENTS
AIR TRAFFIC CONTROLLERS
MISC. LEGAL SUPPORT WORKERS
SECRETARIES & ADMINISTRATIVE
AVIONICS TECHNICIANS
BUSSINESS COST ESTIMATORS
DRILLING/BORING MACHINE TOOL,  METAL & PLASTIC
WRITERS & AUTHORS
CHEMICAL PROCESSING MACHINE SETTERS, TENDERS
LIBRARIANS
CONSTRUCTION & BUILDING INSPECTORS
LATHE &TURNING MACHINE TOOL, METAL & PLASTIC
ELECTRICAL/ ELECTRONIC REPAIR, UTIL & TRNSPORT
URBAN & REGIONAL PLANNERS

8.1 %
8.0 %
8.0 %
8.0 %
8.0 %
8.0 %
7.9 %
7.9 %
7.8 %
7.8 %
7.8 %
7.8 %
7.8 %
7.8 %
7.7 %
7.7 %
7.7 %
7.6 %
7.6 %
7.6 %
7.6 %
7.6 %
7.6 %
7.5 %
7.5 %
7.4 %
7.4 %
7.4 %
7.4 %
7.4 %
7.4 %
7.3 %
7.3 %
7.3 %
7.2 %
7.1 %
7.1 %
7.1 %
6.9 %
6.9 %
6.9 %
6.9 %
6.8 %
6.8 %
6.8 %
6.8 %
6.8 %
6.7 %
6.7 %
6.7 %
6.7 %
6.6 %
6.5 %
6.5 %
6.5 %
6.5 %
6.5 %
6.4 %

8.3 %
8.5 %
7.7 %
8.6 %
8.2 %
8.0 %
8.5 %
8.1 %
9.1 %
7.6 %
8.1 %
8.3 %
7.1 %
7.5 %
8.5 %
6.7 %
6.3 %
7.2 %
9.5 %
6.7 %
7.8 %
7.7 %
7.3 %
7.7 %
5.8 %
7.3 %
7.7 %
7.1 %
7.1 %
6.8 %
6.6 %
7.3 %
6.9 %
6.8 %
7.4 %
7.8 %
6.9 %
7.2 %
8.9 %
7.2 %
7.4 %
6.3 %
6.6 %
7.4 %
7.0 %
7.4 %
7.2 %
7.1 %
8.9 %
6.3 %
5.3 %
6.6 %
6.9 %
7.8 %
6.7 %
9.3 %
5.0 %
5.7 %

 251 
 189 
 75 
 58 

 1,615 
 237 
 29 
 82 
 24 

 230 
 59 
 42 
 42 

 542 
 138 

 6 
 18 
 79 
 43 

 244 
 141 
 300 
 80 
 49 
 25 

 112 
 38 
 13 
 38 
 75 
 38 

 473 
 146 
 301 
 649 
 163 
 33 

 250 
 67 

 134 
 27 
 81 

 219 
 90 

 448 
 35 

 214 
 3,304 

 14 
 98 
 7 

 143 
 50 

 165 
 87 
 15 
 15 
 22 

 306 
 248 
 96 
 69 

 1,997 
 288 
 38 

 102 
 50 

 279 
 79 
 50 
 59 

 685 
 168 

 7 
 23 
 97 
 57 

 391 
 178 
 368 
 102 
 60 
 57 

 164 
 48 
 13 
 53 

 103 
 64 

 601 
 312 
 375 
 815 
 208 
 41 

 295 
 97 

 168 
 38 

 104 
 320 
 107 
 550 
 44 

 277 
 4,517 

 21 
 120 

 9 
 205 
 61 

 206 
 111 
 20 
 19 
 25 
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Occupation
Shown in 

Table 5

Immigrant 
%, Adult 

Workers 18 
to 64

Immigrant %, 
All Workers 

15 and Older

Adult Native 
Workers 
18 to 64 

(thousands)

All Native 
Workers, 15 

and Older 
(thousands

Table D. Share of Occupations Comprised of Immigrants in 2003-04

Occupations
17
18
22
17
21
22
8
5
5
8

17
5
9

19
9
5
5
5

18
19
12
6
9

22
8

21
20
17
6
6
5

22
5
9

13
13
6
5

13
7

13
9

16
17
22
9
6

21
13
2

22
2

17
13
2

12
13
17

PURCHASING MANAGERS
PURCHASING AGENTS & BUYERS, FARM
RECREATIONAL THERAPISTS
SOCIAL & COMMUNITY SERVICE MANAGERS
SECONDARY SCHOOL TEACHERS
VETERINARIANS
ADVERTISING SALES AGENTS
TIRE BUILDERS
TOOL GRINDERS, FILERS, & SHARPENERS
SALES ENGINEERS
EDUCATION ADMINISTRATORS
FURNACE, KILN, OVEN, DRIER TENDERS
BILL & ACCOUNT COLLECTORS
LAWYERS
METER READERS, UTILITIES
MODEL MAKERS & PATTERNMAKERS, METAL
MISC. PLANT & SYSTEM WORKERS
EXTRUDING & DRAWING MACH, METAL &  PLASTIC
APPRAISERS & ASSESSORS OF REAL ESTATE
JUDGES, MAGISTRATES, & OTHER JUDICIAL
ELECTRICAL POWER-LINE INSTALLERS
LOCOMOTIVE ENGINEERS & OPERATORS
NEW ACCOUNTS CLERKS
OTHER HEALTHCARE PRACTITIONERS
PARTS SALESPERSONS
ELEMENTARY & MIDDLE SCHOOL TEACHERS
DIRECTORS, RELIGIOUS ACTIVITIES
POSTMASTERS & MAIL SUPERINTENDENTS
SHIP & BOAT CAPTAINS & OPERATORS
CRANE & TOWER OPERATORS
WATER/IQUID WASTE TREATMENT PLANT OPER
DENTAL HYGIENISTS
EXTRUDING, FORMING, PRESSING
STATISTICAL ASSISTANTS
CORRECTIONS FIRST-LINE SUPERVISORS
FIRE INSPECTORS
PUMPING STATION OPERATORS
PLASTIC FORGING MACHINE SETTERS, OPERATORS
POLICE OFFICERS
RESIDENTIAL ADVISORS
CROSSING GUARDS
PROCUREMENT CLERKS
SURVEYING & MAPPING TECHNICIANS
PUBLIC RELATIONS MANAGERS
SPEECH-LANGUAGE PATHOLOGISTS
COMMUNICATIONS EQUIPMENT OPERATORS,
RAILROAD CONDUCTORS & YARDMASTERS
SPECIAL EDUCATION TEACHERS
FIRST-LINE SUPERVISORS POLICE
EARTH DRILLERS, EXCEPT OIL & GAS
MED-AUDIOLOGISTS
ELEVATOR INSTALLERS & REPAIRERS
LEGISLATORS
BAILIFFS, & CORRECTIONAL OFFICERS
BOILERMAKERS
MILLWRIGHTS
DETECTIVES & CRIMINAL INVESTIGATORS
FARMERS & RANCHERS

6.4 %
6.3 %
6.3 %
6.1 %
6.1 %
6.1 %
6.0 %
5.9 %
5.9 %
5.8 %
5.7 %
5.7 %
5.7 %
5.6 %
5.6 %
5.6 %
5.6 %
5.6 %
5.5 %
5.5 %
5.4 %
5.3 %
5.3 %
5.3 %
5.3 %
5.2 %
5.2 %
5.2 %
5.2 %
4.9 %
4.9 %
4.8 %
4.8 %
4.8 %
4.8 %
4.8 %
4.7 %
4.5 %
4.5 %
4.5 %
4.4 %
4.4 %
4.4 %
4.3 %
4.1 %
4.0 %
4.0 %
4.0 %
3.9 %
3.8 %
3.7 %
3.6 %
3.6 %
3.3 %
3.2 %
3.1 %
3.1 %
2.6 %

7.0 %
9.1 %
5.4 %
6.7 %
6.6 %
7.6 %
6.5 %
4.5 %
4.2 %
6.3 %
6.2 %
6.8 %
6.4 %
6.0 %
4.5 %
7.1 %
5.8 %
5.7 %
5.0 %
5.2 %
6.5 %
4.3 %
6.5 %
5.2 %
5.0 %
5.6 %
4.0 %
4.0 %
6.7 %
4.8 %
5.3 %
5.3 %
7.1 %
6.2 %
4.0 %
4.0 %
3.6 %
6.5 %
4.7 %
5.3 %
3.4 %
4.9 %
5.0 %
4.5 %
4.8 %
5.3 %
3.3 %
4.5 %
4.0 %
4.7 %
3.6 %
4.8 %
2.5 %
3.5 %
3.6 %
3.6 %
3.8 %
2.9 %

 170 
 8 

 15 
 262 
 685 
 54 

 198 
 16 
 8 

 25 
 706 
 17 

 207 
 811 
 42 
 9 

 34 
 17 

 103 
 52 

 105 
 45 
 18 
 63 

 108 
 2,839 

 46 
 37 
 28 
 59 
 69 

 119 
 40 
 30 
 40 
 20 
 21 
 11 

 579 
 32 
 97 
 33 
 77 
 44 
 95 
 12 
 48 

 205 
 110 
 25 
 13 
 27 
 14 

 362 
 15 
 62 

 110 
 411 

 200 
 10 
 18 

 321 
 831 
 61 

 244 
 21 
 12 
 30 

 853 
 21 

 262 
 933 
 54 
 13 
 41 
 25 

 123 
 73 

 123 
 56 
 22 
 73 

 132 
 3,633 

 60 
 48 
 42 
 80 
 81 

 135 
 52 
 38 
 48 
 24 
 27 
 15 

 673 
 45 

 258 
 39 
 95 
 53 

 110 
 18 
 60 

 242 
 132 
 31 
 14 
 30 
 20 

 423 
 27 
 82 

 126 
 655 
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Occupation
Shown in 

Table 5

Immigrant 
%, Adult 

Workers 18 
to 64

Immigrant %, 
All Workers 

15 and Older

Adult Native 
Workers 
18 to 64 

(thousands)

All Native 
Workers, 15 

and Older 
(thousands

Table D. Share of Occupations Comprised of Immigrants in 2003-04

Occupations
22
13
13
15
17
5

13
7
6

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of 2003 & 2004 American Community Surveys.  Values represent average over the two-year period.

EMERGENCY MEDICAL TECHNICIANS
FIRE FIGHTERS
FIRST-LINE SUPERVISORS, FIRE PREVENTION
CONSERVATION SCIENTISTS & FORESTERS
FUNERAL DIRECTORS
POWER PLANT OPERATORS, DISTRIBUTORS,
MISC. LAW ENFORCEMENT
FUNERAL SERVICE WORKERS
RAILROAD BRAKE, SIGNAL, & SWITCH

2.6 %
2.6 %
2.0 %
1.7 %
1.3 %
1.2 %
0.0 %
0.0 %
0.0 %

3.5 %
2.5 %
2.5 %
1.5 %
1.0 %
1.0 %
3.6 %
0.0 %
0.0 %

 132 
 248 
 49 
 29 
 40 
 41 
 12 
 10 
 7 

 151 
 291 
 59 
 32 
 52 
 49 
 14 
 19 
 10 
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End Notes
1 See for example Andrew Sum et al. from Northeastern 
University, at www.nupr.neu.edu/7‑04/immigrant_
04.pdf.

2 The survey is considered such an accurate source of 
information on the foreign‑born because, unlike the 
decennial census, each household in the CPS receives 
an in‑person interview from a Census Bureau employee. 
The 213,000 persons in the Survey, almost 24,000 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 as well. 

3 This includes naturalized American citizens, legal 
permanent residents (green card holders), illegal aliens, 
and people on long-term temporary visas such as 
students or guest workers, but not those born abroad of 
American parents or those born in outlying territories of 
the United States such as Puerto Rico. 

4 To determine who are legal and illegal immigrants in the 
survey this report uses citizenship status, year of arrival 
in the United States, age, country of birth, educational 
attainment, sex, receipt of welfare programs, receipt 
of Social Security, veteran status, and marital status. 
We use these variables to assign probabilities to each 
respondent. Those individuals who have a cumulative 
probability of one 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 estimates developed by the Urban 
Institute and Pew Hispanic Center. This method is based 
on some well-established facts about the characteristics of 
the illegal population. For example, it is well-known that 
illegals are disproportionately young, male, unmarried, 
under age 40, and have few years of schooling, etc. Thus, 
we assign probabilities to these and other factors in order 
to select the likely illegal population. In some cases we 
assume that there is no probability that an individual is 
an illegal alien. 

5 The INS report estimating seven million illegals in 2000 
with an annual increase of about 500,000 can be found 
at www.immigration.gov/graphics/aboutus/statistics/Ill_
Report_1211.pdf. The Census Bureau estimate of eight 
million illegals in 2000 report can be found at www.

census.gov/dmd/www/ReportRec2.htm  (Appendix A 
of Report 1 contains the estimates). 
	 The Pew Hispanic Center has estimated 
11.1 million illegals from the March 2005 CPS. This 
includes an adjustment for those missed by the survey. 
The Pew report can be found at www.pewhispanic.
org/files/reports/46.pdf. The newest Pew estimates can 
be found at http://pewhispanic.org/reports/report.
php?ReportID=61. The Urban Institute has also 
calculated 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/url.cfm?ID=1000587 
Additional information was provided by Jeffery Passel, 
now at the Pew Hispanic Center, by telephone and in 
person interviews in 2004 through 2006. Dr. Passel is 
the lead author of both the Urban Institute and Pew 
studies.

6 A recent study by the Pew Hispanic Center estimated 
that 75 percent of illegal immigrants ages 25 to 64 have 
only a high school degree. Unfortunately, the Pew study 
does not provide educational statistics for illegals 18 
to 64. Nonetheless Pew’s estimates are still similar to 
our estimates. The Pew report entitled “Unauthorized 
Migrants: Numbers and Characteristics” can be found at 
http://pewhispanic.org/files/reports/46.pdf .

7 For an overview of some of the research on mechanization 
and the potential negative impact of immigration see 
“Jobs Americans Won’t Do: Voodoo Economics from the 
White House” at www.nationalreview.com/comment/
krikorian200401070923.asp .

8 In 2005, there were 53.9 million children in households 
headed by natives. There were 6.4 million children in 
households headed by natives in which there was at least 
one adult (18 to 64) dropout working. There were an 
additional 19.3 million children in native households 
with at least one worker who had only a high school 
degree, excluding households with a dropout worker. 
These 25.7 million children accounted for almost 48 
percent of all children in native households.

9 There were 5.9 million children in poverty who lived 
in a native-headed household in which at least one adult 
(18 to 64) person worked. Of these, 1.7 million children 
lived in a household with an adult dropout worker. In 
addition, 2.5 million more poor children lived a native 
household with at least one worker who had only a high 
school degree, excluding households with a dropout 
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worker. These 4.2 million children account for 71 
percent of children in working-poor native households. 

10 If one adds the totals in 2000 and 2005 found in Table 
1, they show a net increase of nearly 11 million in the 
number of persons 18 to 64, with natives accounting 
for almost 6.7 million, or more than 60 percent of the 
increase. 

11 Table A in the appendix shows year-to-year changes in 
unemployment rates.

12 Unemployment and labor force participation tend to 
vary somewhat with the season, so comparing the same 
month may make more sense. However, comparison 
of the January 2005 CPS with the January 2006 CPS 
shows almost the same pattern as discussed above: 
Unemployment improved somewhat for native dropouts, 
but not natives with only a high school diploma, and labor 
force participation shows no signs of improvement from 
January 2005 to January 2006. In fact, participation in 
the labor force got a little worse between January 2005 
and January 2006.

13 The CPS no longer identifies complete metropolitan 
areas; only parts of each area are identified. 

14 In Tables 3, 4, and 5, we focus on the share of natives 
working rather than labor force participation because 
the percentage-point decline was larger for the share 
working. In general, a larger percentage-point increase 
tends to make it somewhat easier to see if there is a 
correlation between changing immigrant shares and 
native employment patterns. 

15 The correlation between the share of native men in 
an age group and the increase in the immigrant share of 
workers is -0.55 for all ages and -0.74 for male workers 
25 to 64. It makes sense to examine men only because, as 
already indicated, it is women who typically take time off 
from their careers to care for children or an aging parent. 
Thus a decline in work among men is probably not the 
result of rising family commitments. Moreover, there is 
still a good deal of segregation by gender in the labor 
market. As a result, when looking at the share working 
it is very common for economists to divide workers by 
sex.

16 The correlation between labor force participation for 
all less-educated natives and the growth in immigrants 
in the labor force by age group is -0.55 and for workers 
25 to 64 it is -0.71.

17 The New Americans: Economic, Demographic and 
Fiscal Effects of Immigration, which was published by 
the National Research Council in 1997, concluded that 
natives and immigrants without a high school degree 
competed with each other for jobs. As a result, they 
concluded that immigration reduced the wages of this 
population by about 5 percent at that time. A 1995 paper 
by David Jaeger, then at the Bureau of Labor Statistics 
(BLS), also concluded that native and immigrant 
dropouts are almost perfect substitutes for each other in 
the labor market. See “Skill Differences and the Effects 
of Immigrants on the Wages of Natives,” BLS working 
paper 273, December 1995. 

18 The correlation between the share of male workers 
holding a job and growth in the male immigrant share 
of the age group is -0.69 for all age and -0.74 for workers 
25 to 64. The correlation between native labor force 
participation and growth in immigrant shares by age 
group is -0.81 for all age groups and for natives over 
25. 

19 The survey is simply not large enough to divide natives 
in each occupation by dropouts and those with only a 
high school degree, so we group them together.

20 If we focus on occupations that are 20 percent foreign-
born, then we find such occupations account for one-
third of adult native dropouts and one-fourth of natives 
with only a high school degree. In contrast, only one-
tenth of adult natives with more than high school 
degree work in an occupation that is 20 percent or more 
immigrant. 

21 It should be noted that the lack of statistically 
significant growth is not necessarily an indicator that the 
sample size is too small. It may simply be that there was 
not a very big increase in immigrant workers in a state. 

22 Looking more specifically among dropout adult natives, 
47 percent or 3.6 million work in these occupational 
categories and for adult natives with only a high school 
diploma, 31 percent or 10.8 million are in these five 
occupations.



36

Center for Immigration Studies

Center for Immigration Studies
1522 K Street, NW, Suite 820
Washington, DC 20005-1202
(202) 466-8185
center@cis.org
www.cis.org

B
ac

kg
ro

u
n

d
er

NON-PROFIT
U.S. POSTAGE

PAID
PERMIT # 6117

WASHINGTON, DC

C
en

te
r f

or
 Im

m
ig

ra
tio

n 
St

ud
ie

s
15

22
 K

 S
tre

et
, N

W
, S

ui
te

 8
20

W
as

hi
ng

to
n,

 D
C

 2
00

05
-1

20
2

(2
02

) 4
66

-8
18

5 
• (

20
2)

 4
66

-8
07

6
ce

nt
er

@
ci

s.
or

g 
• w

w
w.

ci
s.

or
g 

2-
06

Dr
op

pi
ng

 O
ut

Im
m

ig
ra

nt
 E

nt
ry

 a
nd

 N
at

iv
e 

Ex
it 

Fr
om

 th
e 

La
bo

r M
ar

ke
t 2

00
0-

20
05

By
 S

te
ve

n 
A.

 C
am

ar
ot

a

A
dv

oc
at

es
 o

f 
le

ga
liz

in
g 

ill
eg

al
 a

lie
ns

 a
nd

 i
nc

re
as

in
g 

le
ga

l 
im

m
ig

ra
ti

on
 

ar
gu

e 
th

at
 t

he
re

 a
re

 n
o 

A
m

er
ic

an
s 

to
 fi

ll 
lo

w
-w

ag
e 

jo
bs

 t
ha

t 
re

qu
ir

e 
re

la
ti

ve
ly

 l
it

tle
 e

du
ca

ti
on

. 
H

ow
ev

er
, 

da
ta

 c
ol

le
ct

ed
 b

y 
th

e 
C

en
su

s 
B

ur
ea

u 
sh

ow
 t

ha
t, 

ev
en

 p
ri

or
 t

o 
H

ur
ri

ca
ne

 K
at

ri
na

, 
th

er
e 

w
er

e 
al

m
os

t 
fo

ur
 

m
ill

io
n 

un
em

pl
oy

ed
 a

du
lt 

na
ti

ve
s 

(a
ge

 1
8 

to
 6

4)
 w

it
h 

ju
st

 a
 h

ig
h 

sc
ho

ol
 

de
gr

ee
 o

r 
le

ss
 a

nd
 a

no
th

er
 1

9 
m

ill
io

n 
no

t 
in

 t
he

 l
ab

or
 f

or
ce

. 
Pe

rh
ap

s 
m

os
t 

tr
ou

bl
in

g,
 th

e 
sh

ar
e 

of
 th

es
e 

le
ss

-e
du

ca
te

d 
ad

ul
t n

at
iv

es
 in

 th
e 

la
bo

r 
fo

rc
e 

ha
s 

de
cl

in
ed

 s
te

ad
ily

 s
in

ce
 2

00
0.

•	
Lo

ok
in

g 
fir

st
 a

t 
al

l w
or

ke
rs

 s
ho

w
s 

th
at

 b
et

w
ee

n 
M

ar
ch

 2
00

0 
an

d 
M

ar
ch

 
20

05
 o

nl
y 

9 
pe

rc
en

t o
f t

he
 n

et
 in

cr
ea

se
 in

 jo
bs

 fo
r 

ad
ul

ts
 (1

8 
to

 6
4)

 w
en

t 
to

 n
at

iv
es

. T
hi

s i
s s

tr
ik

in
g 

be
ca

us
e 

na
ti

ve
s a

cc
ou

nt
ed

 fo
r 6

1 
pe

rc
en

t o
f t

he
 

ne
t i

nc
re

as
e 

in
 th

e 
ov

er
al

l s
iz

e 
of

 th
e 

18
 to

 6
4 

ye
ar

 o
ld

 p
op

ul
at

io
n.

 

•	
A

s 
fo

r 
th

e 
le

ss
-e

du
ca

te
d,

 b
et

w
ee

n 
M

ar
ch

 o
f 

20
00

 a
nd

 2
00

5 
th

e 
nu

m
be

r 
of

 a
du

lt 
im

m
ig

ra
nt

s 
(l

eg
al

 a
nd

 il
le

ga
l)

 w
it

h 
on

ly
 a

 h
ig

h 
sc

ho
ol

 d
eg

re
e 

or
 

le
ss

 in
 th

e 
la

bo
r 

fo
rc

e 
in

cr
ea

se
d 

by
 1

.6
 m

ill
io

n.
 


