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immigrant mother, legal and illegal, the highest level in American history. The enormous number
and proportion of children from immigrant families may overwhelm the assimilation process, making
it difficult to integrate these new second-generation Americans. At present, the U.S. government automatically
gives American citizenship to all people born in the country, even the children of tourists and illegal aliens.

Q nalysis of birth records shows that in 2002 almost one in four births in the United States was to an
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Among the study’s findings:

t

e In 2002, 23 percent of all births in the United States were to immigrant mothers (legal or illegal),
compared to 15 percent in 1990, 9 percent in 1980, and 6 percent in 1970.

e Even at the peak of the last great wave of immigration in 1910, births to immigrant mothers accounted
for a slightly smaller share than today. After 1910 immigration was reduced, but current immigration
continues at record levels, thus births to immigrants will continue to increase.
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e Our best estimate is that 383,000 or 42 percent of births to immigrants are to illegal alien mothers.
Births to illegals now account for nearly one out of every 10 births in the United States.

e The large number of births to illegals shows that the longer illegal immigration is allowed to persist, the
harder the problem is to solve. Because as U.S. citizens these children can stay permanently, their
citizenship can prevent a parent’s deportation, and once adults they can sponsor their parents for permanent
residence.

e The large number of children born to illegals also shows that a “temporary” worker program is unrealistic
because it would result in hundreds of thousands of permanent additions to the U.S. population each
year, exactly what such a program is supposed to avoid.

e Overall, immigrant mothers are much less educated than native mothers. In 2002, 39 percent of
immigrant mothers lacked a high school education, compared to 17 percent of native mothers. And
immigrants now account for 41 percent of births to mothers without a high school degree.

e The dramatic growth in births to immigrants has been accompanied by a decline in diversity. In 1970,
the top country for immigrant births — Mexico — accounted for 24 percent of births to immigrants, by
2002 it was 45 percent.
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e As a share of all births in the country, Mexican immigrants accounted for one in 10 births in 2002. No
single foreign country has ever accounted for such a large share of births.
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In 2002, births to Hispanic immigrants accounted for 59 percent of all births to immigrant mothers. No
single cultural/linguistic group has ever accounted for such a large share of births to immigrants.

The states with the most dramatic increase in births to immigrants in the last decade are Georgia, North
Carolina, Nevada, Nebraska, Arkansas, Arizona, Tennessee, Minnesota, Colorado, Delaware, Virginia, and
Maryland

Immigrants account for such a large percentage of births because they have somewhat higher fertility and
are more likely to be in their reproductive years than natives. However, the difference with natives is not
large enough to significantly affect the nation’s overall age structure.

Immigrants who have arrived in the last two decades plus all of their U.S.-born children have only reduced
the average age in the United States from 37 to 36 years.

Looking at the working age share (15 to 64) of the population also shows little effect from immigration.
With or without post-1980 immigrants and their U.S.-born children, 66 percent of the population is of
working age.

While immigration has little effect on the nation’s age structure, new immigrants (legal and illegal) plus
births to immigrants add some 2.3 million people to the nation’s population each year, making for a much

larger overall population.

Introduction

It is difficult to imagine a government program that
has a more profound impact on society than
immigration. Large numbers of immigrants and their
descendants cannot help but shape the destiny of the
country in which they settle. (The terms “immigrant”
and “foreign born” are used synonymously in this
report.) Even after the original immigrant dies or
returns home, his children and descendants will
continue to exert a powerful influence on their new
country’s demographic, political, economic, and
cultural life.  Examining births to immigrants is
therefore important, because it is a way of measuring
the scale of immigration and its impact on American
society. This is especially true because the U.S.
government has chosen to award American citizenship
to all persons born in the United States, including those
born to temporary visitors or even illegal aliens. As
citizens, it seems almost certain that the vast majority
of these children will live in America.

Why Study Immigrant Births?

Public Expenditures on Children. All levels of
government provide services to children. Therefore, it
is necessary to understand the effect of immigration
policy on the number of children being born in the

United States in order to better anticipate spending on
services, especially public schools.  Children from
immigrant families may also have needs that are
different from those of children from native families.
Given the large share of births to immigrants, how these
children integrate into American society is critically
important to the future of the country. Thus a better
understanding of immigration’s impact on births is
necessary so that government may better meet the needs
of these children.

Assimilating the Children of Immigrants. There are
now more than 30 million immigrants living in the
country. It is sometimes suggested that because
immigrants are now so numerous it lowers their
interaction with natives and reduces their need to
integrate fully into American society. Advocates of high
immigration often respond that immigrants account
for a smaller share of the population today than during
the peak of the last great wave of immigration, yet those
immigrants integrated successfully. These advocates
seem to be saying that the relative sizes of the immigrant
and native population matter, but we have not reached
the level of the last great wave, so there is little reason
to worry.

Of course, given the enormous changes in the
world, it is not clear that comparing current
immigration with that of a century ago makes sense.
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Nor is it clear that the very peak level of immigration,
which itself was unusual in American history, is the
best point of comparison. Nonetheless, it is true that
at the very peak of the last great wave in 1910, the
foreign born were a larger share of the total population
— about 15 percent versus 12 percent today. However,
examining births to immigrants is relevant to the
assimilation debate because it is another way of
measuring the scale of immigration and its impact on
American society.

Although children born to immigrants are by
definition natives, the number and share they represent
of all births may have some bearing on how they
assimilate. After all, if births to immigrants comprise
a very large share of all births, then children from
immigrant families may tend to interact primarily with
each other, having little contact with the children of
natives. As a result, foreign cultural norms, values,
and even identities may be dominant among these
children. Of course, the fact that a very large share of
children may come from immigrant families does not
necessarily prove that assimilation will be less complete,
since assimilation is a multifaceted and complex process.
But the issue of births to immigrants certainly is
germane to the debate over the likely course of
assimilation.

Research on the Second Generation. The changing
share of immigrant births is important because it may
help us to better understand how things are changing
for the children of immigrants. Researchers often
examine the assimilation of adults who had immigrant
parents, referred to as second-generation Americans.
But the environment in which such individuals grew
up may have fundamentally changed. For example, an
American born three decades age to immigrant parents
was raised in a country where only about one out of 20
U.S.-born children had a foreign-born mother
compared to one in four today. The situation for the
children of Mexican immigrants is even more striking.
In 1970, 54,000 children were born to Mexican
immigrant mothers and they accounted for 1.5 percent
of all births. In 2002, 408,000 children were born to
Mexican immigrant mothers, accounting for 10.1
percent of all births. This change likely will have
significant impact on the childhood experience for these
children. A person born to immigrants 30 years ago
may have grown up with relatively very little contact
with other children whose mothers came from the same
country. But given the enormous growth in numbers,
a child born to an immigrant today may have a very

different sense of identity. We at least need to be aware
of how things have changed when thinking about the
experiences of second-generation Americans.

Characteristics of Those Having Children. Another
reason to examine births to immigrants is that it
provides some insight into the environment that the
children of immigrants are being born into. For
example, data are available on the education level of
each child’s mother. Education is important because
it is the single best indicator of income and overall
socio-economic status. Parental education levels are
also a good predictor of how much education the child
will ultimately obtain. Thus, examining characteristics
such as education provides important clues to the life
prospects of these children, and how they may differ
from those born to native mothers.

Births to Illegal Aliens. Illegal immigration is one of
the most contentious issues of our time. The debate
involves many complex topics that go well beyond the
scope of this analysis. Birth data, however, can better
inform the debate over illegal immigration by providing
insight into the number of children born to illegal alien
mothers each year. (How one estimates births to illegals
will be discussed at length in the next section.) The
number of these children has direct bearing on what
policy options we decide to pursue in dealing with
this problem.

A large number of children born to illegals may
mean, for example, that a temporary worker program,
like the one outlined by President Bush, is unrealistic.
As U.S. citizens, all children born to guestworkers
would have the right to stay permanently. Presumably
most would return home if their parents did so, but
some would be placed with relatives or even family
friends in the reasonable belief that they would have
better lives in America. As citizens this would be their
right. But even assuming the parents return home
and take their U.S.-born children with them, these
citizen children have the right to return to America at
any time. A significant share can be expected to do so
when they reach adulthood.

Additionally, under current law, the citizenship
of these children can be used to prevent their parent’s
deportation. This is because immigration judges can
and do take into account the harm done to American
citizens by a deportation. Thus, if many guestworkers
or illegal aliens with U.S. citizen children decide to
stay in America and fight deportation, their U.S. citizen
children give them excellent grounds to do so. It must
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also be remembered that once these children are adults
they have the right as citizens to sponsor their parents
for permanent residence without any numerical caps.
All of these factors mean that a “temporary” worker
program would result in tens of millions of permanent
additions to the U.S. population, which is precisely
what a temporary worker program is supposed to avoid.
But without a careful analysis of birth data of the kind
done here, one may not realize this.

Data and Methodology

Data. The data for this study come from birth certificates
registered in all 50 states and the District of Columbia.
The National Center for Health Statistics (NCHS),
which compiles the data, reports that more than 99
percent of births occurring in this country are
registered.? This means that births to illegal aliens are
also included in this data. The 1990 and 2002 public
use files used for this study include all births in the
United States (over four million cases in 1990 and
2002) and are not samples. The 1980 public use file
includes 100 percent data for all but seven states, which
provided NCHS with 50 percent samples.> The 1970
data file is a 50 percent sample (1.9 million cases) from
every state. All figures in this report are for births
occurring within the 50 states and the District of
Columbia. Information about the mother’s current
place of residence, race, age, and education level, as
well as other information, are available in the public
use file for mothers.

In most, but not all, of its published reports
the NCHS does not include births to mothers who
indicated that they reside outside of the United States.
In 2002, for example, there were 4,027,376 births in
United States and all of these records are on the public
use file used for this study. NCHS published reports
generally show only 4,021,726 births for 2002. The
5,650 difference is births to women who report that
they reside outside of the United States. While only a
tiny fraction of all births, it seems incorrect to exclude
these births, since all of these children are U.S. citizens.*
In fact, in some cases the data show that the mother
herself was born in the United States. Therefore, this
report includes all births in the United States, including
those to mothers who reside outside of the country.
This means that state or county figures reported in
this study on the place of residence of the mother will
match published numbers form NCHS, but the
national total for births in the United States are very
slightly higher than in NCHS published figures because

we include births to mothers who gave a foreign
residence.

Immigrant Mothers. All mothers are asked about their
place of birth. This study focuses on the years 1970,
1980, 1990, and 2002. In each of those years, 99.8
percent of mothers indicated a place of birth. The 0.2
percent of the population that do not report place of
birth of mothers will be counted with natives. Of
foreign-born mothers in the public use file, only those
born in Mexico, Canada, and Cuba are reported
separately. Mothers born in other countries are simply
designated as “remainder of the world.” We define
foreign-born mothers as those born outside of the
United States. Mothers born within the United States
or in one of its outlying territories, such as Puerto Rico,
are considered natives. In published reports, the NCHS
counts individuals born in outlying territories as being
foreign born. However, in my view it makes more sense
to count these mothers as natives because they are all
U.S. citizens, and were citizens from the day they were
born. It should be noted that births to mothers from
outlying U.S. territories comprise less than 1 percent
of all births in the United States. Counting those born
in outlying territories as natives is consistent with the
Census Bureau definition of native/foreign born.> As
already indicated, throughout this report we use the
term immigrant and foreign-born synonymously when
referring to mothers.

What About Immigrant Fathers? The natality data
used in this study do not include a question about the
father’s country of birth. However the Current
Population Survey (CPS) collected by the Census
Bureau does ask this question, though the sample size
is relatively small and, unlike the natality data, there is
some undercount in the CPS. The March 2002 CPS
shows that for children born in the United States in
the year prior to the survey, 84 percent who had a
foreign-born mother also had a foreign-born father.
Among Hispanic immigrants it was 88 percent. If
adjusted for undercount, it seems likely that 86 percent
of children born to immigrant mothers also have
immigrant fathers. A similar percentage of children
with an immigrant father have an immigrant mother
in the CPS.

Estimating Births to Illegal Aliens. As already
indicated, more than 99 percent of births in the United
States are recorded. Thus the birth data include births
to those in the country illegally. To arrive at an estimate
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of births to illegals, we estimate births per thousand
for various demographic categories of immigrant women
in their reproductive years. To do this we first generate
a mid-2002 estimate of the total foreign-born
population so that the number of births relative to the
size of the population can be calculated.® We then
combine this estimate with the number of births from
the NCHS data to get immigrant fertility rates by age,
education level (for Mexicans), and region or country
of origin. Dividing the number of births by the size of
female foreign-born population in demographic
category produces birth rates. Once we estimate birth
rates by category, we then estimate the number of illegal
alien women in each category.” To estimate the size of
the female illegal alien population of reproductive age
by category we rely on prior research and our own
analysis.®  We assume that illegal aliens have the same
fertility as their legal counterparts. The available
evidence indicates that the fertility of illegal aliens does
not differ significantly from their legal counterparts
with the same characteristics.®

Our best estimates indicate that there were
383,000 births to illegal alien mothers in 2002,
accounting for 42 percent of all births to immigrants
and 9.5 percent of all births in the country. While
this may seem like a surprisingly large share of births,
it must be remembered that our own research, as well
as work by the Urban Institute, Pew Hispanic Center,

and the Census Bureau, indicates that more than one-
fourth of the nation’s immigrant population is illegal.
Moreover, because illegals come mainly to work, they
are overwhelmingly in their primary reproductive years,
comprising more than one-third of all immigrants age
18 to 39. lllegals tend to either gain legal status as
they grow older or eventually return to their home
countries.  Therefore, the illegal population tends to
be comprised of individuals in their 20s and 30s. In
contrast, there are a larger number of older legal
immigrants who have lived in the country for a long
time and are over age 40. In addition, all prior research
indicates that 80 percent or more of illegal immigrants
are Hispanic, a group with relatively high fertility. For
these reasons, illegal immigrants account for a much
larger share of births than their share in the overall
population or the immigrant population.

Birth to Immigrants Nationally

Number of Births to Immigrants. Figure 1 reports the
number of births to foreign born mothers between
1970 and 2002. The figure shows dramatic growth in
births to this population. The number of births to
immigrants has grown from about 230,000 in 1970
to more than 900,000 in 2002, a 300-percent increase.
The dramatic growth in births to immigrant mothers
is even more rapid than the very substantial growth in

Figure 1. Number of Births to Immigrant Mothers Has Increased Dramatically Since 1970
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the overall immigrant population. Between 1970 and
2002, the number of immigrants in the United States
increased from 9.6 million to 32.5 million — a 237
percent increase.’® While the overall growth in the
immigrant population has been substantial, the growth
in the number of immigrants was still less than the
increase in births to immigrants.

Share of Births to Immigrants. Figure 2 shows that as
a share of all births in the United States, births to
immigrants has increased dramatically in recent years.
In 1970, 6.1 percent of births were to immigrant
mothers; by 2002 it was 22.7 percent. The share of
all births accounted for by immigrant mothers has
increased 272 percent since 1970. To understand just
how large the immigrant share has become, consider
that the 22.7 percent of all births attributable to
immigrants is more than 50 percent larger than the
14.7 percent of births that black mothers represent.
Or put a different way, in 2002 there were more births
to immigrants than all the births in 28 states plus the
District of Columbia combined.

Figure 2 also shows that over the last two
decades the immigrant share of all births has increased
much more rapidly than their share of the total
population. As mentioned above immigrants increased

their share of births by 272 percent, but as a share of
the total population they increased 145 percent. As a
result, the difference between their share of the total
population and their share of births has increased
significantly. In 1970 immigrants accounted for 4.7
percent of the total population and 6.1 percent of births
— a l1.4-percentage point difference. But by 2002
they were 11.5 percent of total population and 22.7
percent of all births — an 11.2 percentage point
difference.

What Explains the Rapid Rise in Immigrant Births?
There are several factors contributing to the rise in the
number of births to immigrants, and their share of all
births. First and most obvious is simply the increase
in the number of immigrants and their share of the
overall population. But as we have seen, Figure 2 also
shows that relative to their share of the total population,
births to immigrants increased as well. The reason for
this change is due to both the changing fertility rates
and age structures of the immigrant and native
populations. We examine those changes below by
comparing Census Bureau population counts with birth
records.

In 1970, the current wave of immigration had
only just begun and a large share of immigrants were

Figure 2. Births to Immigrant Mothers as a Share of All Births
Has Increased Dramatically From 1970 to 2002
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long-time residents and, as a result, many were no
longer in their primary reproductive years. The 1970
Census shows that only 36 percent of female
immigrants were 15 to 44 years of age, much less than
the 41 percent of natives. But the 1980 Census shows
that 46 percent of female immigrants were 15 to 44
years of age, almost the same as the 45 percent of native
born Americans in this age group. Fertility declined
for both groups between 1970 and 1980, from roughly
119 births per thousand among immigrant women age
15 to 44 to 98 births per thousand, and from 87 births
per thousand for native women in 1970 to 66 births.
But fertility differences between the two groups
remained constant at 32 births per thousand. Thus
the primary reason immigrants increased their share of
births relative to their share of the total population
between 1970 and 1980 was an increase in the share
of immigrants in their primary reproductive years. By
1990 things had changed significantly: While 45
percent of natives were still in their primary reproductive
years, 53 percent of immigrants were in this age group.
Moreover, immigrant fertility went up to 117 births
per thousand for women 15 to 44, but remained
relatively constant for natives at 67 per thousand. Thus
the increase in the share of all births that immigrants
accounted for between 1980 and 1990 was due to both
an increase in immigrant fertility and an increase in
the share of immigrants who were in their child-bearing
years. However, for the time period 1990 to 2002 the
situation is somewhat different.

Between 1990 and 2002 fertility for
immigrants aged 15 to 44 actually fell from 117 births
per thousand to 102 births. Fertility for natives also
fell from 67 to 59 births per thousand. Thus the gap
between immigrant and native fertility actually
narrowed somewhat after 1990. However, the share
of immigrants in their primary reproductive years
continued to increase, from 53 percent in 1990 to 56
percent in 2002, while it fell for natives from 45
percent to 41 percent. Therefore, the increase in the
immigrant share of births relative to their share of the
total population between 1990 and 2002 was the result
of a rise in the percentage who were in their primary
reproductive years and not a widening gap between
immigrant and native fertility. Overall, immigrants
increased their share of births from 1970 to 2002 for
three reasons: First, and most obvious is the dramatic
increase in the overall size and share of the population
that immigrants represent; second, the share of
immigrants who are in their primary reproductive years
increased relative to natives; third, the gap between

immigrant and native fertility widened. Though this
gap narrowed after 1990, it is still wider than it was in
1970.

Historical Comparison. Figures 1 and 2 make clear that
the number of births to immigrants and their share of
all births represent a fundamental change from the
recent past. But what of the last great wave of
immigration? Many observers feel that the current
situation is analogous to the early 20th Century, when
immigrants represented a very large share of the total
population. In 1910, immigrants reached 14.7 percent
of the total population, after which time the number
entering was significantly reduced by WWI and
restrictive legislation in 1921 and 1924. Unfortunately,
detailed administrative data on births going back to
that time period does not exist. But the 1910 Census
can be used to estimate the share of births that were to
immigrants. Using the public use file of the 1910
Census, we estimate that 21.9 percent of all births were
to immigrant mothers, somewhat less than today.?
This estimate indicates that births to immigrants in
2002 likely accounted for a larger share than at any
time in American history. In interpreting these
numbers it is also important to realize that immigration
was significantly reduced after 1910. But no such
reduction seems to be in the offing today. Absent a
change in immigration policy it is very likely births to
immigrants will reach 30 percent of the total within a
decade or so. Thus in a very real sense the present
situation and the immediate future are without
precedent in American history. As a nation we are
headed into uncharted territory.

Characteristics of Mothers

The increase in births to immigrants described above
provides only an overview of the numbers and
percentages. In this section, we will examine the
characteristics of immigrant mothers in order to better
understand this social phenomenon.

Educational Attainment of Mothers. The top portion
of Table 1 shows the educational level of immigrant
and native mothers. Unfortunately, a large number of
states, including many of the biggest states, did not
collect information on the education levels of new
mothers in 1970. By 1980 most did ask the question,
however several large immigrant-receiving states still
did not. Therefore is not possible to examine education
levels of new mothers for 1970 or 1980 at the national
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level. (Later in this report, we will look at the education
level of immigrant mothers for those states that collected
this information in 1980.) Data for 1990 and 2002,
however, show a very large gap in the education levels
of immigrant and native mothers. In 1990, 44 percent
of immigrant mothers lacked a high school education
and 38.9 percent lacked one in 2002. In sharp contrast,
only 20.2 percent of native mothers had not completed
high school in 1990 versus 16.5 percent in 2002.
While the share of each group that lacked a high school
degree did decrease over this time period, the gap
between the two groups narrowed very little and
remained enormous — 22.4 percentage points in 2002.
Despite a modest decline in the share of immigrant
mothers who lack a high school degree, the absolute
number of births to immigrants without a high school
degree increased by 83,000 between 1990 and 2002.
This is possible because the number of births to
immigrants increased so much that even though the
percentage with little education decreased, the overall
number actually increased. Between 1990 and 2002,
the number of births to natives without high school
degrees declined by 202,000. As a result, births to
immigrants represent a growing percentage of births
to less-educated mothers. The 356,000 births to
immigrant mothers without a high school degree
accounted for 40.6 percent of all births to those without
a high school degree in 2002, compared to 27.9 percent
in 1990. The immigrant share of births to dropouts
is striking — especially compared to the 11.5 percent
of the total population immigrants represent.

Among more educated mothers, the gap seems
to have actually grown somewhat wider between
immigrants and natives. In 1990, 15.1 percent and
18 percent of births to immigrant and native mothers,

respectively, were to those with at least a four-year
college degree, a 2.9-percentage point difference. In
2002 that difference had widened to six percentage
points, with 21.2 percent of immigrant mothers and
27.2 percent of native mothers having a bachelors
degree. Thus, although there was an increase in the
share of both immigrant and native mothers with a
college degree, the percentage went up more for natives
and as a result the difference between the two groups
grew larger between 1990 and 2002. In general, the
data do not show much convergence between the two
groups at the top or bottom end of the education
distribution. The education level of immigrant mothers
has remained quite different from that of natives, and
those differences have persisted for at least a decade.

Importance of Education. The very large share of births
to immigrants with little formal education has
important implications for those children for two
reasons; First, education is the single best predictor of
income for overall socio-economic standing. Given the
education level of many immigrant mothers, it is certain
that many of the children of immigrants are growing
up quite poor, and this may have a long-term impact
on these children. For example, 37 percent of young
children in households headed by an immigrant with
less than a high school education live in poverty and
an additional 41 percent have low incomes (albeit above
poverty).®®* What's more, it is well established that
parental education, while not the only factor, is an
important determinant of children’s likely educational
attainment.?* With dropout rates for native-born
Hispanics running about twice that of other natives,
the large number of births to immigrants with little
education may mean that this troubling trend will

Table 1. Education and Age of Immigrant & Native Mothers, 1970-2002
1970 1980 1990 2002

Immigrant Native  Immigrant Native  Immigrant Native  Immigrant Native
Education
<HS 44.0% 20.2% 38.9% 16.5%
HS Only 26.8% 40.4% 25.7% 32.7%
Some College 14.1% 21.4% 14.2% 23.6%
College + 15.1% 18.0% 21.2% 271.2%
Age
19 and Under 7.1% 18.3% 9.4% 16.2% 8.8% 13.5% 7.6% 11.7%
20t0 29 62.4% 64.8% 61.0% 65.0% 56.9 % 57.1% 51.3% 51.9%
30to 39 28.0% 155% 27.9% 18.2% 32.4% 28.4% 38.1% 34.0%
40 and Over 2.4% 1.4% 1.6% 0.6% 1.9% 1.1% 2.9% 2.4%
Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public use natality files provided by the National Center for Health Statistics.
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persist.®®  This has significant consequences for the
prospects of these new second-generation Americans
because education has become so important to
economic success in the modern American economy.
Of course, it is very difficult to predict how much
education these children may ultimately receive.
However, given the education levels of immigrant
mothers, it is clear that a very large percentage of
children in immigrant families are growing up in
circumstances that are quite different from their native-
born counterparts.

Age of Mothers. The bottom of Table 1 reports the
percentage of children born to immigrant and native
mothers in their teens, twenties, thirties, and forties.
In terms of the share of mothers in different age
categories, there does not seem to be much meaningful
difference between immigrant and native mothers. A
slightly larger share of native mothers are teenagers than
is the case among immigrant mothers.  Of course,
most immigrants come to America after age 19, thus
there are relatively few teenage immigrants. Therefore
it is not surprising that there are relatively few births
to teenage immigrants. Nonetheless, the fact that only
about 8 percent of births to immigrants are to teenagers
is good news, and the overall decline in teenage births
for both groups is clearly a positive social trend.

Race and Ethnicity of Mothers. The top portion of
Table 2 reports the race and ethnicity of new mothers.
The 1970 data do not include information on whether
the mother is Hispanic so the data is not directly

gration Studies

comparable to other years. Not surprisingly, the figures
show that immigrant and native mothers tend to be
from different groups. This difference has become
somewhat more pronounced over time. In 1980 almost
94 percent of native mothers were either non-Hispanic
black or white, compared to 37 percent of immigrant
mothers. By 2002, only 22 percent of immigrant
mothers were non-Hispanic black or white, compared
to 87 percent of native mothers. While the percentages
have declined somewhat, native mothers remain
overwhelming black or white, but those two groups
make up only 22 percent of new immigrant mothers
in 2002. In contrast, immigrant mothers tend to be
overwhelmingly Asian or Hispanic. In 1980 almost
63 percent of immigrant mothers were from those two
groups, compared to less than 6 percent of native
mothers. By 2002, the Asian and Hispanic share of
new mothers had risen to almost 78 percent among
immigrants, but still only represented 12 percent of
native mothers. The main change among immigrants
over this time has been a decline in the share of births
to non-Hispanic whites and a rise in the share of
mothers who are Hispanic.

As already indicated, the public use file of birth
records does not contain detailed information on the
mother’s country of birth. However, three countries
are reported separately: Mexico, Cuba, and Canada.
The bottom of Table 2 shows the share of immigrant
mothers who are from those three countries. Mexico is
by far the top country for immigrant mothers. This is
not surprising, because Mexico is by far the top
immigrant-sending country, both for legal and illegal

Table 2. Race/Ethnicity and Country of Origin for Immigrant & Native Mothers, 1970-2002
1970* 1980 1990 2002

Immigrant Native  Immigrant Native Immigrant Native  Immigrant Native

Race/Ethnicity

Non-Hispanic White 84.5% 84.3% 30.1% 77.0% 17.8% 73.1% 14.5% 70.1%

Non-Hispanic Black 55% 15.6 % 6.8% 16.6 % 72% 17.9% 75% 16.5%

Non-Hispanic Asian 6.6 % 0.9% 16.8 % 0.3% 18.8% 0.4% 18.9% 0.9%

Non-Hispanic Other 3.4% 0.2% 0.7% 1.0% 0.4% 1.1% 0.2% 14%

Hispanic? - 45.6 % 51% 55.8% 74% 58.9 % 11.1%

Country

Mexico 23.8% 35.9 - 39.5% 44.5% -

Cuba 3.4% 24 - 1.5% 0.8% -

Canada 6.4% 2.6 - 1.6% 1.3% -

Balance of World 66.4 % 59.1 - 57.4% 53.3% -

! Data for Hispanics was not collected separatly in 1970, thus the race catagories are not directly compariable for that year to other years.

2 Persons of Hispanic origin can be of any race and are excluded from the other categories for 1980, 1990 and 2002.

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public use natality files provided by the National Center for Health Statistics.
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immigration. Putting aside figures for births, in 2002
nearly 30 percent of the total foreign-born population
was from Mexico. Moreover, Mexican immigrants tend
to be relatively young and in their primary reproductive
years, and they tend to have the highest fertility of any
major immigrant group. For these reasons, births to
Mexican immigrants account for almost 45 percent of
all births to immigrants in 2002, significantly higher
than the 30 percent they represent of the total
immigrant population. The Mexican share of births
to immigrants has increased substantially: from 23.8
percent in 1970 to 35.9 percent in 1980, and 39.5
percent in 1990 to 44.5 percent in 2002. Throughout
the time period examined in Table 2, although data for
other Hispanics are limited in 1970, Mexicans have
accounted for at least three-fourths of births to Hispanic
immigrants.’® Given that more than 10 million
Mexican-born people now live in the United States,
both legally and illegally, Mexico will continue to
account for a very large share of births to immigrants
for decades to come.

Declining Diversity Among Immigrant Mothers. In
one sense, today’s immigration is more diverse than
ever because people now arrive from every corner of the
world. In another sense, however, the diversity of
immigrants has declined significantly in the last two
decades. As Table 2 shows, one country — Mexico —
and one region — Spanish-speaking Latin America —
have come to dominate U.S. immigration during the
last two decades. Putting aside births, the decennial
census as well as other Census Bureau data show that
Mexico, the top sending country in 1980, increased
its share of the total immigrant population from 16
percent in 1980, to 22 percent in 1990 and to 30
percent in 2002. The same data also show that
Hispanic immigrants as a group increased their share
of the total immigrant population from 30 percent in
1980 to nearly half of all immigrants by 2002. The
birth data in Table 2 show an even more pronounced
decline in diversity than in the overall immigrant
population. Mexican mothers increased their share of
births to immigrants from 35.9 percent to 44.5 percent
between 1980 and 2002. Hispanic immigrants
increased their share from 45.6 percent to 58.9 percent.

The enormous growth in the number of births
to immigrants from Mexico and the rest of Latin
America means that the children of these immigrants
will grow up in very different circumstances than
children born to these groups a generation ago. For
example, a child born to a Mexican immigrant mother
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in 1970 was entering a country where 1.5 percent of
all children (including births to natives) had a Mexican
immigrant mother. But that same child born in 2002
is growing up in a country where more than 400,000,
or 10.1 percent, of all U.S.-born children his age have
a Mexican immigrant mother. A similar situation exists
with Hispanic immigrants. In 1980, 150,000, or 4.1
percent, of all children were born to Hispanic
immigrants, but by 2002, 540,000 children were born
to Hispanic immigrants, and they comprised 13.4
percent of all U.S.-born children. The opportunity to
have continual contact with children from the same
background is now dramatically greater than it was 20
or 30 years ago.

It seems reasonable to assume that the declining
diversity of immigrants must have some implications
for American society. The most serious potential
problem associated with declining diversity is that it
may hinder the assimilation and integration of
immigrants and their children. Much larger numbers
may provide the critical mass necessary to create
linguistic and spatial isolation. In contrast, a more
diverse immigrant population may increase incentives
to learn English or become familiar with American
culture more generally. The English language and
American culture are the means by which diverse groups
communicate with each other and the larger society.
But if one group dominates in an area, then this could
fundamentally reduce the need to Americanize. No
one country has ever accounted for such a large share
of births to immigrants as do Mexican immigrants
today. Our analysis shows that at the peak of
immigration in 1910, the top country of immigrant
births was the Russian Empire, which accounted for
18 percent of births to immigrants. Immigrants from
Russia were extremely heterogeneous and included some
ethnic Russians as well as Poles, Ukrainians, Jews, and
immigrants from the Baltic states. Immigrants from
Italy, a more homogenous group, accounted for slightly
more than 16 percent of births to immigrant mothers.
Moreover, immigrants from Russia and Italian
immigrants each accounted for less than 4 percent of
all births in America in 1910. In contrast, Mexican
immigrants accounted for 10 percent of all births in
2002. The declining diversity of immigrants along
with the rapid growth in the number of immigrants
means that America is entering a new time, heretofore
unknown in its history, when one group is dominant
among immigrants decade after decade. This fact is
reflected in the birth data. It is not at all clear what
the outcome of this situation will be.
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Education Level by Race and Ethnicity. Table 3
shows the education level of immigrant and native
mothers by race and ethnicity. The table shows
very large differences between groups in both
1990 and 2002. As already discussed, national
data on the education level of mothers does not
exist for 1980 because several large states did not
collect that information then. In general,
Hispanic immigrant mothers tend to have the
lowest education levels, while those from Asia tend
to have the highest. In 1990 there was a 43.1-
percentage-point difference between the share of
Asian versus Hispanic immigrant mothers who
lacked a high school education. By 2002, the
difference was 48.8 percentage points. Although
the share of each group that lacked a high school
degree improved, Asian immigrant mothers
improved more, and as a result the gap with
Hispanics actually grew. A similar situation exists
when comparing Hispanic immigrants to all
natives.

In 1990, 20.2 percent of all native
mothers lacked a high school education compared
to 64.2 percent of Hispanic immigrant mothers
— a 44 percentage-point difference. In 2002,
16.5 percent of native mothers and 58.8 percent
of Hispanic immigrant mothers lacked a high
school education — a 42.3-percentage point
difference. While the gap narrowed a little, the
difference remained huge. In fact, the actual
number of children born to less-educated
Hispanics actually increased because the overall
Hispanic immigrant population grew so much.
In 1990, 223,000 children were born to Hispanic
immigrant mothers without a high school degree.
In 2002 it was 317,000.

At the top end, the difference between
all natives and Hispanic immigrant mothers
actually widened. In 1990, 18 percent of natives
and 4.8 of Hispanic immigrant mothers had at
least a four-year college degree — a 13.2
percentage-point difference. By 2002, 27.2
percent of native and 6.7 of Hispanic immigrant
mothers had a college degree — a 20.5 percentage-
point difference. Although the share of both
groups with a college degree increased, native
mothers made much more substantial gains and
the gap widened significantly. This is not the
case for Asian immigrant mothers, a much larger
share of whom had a college degree in 2002 than
in 1990. As a result, the gap with natives in terms

Table 3. Education by Race/Ethnicity for
Immigrant & Native Mothers, 1990 & 2002

2002
Immigrants

Some
<HS HSOnly College College+
Non-Hispanic White  9.1% 25.9% 21.9% 43.1%
Non-Hispanic Black  15.6 % 36.3% 24.2% 23.9%
Non-Hispanic Asian  10.0 % 22.1% 20.1% 47.8%
Non-Hispanic Other  18.8 % 21.3% 19.8% 40.1%
Hispanic* 58.8% 25.4% 9.0% 6.7%
Total 39.0% 25.7% 14.2% 21.2%

Natives

Some
<HS HSOnly College College+
Non-Hispanic White  11.9% 30.1% 24.3% 33.7%
Non-Hispanic Black ~ 25.5% 40.2 % 23.1% 11.2%
Non-Hispanic Asian ~ 9.8% 23.8% 22.3% 44.0%
Non-Hispanic Other  28.3% 41.3% 21.8% 8.6%
Hispanict 31.6% 37.6% 20.2% 10.6 %
Total 16.5% 32.7% 23.6% 27.2%

1990
Immigrants

Some
<HS HSOnly College College+
Non-Hispanic White  12.8 % 34.7% 22.9% 29.6 %
Non-Hispanic Black  21.6 % 39.3% 22.3% 16.8 %
Non-Hispanic Asian  21.1% 27.9% 19.1% 31.9%
Non-Hispanic Other  20.3% 28.3% 20.3% 31.2%
Hispanic* 64.2% 22.3% 8.7% 4.8%
Total 44.3% 26.7% 14.1% 15.0%

Natives

Some
<HS HSOnly College College+
Non-Hispanic White  15.3% 39.7% 22.8% 22.3%
Non-Hispanic Black  30.6 % 43.7% 19.0% 6.6 %
Non-Hispanic Asian ~ 8.9% 28.7% 23.6% 38.7%
Non-Hispanic Other  33.8% 44.6 % 17.3% 4.3%
Hispanic* 40.0 % 39.1% 15.2% 5.6%
Total 20.2% 40.4 % 21.5% 18.0%

1 Persons of Hispanic origin can be of any race and are excluded from the other

categories.

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public use natality files

provided by the National Center for Health Statistics.
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of college graduates actually become more pronounced
in favor of Asian immigrants between 1990 and 2002.

Table 3 shows that some of the largest gains in
terms of education among immigrant mothers were
among black immigrants. Over this time period, the
share lacking a high school degree declined significantly,
and the share with a college degree increased a good
deal. Although we cannot say for sure from this data,
the increasing education of black immigrant mothers
may reflect the increasing share of black immigrants
who are skilled professionals from Africa. In contrast,
earlier waves of black immigration were almost entirely
Caribbean. Table 3 makes clear that there is great
diversity in the educational level of immigrant mothers.
Immigrant mothers from some parts of the world are
more educated than natives while other groups are much
less educated than natives. But overall, immigrant
mothers in 2002 were much less educated than natives,
and the difference between the two groups has narrowed
little or not at all in the last decade.

Births to Illegal Aliens. As indicated in the
methodology section, we estimate that there were
383,000 births to illegal alien mothers in 2002,
accounting for 41.9 percent of births to immigrants.
Figure 3 shows the region or country of birth for illegal
alien mothers in 2002. The vast majority of illegal
mothers were from Mexico or elsewhere in Latin
America. One question the data do not answer is what
share of the fathers were legal residents. We can say
that the number of illegal alien women married to

American citizens (native born or naturalized) is trivial
because American citizens can sponsor their spouses
for green cards without numerical limits. But not all
illegal alien mothers are married. In addition, some of
the fathers of these children might be Lawful Permanent
Residents (LPRs). In some cases, the spouses of LPRs
must wait to receive a green card because of numerical
limits. Of course, this situation would only arise if
someone married an illegal alien after he had received
LPR status but before he became a citizen, which he
can do after being in the country for five years.
Otherwise, when the immigrant received LPR status
he would have been able to bring his spouse with him
as part of the normal legal immigration system. It
seems likely that perhaps 5 to 10 percent of children
born to illegal mothers have a legal father, but it is not
easy to say for sure. Of course, a similar situation must
exist among illegal alien fathers who have a child with
a woman who is in the country legally. Birth data,
however, do not indicate if the father is foreign born.

Significance of Births to Illegals. The large number of
children now being born to illegal aliens each year is
important for a number of reasons. First, it makes clear
the enormous scale of illegal immigration. Consider
that in recent years between 400,000 and 600,000
legal immigrants chose each year to become American
citizens; in 2004 it was 536,174. In comparison, births
to illegal immigrants are adding nearly 400,000
citizens. It is not inconceivable that if illegal
immigration is allowed to continue, there may come a
time in the not too distant future when
births to illegal immigrants will actually

Figure 3. Births to lllegal-Alien Mothers by Region, 2002

add more citizens to the United States
each year than naturalizations of legal

Alll Others
12.1%

Non-Mexican Latin
America
18.1%

Mexican Immigrants
69.8%

immigrants.

Second, because all of these children
are American citizens, there is a
permanence to the illegal alien
problem. As U.S. citizens, these
children have a right to stay
permanently, their citizenship can
prevent a parent’s deportation, and once
adults they can sponsor their parents
for green cards. Thus even if all illegals
were to go home, the consequences of
tolerating illegal immigration are very
long-term. Third, births to illegals
remind us that illegal aliens are not

by the National Center for Health Statistics.

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public use natality files provided

simply workers or mere factors of
production, which is how so many in
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the business community tend to see them. They are
human beings, who have children and thus impact our
society in a host of ways. We estimate that two-thirds
of illegal alien mothers lack a high school degree.
Clearly many of the children of illegal aliens will grow
up in circumstances very different from those of children
of natives, even if their parents are given legal status.
Thinking about illegal immigration simply as a source
of cheap labor misses the enormous long-term
challenges it creates for the country as we attempt to
improve the lives of millions of children born to illegal
alien parents who have little education. An additional
effect of illegal immigration is the cost to taxpayers.
As American citizens, the children of illegal aliens are
eligible for all social services provided by federal, state,
and local government. But even putting the long term
costs aside, the fiscal impact of just paying for the births
to illegal aliens is huge. We estimated that the cost to
taxpayers of paying for just the births to uninsured
illegal alien mothers was $1.7 billion in 2002.%

State and Local Data

Number of Births to Immigrants by State. Table 4
(page 19) shows the number of immigrant and native
births by state for 1970, 1980, 1990, and 2002. With
almost no exceptions, births to immigrants increased
in every state in the last three decades. In many states
the growth can only be described as phenomenal.
Nevada, Georgia, and North Carolina saw the most
dramatic increases between 1970 and 2002. In Nevada
the number increased 19 times, in Georgia the number
increased 18 times and in North Carolina the increase
was nearly 16 times.

Putting aside Nevada, which was a very small
state in 1970, since 1980 the number of births to
immigrants has increased 11 times in Georgia almost
10 times in North Carolina. In total, 21 states saw at
least a five-fold increase in births to immigrant mothers
since 1970. In 22 other states the number more than
doubled. Even just the period from 1980 to 2002
shows spectacular growth. In total, seven states saw at
least a five-fold increase in births to immigrant mothers
between 1980 and 2002. In six other states the
number grew more than four-fold, in 11 additional
states the number tripled, and in another 18 states it
more than doubled. Of course, in many states the
number of native births also increased significantly as
the states’ overall populations grew. But even so,
immigrants still have increased their share of births
dramatically.
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Percentage of Births to Immigrants by State. Table 5
(page 20) reports the percentage of all births by state
that were to immigrant mothers in 1970, 1980, 1990,
and 2002. Between 1970 and 2002, there were three
states — North Carolina, Georgia, and Arkansas — where
immigrants increased their share of births at least 10-
fold. In 12 other states, immigrants increased their
share of births at least five-fold and in 21 states plus
the District of Columbia the share tripled. In Georgia,
the immigrant share of births increased seven-fold, from
2.7 percent in 1980 to 19.1 percent in 2002. In North
Carolina, the increase was more than six times,
increasing from 2.6 percent to almost 16.7 percent
between 1980 and 2002. There were a total of eight
states in which the immigrant share of births increased
at least four-fold and 11 states where it tripled after
1980. There were also 18 states and the District of
Columbia where the share of births to immigrants more
than doubled. Even in states where a large percentage
of births were already to immigrant mothers in 1980,
immigrants still increased their share of births. In New
York state, immigrants increased their share of births
from 17.8 percent to slightly over 34 percent. And in
California the immigrant share increased from 27.2
percent to 46.2 percent between 1980 and 2002.
Tables 4 and 5 clearly show that the spectacular growth
in births to immigrants has not been confined to a few
states; it is a national phenomenon.

The last column in Table 5 reports the share of
each state’s total population that was foreign born in
2002. The figures for the total foreign born come from
the March 2002 and 2003 Current Population Surveys
(CPS) collected by the Census Bureau. Because the
data for the total foreign born is based on a survey, we
have averaged two years together to get a more accurate
picture of the foreign born share in smaller states.
Comparing the immigrant share of the total state
population with the immigrant share of births produces
some very interesting results for a number of states.
Nationally, immigrants were 11.5 percent of the total
population (11.6 percent when 2002 and 2003 data
are averaged as in Table 5) and 22.7 percent of births
were to immigrants in 2002. This is roughly a two-to-
one ratio of births to immigrants. But, in some states
the ratio is much larger. In Georgia and North
Carolina, for example, the ratio of births to immigrants
relative to their share of the total population is more
than three to one. There are several possible
explanations for this situation. The large number of
births to immigrants in these states may mean that the
undercount of the foreign born in the census is quite
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large. The issue of undercount is very complex, and
much more detailed analyses would be needed in order
to determine whether the immigrant population
actually is much bigger in some states than the CPS
indicates.  Nonetheless, these results do make clear
that in many states the number of births to immigrants
is much larger than their share of the total population
as shown in Census Bureau data. Simply looking at
the share immigrants represent of the total population,
without understanding their impact on births, may
lead one to understate the actual impact of immigration
policy on many states or American society as a whole.

Education Level by State. Table 6 (page 21) reports
the share of immigrant and native mothers in 1980,
1990, and 2002 who lacked a high school degree for
those states that collected the data. As already
discussed, the education level of immigrant mothers is
important because children of less educated parents
are much more likely to live in or near poverty. They
are also more likely to have special educational needs
and to be at risk for dropping out of school themselves.
As we saw in Table 1, very large differences exist between
immigrant and native mothers in terms of the share
without a high school education. The differences in
education are also very large in most states. In 2002,
there were eight states where immigrant mothers were
three times as likely as native mothers to lack a high
school education and 20 states in which immigrant
mothers were more than twice as likely as natives to
lack a high school education.  One of the most striking
things about Table 6 is the large number of states in
which immigrant mothers actually become significantly
less educated. There were 31 states in which the share
of immigrant mothers without a high school education
actually increased between 1990 and 2002. This
despite the fact that the trend among natives and
immigrants nationally is for an increasing percentage
of new mothers to have completed high school.

In many of the states, the increase in the share
of births to immigrant dropouts was enormous. In
Alabama, Nebraska, Arkansas, Indiana, North Carolina,
Delaware, Tennessee, South Dakota, South Carolina,
Utah, Oklahoma, lowa, Georgia, and Kentucky the
share of immigrant mothers without a high school
degree increased by more than 20 percentage points
between 1990 and 2002. In contrast, the percentage
of native mothers without a high school education
improved in every state. In general, the states in which
there was a deterioration in the share of immigrant
mothers without a high school degree were also the
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states with the largest proportional growth in births to
immigrants. Many of the states with the largest increase
in births to immigrants are places where a very large
share of new arrivals are from Latin America. As we
have seen, Hispanic immigrants tend to have the lowest
level of education. Thus, in areas of new immigration,
the education level of immigrant mothers tended to
fall significantly.

Immigrant Mothers as a Share of Dropouts. Table 7
(page 22) shows the share of all high-school dropout
mothers who are immigrants. The table indicates that
immigrant mothers make up a very large percentage of
births to mothers with little formal education across
the country. In 1980 there were just six states in which
immigrants accounted for more than 20 percent of
births to dropouts. But by 2002 there were 28 states
in which immigrants accounted for more than 20
percent of births to mothers with less than a high school
education. While it may not be surprising that in states
such California, Texas, and New York immigrants
account for a large share of births to women with little
education, it is very surprising to see that this is the
case in states like Nebraska, Oregon, and Washington.
As Table 6 showed, the share of native mothers
completing high school has increased in these states,
while immigrant mothers have become less educated
at the same time as the number of immigrants has
grown. Immigrants now account for a very large share
of births to women who lack a high school degree. The
impact of this growth on social services and schools in
these states is likely to be very significant.

Hispanic Share by State. Table 8 (page 23) shows the
share of immigrant mothers who are Hispanic in each
state. As we have seen in Table 2, Hispanics account
for a growing share of births to immigrants nationally,
increasing from 45.6 percent in 1980 to 58.9 percent
in 2002. In 1980 Hispanic immigrants accounted for
more than 40 percent of immigrant births in only seven
states, but by 2002 this was the case in 32 states plus
the District of Columbia. In fact, Hispanics actually
doubled their share of births to immigrants in 21 states
just since 1990. As already pointed out, the rapid
increase in the Hispanic share of births to immigrants
helps to explain why the overall education level of
immigrant mothers deteriorated in many parts of the
country. As Table 3 shows, Hispanics tend to have the
lowest education levels of any immigrant group. As
they increased their share of births to immigrants in
many states, the education level of immigrant mothers
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declined. The rapid increase in the Hispanic share of
immigrant births also means that the diversity of
immigrant mothers has declined in many areas of the
country.

Immigration at the County Level. Table 9 (page 24)
shows the 50 counties in the country in which births
to immigrant mothers comprised the largest share of
births in 2002, as well as the percentage for 1990,
1980, and 1970. (While the public use natality data
does not identify every individual county, information
for 400 other counties for 1990 and 2002 is available
at www.cis.org/articles/2005/back805.html) Table 9
indicates that immigrants account for an enormous
share of births in many counties. In 15 counties,
immigrant mothers account for more than half of all
births. While seven of these counties are in California,
others are located in New Jersey, Florida, Virginia, and
Texas. The counties run the range from primarily urban
counties such as Los Angles, Calif., and Dade County,
Fla., to suburban counties like Orange County, Calif.,
and Fairfax County, Va. In 2002, the top 15 counties
accounted for 26 percent of all births to immigrant
mothers in the United States, but only 6 percent of all
births to natives.

Table 9 also shows that in some cases
immigrants already accounted for a large share of births
in 1970. In places like Los Angeles County, Dade
County, and Queens, N.Y., immigrant mothers
accounted for more than 20 percent of births in 1970.
In other places, immigrants accounted for a relatively
modest share of births in 1970 or even 1980, but the
increase since then has been enormous. In Santa Clara,
Calif., immigrants increased as a share of births from
12.1 percent of births in 1970, to 21.1 percent in
1980, and to 61 percent in 2002. In Collier County,
Fla., they increased from 5.4 percent in 1970 to 48.3
percent in 2002. In Gwinnett County, Ga., the increase
was 1.3 percent in 1970 to 41.3 percent in 2002; in
Middlesex, N.J., the increase was 8.7 percent in 1970
to 50.8 percent by 2002; and in Fairfax County,
immigrant mothers increased from 6.5 percent of
births in 1970 to 50.7 percent in 2002. These counties
are not alone. Other counties such as Alameda, Calif.;
Dona Ana, N.M.; Dallas, Texas; Broward, Fla.; Napa,
Calif.; and Alexandria, Va. saw similar growth rates
between 1980 and 2002. There are now many areas
where immigrants account for a very large share of
births.
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Metropolitan Areas. Table 10 (page 25) shows the
nation’s Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Areas
(CMSAs) in 2002. The CMSAs are ranked based on
the share of births to immigrant mothers in 2002. As
expected, traditional areas of immigrant settlement have
the highest share of births to immigrants. Half or more
of births in the Miami, Los Angeles, and San Francisco
CMSAs are to immigrant mothers. In New York it is
40.4 percent, and in Houston and Dallas more than a
third of births are to immigrant mothers. It is striking
that such a large share of births are to immigrants in
these CMSAs because they cover very wide geographic
areas, including inner and outer suburbs, and even rural
areas. Thus even though the New York CMSA includes
counties in New Jersey, Connecticut, and Pennsylvania,
many of which are a good distance from New York
City, more than 40 percent of births in the CMSA are
to immigrants. Table 10 also shows that there is great
variation in the number of births to immigrants across
the country. In such major metropolitan areas as
Detroit, Philadelphia, Milwaukee, and Cleveland,
immigrant mothers account for a much smaller share
of births than they do nationally.

Estimated Births to lllegal Aliens
in States and Localities

In the methods section of the report we estimated the
share of births to illegal alien mothers in 2002. Below
we apply the same methodology to state and local data
in order to estimate births to illegal aliens throughout
the country. It must be remembered that the figures
are estimates based on the characteristics of the mother.
The numbers below should at least provide a good idea
of the share of births to illegal aliens in 2002 in states
and some local areas.

Estimated Births to Illegal Aliens by State. Table
11(page 26) ranks the states based on the estimated
share of births to illegal-alien mothers by state. In six
states, births to illegal-alien mothers account for more
than 50 percent of births to immigrants, while in 15
states illegals were 40 percent or more of births to
immigrants; in another 12 states plus the District of
Columbia, illegal aliens comprised more than 30
percent of all births to immigrant mothers. Even in
parts of the country that are often not associated with
large-scale illegal immigration, births to illegal mothers
still comprised a significant share of births to
immigrants. Almost one fourth of births to immigrants
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in Ohio and Pennsylvania in 2002 were to illegal alien
mothers. The table also shows that immigrants
comprise a significant share of all births in a number of
states. As already discussed, illegal-alien mothers are
estimated to account for 9.5 percent of all births in the
United States in 2002. Table 11 shows that there were
10 states in which illegals comprised more than 9.5
percent of all births. Whether 9.5 percent nationally
or even higher percentages in some states is a “large”
number is, of course, a matter of perception. But it is
important to note that illegal aliens comprise about
3.6 percent of the nation’s total population. Thus, the
fact that in California they are estimated to account for
more than one in five births and in three other states
they account for one in six births is certainly
consequential. The impact of illegal immigration on
schools, hospitals, and social services generally is likely
to be very significant for these states.

Estimated Births to lllegals by County. Table 12 (page
27) shows the counties in which births to illegal
immigrants are estimated to comprise the largest share
of births. (While the public use natality data do not
identify every individual county, information for 400
additional counties in addition to those in Table 11 is
available at www.cis.org/articles/2005/back805.html.)
In almost every county listed in Table 12, illegal aliens
account for a third or more of births to immigrant
mothers. Many of most affected counties are in
California or are counties near the Texas/Mexico border.
In terms of absolute numbers, the most births to illegal
mothers can be found in Los Angeles, where we estimate
there were nearly 43,000 births to illegal aliens in
2002, accounting for half of births to immigrant
mothers and 28 percent of all births in the county.
But counties away from California and the border are
impacted as well.  For example, illegals are estimated
to account for roughly half of births to immigrants in
such geographically diverse places as Dallas, Texas;
Yakima County, Wash.; Denver County, Colo.; and
Collier County, Fla. They also account for about one
in four of all births in these four counties. Table 12
shows that nationally there were a total of 26 counties
in 2002 in which illegal alien mothers are estimated to
account for one out of every five births: 13 in California,
six in Texas, and one each in Arizona, Washington,
Colorado, New Mexico, Florida, Illinois, and New
Jersey. lllegal immigration is clearly having a very large
impact on these counties.
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Estimated Births to Illegals by CMSA. Table 13 (page
28) shows estimated births to illegal aliens in the
nation's CMSAs. While CMSAs cover large areas, it is
still striking to see that illegals account for one-third of
births to immigrant mothers in nine CMSAs. It is also
striking to see that they account for one in seven of all
births in seven CMSAs. The data also show that areas
of the country differ greatly in the share of births to
illegal alien mothers. For example, while illegals are
estimated to account for nearly 25 percent of all births
in the Los Angeles CMSA and 20 percent in the
Houston CMSA, they account for only about 3 percent
of births in Detroit and 2 percent in Cincinnati.
Although illegal aliens continue to spread throughout
the country, our estimates of births show that many
parts of the country remain relatively unaffected by
illegal immigration.

Impact on Age Structure

The data presented so far indicate that immigrants have
a very large impact on the number of births in the
United States. Many advocates of high immigration
point to such data and argue that immigration
fundamentally changes the nation’s age structure, and
is very helpful in solving the problems of an aging
society. However, a recent study by the Center for
Immigration Studies, as well as estimates done by the
Census Bureau and the Social Security Administration,
show that immigration has only a very small impact
on the aging of society now and in the future.’® While
immigrants do tend to arrive relatively young, and have
higher fertility than natives, immigrants age just like
everyone else, and the differences with natives are not
large enough to fundamentally alter the nation’s age
structure.

Impact of Immigration on Fertility and Age Structure.
The fact that immigrants age over time, while obvious,
is important because it partly explains why immigration
does not significantly change the nation’s age structure.
The 2000 Census showed that the average age of an
immigrant was 39 years, compared to 35 years for
natives. One of the most important concerns of those
worried about the aging of the country is that there
will be too few workers relative to those who do not
work. But the Census shows that in 2000, 66 percent
of the nation’s population was of working age — 15 to
64. If all the immigrants who arrived after 1980 and
all their U.S.-born children are excluded from the
Census, the share of the population that is of working
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age would be virtually unchanged at 66 percent.
Immigration adds to both the working-age population
and the population too young or too old to work. Asa
result it has little impact on working age share.

The evidence is also clear that immigration has
only a very modest impact on the nation’s fertility rate.
In 2000, our research shows that the nation’s total
fertility rate when immigrants are included is slightly
under 2.1 children per woman. Without immigrants
it would be 2.0 children per woman. The much higher
fertility rate in the United States compared to Europe
(1.4) and Japan (1.3) is not due to the presence of
immigrants. Rather, it reflects the higher fertility of
native-born American women, who continue to have
significantly more children on average than their
counterparts in other industrialized democracies.
Again, immigration certainly adds to the number of
births in the United States, but since more than three-
fourths of births are still to natives, it is native fertility
rates that mainly determine the overall fertility rate.

Immigration’s Impact in the Future. The Census
Bureau also has done projections assuming different
levels of immigration. Those projections indicate that
if net immigration was 100,000 to 200,000 annually,
the working age share (15 to 64) would be 58.7 percent
in the year 2060, compared to 59.9 percent in its
middle immigration projections, which assume annual
immigration of about one million. The Census Bureau
itself states that immigration is “a highly inefficient”
means for addressing a high ratio of working-age people
relative to those too young or too old to work. Even
focusing on working-age people relative to only retirees,
excluding those under age 15, reveals little effect from
immigration. The Census Bureau’s low immigration
projections show that in 2060, 27 percent of the adult
population (age 15+) would be 65 or older, compared
to 26 percent in their medium immigration projections.
Although it has little effect on the share of the
population that is of working age, immigration does
make for a much larger overall population and a more
densely settled country. The Census Bureau’s middle
immigration projections show that immigration will
add 97 million people to the U.S. population over the
next 60 years.’® But its impact on the aging of society
can only be described as very modest.

Social Security. Census Bureau projections are
buttressed by projections done by the Social Security
Administration (SSA) which show that reducing legal
immigration by 41 percent would increase the size of
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the program’s funding deficit by only 2.5 percent. It
is not clear that even this tiny effect exists, because SSA
assumes that legal immigrants will have earnings and
resulting tax payments as high as natives from the
moment they arrive, which is contrary to a large body
of research. The reason legal immigration has such a
modest impact on Social Security is because immigrants
do not arrive that much younger and their fertility is
not that much higher than natives. The argument that
immigration can have a significant impact on the aging
of our society seems plausible. Immigrants tend to
arrive in America relatively young and they also tend
to have more children than natives. But an evaluation
of the actual data shows that the difference between
immigrants and natives is not sufficiently large, nor
are immigrants sufficiently numerous to be of any real
help in changing the nation’s age structure. While
there is no doubt that immigration dramatically
increases the number of children born in the United
States, Americans will simply have to look elsewhere to
deal with the challenges of an aging society.

Conclusion

Historical Comparison. The findings of this report
show that America is headed into uncharted territory
when it comes to births to immigrants. Even at the
peak of the last great wave of immigration in 1910,
births to immigrant mothers accounted for a slightly
smaller share than today. Perhaps most important,
after 1910 immigration was reduced by WWI and then
restrictive legislation in the 1920s. But current
immigration continues at record levels, thus births to
immigrants will continue to increase, absent a change
in U.S. immigration policy. With over 900,000
children now born to immigrant mothers each year,
the stakes for the country are clearly enormous. Political
scientist Peter Skerry has pointed out that, “A virtual
truism of the immigration literature is that the real
challenges to the receiving society arise not with the
relatively content first generation, who compare their
situation with what was left behind, but with the second
and third generations, whose much higher expectations
reflect their upbringing in their parents’ adopted
home.” In his 1979 book Birds of Passage, Michael
Piore traces the labor unrest of the great depression to
the children of European immigrants. He also points
out that it was the children of blacks migrants from
the south who rioted in northern cities during the
1960s, not the immigrants themselves. This study
does not directly answer the question of whether the
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children of immigrants are assimilating at a satisfactory
pace. What we can say is that America has never
attempted to assimilate so many second-generation
children.

Declining Diversity. The study finds that the increase
in births to immigrants has been accompanied by a
significant decline in the diversity of immigrants. One
county, Mexico, and one region of the world, Latin
America, have come to dominate births to immigrants.
Mexican mothers have increased their share of
immigrant births from 24 percent in 1970 to 45
percent by 2002. Hispanic immigrants overall have
increased their share of births from 46 percent in 1980
to 59 percent in 2002. In contrast, the top sending
country in 1910 accounted for only 18 percent of births
to immigrants. America is entering a new time,
heretofore unknown, in which one group is dominant
among immigrants.

Births to Illegal Aliens. We estimate that 383,000, or
42 percent, of births to immigrant mothers were to
illegal alien mothers in 2002. Births to illegals now
account for nearly one out of every 10 births in the
United States. The large number of births to illegals
shows that the longer illegal immigration is allowed to
persist, the harder the problem will be to solve; as U.S.
citizens these children have a right to stay permanently,
their citizenship can prevent a parent’s deportation,
and once adults they can sponsor their parents for green
cards. The large number of children born to illegals
also shows that a “temporary” worker program is
unrealistic. It would result in hundreds of thousands
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of permanent additions to the U.S. population each
year, exactly what such a program is supposed to avoid.
Births to illegal aliens remind us that illegals are not
simply workers, but rather they are human beings who,
like all people, will have children. This fact alone means
that tolerating widespread illegal immigration has
enormous long-term consequences for our country.

Impact on the Nation’s Age Structure. Immigrants
account for such a large percentage of births because
they have somewhat higher fertility and are more likely
to be in their reproductive years than natives. However,
the differences with natives are not large enough to
significantly affect the nation’s overall age structure.
The 2000 Census showed that 66 percent of the nation’s
population was of working age (15 to 64). But if all
the immigrants who arrived after 1980 and their U.S.-
born children had not come to America, the Census
shows that the working age share would be virtually
unchanged at 66 percent. Immigration adds to both
the working-age population and the population not of
working age. While it has little effect on the nation’s
age structure, immigration and births to immigrants
has added roughly 28 million people to the nation’s
population between 1980 and 2000, making for a much
more densely settled country.

The costs and benefits of immigration continue
to be the subject of intense debate. With more than
900,000 children born to immigrants each year, the
successful assimilation and incorporation of the children
of immigrants has become very important to the future
of the country. But the dramatic increase in births
coupled with declining diversity may make it much
more difficult to assimilate these children.
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Table 4. Births to Immigrant & Native Mothers by State, 1970-2002 (Thousands)

1970 1980 1990 2002

Immigrant Native  Immigrant Native  Immigrant Native  Immigrant Native
Alabama 548 66,284 1,172 61,776 1,494 61,993 3,716 55,251
Alaska 298 7,230 553 8,966 871 11,031 1,014 8,924
Arizona 2,730 34,942 5,194 45,104 11,403 57,592 26,723 61,114
Arkansas 284 35,208 657 36,616 817 35,640 3421 34,016
California 55,286 307,470 109,922 293,928 249,567 363,061 244,770 284,587
Colorado 1,736 39,834 3,394 46,292 4,620 48,905 15,957 52,461
Connecticut 4,798 45,692 3,549 35,228 5,405 44,718 8,357 33,644
Delaware 388 10,114 378 9,560 548 10,565 1,752 9,338
Dist. of Columbia 1,022 14,208 1,028 8,746 1,864 9,986 1,983 5,515
Florida 7,776 107,260 15,994 115,640 35,519 163,820 57,378 148,201
Georgia 1,412 95,468 2,572 91,436 5,941 106,725 25,484 107,816
Hawaii 2,592 13,844 4,067 14,087 4,741 15,748 4,639 12,838
Idaho 436 14,050 841 19,320 1,080 15,353 2,326 18,644
Ilinois 14,298 191,174 21,807 168,236 27,177 168,613 44,847 135,775
Indiana 1,924 97,382 2,145 86,293 2,061 84,153 7,041 78,040
lowa 764 47,526 992 46,813 1,074 38,335 3,198 34,361
Kansas 828 37,376 1,590 39,124 2,147 36,873 5,267 34,145
Kentucky 696 59,516 1,114 58,466 1,159 53,203 2,897 51,336
Louisiana 1,268 73,106 2,442 79,718 2,632 69,560 2,815 62,057
Maine 816 16,934 582 15,874 644 16,715 753 12,806
Maryland 3,426 65,438 3,548 51,961 8,496 71,749 16,200 57,123
Massachusetts 8,216 86,402 7,494 65,134 13,581 79,073 18,912 61,733
Michigan 6,502 165,420 6,185 139,316 7,009 146,691 14,507 115,460
Minnesota 1,542 66,914 2,121 65,167 3,609 64,404 10,443 57,582
Mississippi 430 48,654 657 47,180 751 42,812 1,439 40,079
Missouri 1,440 79,462 1,815 77,117 2,142 77,118 5123 70,128
Montana 330 12,292 375 13,714 362 11,251 345 10,704
Nebraska 496 25,230 655 26,695 789 23,591 3,492 21,891
Nevada 552 9,020 1,291 11,941 3,379 18,220 10,639 21,932
New Hampshire 618 12,570 556 13,185 908 16,661 1,411 13,031
New Jersey 11,594 108,648 12,288 84,473 23,205 99,084 36,599 78,152
New Mexico 954 21,144 2,490 24,946 3,231 24,171 4,879 22,874
New York 42,804 274,910 42,572 196,417 72,366 225,210 85,733 165,682
North Carolina 1,242 96,942 2,195 82,238 4,060 100,465 19,603 97,732
North Dakota 272 10,630 264 12,196 230 9,020 312 7,445
Ohio 5,072 194,624 4,245 164,886 4,621 162,292 8,922 139,798
Oklahoma 788 44,102 2,051 50,048 2,321 45,328 5177 45,210
Oregon 1,250 33,916 2,616 40,477 4,027 38,864 9,803 35,389
Pennsylvania 5,420 187,084 5,221 153,454 6,787 165,174 12,265 130,585
Rhode Island 1,174 14,474 1,484 10,703 2,531 12,664 2,916 9,978
South Carolina 584 51,576 1,139 50,074 1,678 56,932 4,570 50,000
South Dakota 170 11,520 203 12,965 223 10,776 455 10,243
Tennessee 702 71,480 1,305 67,807 1,887 73,075 6,561 70,921
Texas 17,266 213,770 37,244 236,209 63,388 253,035 113,061 259,389
Utah 1,012 26,020 1,976 39,758 2,271 34,006 7,206 41,976
Vermont 352 8,002 274 7,609 243 8,030 345 6,042
Virginia 2,866 83,558 4,226 72,910 9,505 89,847 19,483 80,189
Washington 3,348 57,400 5,601 62,239 9,153 70,098 18,663 60,365
West Virginia 336 30,628 382 29,078 347 22,238 433 20,279
Wisconsin 1,868 75,910 2,066 72,750 3,027 69,868 6,208 62,352
Wyoming 116 6,386 332 10,226 251 6,734 370 6,180
Total* 228,486 3,509,314 339,662 3,274,521 621,442 3,541,475 915,800 3,111,576

!Includes births in the United States to mothers who indicated that they reside outside of the country.

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public use natality files provided by the National Center for Health Statistics.
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Table 5. Births to Immigrant Mothers as a Share of All Births By State, 1970-2002

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Dist. of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

lllinois
Indiana

lowa

Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana
Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Mississippi
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
Nevada

New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
National Total*

1970

0.8 %
4.0 %
72 %
0.8 %
15.2 %
4.2 %
9.5%
3.7%
6.7 %
6.8 %
15%
15.8 %
3.0%
7.0 %
19 %
1.6 %
22%
12%
1.7 %
4.6 %
5.0 %
8.7%
3.8%
23%
0.9 %
18 %
2.6 %
19%
5.8 %
4.7 %
9.6 %
4.3 %
13.5 %
13 %
25%
25%
1.8 %
3.6%
28 %
75%
11%
15%
1.0%
75%
3.7%
4.2 %
3.3%
55%
11%
24%
1.8 %
6.1 %

1980

19 %
58 %
10.3 %
1.8 %
2712 %
6.8 %
9.2%
3.8%
10.5 %
12.2 %
2.7%
22.4 %
4.2 %
11.5 %
24 %
21%
3.9%
19%
3.0%
35%
6.4 %
10.3 %
4.3 %
32%
1.4 %
23%
2.7%
24%
9.8 %
4.0 %
12.7 %
9.1%
17.8 %
26%
21%
25%
3.9%
6.1 %
3.3%
12.2 %
22%
15%
19%
13.6 %
4.7 %
35%
5.5%
8.3 %
13 %
28%
3.1%
9.4 %

1990

24 %
7.3%
16.5 %
22%
40.7 %
8.6 %
10.8 %
4.9 %
15.7 %
17.8 %
5.3 %
23.1%
6.6 %
13.9 %
24 %
2.7 %
5.5%
21%
3.6 %
3.7%
10.6 %
14.7 %
4.6 %
53%
1.7 %
2.7 %
3.1%
32%
15.6 %
52%
19.0 %
11.8 %
243 %
3.9%
25%
28%
4.9 %
9.4 %
3.9%
16.7 %
29%
20%
25%
20.0 %
6.3 %
29%
9.6 %
11.5 %
15%
4.2 %
3.6 %
14.9 %

2002

6.3 %
10.2 %
30.4 %

9.1%
46.2 %
23.3%
19.9 %
15.8 %
26.4 %
27.9 %
19.1 %
26.5 %
11.1 %
24.8 %

8.3 %

8.5%
13.4 %

53%

4.3 %

5.6 %
22.1%
235 %
11.2 %
15.4 %

3.5%

6.8 %

3.1%
13.8 %
32.7 %

9.8 %
31.9 %
17.6 %
34.1 %
16.7 %

4.0 %

6.0 %
10.3 %
21.7 %

8.6 %
22.6 %

8.4 %

4.3 %

8.5 %
30.4 %
14.7 %

54 %
19.5 %
23.6 %

21%

9.1%

5.6 %
22.7 %

Immigrant Share of
Total Popul., 02-03!

1.9 %
7.7 %
15.9 %
31%
26.5 %
10.0 %
10.6 %
6.1 %
13.1 %
18.2 %
6.1 %
15.7 %
5.9 %
11.5 %
2.7%
53%
6.0 %
22%
25%
28 %
13.3 %
12.0 %
57 %
53%
12 %
29%
15%
4.3 %
18.1 %
5.6 %
18.0 %
7.8 %
21.0%
53%
1.8 %
3.6%
3.8%
8.9 %
4.5 %
13.4 %
2.7%
1.7 %
3.6 %
15.0 %
74 %
35%
8.9 %
9.3%
1.0%
4.0 %
1.9 %
11.6 %

1 Shows total state population that is immigrant, based on Center for Immigration studies average of March 2002 and 2003 CPS.
Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public use natality files provided by the National Center for Health Statistics.
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Table 6. Share of Immigrant & Native Mothers Without a H.S. Degree, 1980-2002

1980 1990 2002

Immigrant Native  Immigrant Native  Immigrant Native
Alabama 19.2 % 31.9% 14.1 % 26.3 % 44.8 % 211 %
Alaska 14.8 % 16.9 % 10.8 % 15.0 % 13.3 % 14.6 %
Arizona 53.7 % 26.7 % 533 % 24.0 % 53.6 % 20.1 %
Arkansas 22.7% 319 % 25.6 % 25.8 % 54.9 % 19.1 %
California n/a n/a 56.9 % 18.3 % 44.9 % 15.0 %
Colorado 345 % 18.4 % 36.4 % 16.1 % 50.2 % 14.1 %
Connecticut 27.5% 17.7 % 134 % 13.9 % 17.9 % 11.0 %
Delaware 13.9 % 20.6 % 16.5 % 16.2 % 41.7 % 16.5 %
Dist. of Columbia 28.0 % 27.6 % 41.1 % 29.4 % 36.3 % 17.8 %
Florida 30.1 % 275 % 30.1 % 239 % 245 % 18.7 %
Georgia 19.3 % 313 % 23.6 % 25.4 % 45.0 % 19.7 %
Hawaii 22.0% 13.1 % 13.1 % 11.4 % 10.8 % 8.7 %
Idaho 38.6 % 16.4 % 51.3 % 17.3 % 47.3 % 12.2 %
Illinois 51.3 % 23.6 % 44.7 % 18.4 % 40.4 % 15.1 %
Indiana 25.6 % 249 % 18.6 % 213 % 45.2 % 19.0 %
lowa 21.8 % 14.6 % 229 % 12.5 % 44.3 % 12.3 %
Kansas 35.3 % 17.9 % 36.2 % 15.9 % 43.9 % 14.8 %
Kentucky 25.1% 345 % 13.1 % 26.6 % 336 % 20.4 %
Louisiana 24.4 % 29.3 % 20.1 % 26.9 % 221 % 23.0 %
Maine 23.0% 19.1 % 11.6 % 14.6 % 16.5 % 10.2 %
Maryland 13.2 % 212 % 142 % 15.6 % 19.7 % 12.0 %
Massachusetts 33.0% 16.4 % 30.8 % 13.6 % 16.5 % 10.3 %
Michigan 26.2 % 20.9 % 225 % 19.8 % 2712 % 15.9 %
Minnesota 30.6 % 10.9 % 26.4 % 9.6 % 30.0 % 7.9 %
Mississippi 26.3 % 36.7 % 222 % 29.7 % 335% 24.4 %
Missouri 20.6 % 239 % 15.1 % 212 % 29.6 % 18.3 %
Montana 30.5 % 152 % 15.9 % 16.5 % 12.9 % 14.9 %
Nebraska 289 % 13.3 % 26.4 % 11.0 % 55.9 % 10.4 %
Nevada 41.8 % 19.8 % 43.6 % 19.2 % 48.6 % 19.2 %
New Hampshire 19.7 % 16.6 % 12.2 % 12.4 % 9.6 % 9.5 %
New Jersey 24.8 % 20.3 % 19.9 % 14.1% 22.3% 9.7 %
New Mexico 51.7 % 26.9 % 57.7 % 233 % 545 % 23.0%
New York 27.9 % 212 % 25.2 % 25.6 % 21.7 % 15.2 %
North Carolina 22.8 % 29.6 % 249 % 22.6 % 50.9 % 17.1 %
North Dakota 26.5 % 122 % 14.8 % 9.0 % 175 % 8.4 %
Ohio 17.9 % 22.8 % 12.6 % 19.6 % 19.4 % 16.9 %
Oklahoma 31.6 % 26.6 % 27.7 % 234 % 49.5 % 20.9 %
Oregon 37.4 % 19.4 % 45.1 % 19.2 % 452 % 13.5 %
Pennsylvania 19.3 % 19.1 % 16.6 % 16.4 % 172 % 14.8 %
Rhode Island 47.7 % 21.0 % 312 % 16.8 % 22.4 % 13.4 %
South Carolina 19.7 % 317 % 17.4 % 24.4 % 41.6 % 18.9 %
South Dakota 28.6 % 16.6 % 12.2 % 15.3 % 36.7 % 14.8 %
Tennessee 19.3 % 31.5% 16.9 % 26.1 % 41.6 % 19.4 %
Texas n/a n/a 61.0 % 26.6 % 545 % 231 %
Utah 22.0 % 12.9 % 215 % 13.0 % 44.3 % 9.5 %
Vermont 14.3 % 15.7 % 72 % 12.2 % 5.9 % 11.3 %
Virginia 17.7 % 25.7 % 20.1 % 17.9 % 24.8 % 12.6 %
Washington n/a n/a n/a n/a 325 % 12.6 %
West Virginia 19.0 % 30.5 % 10.7 % 25.7 % 10.6 % 18.9 %
Wisconsin 33.0% 15.2 % 47.6 % 15.6 % 41.1 % 13.6 %
Wyoming 39.1 % 18.6 % 313 % 172 % 2715 % 14.5 %
Total* n/a n/a 44.0 % 20.2 % 38.9 % 16.5 %

1 Half of birth records in New York State in 1990 do not include education level for mothers.
Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public use natality files provided by the National Center for Health Statistics.
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Table 7. Immigrants Comprise a Very Large Share
of Births to Mothers Without a H.S. Degree, 1980-02

1980 1990 2002
Alabama 1.1% 1.3 % 12.4 %
Alaska 4.9 % 53 % 8.8 %
Arizona 18.7 % 30.1 % 53.6 %
Arkansas 1.2 % 2.2 % 22.2 %
California n/a 68.0 % 71.9 %
Colorado 11.3 % 17.4 % 51.8 %
Connecticut 13.1 % 10.0 % 28.4 %
Delaware 2.6 % 5.0 % 32.2%
District of Columbia 10.5 % 20.2 % 39.9 %
Florida 13.1 % 21.3 % 335 %
Georgia 1.7 % 4.8 % 34.5 %
Hawaii 32.6 % 25.7 % 31.0%
Idaho 8.6 % 17.0 % 30.7 %
lllinois 21.8 % 27.9 % 46.6 %
Indiana 2.4 % 2.1 % 17.5 %
lowa 2.9 % 4.8 % 25.0 %
Kansas 72 % 11.5 % 31.2 %
Kentucky 1.4 % 1.1% 8.4 %
Louisiana 2.5 % 2.7 % 42 %
Maine 4.2 % 3.0% 8.6 %
Maryland 4.0 % 9.4% 314 %
Massachusetts 18.4 % 27.9 % 33.0%
Michigan 52 % 51% 17.5 %
Minnesota 7.8% 11.2 % 40.0 %
Mississippi 1.0 % 1.3% 45%
Missouri 2.0 % 1.9 % 10.3 %
Montana 5.0 % 3.0% 2.7 %
Nebraska 5.0 % 7.4 % 46.1 %
Nevada 18.3 % 29.4 % 54.7 %
New Hampshire 4.7 % 5.0 % 9.7 %
New Jersey 15.0 % 24.5 % 51.7 %
New Mexico 14.0 % 24.5 % 33.2%
New York 22.1 % 40.7 % 48.5 %
North Carolina 2.0% 4.2 % 37.2%
North Dakota 4.5 % 4.0 % 8.0 %
Ohio 2.0 % 1.8 % 6.7 %
Oklahoma 4.6 % 5.5 % 21.2 %
Oregon 10.6 % 19.4 % 47.9 %
Pennsylvania 3.3% 3.9% 9.5%
Rhode Island 22.0 % 26.7 % 32.1%
South Carolina 1.4 % 2.1 % 16.6 %
South Dakota 2.6 % 1.6 % 9.9 %
Tennessee 1.2% 16 % 16.4 %
Texas n/a 36.2 % 50.4 %
Utah 7.7 % 9.7 % 44.0 %
Vermont 3.1% 1.8 % 2.9 %
Virginia 3.8% 10.5 % 31.8 %
Washington n/a n/a 42.5 %
West Virginia 0.8% 0.6 % 12 %
Wisconsin 5.8 % 11.7 % 23.0%
Wyoming 6.3 % 6.3 % 10.2 %
National Total n/a 27.9 % 40.6 %
Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public use natality files provided by
the National Center for Health Statistics.
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Table 8. Hispanic! Share of Immigrant Mothers, 1980-02
1980 1990 2002
Alabama 0.1% 9.2 % 58.3 %
Alaska 0.0 % 13.8 % 31.2 %
Arizona 67.2 % 77.5 % 85.1 %
Arkansas 14.3 % 21.3 % 72.5 %
California 71.9 % 70.6 % 69.2 %
Colorado 31.0 % 42.0 % 71.1 %
Connecticut 0.1% 18.2 % 29.8 %
Delaware 0.0 % 17.7 % 53.2%
District of Columbia 0.2 % 46.6 % 459 %
Florida 52.0 % 54.7 % 57.9 %
Georgia 11.1 % 26.6 % 59.3 %
Hawaii 51% 6.1 % 6.9 %
Idaho 0.2 % 60.1 % 68.0 %
lllinois 50.9 % 57.9 % 63.2 %
Indiana 22.7 % 22.6 % 59.9 %
lowa 0.6 % 19.3 % 50.6 %
Kansas 22.0 % 36.6 % 63.2 %
Kentucky 0.1% 79 % 42.6 %
Louisiana 0.1% 26.3 % 28.4 %
Maine 2.2 % 1.7% 9.1%
Maryland 0.0% 23.9 % 32.0 %
Massachusetts 0.0 % 23.2% 23.6 %
Michigan 0.0% 13.4 % 27.0 %
Minnesota 0.1% 9.5 % 32.5%
Mississippi 9.2% 8.0 % 45.9 %
Missouri 0.4 % 15.2 % 40.2 %
Montana 0.0 % 11.8 % 12.9 %
Nebraska 19.2 % 29.5 % 67.9 %
Nevada 43.8 % 63.1 % 73.9 %
New Hampshire 0.0 % 15.5 % 20.3 %
New Jersey 30.0 % 36.2 % 43.5 %
New Mexico 63.4 % 77.3 % 82.2 %
New York 30.5 % 38.8 % 39.3 %
North Carolina 0.0 % 25.9 % 66.8 %
North Dakota 7.1 % 11.8 % 11.6 %
Ohio 77 % 8.0% 225 %
Oklahoma 0.5 % 35.3% 64.6 %
Oregon 0.1 % 46.4 % 60.3 %
Pennsylvania 0.0% 10.7 % 22.2 %
Rhode Island 0.0 % 36.4 % 49.0 %
South Carolina 0.2 % 14.4 % 58.3 %
South Dakota 0.0 % 10.3 % 30.1 %
Tennessee 0.0 % 11.0 % 53.2 %
Texas 75.8 % 79.2 % 80.4 %
Utah 18.7 % 30.4 % 66.6 %
Vermont 0.0% 6.9 % 2.4 %
Virginia 0.0% 28.2 % 41.0%
Washington 0.0 % 36.3 % 43.9 %
West Virginia 0.0 % 15.9 % 9.8%
Wisconsin 0.1% 17.1% 48.8 %
Wyoming 35.8 % 372 % 49.2 %
National Total® 45.6 % 55.8 % 58.9 %
1 Persons of Hispanic origin can be of any race and are excluded from the other categories.
2 Includes a very small number of mothers who said their residence was outside of the U.S.
Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public use natality files provided by the
National Center for Health Statistics.
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Table 9. Counties Where Immigrants Account for the Largest Share of Births

1970 Births 1980 Births 1990 Births 2002 Births

Total % Imm. Total % Imm. Total % Imm. Total % Imm.
NY  Queens 29,164 27.6 % 24,592 40.3 % 32,440 53.5 % 30,549 67.7 %
CA Santa Clara 19,798 121 % 21,450 21.1 % 28,107 40.1 % 27,120 61.0 %
FL Dade 19,536 234 % 22,643 40.9 % 34,515 51.7 % 32,125 58.9 %
CA Los Angeles 132,578 20.9 % 133,418 42.2 % 204,363 56.1 % 151,192 56.3 %
CA Monterey 4,926 19.1 % 6,102 32.9 % 7,921 42.0 % 6,900 56.1 %
NJ  Hudson 10,750 20.3% 8,222 30.0 % 9,773 455 % 8,734 55.6 %
CA Orange 26,372 11.0 % 31,498 275 % 51,262 45.9 % 44,814 54.3 %
CA San Mateo 8,552 16.3 % 8,192 29.3 % 10,834 43.3 % 10,063 53.2%
VA  Arlington 3,208 123 % 1,544 29.6 % 2,736 41.2 % 2,813 51.9 %
TX Hidalgo 5,808 39.0 % 7,622 40.4 % 10,695 50.1 % 15,675 51.9 %
CA Alameda 18,250 10.5 % 16,734 16.9 % 23,300 30.0 % 21,805 51.3 %
NY  Kings (Brooklyn) 53,250 213 % 37,817 324 % 46,662 42.5 % 39,469 51.3%
CA San Francisco 11,138 30.6 % 8,238 40.4 % 10,138 51.8 % 8,359 51.1%
NJ  Middlesex 9,678 8.7 % 7,274 13.9 % 10,358 22.3 % 10,514 50.8 %
VA  Fairfax 7,432 6.5 % 7,402 15.5 % 12,245 28.1% 14,412 50.7 %
CA  Imperial 1,650 272 % 2,266 452 % nla n/a 2,674 49.5 %
AZ Yuma 1,490 21.6 % 1,832 275 % n/a n/a 3,095 49.2 %
NY  Bronx 29,164 16.0 % 19,044 20.0 % 27,116 35.4 % 22,535 49.0 %
FL Collier 742 5.4 % 1,292 10.8 % n/a n/a 3,600 48.3 %
TX  Webb 2,410 334 % 2,643 40.3 % nla n/a 5,941 47.9 %
MD Montgomery 8,120 11.3 % 5,932 18.9 % 12,777 28.2% 13,370 47.6 %
TX Cameron 4,044 35.8% 5,489 38.9 % 6,633 47.4 % 8,639 47.6 %
NJ  Passaic 8,550 13.9 % 6,489 20.6 % 8,285 30.2 % 7,698 46.8 %
VA  Alexandria City 2,916 8.0 % 1,425 16.9 % 2,295 30.2 % 2,569 46.6 %
CA Santa Barbara 4,478 135 % 4,394 20.7 % 6,754 39.8 % 5,699 46.5 %
NY New York 24,690 27.6 % 16,701 39.0 % 22,507 40.7 % 19,874 45.9 %
TX ElPaso 9,334 31.9% 9,909 38.8 % 14,964 47.6 % 14,061 45.4 %
MA  Suffolk 12,820 12.7 % 8,648 20.2 % 12,019 32.7% 9,513 45.1 %
CA Santa Cruz 2,060 14.8 % 2,952 275 % 4,319 37.0 % 3,529 45.0 %
TX Dallas 29,244 3.6 % 29,188 12.1 % 36,846 22.6 % 42,864 44.9 %
FL Broward 9,684 5.0 % 11,494 11.1% 18,754 22.7% 22,134 432 %
CA Napa 1,098 51% 1,276 13.3 % nla n/a 1,565 43.1 %
TX Harris 37,502 5.2 % 50,121 18.6 % 57,521 273 % 65,405 42.7 %
NJ  Union 7,944 14.7 % 5,932 18.8 % 7,605 28.4 % 7,567 42.5 %
CA Merced 2,270 13.3 % 2,948 25.0 % 4,323 44.2 % 4,027 422 %
CA San Diego 24,638 13.4 % 31,012 22.6 % 50,634 36.3 % 43,960 42.0 %
CA Ventura 7,352 141 % 9,142 23.6 % 12,735 34.1 % 11,603 415 %
GA  Gwinnett 1,780 1.3% 2,938 3.9% 6,441 9.3 % 11,534 41.3 %
CA Tulare 3,660 134 % 5,376 24.6 % 7,254 37.8 % 7,416 40.9 %
CO Denver 10,030 52 % 8,430 11.3 % 8,642 14.4 % 11,445 40.9 %
NJ Bergen 11,730 134 % 8,496 18.6 % 10,529 25.8 % 10,560 40.1 %
NY Westchester 13,306 15.0 % 9,796 20.7 % 13,244 26.4 % 12,769 39.6 %
CA Yolo 1,490 12.8 % 1,770 19.0 % 2,394 26.8 % 2,383 39.2 %
WA  Yakima 2,816 43 % 3,319 15.5 % 4,021 29.4 % 4,042 39.1 %
CA Riverside 8,312 114 % 11,930 17.9 % 25,217 29.4 % 26,694 37.9 %
CA Contra Costa 8,698 12.7 % 9,644 11.5 % 13,614 22.5 % 13,314 37.9%
CA  San Joaquin 5,320 11.9 % 6,272 18.6 % 9,886 32.5 % 10,167 37.7 %
NM Dona Ana 764 79 % 1,006 4.4 % nla n/a 3,078 375 %
CA Fresno 8,050 224 % 10,156 17.8 % 15,548 38.4 % 14,770 372 %
CA Sonoma 3,626 12.0 % 4,472 9.7 % 6,114 20.0 % 5,678 36.9 %

Includes a very small number of mothers who said their residence was outside of the United States.
Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public use natality files provided by the National Center for Health Statistics.
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Table 10. Births to Immigrant & Native Mothers by Metro Area, 2002

Miami-Fort Lauderdale, FL
Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County, CA
San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose, CA

New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island,
NY-NJ-CT-PA

Houston-Galveston-Brazoria, TX

Dallas-Fort Worth, TX
Chicago-Gary-Kenosha, IL-IN-WI
Sacramento-Yolo, CA

Washington-Baltimore, DC-MD-VA-WV
Denver-Boulder-Greeley, CO

Portland-Salem, OR-WA
Seattle-Tacoma-Bremerton, WA
Boston-Worcester-Lawrence, MA-NH-ME-CT
Detroit-Ann Arbor-Flint, M

Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City, PA-NJ-
DE-MD

Milwaukee-Racine, Wl
Cleveland-Akron, OH
Cincinnati-Hamilton, OH-KY-IN
Not in an CMSA

National Total*

Births to
Natives

25,757
129,544
50,551

176,343

53,465
63,842
98,699
18,885
80,594
31,784
24,506
34,851
60,322
62,649

69,793

20,831
34,102
26,691
2,048,367

3,111,576

Births to
Immigrants

28,502
134,458
49,518

119,702

32,607
33,251
42,506

8,028
31,991
12,172

8,625
11,713
18,784
10,460

11,630

2,772
2,358
1,738
354,985

915,800

Total Births
54,259
264,002
100,069

296,045

86,072
97,093
141,205
26,913
112,585
43,956
33,131
46,564
79,106
73,109

81,423

23,603
36,460
28,429
2,403,352

4,027,376

Births to Immigrants as a
Share of All Births

52.5%
50.9%
49.5%

40.4 %

37.9%
34.2%
30.1%
29.8%
28.4%
27.7%
26.0%
252%
23.7%
14.3%

14.3%

11.7%
6.5%
6.1%

14.8%

22.7%

!Includes a very small number of mothers who said their residence was outside of the United States.
For a list of the counties that comprised each Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area in 2002 see www.census.gov/population/estimates/metro-city/

99mfips.txt

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public use natality files provided by the National Center for Health Statistics.
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Table 11. Births to lllegal Alien Mothers by State, 2002, Ranked by lllegal Share of All Births

Biths to lllegal Alien lllegal Aliens as a Share lllegal Aliens as a Share

Mothers of Immigrant Births of All Births

California 116,862 47.7 % 22.1%
Arizona 15,071 56.4 % 17.2 %
Texas 61,931 54.8 % 16.6 %
Nevada 5,329 50.1 % 16.4 %
Colorado 8,136 51.0 % 11.9 %
lllinois 20,245 45.1 % 11.2 %
New York 25,676 29.9 % 10.2 %
New Jersey 11,608 31.7 % 10.1 %
Oregon 4,402 44.9 % 9.7 %
New Mexico 2,688 55.1 % 9.7%
Florida 18,999 33.1% 9.2%
District of Columbia 635 32.0% 8.5 %
Georgia 11,082 43.5 % 8.3%
Washington 6,445 345 % 8.2 %
North Carolina 9,567 48.8 % 8.2 %
Rhode Island 960 329 % 7.4 %
Utah 3,420 475 % 7.0 %
Nebraska 1,684 48.2 % 6.6 %
Delaware 704 40.2 % 6.4 %
Kansas 2,426 46.1 % 6.2 %
Virginia 6,021 30.9 % 6.0 %
Maryland 4,279 26.4 % 5.8 %
Idaho 1,112 47.8 % 53 %
Massachusetts 4,235 22.4 % 5.3 %
Connecticut 2,139 25.6 % 51 %
Oklahoma 2,475 47.8 % 4.9 %
Arkansas 1,745 51.0 % 4.7 %
Minnesota 2,995 28.7 % 4.4 %
Hawaii 713 15.4 % 4.1 %
Indiana 3,160 449 % 3.7%
South Carolina 1,985 43.4 % 3.6 %
Wisconsin 2,446 39.4 % 3.6 %
Tennessee 2,657 40.5 % 3.4 %
lowa 1,269 39.7 % 3.4 %
Michigan 3,841 26.5 % 3.0%
Alabama 1,611 43.3 % 2.7 %
Alaska 227 22.3 % 2.3 %
Missouri 1,661 324 % 22 %
New Hampshire 304 215 % 2.1%
Wyoming 136 36.6 % 2.1 %
Pennsylvania 2,804 22.9 % 2.0 %
Kentucky 979 33.8% 1.8 %
Ohio 2,125 23.8 % 1.4 %
Mississippi 511 35.5 % 1.2 %
South Dakota 125 27.6 % 1.2%
Louisiana 755 26.8 % 1.2 %
Maine 123 16.3 % 0.9 %
Vermont 46 13.2 % 0.7 %
North Dakota 54 17.2 % 0.7 %
Montana 61 17.7 % 0.6 %
West Virginia 78 18.0 % 0.4 %
National Total* 383,388 41.9 % 9.5 %

!Includes a very small number of mothers who said their residence was outside the U.S.
Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public use natality files provided by the National Center for Health Statistics.
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Table 12. Births to lllegal Alien Mothers by County, 2002,

Ranked by lllegal Share of All Births

CA
TX
TX
TX
AZ
CA
CA
CA
TX
CA
CA
CA
CA
TX
CA
WA
(610)
NM
FL
TX
CA
IL
CA
CA
CA
NJ
CA
CA
NY
CA
CA
Az
TX
CA
NJ
FL
NY
CA
VA
CA
CA
OR
NV
CA
NV
CA
GA
TX
IL
IL

Monterey
Hidalgo
Cameron
Webb
Yuma

Los Angeles
San Barbara
Santa Cruz
El Paso
Imperial
Orange
Tulare
Napa
Dallas
Merced
Yakima
Denver
Dona Ana
Collier
Harris
Ventura
Kane
Riverside
Sonoma
Fresno
Passaic
Santa Clara
Stanislaus
Queens
Kern

San Diego
Maricopa
Travis

San Mateo
Hudson
Dade
Bronx

Yolo
Arlington
San Bernardino
San Joaquin
Marion
Clark

Kings
Washoe
Alameda
Gwinnett
Tarrant
Lake

Cook

Births to lllegal
Alien Mothers

2,399
5,233
2,628
1,765
915
42,875
1,591
969
3,779
710
11,815
1,948
407
10,760
1,005
1,003
2,744
713
827
14,757
2,582
1,817
5,626
1,159
2,999
1,537
5,356
1,566
5,993
2,386
8,539
11,010
2,795
1,935
1,656
5,915
4,146
436
506
5,340
1,816
773
4,123
398
902
3,666
1,936
4,360
1,681
12,895

lllegal Aliens as a Share
of Immigrant Births

61.9 %
64.4 %
64.0 %
62.1 %
60.0 %
50.4 %
60.0 %
61.0 %
59.2 %
53.6 %
48.5 %
64.2 %
60.4 %
56.0 %
59.1%
63.5 %
58.7 %
61.8 %
47.6 %
52.8 %
535 %
59.7 %
55.5 %
55.4 %
54.5 %
42.7 %
324 %
54.0 %
29.0 %
56.6 %
46.2 %
572 %
53.4 %
36.1 %
34.1 %
312 %
375 %
46.6 %
34.7 %
532 %
473 %
572 %
49.5 %
58.2 %
51.6 %
328 %
40.7 %
531 %
49.4 %
45.0 %

lllegal Aliens as a
Share of All Births

34.8 %
334 %
30.4 %
29.7 %
29.6 %
28.4 %
27.9 %
2715%
26.9 %
26.6 %
26.4 %
26.3 %
26.0 %
25.1%
25.0 %
24.8 %
24.0 %
232 %
23.0%
226 %
222 %
22.0%
211 %
20.4 %
20.3 %
20.0 %
19.7 %
19.7 %
19.6 %
19.5 %
19.4 %
19.4 %
19.4 %
19.2 %
19.0 %
18.4 %
18.4 %
18.3 %
18.0 %
18.0 %
17.9 %
17.4 %
17.3 %
17.2 %
16.9 %
16.8 %
16.8 %
16.3 %
16.2 %
15.8 %

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public use natality files provided by the National Center for Health
Statistics.
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Table 13. Estimated Births to lllegal Alien Mothers by Metro Area, 2002

Los Angeles-Riverside-Orange County, CA
Houston-Galveston-Brazoria, TX
Dallas-Fort Worth, TX

San Francisco-Oakland-San Jose, CA
Miami-Fort Lauderdale, FL
Denver-Boulder-Greeley, CO
Chicago-Gary-Kenosha, IL-IN-WI

New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island,
NY-NJ-CT-PA

Portland-Salem, OR-WA

Sacramento-Yolo, CA

Washington-Baltimore, DC-MD-VA-WV
Seattle-Tacoma-Bremerton, WA
Boston-Worcester-Lawrence, MA-NH-ME-CT
Milwaukee-Racine, WI

Philadelphia-Wilmington-Atlantic City, PA-NJ-
DE-MD

Detroit-Ann Arbor-Flint, M
Cincinnati-Hamilton, OH-KY-IN
Cleveland-Akron, OH

Not in an CMSA

Total*

Births to

lllegals
68,238
16,886
17,595
17,828

8,510

6,279
19,435

36,800

3,612
2,878
9,246
2,952
4,239
1,151

3,129

2,297
446
485

161,382

383,388

lllegal Aliens as a Share
of Immigrant Births

50.8 %
51.8%
52.9%
36.0 %
29.9%
51.6%
45.7%

30.7 %

41.9%
35.8%
28.9%
252%
22.6%
41.5%

26.9%

22.0%
25.7%
20.6 %
45.5%

41.9%

lllegal Aliens as a
Share of All Births

25.8 %
19.6 %
18.1%
17.8%
15.7%
14.3%
13.8%

12.4%

10.9%
10.7%
8.2%
6.3%
54%
4.9%

3.8%

31%
1.6%
1.3%
6.7%

9.5%

!Includes a very small number of mothers who said their residence was outside of the United States.
For a list of the counties that comprised each Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area in 2002 see www.census.gov/population/estimates/metro-city/

99mfips.txt

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public use natality files provided by the National Center for Health Statistics.
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End Notes

1The U.S. Supreme Court has never directly decided
whether the citizenship clause of the 14" Amendment
of the Constitution covers the offspring of illegal aliens
and other non-permanent residents. It also has never
ruled whether Congress has the power to exclude chil-
dren born to illegal aliens and other non-permanent
residents from U.S. citizenship. The Court did rule in
U.S. v Wong Kim Ark. 169 US 649, in 1898, that the
children of legal permanent residents were automati-
cally citizens. For a summary discussion of the issues
surrounding immigrants and citizenship see Charles
Wood, “Losing Control of America’s Future — The
Census, Birth Right Citizenship, and lllegal Aliens.”
Harvard Journal of Law and Public Policy. Vol. 22, Pages
493-519, Spring 1999.

2See “National Vital Statistics, Births: Final Data 2002,”
Vol. 52 number 10 page 3. www.cdc.gov/nchs/data/
nvsr/nvsr52/nvsr52_10.pdf

3 We follow the example of NCHS in its reports and
weight the data from the seven states to reflect the to-
tal number of births in 1980.

4 Although very small in number, the children of dip-
lomats are the one group who are not automatically
granted citizenship, and some mothers who indicate
that they reside abroad are probably on diplomatic vi-
sas. However, an analysis of the education level and
country of birth for these mothers indicates that rela-
tively few are diplomats. Moreover, hospitals that re-
sister births do not ask if the mother is a diplomat,
thus it is not at all clear that the tiny number of chil-
dren born to diplomats are in fact excluded from
citizenship.
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> While our definition of foreign born is close to that
used by the Census Bureau, the Bureau considers per-
sons born in other countries to American citizen par-
ents as natives. Unlike Census data, however, NCHS
data do not include a question that asks respondents if
they were born abroad of American parents and there-
fore such persons cannot be distinguished from others
born in foreign countries.

6 The 2002 Current Population Survey (CPS) showed
32.45 million immigrants and the 2003 CPS showed
33.5 million. If the growth rate was constant between
2002 and 2003, then the total foreign-born popula-
tion was 32.7 million in June of 2002. We adjust this
number upward by 1.5 million to account for immi-
grants missed by the CPS, creating a total foreign-born
population in June of 2002 of 34.1 million, or 5.4
percent higher than the unadjusted total for March of
2002. We adjust this number assuming an 8 percent
undercount for Mexican immigrants, a 7 percent
undercount for non-Mexican Hispanics, and a 2.5 per-
cent undercount for all others.

"We estimated that there were 2.8 million illegal alien
women between the ages of 18 and 39 in 2002, 60
percent of whom are Mexican. Of Mexican women in
this age group, we estimate that 69 percent lacked a
high school degree. Overall, illegals 18 to 39 account
for 95 percent of births to illegal alien mothers. We
also estimate a very small number of births to illegal
alien women under age 18 and over age 39.

8 Like almost all researchers in this field, we use Census
Bureau data to determine the size and characteristics
of illegal immigrants. Using the citizenship status,
year of arrival in the United States, age, country of birth,
educational attainment, sex, receipt of welfare programs,
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receipt of Social Security, veteran status, and marital
status reported in the Current Population Survey (CPS),
we assign probabilities to each survey respondent.
Those individuals who have a cumulative probability
of 1 or higher are assumed to be illegal aliens. The
probabilities are assigned so that both the total num-
ber of illegal aliens and the characteristics of the illegal
population closely match other research in the field,
particularly the estimates developed by Jeffery Passel,
formerly of the Urban Institute and now at the Pew
Hispanic Center. This method is based on some very
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, have few years of schooling, etc. We
adjust the number of illegals in the CPS up by one
million and estimate a total illegal population of 9.44
million in June of 2002. We further estimate that 30.5
percent of the illegal population were women in their
primary reproductive years (18 to 39) and that the
illegal population is 60 percent Mexican. We also esti-
mate that 23 percent are from Latin American coun-
tries other than Mexico and that the remainder of the
world accounts for 17 percent of the total.

°We believe that there is little difference in the fertility
of legal residents and illegal aliens, controlling for other
demographic characteristics, because survey data show
a large number of births to recently arrived immigrants
from Latin America, who are overwhelming illegal. For
example, it is well established that the vast majority of
Mexican immigrants in 2000 who arrived in 1990 or
later are illegal aliens. The Urban Institute has esti-
mated that in 2000, 80 percent of the Mexican popu-
lation that arrived after 1990 were illegal aliens, while
only 10 percent of the pre-1980 Mexican immigrant
population was illegal. Our analysis of the June 2000
Current Population Survey, which is designed to mea-
sure fertility and includes a question on year of arrival
in the United States, shows that post-1990 Mexican
immigrant women age 20 to 40 have fertility rates that
are similar to Mexican women who arrived prior to
1990. If illegals had substantially different fertility,
then the fertility of these two groups should differ sig-
nificantly, but they do not.
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10 These figures reflect the 1970 decennial Census and
the March 2002 Current Population Survey. Neither
figure has been adjusted for undercount.

11 Because our estimates for illegal immigrants discussed
earlier required detailed birth rates for 2002, we carry
counts from the March 2002 Current Population Sur-
vey forward to mid-1980 and adjust the totals to re-
flect undercount by ethnicity. However, in our dis-
cussion of changes in immigrant and native birth rates
between 1970 and 2002 we make straightforward com-
parisons with Census counts and do not adjust for
undercounts because no historical estimates of
undercount of the foreign born going back to 1970
exist. Nonetheless, simple comparisons of this kind
should still provide a reasonable estimate of the changes
in age structure and fertility among immigrants and
natives.

12The 1910 Census asked respondents in what coun-
try the child’s mother was born. This is essentially the
same question as birth records, making it is possible to
make a reasonable comparison between 1910 and today.

1 Figures based on author’s analysis of March 2002
Current Population Survey. Young children are those
under age six, and low income is defined as between
100 and 200 percent of the poverty threshold. For
natives the figures are very similar. It is the education
level of these parents that places their children at very
high risk for being in or near poverty, not whether the
parent is foreign born.

14 Summarizing other research, a 1998 report by the
Council of Economic Advisors states, “parents’ educa-
tion is associated with better health, development, and
educational attainment for their children.” The report
is at www.access.gpo.gov/eop/ca/pdfs/ca.pdf

151n 2002, 21 percent of Hispanic natives age 20 to
25 had not completed high school compared to 11
percent of other natives. Figures based on author’s
analysis of March 2002 Current Population Survey.
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16 The 1970 birth data do include a category for “other
western hemisphere” for foreign-born mothers. While
this would include non-Hispanic countries, primarily
in the Caribbean, it is possible to use this question to
estimate the share of births to immigrants that are to
Hispanics other than Mexicans and Cubans.

17In previous research we have estimated that 65 per-
cent of illegal immigrants do not have health insur-
ance. See Table 6 in “Economy Slowed, But Immigra-
tion Didn’t: The Foreign-Born Population, 2000-
2004,” at www.cis.org/articles/2004/back1204.html.
Therefore we estimated that there were 249,000 births
to uninsured illegal immigrant mothers in 2002. The
average cost of a birth in 2002 was about $8,000, ac-
cording to National Inpatient Sample. This comes to
nearly $2 billion in costs for uninsured illegal immi-
grant mothers.  Research by Jack Hadley and John
Holahan indicates that 87 percent of the costs of care
for the uninsured comes from government, the remain-
der coming from the uninsured themselves, charity,
and health care providers. Their February 2003 article
in Health Affairs, “How Much Medical Care Do The
Uninsured Use, And Who Pays For It?” can be found
at, www.healthaffairs.org. Assuming that government
pays for 87 percent of the cost of births to illegal aliens,
then the cost to taxpayers is an estimated $1.7 billion
in 2002.
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18 The report “Immigration in an Aging Society: Work-
ers, Birth Rates, and Social Security” can be found at
www.cis.org/articles/2005/back505.html

19 Census projections showing the impact of immigra-
tion on the working-age share of the population with
different levels of immigration can be found at
www.census.gov/population/www/documentation/
twps0038.pdf. See Table F.

20 professor Skerry’s essay, “Do We Really Want Immi-
grants to Assimilate?” can be found at www.cis.org/
articles/1998/what.pdf
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center@cis.org

WWW.CIs.org

(202) 466-8185




