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The share of  U.S.-born teenagers (16 to 19) in the labor force — working or looking for work — during 
the summer has been declining for more than a decade, long before the current recession. In 1994, nearly 
two-thirds of  U.S.-born teenagers were in the summer labor force; by 2007 it was less than half. At the 

same time, the overall number of  immigrants (legal and illegal) holding a job doubled. The evidence indicates that 
immigration accounts for a significant share of  the decline in teen labor force participation. The decline in teen 
work is worrisome because research shows that those who do not hold jobs as teenagers often fail to develop the 
work habits necessary to function in the labor market, creating significant negative consequences for them later 
in life. 

Among the findings:

• The summer of  2009 was the worst summer ever experienced by U.S.-born teenagers (16-19) since citizen-
ship data was first collected in 1994. Just 45 percent were in the labor force, which means they worked or were 
looking for work. Only one-third actually held a job. 

• Even before the current recession, the summer labor force participation of  U.S.-born teenagers was deterio-
rating. Between the summers of  1994 and 2000, a period of  significant economic expansion, the labor force 
participation of  U.S.-born teens actually declined from 64 percent to 61 percent. 

• After 2000, the summer labor force participation of  U.S.-born teenagers declined from 61 percent to 48 per-
cent by 2007. Thus even before the current recession fewer teens were in the labor force. 

• Teen unemployment — the share looking for a job — has also tended to rise somewhat over time. But the 
big decline has been in the share of  teenagers who are looking for work. 

• The number of  U.S.-born teenagers not in the labor force increased from 4.7 million in 1994 to 8.1 million 
in 2007. In the summer of  2009 it stood at 8.8 million. 

• The severity of  the decline is similar for U.S.-born black, Hispanic, and white teens. Between 1994 and 2007 
the summer labor force participation of  black teens declined from 50 to 35 percent; for Hispanic teens from 
52 to 37 percent; and for whites it declined 69 to 55 percent. 

• The fall-off  is also similar for U.S.-born teenagers from both high- and low-income households. 

• Although a larger share of  teens are enrolled in summer school, the fall-off  in employment is similar for 
those in school and those who are not. As a result, the overwhelming majority of  the decline in labor force 
participation would have occurred regardless of  the increase in enrollment.
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• Immigrants and teenagers often do the same kind of  work. In the summer of  2007, in the 10 occupations em-
ploying the most U.S.-born teenagers, one in five workers was an immigrant.

 
• Between 1994 and 2007, in occupations where teenage employment declined the most, immigrants made sig-

nificant job gains. 

• Comparisons across states in 2007 show that in the 10 states where immigrants are the largest share of  work-
ers, just 45 percent of  U.S.-born teens were in the summer labor force, compared to 58 percent in the 10 states 
where immigrants are the smallest share of  workers. 

• Looking at change over time shows that in the 10 states where immigrants increased the most as a share of  
workers, labor force participation of  U.S.-born teenagers declined 17 percentage points. In the 10 states where 
immigrants increased the least, teen labor force participation declined 9 percent. 

• We also find that, on average, a 10 percentage-point increase in the immigrant share of  a state’s work force from 
1994 to 2007 reduced the labor force participation rate of  U.S.-born teenagers by 7.9 percentage points. 

• The most likely reason immigrants displace U.S.-born teenagers is that the vast majority of  immigrants are fully 
developed adults — relatively few people migrate before age 20. This gives immigrants a significant advantage 
over U.S.-born teenagers who typically have much less work experience. 

• The labor force participation of  immigrant teenagers has also declined, though it was low even in the early 
1990s. This along with the similar decline for U.S.-born teens from all racial and income backgrounds supports 
the idea that the arrival of  so many adult immigrants, who work at the kinds of  jobs traditionally done by teen-
agers, crowds all teenagers out of  the labor force, both U.S.-born and foreign-born.

• Summer is the focus of  this report; however, the decline in the employment of  U.S.-born teenagers is year-
round, including a decline during the other peak period of  seasonal employment at Christmas.

• Although there is good evidence that immigration is reducing teenage labor market participation, other factors 
have likely also contributed to this problem. 

• One factor that does not explain the decline is an increase in unpaid internships among U.S.-born teenagers. 

• First, 19-year-old high school dropouts show a similar decline as 19-year-olds who attend college — drop-
outs are very unlikely to be in unpaid internships.

• Second, 16- and 17-year-olds show the same decline as 18- and 19-year-olds, even though younger teens are 
much less likely to be in internships.

• Third, teenagers who come from low-income families show the same decline as teenagers from high-
income families. But research shows that unpaid internships are much more common for higher-income 
teenagers.

• Fourth, according to Princeton Review’s Internship Bible, there are only about 100,000 internships (paid and 
unpaid) in the country. The increase in U.S.-born teenagers not in the labor force was 3.4 million between 
1994 and 2007.
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Introduction
Teenagers working in the summer are an enduring im-
age of  life in the United States. As the weather warms, 
older high school students, some who failed to graduate 
high school, new high school graduates, and those in 
the first years of  college have traditionally filled jobs as 
waiters, waitresses, life guards, babysitters, landscapers, 
laborers, cashiers, and other occupations that require 
relatively little formal education. But this rite of  summer 
has become less and less common for American teens. 
In 1994, nearly two-thirds of  U.S.-born teenagers were 
in the summer labor force; by 2007 less than half  were 
in the labor force. While 2008 and 2009 were particularly 
bad summers for U.S.-born teens, the deterioration be-
gan long before the current recession. 
 At the same time as U.S.-born teenagers are 
working less and less in the summer, many business as-
sociations are lobbying Congress to increase the number 
of  immigrants allowed into the country. Those employ-
ers arguing specifically for an increase in seasonal guest 
workers were among the most politically active. The U.S. 
Chamber of  Commerce has been in the forefront of  
arguing that legal immigration has to be increased be-
cause there are not enough workers available. Also, the 
Essential Worker Immigration Coalition (EWIC) was 
specifically founded to work for legal status for illegal 
immigrants and to increase legal immigration, including 
guestworker programs to allow in more unskilled work-
ers. EWIC includes the National Restaurant Associa-
tion, American Hotel & Lodging Association, American 
Nursery & Landscape Association, International Asso-
ciation of  Amusement Parks and Attractions, Interna-
tional Franchise Association, National Association of  
Home Builders, National Retail Federation, and the Out-
door Amusement Business Association.1 All of  these in-
dustries employ large numbers of  seasonal workers to 
do jobs that require modest levels of  formal education. 
These are specifically the type of  jobs traditionally done 
by teenagers. 
 It is very difficult to reconcile the perspective 
of  employers who argue that there are not enough sea-
sonal workers with the huge decline in teenage summer 
employment. If  workers were in short supply, then more 
teenagers should have been drawn into the labor market, 
the opposite of  what actually happened. 
 While some employers have argued that im-
migration needs to be substantially increased, the level 
of  immigration is already very high. Between 1994 and 
2007 the number of  immigrants (legal and illegal) hold-
ing jobs doubled to 23.2 million. Nearly one million 
green cards (permanent immigration) were issued each 

year on average over this time period and the number 
of  illegal immigrants in the country is estimated to have 
roughly doubled.2 While much smaller in scale than ille-
gal immigration and permanent legal immigration, there 
are also a number of  programs that allow foreign tem-
porary workers to take unskilled seasonal jobs outside 
of  agriculture. 
 One of  the most important programs for sea-
sonal non-agricultural workers is the H-2B program. 
More than 900,000 H-2B guest worker visas for season-
al non-agricultural work were issued between 1994 and 
2009. Created in 1990, the annual number of  H-2B visas 
rose from 10,400 in 1994 to a peak of  129,547 in 2007.3 
In addition, nearly four million J visas (excluding family 
members) were issued to exchange visitors between 1994 
and 2009 in 12 different programs. About two-thirds of  
all exchange visitors in the United States are working, 
rather than studying or doing research. While many J 
visa workers are likely not in competition with teenagers, 
between 2001-2007 1.19 million exchange workers were 
issued for Au Pair, Camp Counselor, Intern, Summer 
Work/Travel, and J-1 Trainees. Many of  these individu-
als work in occupations that often employ large num-
bers of  teenagers. There is also the Q-1 visa, sometimes 
referred to as the “Disney visa.” Created in 1990 at the 
request of  the owners of  large theme parks, from 1994 
to 2009 24,789 Q-1 visas were issued. Since so many 
of  the workers in the H2B, J, Q-1 visa programs are 
employed in jobs that require relatively little education, 
often in the summer, the impact on American teenagers 
is likely to be significant.4 However, the vast majority 
of  the increase in unskilled immigrant labor was due to 
legal permanent immigration and illegal immigration.
 As we will see, there is good evidence that im-
migrants (legal and illegal) are crowding out U.S.-born 
teenagers in the labor market. Perhaps employers per-
ceive immigrants as better workers and therefore dis-
criminate against U.S.-born teenagers. But the most 
likely reason immigrants displace U.S.-born teenagers 
is that the immigrants are overwhelmingly adults over 
age 20. It may be very difficult for teenagers, especially 
younger teenagers 16 and 17, to compete with mature 
workers. Perhaps it is due to a willingness by immigrants 
to work for less. Perhaps it is because immigrants have 
more effective social networks for finding employment. 
Whatever the reason, non-work is becoming the norm 
among teenagers as more and more of  them sit idle each 
summer. In fact, more and more are sitting idle in non-
summer months as well. 
 The fall-off  in teenage employment is similar 
for white, black, and Hispanic teens. It is also similar 
for teenagers from higher income households and lower 
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income households. In addition, the fall-off  in employ-
ment is similar for those enrolled in school and those 
who are not. Because teenagers from all backgrounds 
are affected, it strongly suggests that the cause of  this 
decline is a change in the U.S. labor market rather than 
some change in the teenagers themselves. 
 The decline in teenage employment may con-
tribute to significant problems for U.S. workers down 
the road and should be a concern for policy makers and 
the public. A number of  studies have found that early 
labor market experiences have a significant impact on 
wages and labor market attachment later in life. Those 
who do not work as teens often do not work or work 
much less later in life, particularly those who do not go 
on to college. When formulating immigration policy, the 
potential impact on Americans teenagers should be a 
consideration. 

Why Teenage Employment Matters 
There are two primary reasons to be concerned about 
the decline in the employment of  teenagers. The first 
and most immediate is that many teenagers or their fam-
ilies need the money that employment provides. There 
are about 260,000 births a year to U.S.-born teenage 
mothers.5 While most commentators believe teen preg-
nancy to be a problem, the fact remains that most of  
these girls choose to keep their babies and thus must 
support them in some way. Moreover, one in seven U.S.-
born teenagers lives in poverty and one in three lives 
in a low-income family.6 Even a few thousand dollars 
a year contributed by a teenager working part-time can 
significantly improve the well-being of  such families. A 
teenager making $8 an hour working seven hours a week 
year-round or full-time for nine weeks in the summer 
can contribute about $3,000 a year to a family’s income. 
This would represent a 10 percent increase for a fam-
ily with income of  only $30,000. Lack of  work among 
teenagers may create real hardship for some low-income 
families. 
 The second reason to be concerned about 
the decline in work among teenagers is the long-term 
negative consequences for teenagers themselves, and 
potentially for society. Andrew Sum and his colleagues 
at Northeastern University have been writing for some 
time on the difficulty that young and less-educated 
workers face in the labor market and the problems this 
is creating. Sum argues that the decline in teenage em-
ployment is very worrisome. He observes: 

A substantial and growing body of  literature on the 
early labor market experiences of  young adults over the 

past 30 years indicates quite consistently that employ-
ment during the high school years generates a diverse 
number of  favorable short-term and long-run positive 
impacts on their employability, wages, and earnings, 
especially among those who do not  go on to complete 
any substantive amount of  post-secondary education. 

Teenagers who have more frequent and intensive employ-
ment in the labor market during their junior and senior 
years of  high school tend to have greater participation 
and less time unemployed during their first year following 
high school.7

 The negative impact of  not working in one’s 
teenage years can last a very long time. Lauren Rich has 
focused on high school graduates who do not pursue 
higher education, at least not soon after high school. She 
finds that work experience during high school signifi-
cantly relates to future work experience after controlling 
for background variables. The impact of  high school 
work experience on future economic attainment is sig-
nificant eight years after terminating schooling. Teens 
employed in high school earn more than teens who did 
not work in the first year after graduation, with wage 
differences tending to increase over time. Also, teens 
who were employed in high school are more likely to be 
employed and work more hours during the year, with a 
significant relationship between hours worked in high 
school and subsequent hours worked and wages earned. 
 Rich also points out that when youths have 
problems transitioning from school to the labor market, 
the result is high early rates of  unemployment that neg-
atively affect future employment and lead to weak (or 
discouraged) labor force attachment. This finding is par-
ticularly problematic among disadvantaged and minority 
youth.8 Other studies show that minority youths holding 
jobs have higher success rates in the labor market after 
high school than those who do not work in high school. 
Leventhal and Brooks-Gunn sample low-income Afri-
can American youth. They find the subset of  teens that 
did not work is significantly more disadvantaged than 
that of  those who did work and that earlier entry into 
the workforce leads to a greater chance of  completing 
high school.9

 Ruhm finds that holding a job in one’s senior 
year of  high school is associated with substantially bet-
ter future economic attainment in the form of  earnings, 
wages, occupational status, and the receipt of  fringe 
benefits. Also, jobs held during the senior year yield 
substantial and lasting benefits for those who remained 
in high school through graduation. For example, six to 
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nine years later, seniors who worked 20 hours per week 
earn approximately 22 percent more annually and obtain 
9 percent higher hourly wages and 11 percent greater 
hourly compensation than their counterparts who did 
not work. Also, non-college bound teens who worked 20 
hours a week in high school earn about 20 percent more 
than teens not attending college who did not work.10 
 There are other studies that support the finding 
that working while a teenager creates significant long-
term benefits. Mortimer et al. followed teenagers until 
age 29 or 30 and found that teenage work patterns in-
fluenced the amount of  time it takes to reach what is 
considered a career job.11 Carr et al. also find a posi-
tive effect on labor force outcomes such as labor force 
participation, labor force status, and income for teens 
who had worked in high school. Holding background 
factors constant, working in high school leads to a great-
er chance of  being in the work force as well as higher  
earnings.12

 The biggest benefit of  working as a teenager 
seems to be for those who do not go on to college. While 
it may seem at times that everyone who graduates high 
school goes on to college, a very large share of  U.S.-born 
teenagers do not go on to college. Of  U.S.-born 20-year-
olds in 2008, 42 percent had no additional schooling af-
ter high school. This includes college or other training. 
And the overwhelming majority of  Americans have not 
completed a four-year degree. This is true for every age 
group. In 2008, only 27 percent of  U.S.-born 25-year-
olds, for example, had completed a bachelor’s degree. 
 Researchers have identified several reasons for 
why working as a teenager creates so many short- and 
long-term benefits. Holding a job as a teenager seems 
to instill the habits and values that are helpful in finding 
or retaining gainful employment later in life. This may 
include showing up on time, following a supervisor’s di-
rections, completing tasks, dealing politely with custom-
ers, and working hard. Learning good work habits and 
values seems to become much less likely without hold-
ing a job at a young age. Once a person who has little 
or no work experience reaches full adulthood, learning 
these skills seems to become more difficult. Other fac-
tors also may explain the benefits of  early employment. 
Teenagers may gain social contacts on one job that pro-
vide them the opportunity to find their next job as their 
career develops. In some cases teenagers may even ac-
quire specific skills that make them more employable, 
such basic auto repair or learning to be a short order 
cook. Whatever the reason for the benefits of  teenage 
employment, they are large and long-lasting. 
 There is another reason to be concerned about 
the decline in teenage labor force participation and em-

ployment: As time goes on and some jobs are done in-
creasingly by immigrants, society in general is likely to 
become less interested in the wages and working condi-
tions or even safety of  such jobs. If  some fraction of  
native-born Americans have worked as construction la-
borers or landscapers, even if  only in their youth, then 
they will at least have some appreciation for what the 
jobs entail and some connection to those who do them. 
While this problem may be difficult to define, it still can 
be a real problem. A society in which some types of  jobs 
are seen as beneath the station of  Americans may not be 
a very attractive society. 

Data and Methodology
The data for this study come primarily from the public-
use files of  the June, July, and August Current Popu-
lation Surveys (CPS) collected monthly by the Census 
Bureau for the Bureau of  Labor Statistics. By combin-
ing the three summer months we are able to get more 
robust estimates. This is especially useful when examin-
ing smaller sub-populations, such as U.S.-born minori-
ties.13 Each month the CPS includes about 130,000 re-
spondents, roughly half  of  whom are in the labor force. 
The CPS is the nation’s primary source for unemploy-
ment data and other labor force statistics. It does not 
include persons in institutions, such as prisons or nurs-
ing homes. The government publishes employment sta-
tistics that are both seasonally adjusted and unadjusted 
from the survey. This report provides both seasonally 
adjusted and unadjusted unemployment rates for U.S.-
born teenagers from 1994 to 2009. There is little dif-
ference in the seasonally adjusted data compared to the 
seasonally unadjusted data because we are comparing 
the same months each year. Most of  the statistics re-
ported here are seasonally unadjusted because they are 
computationally simpler and therefore much easier for 
other researchers to replicate. 
 Beginning in 1994, the Current Population Sur-
vey included a question on whether a person was for-
eign-born. In this report we use the terms foreign-born 
and immigrant synonymously. The foreign-born are de-
fined as persons living in the United States who were not 
U.S. citizens at birth. This includes naturalized Ameri-
can citizens, legal permanent residents (green card hold-
ers), illegal immigrants, and people on long-term tem-
porary visas such as students or guestworkers. It does 
not include those born abroad of  American parents or 
those born in outlying territories of  the United States 
such as Puerto Rico, who are considered U.S.-born or 
native-born. Prior research indicates that Census Bureau 
data like the CPS capture the overwhelming majority of  
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both legal and illegal immigrants. The Department of  
Homeland Security (DHS) Office of  Immigration Sta-
tistics estimates that the undercount in Census Bureau 
data for immigrants is about 5.5 percent. Most of  this 
undercount is of  the illegal immigrant population. The 
undercount of  illegal immigrants specifically is thought 
by DHS to be 10 percent.14 

What’s Been Happening to Teen 
Summer Employment?

A Long-Term Decline in Teen Labor Force Partici-
pation. Teenagers can, of  course, work any month. But 
summer has traditionally been a time when many more 
teenagers look for and find jobs. Those looking for a job 
or holding a job are considered to be in the labor force. 
Those not working nor looking for work are considered 
not in the labor force. Figure 1 shows the labor force 
participation of  U.S.-born teenagers from the summer 
of  1994 to 2009. That is, it shows the share of  teenag-
ers working or looking for work. (Table A.1 in the Ap-
pendix reports the percentages shown in Figure 1.) In 
this report we tend to concentrate more on the figures 

for 1994 to 2007 because after 2007 the economy dete-
riorated dramatically. The very low summer labor force 
participation in 2008 and 2009 among U.S.-born teens 
should improve significantly as the economy recovers 
from the current recession. Though if  the pattern from 
the last recession holds, it will not return to pre-reces-
sion levels. It makes sense to focus more on trends be-
fore the current recession; otherwise our assessment will 
be overly pessimistic. However, we do report figures for 
the summers of  1994 to 2009.
 Figure 1 indicates that the decline in summer 
labor force participation among U.S.-born white, black, 
and Hispanic teenagers has been almost identical. But 
because whites had much higher labor force participa-
tion to begin with, whites continue to have higher la-
bor force participation through 2009. The decline for all 
U.S.-born teenagers from 1994 to 2000 is three percent-
age points. For whites it is 1.7 percentage points; for 
Blacks it is 2.3 percentage points; and for Hispanics it is 
3.6 percentage points. This decline, while not enormous, 
is difficult to explain because 1994 to 2000 was a period 
of  significant economic expansion, yet a smaller share 
of  teenagers was in the labor force at the end of  this pe-
riod than the beginning. Of  course, it was also a period 

of  very high immigration.
 Since 2000 things have deteriorated 
very significantly. The overall summer 
labor force participation rate for U.S.-
born teenagers declined 12.7 percentage 
points from 2000 to 2007, with fewer 
than half  — 48.2 percent — in the labor 
force in the summer of  2007. The sum-
mer of  2006 seems to have been some-
what better for U.S.-born teenagers than 
2007, even though the recession did not 
officially begin until the end of  2007. 
If  the summer of  2006 is compared to 
2000 it still shows a very large decline. 
The decline was again almost identical 
for all three racial/ethnic groups in the 
2000 to 2006 period. Overall, Figure 1 
shows that U.S.-born teenagers have 
gone from nearly two-thirds being in the 
summer labor force in 1994, to the ma-
jority of  teenagers not working or look-
ing for work in the summer of  2007. 
 There are other ways to look at the 
labor market and employment in addi-
tion to labor force participation. Figure 
2 reports the summer employment rate 
for U.S.-born teenagers from 1994 to 
2009. The employment rate is the share 

Figure 1. Summer Labor Force Participation Declined 
Dramatically for U.S.-Born Teens of All Races,*1994 to 2009

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of all public-use files of  
the June, July and August Current Population Survey, 1994 to 2009. Those 
in the labor force are working or are looking for work. 
* Hispanics can be of any race and are excluded from the black and white 
figures. After 2002 persons could choose multiple races. Figures for black 
and white teenagers are only for those who chose one race.  
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of  U.S.-born teenagers actually holding a 
job. (Table A.2 in the Appendix shows the 
numbers for Figure 2.) Like the decline in 
labor force participation in Figure 1, Figure 
2 shows a significant decline in employment 
rates. In 1994, 53 percent of  U.S.-born 
teenagers held a summer job, but in 2006 
it was 43 percent and in 2007 it was 40 per-
cent. By 2009, it was just 33 percent. For 
U.S.-born minorities the employment rate 
is extremely low. In the summer of  2007 
just 23 percent of  U.S.-born black teenagers 
were employed, as were 28 percent of  U.S.-
born Hispanic teenagers. For whites it was 
47 percent. The figures for the summer of  
2009 are much worse, with just 19 percent 
of  U.S.-born black and 27 percent of  U.S.-
born Hispanic teenagers holding a job. 
 The decline in summer labor force 
participation and employment rates for 
U.S.-born teens almost certainly goes back 
further than 1994. There is evidence that a 
larger share of  U.S.-born teens was in the 
labor force or employed in the late 1980s. 
We estimate that in the summer of  1989 the 
labor force participation rate of  U.S.-born 
teenagers was 68 percent and the employ-
ment rate was 58 percent.15 If  we compare 
the current rates, or those in 2007 
before the recession, to the level 
back in 1989 the decline is even 
steeper. 
 Figure 3 shows the labor 
force participation rate and employ-
ment rate of  U.S.-born teenagers for 
all months January 2000 to Decem-
ber 2009. (Table A.4 in the Appendix 
reports the numbers for Figure 3.) 
The peaks are the summer months. 
The overall downward trend is the 
same as it is for the summer months 
shown in Figures 1 and 2. For ex-
ample, the Christmas season is an-
other period of  high seasonal em-
ployment. In December 2000, 50.6 
percent of  U.S.-born teenagers were 
in the labor force; in 2007 it was just 
39.8 percent. Month-over-month 
comparisons for other years show a 
very similar decline. 

Figure 3. Decline In Employment of U.S.-Born Teens is Year-
Round, Not Just in the Summer, 1994 to 2009

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of all public-use files of January 
2000 to December 2009. 
* Those in the labor force are working or are looking for work.  
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Figure 2. Share of Teens Holding a Summer Job 
Declined Dramatically For All Races,* 1994 to 2009

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use files of 
the June, July, and August Current Population Survey from 1994 to 
2009.  
* Hispanics can be of any race and are excluded from the figures for 
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1994 2000 2009
10 %

20 %

30 %

40 %

50 %

60 %

70 %

Blacks

Hispanics

All U.S.-Born Teens

Whites



8

Center for Immigration Studies

Unemployment Does Not Explain Growth in Teen 
Non-Work. Though economists examine many mea-
sures of  employment; the measure familiar to most 
people is the unemployment rate. The unemployment 
rate is the share of  people looking for work divided by 
the number of  people with a job plus those looking for 
work. People who are not working or actively looking 
for a job are not included in the numerator or denomi-
nator of  the unemployment rate. To be considered un-
employed one has to be actively looking for a job and 
have done so within the last four weeks. Figure 4 shows 
the summer unemployment rate from 1994 to 2009 for 
U.S.-born teenagers. (Table A.5 in the Appendix shows 
the numbers for Figure 4). Both seasonally adjusted and 
unadjusted figures are reported. The government pub-
lishes both adjusted and unadjusted figures. Since we are 
comparing the same time of  year (summer) from 1994 
to 2009, it makes little difference whether figures are 
seasonally adjusted or not. The unemployment rate for 
U.S.-born teenagers shows variation based on the econ-
omy. Teen unemployment declined as the country came 
out of  the recession in the early 1990s, then rose during 
the recession in 2001 and then went up again during the 
current recession. 
 The situation after the 2001 recession for teen-
age summer unemployment is odd because unemploy-
ment never really recovers for teenagers. In both 2006 
and 2007 it was nearly 17 percent and never got back to 
pre-recession levels of  only about 13 percent in 2000. 

But the rise in unemployment does not explain the dete-
rioration in labor force participation. Again, those who 
are unemployed are considered in the labor force. Dur-
ing recessions, labor force participation does generally 
decline as people give up looking for work. However, it 
is not typically as closely linked to the business cycle as 
the unemployment rate. But as will be recalled from Fig-
ure 1, labor force participation for U.S.-born teenagers 
declined even as unemployment fell in the 1990s. We can 
see this most clearly by looking at Figure 5. (It should 
be noted that the unemployment percentages in Figure 
5 do not match those in Figure 4 because the standard 
definition of  unemployment, shown in Figure 4, uses 
only those working and those looking for work as the 
denominator. In Figure 5 the entire U.S.-born teenage 
population is the denominator.) 
 What Figure 5 shows is that it is not the number 
or share that are unemployed that really changed dra-
matically, rather it is an enormous growth in the share 
who are not in the labor force. This is very difficult to 
explain. Economic growth from 1994 to 2000 and 2003 
to 2007 should have drawn more teens into the labor 
market. But this is not what happened. Fewer U.S.-born 
teens were working or looking for work in the sum-
mer even as the economy expanded significantly in the 
1990s. This was even more the case during the economic 
expansion from 2003 to 2007.

Number of  Teenagers Not in Labor Force Grew 
Dramatically. Figures 1 through 5 report percent-
ages. Figure 6 (page 10) reports numbers. It shows 
the total number of  U.S.-born teenagers — em-
ployed, unemployed, and not in the labor force in 
the summer. (Table A.6 in the Appendix reports the 
numbers for Figure 6.) The number unemployed 
has increased recently, but that’s not the key find-
ing in Figure 6. Instead, what is striking about Fig-
ure 6 is that the number not in the labor force has 
grown dramatically. During the economic expan-
sion of  the 1990s, the number of  U.S.-born teen-
agers not working actually increased by 900,000.16 
Not surprisingly, the number not in the labor force 
rose from 2000 to 2003 as the country headed into 
and slowly recovered from the recession. Although 
the recession was over after 2001, it always takes a 
year or two for employment to recover. But after 
the summer of  2002 or 2003 the number not in 
the labor force continued to increase even though 
the economy and employment for other workers 
was generally recovering. Overall, the number not 
working or looking for work was 400,000 higher 
in 2006 than in 2003, and it was 1.1 million higher 

Figure 4. Seasonal Adjustment Makes Little 
Difference in Summer Unemployment Rate For 
U.S.-Born Teens, 1994 to 2009

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use 
files of the June, July, and August Current Population Survey 
from 1994 to 2009.     
* Seasonal adjustment only shown for summer 2000 to 2009. 
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in 2007 than in 2003. Year-over-year comparisons show 
that in all but two years from 1994 to 2009 there was 
an increase in the number of  U.S.-born teenagers not 
in the labor force. It must be remembered that during 
this time period business groups continued to argue that 
no seasonal workers were available and that more im-
migrant workers needed to be allowed into the country. 
This argument is difficult to reconcile with the findings 
in Figure 6.
 Figure 7 (page 10) shows the growth in the 
number of  minority teenagers not working — unem-
ployed or not in the labor force. (Table A.7 in the Ap-
pendix shows the numbers for Figure 7) Reflecting the 

large growth in the overall number of  U.S.-born His-
panic teenagers, and the significant deterioration in their 
employment situation, Figure 7 shows an enormous in-
crease in the number of  U.S.-born Hispanics not work-
ing.17 The number of  U.S.-born Hispanic teenagers not 
working in the summer grew 110 percent between 1994 
and 2007. If  current trends continue, in just a few years 
there will be significantly more U.S.-born Hispanic teen-
agers not working than African American teenagers. 

What Accounts for the Decline?

Internships Not the Cause of  
Decline. The fall-off  in labor 
force participation among U.S.-
born teenagers is certainly pro-
found. But the question remains: 
Why did this happen? One possible 
explanation is that there has been 
a dramatic increase in unpaid sum-
mer internships among high school 
students or those in the first year or 
two of  college. Unpaid internships 
are generally undertaken as a means 
of  improving one’s resume. But ac-
cording to Princeton Review’s In-
ternship Bible, there were only about 
100,000 internship positions in the 
United States and abroad, perhaps 
half  of  which are unpaid. The in-
crease in the number of  U.S.-born 
teenagers not in the labor force is 
3.4 million. The number of  intern-
ships seems far too small to ac-
count for the huge decline in teen-
age employment. 
 There is no way to directly 
measure internships in the Census 
Bureau data used here. If  the in-
ternship is paid it will show up as 
employment. If  it is unpaid an indi-
vidual will shown up in the data as 
unemployed if  they are also look-
ing for a paid position or as not in 
the labor force if  they report they 
are not looking for work. What in-
formation is available in the data 
shows that unpaid internships al-
most certainly do not explain the 
decline in labor force participation 
of  teenagers. 

Figure 5. Percent and Number of U.S.-Born Teenagers, 
Employed, Unemployed, and Not in the Labor Force (millions)

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use files of the June, 
July, and August Current Population Survey, 1994, 2000, 2007, and 2009. Those 
not in the labor force are neither working nor looking for work. Unemployment 
percentages do not match Figure 4 because in that figure the number looking 
for work is the numerator and the number looking for or holding a job is the 
denominator. In this figure the entire 16- to 19-year-old population is the 
denominator.
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 Unpaid internships should be more common 
among older teens, as it is something college students 
generally do, not high school students. If  more teens 
are holding unpaid internships and this is causing the 
decline in reported employment, then we would expect 
to see a larger decline among older teens. Figure 8 (page 
11) shows labor force participation for U.S.-born 16- 

and 17-year-olds separately from 18- and 19-year-olds. 
It shows that the decline was actually somewhat steeper 
among younger teens, the group least likely to be in un-
paid summer internships. Figure 9 examines labor force 
participation for U.S.-born 19-year-olds who report that 
they have completed some college and for U.S.-born 
19-year-olds who report that they have not completed 

high school. These are two populations on 
very different career tracks. Those who have 
attended college are the teenagers most likely 
to be in unpaid summer internships. High 
school dropouts on the other hand are very 
unlikely to have an unpaid internship. Yet the 
decline looks to be similar for both groups.18 
Figures 8 and 9 both indicate that unpaid 
internships cannot account for the overall 
decline in labor force participation for U.S.-
born teenagers. It is also worth noting that 
the summer labor force participation rate of  
U.S.-born 15-year olds, who would seldom if  
ever be in unpaid internships, has declined 
proportionally in the same manner as teen-
agers 16 to 19 years of  age.

Children of  Affluent Parents Working 
Less? Internships are much more likely to 
be associated with affluent college students.19 
They are one of  the many advantages that 
come from having parents who can support 
non-working teenage children. More gener-
ally, affluent parents may be one of  the rea-

sons fewer teenagers are working. 
They can provide their children 
with material possessions, sum-
mer vacations, or support during 
an unpaid internship. If  this is the 
case, the decline in work among 
teenagers should be more pro-
nounced among teenagers with 
more educated parents who have 
higher incomes. 
 Figure 10 (page 12) reports the 
summer labor force participation 
rate for teenagers based on the 
education level of  the household 
head. The figure is measuring 
teenage labor force participation 
by the education level of  their 
parent(s). The figure shows teen-
agers with more-educated parents 
are more likely to work than those 
with the least-educated parents. 

Figure 6. Number of U.S.-Born Teens 
Employed, Unemployed, and Not in Labor Force, 
Summer 1994 to 2009 (thousands)

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use files of 
the June, July, and August Current Population Survey, 1994 to 2009. 
Those in the labor force are working or are looking for work.  
       

Figure 7. Minority Teens Not Working In Summer;  U.S.-Born 
Hispanics Now Almost Match U.S.-Born Blacks (thousands)

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of all public-use files of the June, 
July, and August Current Population Survey, 1994 to 2009. Hispanics can be of any 
race and are excluded from the figure for black teenagers. After 2002 persons could 
choose multiple races.  Figures for blacks are only for those who chose one race. 
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Moreover, the decline is very similar for all groups. Col-
lege-educated parents are the ones most likely to have 
the resources to spoil their children. But the pattern of  
decline is almost identical for teens by the education lev-
el of  their parents. This does not support the idea that 
it is the children of  affluent, indulgent parents who are 
working less and less. 
 Examining teen employment by the income 
of  the household in which they live is not really pos-
sible with the summer CPS data used in this study. The 

monthly data do not provide a complete picture of  total 
household income from all sources. However, the CPS 
collected in March of  each year, referred to as the An-
nual Social and Economic Supplement (ASES), does ask 
questions about income from all sources. It has tradi-
tionally been the primary source of  statistics on house-
hold income in the United States. The ASES also asks 
respondents about employment in the calendar year pri-
or to the survey. Using the 1995 and 2008 ASES, Figure 
11 (page 12) reports the share of  U.S.-born teenagers 

holding a job at any time during 1994 and 2007 
by household income. Although it measures em-
ployment for the entire year, not just in the sum-
mer, the results in Figure 11 are very similar to 
the decline in summer employment shown else-
where in this report. 
 Figure 11 shows that employment has fallen for 
teenagers from all income groups, with the mid-
dle income groups exhibiting a somewhat steeper 
decline than the lowest and the highest groups. 
The teenagers with the largest percentage-point 
decline are those in households with incomes of  
$25,000 to $50,000 a year. This income group 
also shows the largest proportional decline. The 
smallest proportional decline is for teenagers in 
households with incomes of  $100,000 or more 
a year. Figure 11 also shows that teenagers from 
higher income households were still much more 
likely to work in 2007, as they were in 1994. 
These findings are entirely inconsistent with the 
idea that non-work among teens reflects grow-
ing affluence and the indulgence of  their parents. 
The teens least likely to work are from the lowest-

income households and the declines are less pro-
nounced for teens from the highest income house-
holds. To be sure, all income groups show a similar 
decline, but it is not related to income.
 Figure 12 (p. 13) reports labor force participa-
tion for teenagers who are enrolled in school and 
those not enrolled in school. It shows that labor 
force participation has declined for both groups in 
a similar fashion.  The figure also shows that those 
U.S.-born teenagers in school are much less likely 
to be in the summer labor market.  At the same 
time, there has been a significant increase in the 
share of  teenagers who are enrolled in school dur-
ing the summer.  Between 1994 and 2007, the share 
of  U.S.-born teenagers in summer school increased 
from 26.3 to 51.1 percent.  One way to estimate the 
relative importance of  the increase in enrollment 
is to assume that the labor force participation rates 
for enrolled and non-enrolled students remained 

Figure 8. Younger and Older U.S.-Born 
Teenagers Show a Similar Decline

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use 
files of the June, July, and August Current Population Survey, 
1994 to 2007. Those in the labor force are working or are looking 
for work.       
  

1994 2007

16-17 Labor Force Participation

18-19 Labor Force Participation

30 %

40 %

50 %

60 %

70 %

80 %

Figure 9. 19-Year-Old Labor Force Participation

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use 
files of the June, July and August Current Population Survey, 
1994 to 2007. Those in the labor force are working or are  
looking for work.      
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Figure 11. Employment Has Declined for U.S.-Born 
Teens Regardless of Household Income (2007 $)

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use Annual Social 
and Economic Supplement (ASES) of the Current Population Survey 1995 and 
2008.  The survey, collected in March of each year, asks about employment at 
anytime during the prior calendar year.   Unlike the other tables and figures in 
this report the above figure shows employment at any time during the year.   
      

Figure 10. Teen Summer Labor Force Participation 
Has Declined Regardless of Parental Education

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use 
files of the June, July, and August Current Population Survey, 
1994 and 2007. Those in the labor force are working or are 
looking for work.      
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unchanged, but the share in summer school 
increased as it did between 1994 and 2007. Us-
ing this approach allows us to estimate how 
much of  the decline in teen summer employ-
ment may be due to the increases in the share 
of  teenagers who are in school. This type of  
analysis shows that the increase in enrollment 
by itself  explains 4.8 percentage points instead 
of  the 15.7 percentage-point decline that actu-
ally occurred between 1994 and 2007. This im-
plies that the increases in enrollment accounted 
for 28.7 percent (4.51/15.74) of  the decline in 
labor force participation. 
 Later in this report we compare differ-
ences across states over time using an OLS re-
gression model. The model does not find that 
the increase in school enrollment played a sta-
tistically significant role in the decline in teen 
labor force participation.  It seems likely to us 
that the increase in school enrollment did play 
some role in reducing labor force participation 
for U.S.-born teenagers, but factors other than 
increased school enrollment were much more 

important. 
 When we first released this report on 
May 11, 2010, we did not include a discus-
sion of  school enrollment’s possible role in 
reducing teenage employment.  Instead, we 
simply observed that factors in addition to 
immigration explain the decline in teen la-
bor force participation.  However, an Eco-
nomic Policy Institute (EPI) policy brief  is-
sued in response to our study argued that the 
large increase in school enrollment, “more 
than makes up for the decline in teen em-
ployment.” This implies that the increase 
in enrollment explains the entire decline in 
teenage employment.  As the above analysis 
makes clear, EPI is mistaken about this as-
sertion. After friendly discussions with Heidi 
Shierholz, the brief ’s author, EPI revised the 
brief  and it now states that the increases in 
enrollment account for “roughly one-third” 
of  the decline. This is very similar to the 28.7 
percent we report above.  Both we and EPI 
agree that the overwhelming majority of  the 
decline would have occurred had there been 
no increase in summer school enrollment.  
 It is also worth pointing out that the 
increase in the share of  U.S.-born teenag-
ers enrolled in school explains none of  the 
decline when those enrolled and those not 
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enrolled are considered separately.  The decline in labor 
force participation for both groups considered separate-
ly is large and is an important trend by itself.
 The decline in teenage employment is very 
broad. It has fallen for teenagers with well-educated par-
ents and those whose parents are less educated. It has 
fallen for teenagers from high-income households and 
for those from low-income households. As we have also 
seen, it has fallen in a similar fashion for white, black, 
and Hispanic teens. Younger teens and older teens have 
been equally affected. It has fallen for teen-
age high school dropouts and those who 
attend college. Because teenagers from all 
backgrounds are affected, it strongly suggests 
that the cause of  this decline is a change in 
the U.S. labor market rather than some un-
derlying change in the teenagers themselves. 

Immigration’s Impact 
on U.S.-Born Teens 

Immigration and the Growth of  Non-
Work Among Teens. Figure 13 shows the 
number of  U.S.-born teenagers not working 
from 1994 to 2007. This includes those not 
in the labor force and those unemployed. It 
also shows the number of  immigrants (le-
gal and illegal) who are holding a job in the 
summer and the number of  less-educated 
immigrants holding a job. Less-educated is 
defined as having no education beyond high 
school. (Table A.8 in the appendix shows the 
numbers used for Figure 13.) We 
report less-educated foreign-born 
workers separately because immi-
grants in the occupations employ-
ing the most U.S.-born teenagers 
in the summer often have no edu-
cation beyond high school.20 
 Figure 13 shows that the 
number of  immigrants working 
in the summer doubled from 11.6 
million in 1994 to 23.2 million in 
2007. At the same time, the num-
ber of  U.S.-born teenagers not in 
the labor force increased by 3.2 
million from 1994 to 2007. Since 
2007 it has grown another 1.2 mil-
lion, and stood at an all time high 
of  10.5 million in the summer of  
2009. It is important to note that 

most immigrants working in the summer are not sea-
sonal workers — in contrast to teens, many of  whom 
only work in the summer. On the other hand, many im-
migrants are seasonal workers. More importantly, as we 
will see, immigrants now comprise a very large share of  
workers in many occupations that employ teenagers. 

Figure 13. Number of U.S.-Born Teens Without a Job Grew as 
Number of Immigrants with a Job Grew 1994 to 2007 (thsnds.)

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use files of the June, July, 
and August Current Population Survey, 1994 to 2007.     
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Comparisons Across 
Occupations

Teenagers and Immigrants Often Work the Same 
Jobs. There is no question that as the number of  im-
migrants holding a job has increased, the share and 
number of  U.S.-born teenagers not holding a job has 
also increased. But the question remains: Do U.S.-born 
teenagers and immigrants do the same kind of  work? 
Or perhaps more accurately, are there a large share of  
immigrants in the occupations that employ teenagers?
 Table A.9 in the Appendix shows a detailed oc-
cupational break down for teenagers and immigrants in 
the summer of  2007, before the recession. The table 
ranks the occupations by the number of  teenage work-
ers. The table shows that, in fact, many teenagers are 
employed in high-immigrant occupations. For example, 
nearly half  (48.7 percent) of  all U.S.-born teenagers em-
ployed in the summer of  2007 worked in the 10 occupa-
tions listed first in Table A.9. On average, 20.2 percent, 
or one out of  five workers, were legal or illegal immi-
grants in the top-10 teenage occupations. In the top-15 
teenage occupations shown in the table, which employed 
59.9 percent of  all U.S.-born teenagers in the summer 
of  2007, on average 21 percent of  all workers are im-
migrants. There were a total of  3.7 million U.S.-born 
teenagers in the top-15 teen occupations in the summer 
of  2007. These same occupations employed five million 

immigrants. In short, most U.S.-born teenagers work in 
occupations where immigrants make up a large share of  
workers. The argument that immigrants do jobs that no 
American teenager would want is simply incorrect. 

Immigrant Gains, Native Losses. One way to com-
pare the specific impact of  immigration on the employ-
ment of  teenagers is to examine changes over time by 
occupation. Unfortunately, the way the Department of  
Commerce and the Census Bureau defined occupations 
changed significantly after 2002. The Census Bureau 
documentation warns that even when occupations re-
tain the same name, the meaning may still be different. 
Thus, it is not possible to directly compare 1994 to 2007. 
But occupations are consistent from 1994 to 2000, when 
the economy peaked. They are also consistent, though 
different from the earlier period, from 2003 to 2007. 
The 1994 to 2000 period and the 2003 to 2007 period 
should both show significant employment growth for 
U.S.-born teenagers because they were periods of  eco-
nomic expansion.
 Figure 14 reports the change (1994-2000) in 
the share of  each occupation that is comprised of  U.S.-
born teenagers and of  immigrants in the 10 occupations 
that employed the most U.S.-born teenagers in 1994. So, 
for example, the table reads as follows: Between 1994 
and 2000 the share of  all food counter workers who 
are U.S.-born teenagers declined six percentage points, 
while the share comprised of  immigrants increased five 

percentage points. 
Figure 14 shows 
the change from 
2003 to 2007 for 
the top-10 teen-
age occupations in 
2003. Both figures 
show that among 
the occupations 
employing the most 
teenagers, where 
immigrants gained 
employment, the 
U.S.-born teenager 
share generally de-
clined. On the oth-
er hand, Figures 14 
and 15 show that in 
occupations where 
immigrants made 
modest employ-
ment gains or even 

Figure 14. Top Teenage Occupations, 1994; 
Where Immigrants Gained, U.S.-Born Teens Lost (1994 to 2000) 

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use files of the 1994 and 2000 June, 
July, and August Current Population Survey.
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fell as a share of  workers, 
U.S.-born teenagers gen-
erally did much better. 
 It is worth not-
ing that U.S.-born teen-
agers were the same 
share of  the total work-
ing-age population (16 
to 65) in 1994, as they 
were in 2007 or in 2009 
— about 8 percent. In 
fact, they increased their 
share of  the potential 
worker population slight-
ly.21 Thus it might be ex-
pected that they would 
have maintained or even 
slightly increased their 
share of  occupations 
in which they were well 
represented. Figures 14 
and 15 show this is not 
the case in the top teen-
age occupations. It is also 
not the case when we 
look at all summer work-
ers. U.S.-born teenagers were 5.6 percent 
of  all summer workers in 1994, 4.3 percent 
in 2007, and 3.8 percent in 2009. Although 
they are the same share of  potential work-
ers, they account for a falling share of  ac-
tual workers. This is not conclusive proof  
that immigrants are displacing U.S.-born 
teenagers. But the findings are consistent 
with that possibility. 
 

Comparisons Across States
One way to examine the relationship be-
tween immigration and the employment 
of  teenagers is to look for differences 
across the country, comparing the rela-
tionship between the immigrant share of  
an area and employment among U.S.-born 
workers. While this approach makes in-
tuitive sense, there are two fundamental 
problems with it. First, in the economics 
literature there is evidence that compari-
sons across labor markets are problematic 
when it comes to immigration because the 
movement of  capital and labor from place 
to place in response to immigration means 

Figure 16. Change in U.S.-Born Teen Labor Force 
Participation Rate by Change in Immigrant Share of 
State Labor Force, 1994-95 to 2006-07

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use files of the 
1994-95 and 2006-07 June, July, and August Current Population Survey. 
Those in the labor force are working or are looking for work.  
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Figure 15. Top Teenage Occupations, 2003; 
Where Immigrants Gained, U.S.-born Teens Lost (2003 to 2007)

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use files of the 2003 and 2007 
June, July, and August Current Population Survey.
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that the effects of  im-
migration may be dif-
fuse and not confined 
to only areas of  immi-
grant settlement. There 
is certainly evidence 
that this is going on in 
the United States.22 The 
comprehensive study of  
immigration by the Na-
tional Research Council 
in 1997 observed, “If  
native workers or native 
capital responds to im-
migration by moving to 
other labor markets, the 
impact of  immigration 
on labor market oppor-
tunities will be relatively 
small when spatial cor-
relations are calculated 
at the city level.”23 In 
other words, the move-
ment of  people and 
capital between areas of  
the country in response 
to immigration will tend 
to equalize differences 
in wages or employment 
between high- and low-
immigrant areas.
 The migration deci-
sions of  immigrants 
themselves might also 
be influenced by differ-
ences in employment 
opportunities across lo-
calities. All other things 
being equal, immigrants 
can be expected to settle 
in high-employment-
growth areas. This ten-
dency would mask the 
effect of  immigration at 
the local level. It could 
still mean that immigra-
tion is negatively im-
pacting natives, but the 
effect is spread across 
the country and not 
confined to higher-im-
migration localities. If  

Table 1. Immigrant Share of Labor Force and 
U.S.-Born Teen Labor Force Participation By State

Nevada
New Jersey
Georgia
Maryland
Arizona
Washington
Virginia
Texas
North Carolina
Colorado
California
Florida
New York
Connecticut
Washington, DC
Massachusetts
Utah
Illinois
Arkansas
Nebraska
Minnesota
Rhode Island
Kansas
Tennessee
Hawaii
New Mexico
Indiana
Delaware
Iowa
Oregon
Michigan
South Dakota
Alabama
South Carolina
Louisiana
Kentucky
Pennsylvania
Vermont
New Hampshire
Missouri
Mississippi
Idaho
Wisconsin
Oklahoma
Ohio
North Dakota
Maine
Alaska
West Virginia
Montana
Wyoming
Total

Immigrant 
Percentage of 

Labor Force
 

12.5 %
15.2 %
3.5 %
6.8 %
9.7 %
5.3 %
6.2 %

12.2 %
3.1 %
4.5 %

27.1 %
16.5 %
18.7 %
9.7 %

11.0 %
9.6 %
6.1 %

10.3 %
1.0 %
1.8 %
3.2 %

11.6 %
2.1 %
1.7 %

18.2 %
5.9 %
1.2 %
5.6 %
1.5 %
7.5 %
3.4 %
1.0 %
1.2 %
1.6 %
1.6 %
0.8 %
3.0 %
2.5 %
3.0 %
1.4 %
1.2 %
4.4 %
2.7 %
2.7 %
2.2 %
0.8 %
2.3 %
5.4 %
0.6 %
1.0 %
2.1 %
9.5 %

Immigrant 
Percentage of 

Labor Force
 

24.2 %
26.8 %
14.3 %
17.2 %
19.4 %
13.8 %
14.4 %
20.2 %
10.8 %
12.1 %
34.5 %
23.6 %
25.5 %
15.9 %
17.1 %
15.5 %
11.9 %
15.6 %
6.0 %
6.7 %
7.9 %

16.3 %
6.3 %
5.7 %

22.1 %
9.8 %
5.1 %
9.4 %
5.2 %

10.8 %
6.5 %
4.1 %
4.2 %
4.5 %
4.3 %
3.2 %
5.4 %
4.9 %
5.3 %
3.6 %
3.3 %
6.4 %
4.5 %
4.2 %
3.7 %
2.2 %
3.2 %
6.0 %
1.2 %
1.4 %
2.4 %

15.5 %

Change in
Immigrant 

Percentage of 
Labor Force

 
 11.8
11.5
10.8
10.5
9.7
8.5
8.2
8.0
7.7
7.6
7.3
7.2
6.8
6.2
6.1
5.9
5.8
5.3
4.9
4.9
4.7
4.7
4.1
4.0
4.0
3.9
3.9
3.8
3.8
3.3
3.2
3.1
3.0
2.9
2.6
2.4
2.4
2.3
2.3
2.2
2.1
2.0
1.9
1.5
1.4
1.4
0.9
0.7
0.6
0.4
0.3
6.0

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use files of the 1994-95 and 2006-
07 June, July, and August Current Population Survey. Those in labor force are working or 
looking for work. 
* Statistically significant change at the .90 Level.     
          

U.S.-Born 
Teen Labor 

Force 
Participation

71.5 % 
 57.5 %
 60.3 %
 73.1 %
 68.9 %
 66.5 %
 62.3 %
 62.0 %
 64.5 %
 75.9 %
 55.5 %
 60.7 %
 51.9 %
 65.2 %
 48.3 %
 71.2 %
 77.9 %
 66.6 %
 66.2 %
 79.5 %
 84.7 %
 73.6 %
 75.7 %
 60.9 %
 54.7 %
 60.8 %
 70.3 %
 72.2 %
 78.9 %
 71.3 %
 70.5 %
 85.9 %
 61.3 %
 60.1 %
 52.1 %
 60.8 %
 64.4 %
 77.9 %
 79.7 %
 74.8 %
 52.1 %
 78.1 %
 81.6 %
 64.1 %
 67.5 %
 79.8 %
 74.5 %
 61.9 %
 47.5 %
 72.8 %
 77.5 %
 64.3 %

U.S.-Born 
Teen Labor 

Force 
Participation

46.6 %
48.5 %
37.5 %
52.2 %
46.6 %
54.5 %
50.7 %
45.6 %
49.3 %
57.9 %
40.1 %
42.0 %
44.5 %
60.4 %
38.6 %
59.4 %
62.6 %
51.1 %
47.4 %
68.3 %
73.0 %
65.7 %
59.0 %
52.4 %
40.0 %
45.9 %
47.7 %
54.8 %
69.8 %
48.8 %
55.9 %
71.8 %
35.3 %
49.0 %
35.4 %
50.7 %
55.5 %
66.9 %
66.4 %
57.5 %
36.9 %
66.0 %
70.7 %
47.2 %
60.0 %
71.1 %
64.2 %
65.0 %
42.1 %
60.7 %
69.0 %
50.0 %

Change 
in U.S.-

Born Teen 
Labor Force 

Participation

-24.9
-9.0

-22.8
-20.9
-22.3
-12.0
-11.6
-16.4
-15.2
-18.0
-15.4
-18.7
-7.4
-4.8
-9.7

-11.8
-15.3
-15.5
-18.8
-11.1
-11.8
-7.9

-16.7
-8.5

-14.7
-14.9
-22.7
-17.5
-9.1

-22.5
-14.6
-14.2
-26.0
-11.0
-16.8
-10.0
-8.9

-11.0
-13.3
-17.4
-15.2
-12.2
-10.9
-16.9
-7.5
-8.7

-10.2
3.0

-5.3
-12.0
-8.5

-14.4

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*

*
*
*

*

*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*
*

*
*
*
*

*

*
*

*
*

*
*
*

*
*
*
*
*

*
*

*
*
*

*

1994-1995 2006-2007 Difference
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that is correct, cross-city or cross-state comparisons will 
tend to understate the impact of  immigration. Although 
teenagers normally live with their parents and thus do 
not move as easily as other workers, the movement of  
adult workers, capital, and the settlement decisions of  
immigrants themselves may still create labor market 
equilibrium across localities. 
 The second problem with comparing differ-
ences across the country is that the public-use file of  the 
Current Population Survey used in this study does not 
really allow for cross-city comparisons. Local labor mar-
kets, such as metropolitan areas, are not identified in the 
data. So even if  the potential problems with cross-city 
comparisons are ignored such an analysis cannot really 
be done with the available data. States can be compared, 
but they are a very imperfect approximation of  a labor 
market and their number is limited to just 51, if  the Dis-
trict of  Columbia is included. Even with these limita-
tions, comparisons across the country may still provide 
some insight into the impact of  immigration. 

State Differences. Table 1 examines differences across 
states in the share of  their labor forces comprised of  
immigrants and the labor force participation of  U.S.-
born teenagers. The first column in Table 1 reports 
the share of  each state’s (including the District of  Co-
lumbia) labor force that is comprised of  immigrants in 
1994-1995. (We combine two years of  data to get more 
statistically robust estimates for smaller states.24) The 
second column shows the share of  U.S.-born teenag-
ers in the state who are in the labor force in 1994-95. 
Columns three and four show the same information for 
2006-2007. So, for example, in Nevada immigrants were 
12.5 percent of  the labor force in 1994-95 and in 2006-
2007 they were 24.1 percent — an 11.8 percentage-point 
increase. At the same time, the share of  U.S.-born teen-
agers who were in the summer labor force in Nevada fell 
dramatically, from 71.5 percent to 46.6 percent — a 24.9 
percentage-point decline. The last two columns in the 
Table 1 simply report the percentage-point change in 
the immigrant share of  the labor force and the change in 
the share of  U.S.-born teenagers who were in the labor 

Model 1. Influence of Immigrant Share of State 
Labor Force on the Labor Force Participation of 
U.S.-Born Teens, 
1994-95 & 2006-07  

Model 2. Influence of Change in Immigrant 
Share of State Labor Force on the Labor Force 
Participation of U.S.-Born Teens, 1994-95 to 
2006-07   

Immigrant  Labor Force

African American %

North

Midwest

West

Intercept

N
R2,  Adjusted

Change Immigrant Labor Force

Change African American %

Initial  Teen LF Participation 1994-95

Change in Share of Teens in School

North

Midwest

West

Intercept

N
R2,  Adjusted

1994-1995
 

-5.79
(1.88)
-1.67

(0.80)
6.58

(3.41)
10.98
(3.05)

5.95
(3.47)
68.19
(2.86)

51
.52

**

**

*

**

*

**

**

**

**

**

**

**

*

**

-7.6
(2.31)
1.397
(2.08)
-1.56

(0.92)
-1.633

1.30
5.83

(2.31)
2.45

(2.44)
.896

(2.11)
2.44

(6.26)
51
.28**p≤.05, *p≤.10

**p≤.05, *p≤.10

2006-2007

-4.57
(1.46)
-2.05
(.97)

11.39
(3.65)
12.33
(3.17)

5.82
(3.66)
55.17
(3.09)

51
0.57

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use files of the 1994-95 and 2006-07 June, July, and 
August Current Population Survey. Those in labor force are working or looking for work.   

Table 2. Regression Model: Influence of Immigrant Share of Labor Force on Teen
Summer Labor Force Participation by State
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force. The states are ranked based on the percentage-
point increase in the immigrant share of  their labor force 
from 1994-95 to 2006-07. This means that the states at 
the top of  the table should be those in which the impact 
of  immigration is largest over this time period.
 The table does show that, in general, states with 
large immigrant populations in 1994-95 or 2006-2007 
tended to have lower teenage labor force participation. 
In 1994-95 in the 10 states where immigrants were the 
largest share of  the labor force, teen labor force partici-
pation averaged just 60.2 percent, compared to 67.2 per-
cent in the 10 states where immigrants are the smallest 
share of  the labor force. For 2006-07 in the top-10 im-
migrant states, 44.5 percent of  U.S.-born teenagers were 
in the labor force compared to 58.4 percent in the low-
est-10 immigrant states. In both time periods, a smaller 
fraction of  U.S.-born teenagers worked or looked for 
work in areas of  very high immigrant settlement. 
 If  we compare the increase 1994-95 to 2006-07 
we see a similar pattern. Table 1 shows that in the 10 
states with the largest increase in the immigrant share of  
the labor force, teenage summer labor force participation 
declined 17.3 percentage points on average. In the 10 
states with the smallest increase in the immigrant share 
of  the labor force, the labor force participation rate of  
U.S.-born teenagers declined 8.9 percentage points on 
average. While all the states with large increases in the 
immigrant share of  the labor force saw significant fall-
off  in teenage labor force participation, there are a num-
ber of  states with large employment declines that did 
not have large increases in their immigrant populations. 
Given the limitations of  state comparisons discussed 
at the outset of  this section, it may not be too surpris-
ing that some states are outliers to the overall pattern. 
Without question, where immigrants increased the most 
the share of  U.S.-born teenagers working or looking for 
work in the summer typically declined the most. But the 
state comparisons indicate that immigration is not the 
only factor that explains the fall-off  in labor force par-
ticipation among American teenagers.
 A more systematic way of  examining the pos-
sible relationship between immigration and teen labor 
force participation is the scatter plot shown in Figure 16 
(page 14). The horizontal axis is the percentage-point 
increase in the immigrant share of  the labor force by 
state and the vertical axis is the percentage-point change 
in the share of  teenagers in the labor force. (These are 
the last two columns in Table 1.) The trend line shows 
the relationship between the two. Increases in the immi-
grant share of  the labor force are clearly associated with 
a decline in the share of  U.S.-born teenagers in the labor 
force. 

A Statistical Model
It is possible to compare the immigrant share of  each 
state’s labor force and labor force participation of  U.S.-
born teenagers while controlling for several other fac-
tors at the same time. We use the following OLS regres-
sion models to examine the impact of  immigrants on 
labor force participation among U.S.-born teenagers: 

Model I:

TL = a + b1(PI) + b2(AA) b3(R) + e

Model II:

CTL = a + b1(CPI) + b2(CAA) + b3(ILF) + b4(CSE) + 
b5(R) + e

The first regression is a simple cross-sectional compari-
son where TL is the percentage of  U.S.-born teenagers 
in the labor market in each state at one point in time, PI 
is the percentage of  the state’s labor force that is immi-
grant, AA is the share of  the state’s U.S.-born teenagers 
who are African American, and R is the region of  the 
country coded as dummy variables with the South as the 
comparison region. We do this cross-state comparison 
for both 1994-95 and 2006-07. The second regression 
model examines changes 1994-95 to 2006-07 by state. 
CTL is the change in the percentage of  U.S.-born teen-
agers who are in the labor market, CPI is the change in 
percentage of  each states’ labor force that is comprised 
of  immigrants, CAA is the change in percentage of  
the state’s U.S.-born teenage population that is African 
American, ILF is the initial labor force participation rate 
of  teens in 1994-95, CSE is the change in the share of  
U.S.-born teenagers enrolled in school and R is the re-
gion of  the country coded as dummy variables with the 
South as the comparison region. 

Impact of  Immigration on Teen Labor Force Par-
ticipation. The left side of  Table 2 reports the results 
of  the cross-sectional (Model I) regression for both time 
periods, 1994-95 and 2006-07. The model shows that as 
the African American share of  a state’s teenage popula-
tion increases, labor force participation is lower. Most of  
the regional variables in Model I are also statistically sig-
nificant. In terms of  the impact of  immigrants, Model I 
indicates that the larger the immigrant share of  the labor 
force in the state, the lower the labor force participation 
rate of  U.S.-born teenagers. This is true both in 1994-95 
and 2006-07. On average, a 10 percentage-point increase 
in the immigrant share of  the labor force reduces the 
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labor force participation rate of  U.S.-born teenagers by 
5.79 percentage points in 1994-95 and 4.57 percentage 
points in 2006-07. In 1994-95 immigrants were already 
10 percent of  the nation’s labor force and in 2006-07 
immigrants were almost 16 percent of  the nation’s to-
tal labor force. In seven states they were more than 20 
percent of  the labor force in 2006-07. Model I indicates 
that the impact of  immigration is likely to be quite large 
in these states. In fact, a number of  states with large 
immigrant populations also account for a large fraction 
of  the nation’s U.S.-born teenagers, including California, 
Texas, New York, Florida, and New Jersey. 
 Unlike the comparison at one point in time in 
Model I, Model II on the right side of  Table 2 reports 
the impact of  change in the percentage of  the labor force 
comprised of  immigrants between 1994-95 and 2006-
07. This may better test the effects of  immigration than 
Model I because in Model II each state is being compared 
to itself  over time rather than to other states at the same 
point in time. The increase in the African American share 
of  the teenage population in a state is not statistically sig-
nificant, but the initial labor force participation rate of  
U.S.-born teenagers in 1994-95 is significant. Model II 
shows that a 10 percentage-point increase in the immi-
grant share of  a state’s labor force between 1994-95 and 
2006-7 reduced the labor force participation rate of  U.S.-
born teenagers by 7.60 percentage points. The results in 
Model II indicate that, even after controlling for several 
factors, the impact of  immigration is substantial. Interest-
ingly, the increase in the share of  teens enrolled in school 
does not have a statistically significant impact on teen la-
bor force participation.25 
 While studies of  adult native-born workers 
have generally not found large employment effects, a 
new study of  younger teenagers by an economist at the 
Federal Reserve shows results that parallel our own.26 
Our findings also are consistent with a study of  16- to 
24-year-olds done in 2006.27 Overall, the results from 
our OLS regressions are consistent with the few studies 
that have focused on the younger workers and show that 
the impact from immigration is large and negative. 

Why Immigration Impacts Teenagers. By increas-
ing the supply of  labor (workers), immigration should 
reduce wages, all other things being equal. As wages fall 
fewer U.S.-born teenagers will offer themselves on the 
labor market. Economists refer to this as the elasticity 
of  supply. There is research showing that a 10 percent 
increase in the supply of  workers from immigration re-
duces the weekly wages of  U.S.-born workers by 4.5 per-
cent and annual earnings by 8 percent. 28 The decline in 
labor force participation we report from immigration is 

quite large and implies that the wage impact of  immigra-
tion is larger than 4.5 to 8 percent. On the other hand it 
may be that teenage employment is more sensitive to a 
decline in wages than is the employment of  other work-
ers, so the elasticity of  supply could be much larger than 
it is for workers in general. Economists talk of  potential 
workers having a “reservation wage.” That is, a wage be-
low which they will not work. Since most teenagers live 
with their parents and generally do not have to work, it 
is likely that their reservation wage is different from that 
of  other workers, making their employment much more 
sensitive to a decline in wages.
 It is possible that immigrants who compete 
with U.S.-born teenagers are willing to work for sub-
stantially less. While evidence that immigrants work for 
significantly less than U.S.-born Americans is mixed, if  
it does happen it would reduce wages more than might 
be expected just from their increasing the supply of  
workers.29 That is, immigrants do the same jobs for less 
and pull wages down more than they would simply by 
increasing the supply of  workers. If  immigrants work 
for less it may also help them out-compete U.S.-born 
teenagers for jobs, making them more desirable workers 
from an employer’s perspective. 
 Social networks are an important way in which 
to think about the labor market. All workers, especial-
ly teenagers, often find work through their family and 
friends. However, immigrant social networks may be 
supplanting those that once supplied employers with 
teenage workers in the summer. Consider the example 
of  an employer who used to rely on friends, family, a 
local minister, and school guidance counselors to find 
“good kids” each summer to fill his seasonal jobs. But 
after hiring a few immigrants one year he then comes 
to rely on their social networks to fill his summer jobs. 
American teenagers would still take the jobs at the cur-
rent wages, but now never even hear about them.  In the 
old system the employer proactively recruited workers, 
but now his recruitment is largely done for him by im-
migrants. Since this may simplify his hiring practices, it 
is easy to understand why business might find this situa-
tion desirable. 
 Also consider the example of  a teenager who 
would be willing to work in what is now an immigrant-
heavy occupation, but feels unwelcome because he does 
not speak the language of  the immigrants who comprise 
a growing share of  the occupation’s workers. There is 
also the question of  expectations and values. If  fewer 
and fewer members of  one one’s peer group work, then 
over time not working each summer seems normal to 
the teenagers themselves and to their parents. The ar-
rival of  immigrants and their increasing use by employ-
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ers may shape the views of  U.S.-born teenagers and their 
families with regard to work. 
 In our view, the most important reason immi-
grants (legal and illegal) displace teenagers (U.S.-born or 
foreign-born), is that immigrants are overwhelmingly 
much older than 20 years of  age. During the summer 
of  2007 in the 10 occupations employing the most U.S.-
born teenagers, just 6 percent of  the immigrants were 
teenagers, the rest being 20 years of  age or older. In the 
top-15 teenage occupations, just five percent of  the im-
migrant workers are teenagers. It may be very difficult 
for U.S.-born teenagers, especially younger teenagers 
who are 16 or 17, to compete with mature immigrant 
workers who have much more work experience. 
 What’s more, teenagers typically have school 
schedules and extracurricular actives that employers 
have to work around. With adult immigrants, employ-
ers do not have to deal with this problem, which may 
also make them preferred workers. While not the focus 
of  this report, teenage immigrants, like their U.S.-born 
counterparts, have also had great difficulty in the labor 
market. The labor force participation of  immigrant 
teenagers, already low at 46.4 percent in 1994 declined 
to 38.6 by 2007. This supports the idea that the arrival 
of  so many adult immigrants, who work at the kinds of  
jobs traditionally done by teenagers, crowds all teenagers 
out of  the labor force. 

Conclusion
The findings of  this study indicate that the teenage labor 
force participation and employment rate of  U.S.-born 
teenagers (16 to 19) in the summer has declined dramati-
cally over the last decade and a half. This decline pre-
dates the current economic downturn. While the decline 
was particularly steep between 2000 and 2007, even in 
the 1990s during the economic expansion teenage sum-
mer labor force participation declined. The teenage 
summer labor force participation rate — those working 
or looking for work — declined from 64 percent in 1994 
to 48 percent by 2007. The number of  U.S.-born teenag-
ers not in the labor force during the summer increased 
by 3.4 million from 1994 to 2007. 
 The decline in teenage employment may not 
seem particularly worrisome to some. However a signifi-
cant number of  teenagers live in or near poverty, and by 
working they could help their families. Perhaps more im-
portant, a large and growing body of  research indicates 
that it is as a young person that workers develop the 
skills and habits necessary to function in the labor mar-
ket. Poor work habits and weak labor force attachment 
developed as a teenagers can follow a person through-

out life. Those who do not work as teenagers earn less 
and work less often later in life than those who were 
employed in their teenage years. This is especially the 
case for those who do not go on to get more education 
after high school. 
 The decline in teenage summer employment has 
impacted teenagers from every segment of  society. The 
fall-off  is similar for white, black, and Hispanic teens. It is 
similar for older teens and younger teens. The decline has 
impacted high school dropout teens and those who at-
tend college. The decline for teenagers from the highest-
income households is similar to the decline for teenagers 
from the lowest-income households. The deterioration in 
employment is also similar for those enrolled in summer 
school and those who are not enrolled. The extremely 
broad nature of  this decline has two important implica-
tions: First, it is clear that the decline was not due to teen-
agers from affluent families no longer working because 
their parents provide them with everything they need or 
want. Second, the broad nature of  the decline is an indi-
cation that changes in the U.S. labor market rather than 
some change in the composition or characteristics of  the 
teenagers themselves has created this phenomenon. 
 Businesses have repeatedly argued that there are 
not enough seasonal workers. It is very difficult to rec-
oncile the decline in teen employment with the conten-
tion that seasonal workers are not available. If  seasonal 
workers were in short supply, the share of  teenagers in 
the labor force would have increased significantly, not 
fallen dramatically. Perhaps the needs of  seasonal em-
ployers have changed in some fundamental way that 
teenagers can no longer satisfy. But it is hard to see what 
changes have taken place since the early 1990s or even 
since 2000 in the nature of  seasonal food service, clean-
ing, retail, construction, and child care jobs that tradi-
tionally have employed most teenagers. 
 There is good evidence that immigration ac-
counts for a significant share of  the decline in teenage 
summer labor force participation. In many of  the occu-
pations where teenage employment declined the most, 
immigrants made significant job gains. Comparisons 
across states in 2007 show that in the 10 states where 
immigrants are the largest share of  workers, just 45 
percent of  U.S.-born teens were in the summer labor 
force in 2007, compared to 58 percent in the 10 lowest-
immigration states. Looking at change over time shows 
that for every 10 percentage-point increase in the im-
migrant share of  a state’s labor force between 1994-95 
and 2006-07, the summer labor force participation rate 
of  U.S.-born teenagers declined almost eight percent-
age points. Our results are similar to two studies that 
have estimated the impact of  immigration on teenage 
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Appendix

Table A.1.  Labor Force Participation Rate All 
U.S.-Born Teenagers (16 to 19)*

Year

1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009

All
 

 63.9 %
64.8 %
62.2 %
61.0 %
62.1 %
60.4 %
60.9 %
57.8 %
55.5 %
52.5 %
51.7 %
51.5 %
51.8 %
48.2 %
47.6 %
44.8 %

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use 
files of the June, July, and August Current Population Survey 
from 1994 to 2009. 
* Persons in the labor force are working or looking for work. 
Hispanics can be of any race and are excluded from the figures 
for blacks and whites. After 2002 persons could choose multiple 
races. Figures for black and white teenagers are only for those 
who chose one race.

White

68.8 %
69.5 %
67.8 %
67.7 %
67.7 %
66.3 %
67.1 %
63.3 %
60.9 %
58.2 %
57.3 %
57.4 %
58.0 %
54.7 %
53.1 %
50.5 %

Black

 49.6 %
50.9 %
48.6 %
46.0 %
50.6 %
46.5 %
47.3 %
44.0 %
41.7 %
38.8 %
38.3 %
39.1 %
39.9 %
35.0 %
35.7 %
32.2 %

Hispanic

 52.2 %
54.8 %
48.9 %
45.9 %
48.3 %
48.1 %
48.6 %
49.4 %
45.4 %
41.4 %
41.1 %
40.7 %
40.4 %
37.0 %
40.0 %
39.1 %

employment, including a newly published working paper 
from the Washington, D.C., Federal Reserve. 
 The decision to allow in large numbers of  legal 
immigrants (temporary and permanent) and to tolerate 
large-scale illegal immigration and turn away from em-
ploying U.S.-born teenagers may be seen as desirable by 
some businesses. However this policy choice may have 
significant long-term consequences for American work-

ers as they enter adulthood, especially those who do not 
go on to college. As non-work and idleness become the 
norm for more Americans after they leave their teenage 
years, there may be significant negative consequences 
for society. The potential impact of  continued large-
scale immigration on teenagers is something that should 
be considered when formulating immigration policy in 
the future.
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Table A.2.  Employment Rate All U.S.-Born 
Teenagers (16 to 19)

Year

1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009

All U.S.-Born
 

 53.0 %
53.7 %
52.1 %
51.0 %
52.9 %
52.1 %
52.8 %
48.9 %
46.0 %
42.7 %
42.4 %
42.8 %
43.2 %
40.0 %
37.9 %
33.5 %

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use 
files of the June, July, and August Current Population Survey 
from 1994 to 2009. Hispanics can be of any race and are excluded 
from the figures for blacks and whites. After 2002 persons could 
choose multiple races. Figures for black and white teenagers are 
only for those who chose one race.    

White

60.0 %
60.8 %
59.7 %
59.1 %
60.2 %
59.3 %
60.7 %
55.7 %
52.5 %
49.7 %
49.2 %
49.8 %
50.3 %
47.3 %
44.2 %
39.6 %

Black

31.0 %
30.8 %
30.9 %
30.5 %
35.6 %
32.9 %
33.5 %
30.7 %
28.4 %
24.3 %
24.2 %
24.0 %
26.4 %
23.1 %
23.2 %
19.4 %

Hispanic

 38.2 %
40.7 %
36.1 %
34.7 %
36.9 %
38.2 %
38.8 %
38.5 %
34.7 %
30.4 %
30.9 %
32.4 %
32.2 %
28.4 %
29.7 %
26.9 %

Table A.3. Labor Force 
Participation and Employment 
Rate for U.S.-Born Teens, 
July Only,  1994 to 2009 

Year

1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009

Labor Force 
Participation

 
 66.7 %
67.9 %
66.4 %
64.7 %
65.1 %
64.2 %
63.2 %
61.8 %
58.5 %
54.7 %
54.7 %
53.9 %
54.4 %
50.9 %
50.4 %
46.9 %

Source: Center for Immigration Studies 
analysis of all public-use files of July 
Current Population Survey, 1994 to 2009. 
Those in the labor force are working or are 
looking for work. 

Employment 
Rate

55.3 %
56.1 %
55.5 %
54.3 %
55.9 %
55.7 %
54.9 %
52.5 %
48.6 %
44.6 %
44.7 %
44.9 %
45.5 %
42.9 %
39.9 %
35.5 %
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Table A.4. Labor Force Participation and Employment Rate 
U.S.-Born Teens, Year-Round 2000 to 2009

Jan 2000
Feb 2000
Mar 2000
Apr 2000
May 2000
Jun 2000
Jul 2000
Aug 2000
Sep 2000
Oct 2000
Nov 2000
Dec 2000
Jan 2001
Feb 2001
Mar 2001
Apr 2001
May 2001
Jun 2001
Jul 2001
Aug 2001
Sep 2001
Oct 2001
Nov 2001
Dec 2001
Jan 2002
Feb 2002
Mar 2002
Apr 2002
May 2002
Jun 2002
Jul 2002
Aug 2002
Sep 2002
Oct 2002
Nov 2002
Dec 2002
Jan 2003
Feb 2003
Mar 2003
Apr 2003
May 2003
Jun 2003
Jul 2003
Aug 2003
Sep 2003
Oct 2003
Nov 2003
Dec 2003
Jan 2004
Feb 2004
Mar 2004
Apr 2004
May 2004
Jun 2004
Jul 2004
Aug 2004
Sep 2004
Oct 2004
Nov 2004
Dec 2004

Labor Force 
Participation

 
 49.2
50.0
49.9
50.2
51.4
61.3
63.2
58.2
49.4
50.1
50.3
50.6
48.4
48.4
48.7
47.5
48.0
59.2
61.8
52.3
47.2
47.8
47.3
46.2
44.2
45.2
46.0
45.0
46.6
56.5
58.5
51.5
46.0
46.4
46.1
45.2
43.4
43.6
42.4
42.6
44.2
54.0
54.7
48.8
42.4
43.0
43.0
41.7
41.7
41.5
40.6
41.3
43.1
51.2
54.7
49.2
41.9
42.9
43.2
42.5

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of all public-use files of the 
Current Population Survey, 2000 to 2009. Those in the labor force are working 
or are looking for work.       

Employment 
Rate

42.6
42.6
42.9
44.2
44.7
52.4
54.9
51.1
43.0
43.9
43.7
44.5
41.4
41.4
41.7
41.1
41.5
49.4
52.5
44.9
40.2
40.6
39.7
39.2
36.4
37.5
38.2
37.7
38.7
45.6
48.6
43.7
38.7
39.6
38.2
38.6
35.8
35.7
34.7
35.2
36.2
42.1
44.6
41.5
35.0
35.9
36.3
35.6
34.3
34.5
33.6
34.4
35.5
40.9
44.7
41.5
35.0
35.7
36.1
35.9

Jan 2005
Feb 2005
Mar 2005
Apr 2005
May 2005
Jun 2005
Jul 2005
Aug 2005
Sep 2005
Oct 2005
Nov 2005
Dec 2005
Jan 2006
Feb 2006
Mar 2006
Apr 2006
May 2006
Jun 2006
Jul 2006
Aug 2006
Sep 2006
Oct 2006
Nov 2006
Dec 2006
Jan 2007
Feb 2007
Mar 2007
Apr 2007
May 2007
Jun 2007
Jul 2007
Aug 2007
Sep 2007
Oct 2007
Nov 2007
Dec 2007
Jan 2008
Feb 2008
Mar 2008
Apr 2008
May 2008
Jun 2008
Jul 2008
Aug 2008
Sep 2008
Oct 2008
Nov 2008
Dec 2008
Jan 2009
Feb 2009
Mar 2009
Apr 2009
May 2009
Jun 2009
Jul 2009
Aug 2009
Sep 2009
Oct 2009
Nov 2009
Dec 2009

Labor Force 
Participation

40.8
41.1
41.8
41.5
43.4
51.7
53.9
49.1
41.8
42.3
42.8
41.8
40.5
41.4
41.5
40.9
42.5
52.5
54.4
48.6
41.4
41.9
42.3
41.9
39.8
39.5
39.2
39.0
40.1
49.8
50.9
43.9
39.7
39.6
39.8
39.8
38.3
37.3
37.2
38.4
41.7
48.2
50.4
44.2
38.9
38.3
36.9
36.9
35.8
36.7
35.9
35.8
38.2
46.3
46.9
41.2
35.5
34.5
34.1
33.8

Employment 
Rate

34.1
33.5
34.6
34.1
35.4
41.7
44.9
41.7
35.4
35.7
35.5
36.4
34.3
34.7
34.8
34.9
36.3
42.9
45.5
41.3
34.7
35.7
36.0
36.5
33.7
33.4
33.4
33.1
33.6
40.1
42.9
37.1
33.3
33.8
33.3
33.6
31.2
30.9
31.4
32.5
33.4
37.4
39.9
36.5
31.4
30.9
29.4
29.8
28.2
28.5
28.1
28.4
29.2
33.5
35.5
31.5
26.2
25.3
25.0
25.5
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Table A.5. Unemployment for U.S.-born Teens and All 
U.S.-Born Workers, Summer 1994 to 2009

Year

1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009

U.S.-Born 
Teenagers 

Seasonally 
Unadjusted

 
 17.1 %
17.1 %
16.4 %
16.4 %
14.8 %
13.8 %
13.3 %
15.4 %
17.1 %
18.6 %
18.0 %
17.0 %
16.7 %
16.9 %
20.4 %
25.3 %

U.S.-Born 
Teenagers 

Seasonally 
Adjusted

 

12.8 %
14.9 %
16.5 %
17.8 %
17.3 %
16.4 %
16.0 %
16.1 %
19.4 %
24.2 %

All U.S.-Born 
Workers 

Seasonally 
Unadjusted

 
5.9 %
5.6 %
5.2 %
4.9 %
4.6 %
4.3 %
4.1 %
4.7 %
5.8 %
6.2 %
5.6 %
5.2 %
5.0 %
4.9 %
6.0 %
9.6 %

All U.S.-Born 
Workers 

Seasonally 
Unadjusted

 

4.0 %
4.6 %
5.7 %
6.0 %
5.5 %
5.0 %
4.8 %
4.7 %
5.8 %
9.4 %

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use files of the 
June, July, and August Current Population Survey from 1994 to 2009.  
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Table A.6. Number of U.S.-Born Teens Employed, 
Unemployed, and Not in the Labor Force (thousands) 

Year

1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009

Employed
 

 6,957 
 7,281 
 7,219 
 7,299 
 7,691 
 7,709 
 7,649 
 7,106 
 6,694 
 6,301 
 6,292 
 6,417 
 6,632 
 6,266 
 5,986 
 5,311 

Unemployed 

 1,434 
 1,503 
 1,411 
 1,431 
 1,331 
 1,230 
 1,171 
 1,289 
 1,385 
 1,443 
 1,380 
 1,318 
 1,326 
 1,273 
 1,533 
 1,799 

Not in 
Labor Force

 
 4,738 
 4,782 
 5,237 
 5,573 
 5,503 
 5,851
 5,666 
 6,134 
 6,480 
 7,009 
 7,172 
 7,272 
 7,397 
 8,112 
 8,270 
 8,755 

Total 

 13,129 
 13,566 
 13,867 
 14,303 
 14,524 
 14,790 
 14,485 
 14,529 
 14,560 
 14,754 
 14,844 
 15,006 
 15,355 
 15,651 
 15,789 
 15,865 

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use files of the 
June, July, and August Current Population Survey, 1994 to 2009. Those 
in the labor force are working or are looking for work.   
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Table A.7. Number of U.S.-Born Teens Not Working (thsnds.)

Year

1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009

All U.S.-
Born Teens

 
 6,172 
 6,285 
 6,648 
 7,004 
 6,834 
 7,081 
 6,836 
 7,423 
 7,865 
 8,452 
 8,552 
 8,589 
 8,723 
 9,385 
 9,803 

 10,555 

U.S.-Born 
Whites

  3,817 
 3,846 
 3,962 
 4,075 
 4,054 
 4,219 
3,914 
 4,429 
 4,756 
 4,997 
 5,062 
 5,013 
 5,012 
 5,341 
 5,661 
 6,045 

U.S.-Born 
Blacks

 
 1,425 
 1,490 
 1,547 
 1,601 
 1,465 
 1,540 
1,454 
 1,527 
 1,596 
 1,636 
 1,687 
 1,708 
 1,717 
 1,857 
 1,830 
 1,942 

U.S.-Born 
Hispanics

 748 
 791 
 868 

 1,036 
 1,008 

 988 
 1,092 
 1,074 
 1,100 
 1,295 
 1,306 
 1,322 
 1,391 
 1,573 
 1,639 
 1,780 

Immigrants

 710 
 612 
 719 
 665 
 696 

 761 829 
 847 
 888 
 932 
 921 
 895 
 869 
 880 
 886 
 879 

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of all public-use files of the 
June, July, and August Current Population Survey, 1994 to 2009. Hispanics 
can be of any race and are excluded from the black and white categories.  

Table A.8. U.S.-Born Teens Not Working and 
Immigrants Working, Summer 1994 to 2009 

Year

1994
1995
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009

U.S.-Born Teens 
Not Working 

(16-19)
 

  6,172 
 6,285 
 6,648 
 7,004 
 6,834 
 7,081 
 6,836 
 7,423 
 7,865 
 8,452 
 8,552 
 8,589 
 8,723 
 9,385 
 9,803 

 10,555 

Employed 
Immigrants, H.S. 

or Less, 18+

 6,498 
 6,424 
 7,272 
 7,863 
 8,198 
 8,308
 9,771 
 9,836 

 10,042 
 10,690 
 10,938 
 11,500 
 12,089 
 12,348 
 12,047 
 11,131 

All Employed 
Immigrants 

16+
 

 11,646 
 11,652 
 13,393 
 14,269 
 15,224 
 15,648 
 18,326 
 18,534 
 18,743 
 19,634 
 20,398 
 21,286 
 22,463 
 23,224 
 23,057 
 21,779 

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use 
files of the June, July, and August Current Population Survey, 
1994 to 2009.  
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Table A.9. U.S.-Born Teenagers and Immigration by Occupations, Summer 2007 (thousands)  

Occupation
 
Cashiers
Retail salespersons
Waiters and waitresses
Laborers and freight, stock, and material movers, hand (53-7)
Cooks
Stock clerks and order fillers
Counter attendants, cafeteria, food concession, and coffee servers
Food preparation workers
Grounds maintenance workers
Child care workers
Lifeguards and other protective service workers
Hosts and hostesses, restaurant, lounge, and coffee shop
Construction laborers
Customer service representatives
Miscellaneous agricultural workers
Janitors and building cleaners
Dining room and cafeteria attendants and bartender helpers
Receptionists and information clerks
Combined food preparation and serving workers, including fast food
Recreation and fitness workers
Office clerks, general
Dishwashers
Nursing, psychiatric, and home health aides
Driver/sales workers and truck drivers
Miscellaneous entertainment attendants and related workers
Cleaners of vehicles and equipment
Athletes, coaches, umpires, and related workers
File Clerks
Secretaries and administrative assistants
Teacher assistants 
Automotive service technicians and mechanics
First-line supervisors/managers of food preparation and service
First-line supervisors/managers of retail sales workers
Medical assistants and other health care support occupations
Carpenters
Food service managers
Tellers
Nonfarm animal caretakers
Maids and housekeeping cleaners (37-2012)
Miscellaneous assemblers and fabricators (51-2090)
Other teachers and instructors (25-3000)
Food servers, nonrestaurant (35-3041)
Electricians (47-2111)
Data entry keyers (43-9021)
Hairdressers, hairstylists, and cosmetologists (39-5012)
Packers and packagers, hand (53-7064)
Managers, all other (11-9199)
Health diagnosing and treating practitioner support technicians
Miscellaneous vehicle and mobile equipment mechanics, installers
Pipelayers, plumbers, pipefitters, and steamfitters (47-2150
Personal and home care aides (39-9021)

Immigrant
Workers

  535 
 442 
 331 
 284 
 687 
 201 
 47 

 163 
 674 
 237 

 7 
 19 

 790 
 207 
 327 
 520 
 110 
 122 
 34 
 16 

 116 
 98 

 467 
 499 
 16 
 97 
 18 
 26 

 236 
 84 

 166 
 84 

 404 
 106 
 512 
 210 
 59 
 7 

 680 
 194 
 61 
 39 
 98 
 45 

 126 
 175 
 369 
 66 
 10 

 115 
 181 

U.S.-Born 
Teen 

Workers

 754 
 447 
 415 
 262 
 224 
 203 
 197 
 196 
 183 
 173 
 174 
 165 
 136 
 114 
 104 
 101 
 98 
 92 
 90 
 88 
 72 
 65 
 63 
 60 
 59 
 54 
 54 
 53 
 43 
 40 
 37 
 36 
 33 
 33 
 33 
 32 
 30 
 30 
 28 
 27 
 26 
 25 
 23 
 22 
 22 
 21 
 20 
 18 
 18 
 18 
 18 

Total
Workers

 
 3,061 
 3,514 
 2,073 
 1,906 
 1,890 
 1,457 

 360 
 703 

 1,660 
 1,393 

 269 
 289 

 1,853 
 1,945 

 737 
 2,087 

 404 
 1,443 

 279 
 427 

 1,115 
 245 

 1,923 
 3,507 

 188 
 343 
 261 
 413 

 3,370 
 849 
 864 
 629 

 3,420 
 816 

 1,871 
 1,019 

 494 
 151 

 1,478 
 1,034 

 706 
 198 
 918 
 465 
 838 
 389 

 3,453 
 461 
 97 

 695 
 754 

Immigrant 
Share

17 %
13 %
16 %
15 %
36 %
14 %
13 %
23 %
41 %
17 %
2  %
7 %

43 %
11 %
44 %
25 %
27 %
8 %

12 %
4 %

10 %
40 %
24 %
14 %
9 %

28 %
7 %
6 %
7 %

10 %
19 %
13 %
12 %
13 %
27 %
21 %
12 %
5 %

46 %
19 %
9 %

20 %
11 %
10 %
15 %
45 %
11 %
14 %
10 %
17 %
24 %

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public use files of June, July and August 2007 Current Population 
Survey. Only occupations employing at least 10,000 US-born teenagers in the summer of 2007 are shown.  
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Table A.9. U.S.-Born Teenagers and Immigration by Occupations, Summer 2007   

Welding, soldering, and brazing workers (51-4120)
Painters, construction and maintenance (47-2141)
Security guards and gaming surveillance officers (33-9030)
Counselors (21-1010)
Ushers, lobby attendants, and ticket takers (39-3031)
Production workers, all other (51-9199)
Door-to-door sales workers, news and street vendors, and related
Helpers, construction trades (47-3010)
Bookkeeping, accounting, and auditing clerks (43-3031)
Service station attendants (53-6031)
Counter and rental clerks (41-2021)
Industrial truck and tractor operators (53-7051)
Sales representatives, wholesale and manufacturing (41-4010)
Word processors and typists (43-9022)
Other installation, maintenance, and repair workers (49-909X)
Bartenders (35-3011)
Office and administrative support workers, all other (43-919
Other life, physical, and social science technicians (19-40X)
Dental assistants (31-9091)
Inspectors, testers, sorters, samplers, and weighers (51-906)
Hotel, motel, and resort desk clerks (43-4081)
Structural iron and steel workers (47-2221)

All Other Occupations
Total

 18 
 18 
 17 
 16 
 16 
 15 
 15 
 14 
 14 
 14 
 14 
 14 
 13 
 12 
 12 
 12 
 11 
 11 
 11 
 11 
 11 
 10 

 640 
 6,266 

18 %
38 %
12 %
7 %
4 %

24 %
18 %
26 %
11 %
22 %
5 %

22 %
8 %
8 %

16 %
8 %
9 %

13 %
17 %
17 %
14 %
10 %

14 %
16 %

 630 
 711 
 949 
 685 
 63 

 1,017 
 282 
 124 

 1,470 
 83 

 153 
 559 

 1,477 
 206 
 184 
 356 
 611 
 154 
 283 
 725 
 125 
 81 

 75,251 
 146,893 

 116 
 269 
 118 
 51 
 3 

 248 
 50 
 33 

 159 
 18 
 8 

 121 
 125 
 16 
 30 
 29 
 53 
 19 
 48 

 124 
 18 
 8 

 10,444 
 23,224 
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End Notes
1  The Chamber’s position on immigration can be 
found in “Immigration and Labor: Policy Positions and 
Activities,” at http://www.uschamber.com. The policy 
positions of  EWIC can be found at http://www.ewic.
org//index.php?option=com_content&task=view&id
=15&Itemid=52.

2  Between 1994 and 2008, an average of  914,000 
green cards were issued annually. See Table 1 in 
Yearbook of  Immigration Statistics: 2008, http://www.
dhs.gov/xlibrary/assets/statistics/yearbook/2008/
ois_yb_2008.pdf. For estimates of  the illegal immigrant 
population going back to 1980, see Figure 2 in “The 
Size and Characteristics of  the Unauthorized Migrant 
Population in the U.S.,” Pew Hispanic Center, http://
pewhispanic.org/files/reports/61.pdf.

3  Responding to the demands of  employer pressure 
groups, in 2005 Congress passed a temporary provision 
to allow returning H-2B workers to be exempt from 
the cap from March 2005 to September 2007, allowing 
the program to significantly exceed the cap originally 
placed on it.

4  The number of  H-2B and Q visas is reported 
in the State Department’s annual Report of  the Visa 
Office, at http://travel.state.gov/visa/frvi/statistics/
statistics_1476.html. These numbers represent the 
number of  visas issued by consular officers overseas; 
it is possible that some of  the individuals do not ever 
arrive or use the visa, but this number is estimated to 
be small. The source for the different categories of  
J-1 visas is the annual reports and annual program 
inventories of  the Interagency Working Group on 
U.S. Government Sponsored International Exchanges 
and Training. These reports are published at http://
www.iawg.gov/reports/annual/. These numbers are 
derived from the Department of  Homeland Security’s 
Student and Exchange Visitor Information System 
(SEVIS). The SEVIS Office provides the Working 
Group with a count of  all students and exchange 
visitors who participated in an exchange as of  
September 30 each year. 

5  Figures are from the 2008 public-use file of  the 
American Community Survey, which asks all women 
over age 16 if  they have given birth in the last year.

6  Figures are based on the 2007 Current Population 
Survey, Annual Social and Demographic Supplement, 
which is the primary source for poverty statistics. Low-
income is considered less than 200 percent of  the 
poverty threshold. 

7  “The Projected Summer 2007 Job Outlook for 
the Nation’s Teens and the Implications of  Summer 
Employment for Jobs for America’s Graduates’ 
Programs.” Paper Prepared for the Jobs for America 
Graduates. Alexandria VA, April 2007, p. 20, at www.
skillscommission.org/pdf/commissioned_papers/
Education%20and%20Labor%20Market%20
Outcomes.pdf. For a more extensive review of  many 
of  the problems created by young people not working, 
see Confronting the Youth Demographic Challenge: The Labor 
Market Prospects of  At Risk Youth, Sar Levitan Center for 
Social Policy Studies, Baltimore, 2000. 

8  Rich, Lauren M. (1996), “The Long-Run Impact of  
Teenage Work Experience: A Reexamination,” The 
Review of  Black Political Economy, 25(2), 11-36.

9  Leventhal, T., Graber, J. A., & Brooks-Gunn, J. 
(2001), “Adolescent Transitions to Young Adulthood: 
Antecedents, Correlates, and Consequences of  
Adolescent Employment,” Journal of  Research on 
Adolescence, 11(3), 297-323. 

10  Ruhm, Christopher J. (1997), “Is High School 
Employment Consumption or Investment?” Journal of  
Labor Economics, 15(4), 735-776. Ruhm, Christopher J. 
(1995). “The Extent and Consequences of  High School 
Employment.” Journal of  Labor Research, 16(3), 293-303.

11  Mortimer, J. T., Vuolo, M., Staff, J., Wakefield, & 
S., Xie, W. (2008), “Tracing the Timing of  ‘Career’ 
Acquisition in a Contemporary Youth Cohort,” Work 
and Occupations, 35(1), 44-84.

12  Carr, R., Wright, J. D., & Brody, C. J. (1996), “Effects 
of  High School Work Experience a Decade Later: 
Evidence from the National Longitudinal Survey,” 
Sociology of  Education, 69(1), 66-81.

13  Table A.3 in the Appendix shows labor force 
participation and employment rates for U.S.-born 
teenagers in just the month of  July from 1994 to 2009. 
The trends are the same as they are in the other figures 
in this report for the three months of  June, July, and 
August.

http://www.uschamber.com


30

Center for Immigration Studies

14  See Table 2 in “Estimates of  the Unauthorized 
Immigrant Population Residing in the United States: 
January 2009,” at http://www.dhs.gov/xlibrary/assets/
statistics/publications/ois_ill_pe_2009.pdf. DHS 
estimates use the American Community Survey, which 
like the Current Population Survey used in this report, 
is collected by the Census Bureau. The data in both 
cases are weighted in a similar fashion, so the results 
are similar. 

15  The 1989 CPS for June, July, and August shows a 
labor force participation rate of  68.1 percent and an 
employment rate of  58.4 percent for all (immigrant and 
native) non-Hispanic teenagers. As already discussed, 
immigrant and native-born Americans cannot be 
distinguished in the CPS prior to 1994. However, the 
1990 Census, which does distinguish immigrants and 
natives, shows that only 3.8 percent of  all non-Hispanic 
teenagers in the country were immigrants. Although 
we cannot separate out immigrants and U.S.-born 
teenagers from the 1989 data, we are confident that the 
figures reported above come very close to the actual 
rates for U.S.-born teenagers in 1989.

16  The Census Bureau data re-weighted after the 2000 
Census revealed that the weights being used in 1990 
were slightly off. New weights were issued in 2002 for 
2001 and 2000. This means that there is some break 
in the continuity of  the data between 1999 and 2000 
if  the new weights are used. In this report we use the 
revised weights for 2000 to 2001. (There are no revised 
weights for 1994 to 1999.) The impact on the size of  
the U.S.-born teenage population using the original 
weights versus the revised weights is trivial. The new 
weights reduce the size of  the U.S.-born teenage 
population by just 1.5 percent. Thus the growth in 
the number of  U.S.-born teenagers not in the labor 
force may be slightly understated, though the effect 
is not meaningful. The percentage employed or not 
in the labor force or unemployed are impacted even 
less by the change in weights because the employed, 
unemployed, and those not in the labor force are all 
re-weighted. 

17  Starting in 2003, respondents to the CPS were 
allowed to choose more than one race. This was done 
so that the CPS would match the new race question on 
the 2000 Census. This change should not significantly 
impact the percentages for white and black teens 
reported in Figures 1 through 5, but it could impact the 
totals slightly. Hispanics are unaffected by the change 

because being Hispanic is determined by a different 
question that has not changed substantially over this 
time period. 

18  Because Figure 9 examines only 19-year-olds the 
sample is much smaller, resulting in more sampling 
variability. This causes the numbers to change more 
than in the other graphs. If  we compare the decline 
from 1994 to 2007, we find a decline of  eight 
percentage points for 19-year-old dropouts and 12 
percentage points for 19-year-olds with some college. 
This might support the idea that unpaid internships 
account for some of  the decline. But if  we compare 
1995 to 2007 we find that labor force participation 
fell 14 percentage points for dropouts, while declining 
13 percentage points for those with some college. 
The decline is also larger for dropouts from 2000 to 
2007. Thus, sampling variability due to smaller sample 
size seems to explain the results for 1994 to 2007. 
Overall, Figure 9 shows that the decline in labor force 
participation is very similar for U.S.-born 19-year-
old high school dropouts and 19-year-olds who have 
attended college.

19  See for example, Anthony Paletta, “The 
Internship Racket” in Inside Higher Education, at www.
insidehighered.com/views/2008/02/19/paletta. Also 
see, “America’s New Glass Ceiling: Unpaid Internships, 
the Fair Labor Standards Act, and the Urgent Need for 
Change,” by Jessica Curiale in Hasting Law Journal, June 
2010. Also a forthcoming study from the Economic 
Policy Institute, Unpaid and Unfair: Financing Internships 
for Low-income Students, makes the case that low-income 
students often cannot afford to take unpaid internships 
and that they are in effect only for the children of  
affluent parents. http://www.epi.org/. 

20  Roughly two-thirds of  immigrants employed in the 
10 occupations employing the most teenagers had no 
more than a high school education in both 1994 and 
2007. 

21  In the summer of  1994, U.S.-born teenagers were 
7.8 percent of  all working-age (16 to 65) people in 
America. This includes all immigrants and all native-
born Americans. In 2007 and 2009, they were 7.9 
percent. 

22  For example, immigrants may settle in what has 
traditionally been a high-employment-growth city 
like Los Angles. This in turn may reduce the number 
of  native-born Americans moving to that city from 
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low-employment-growth areas like Pittsburgh. By 
staying put, Pittsburgh workers increase the supply 
of  labor above what it would otherwise have been 
had immigrants not arrived in Los Angles. Moreover, 
if  immigration reduces wages in L.A., native-born 
workers may leave that city and increase the supply of  
workers in another community. In this way the arrival 
of  immigrants in one city may impact the labor market 
of  many cities, even those with few immigrants. The 
argument that immigration may reduce the net in-
migration of  less-educated natives is most associated 
with the work of  William Frey. See William H. Frey, 
“Immigration and Internal Migration ‘Flight’ from 
U.S. Metropolitan Areas: Toward a New Demographic 
Balkanisation,” Urban Studies, 32 (4-5), pp. 733-757, 
1995; and William H. Frey, Immigration and Domestic 
Migration in U.S. Metro Areas: 2000 and 1990 Census 
Findings by Education and Race, Research Report 05-572, 
Population Studies Center, 2005.

23  Page 231 in The New Americans: Economic, Demographic, 
and Fiscal Effects of  Immigration, 1997, James P. Smith and 
Barry Edmonston, eds., National Academies Press.

24  Since figures for each year are for the three summer 
months, our two-year estimates are actually based on 
six months of  data, making for robust estimates. 

25  Since we have only 51 states (including the District 
of  Columbia) that can be compared, we are limited in 
the number of  variables that can be included in the 
models. Thus, other factors that may impact teenage 
labor force participation may not be included in the 
model. But both models indicate a significant impact 
from immigration on the labor force participation rate 
of  U.S.-born teens.

26  See Christopher L. Smith, “The Impact of  
Low-Skilled Immigration on the Youth Labor 
Market,” Finance and Economics Discussion Series, 
Divisions of  Research & Statistics and Monetary 
Affairs, Federal Reserve Board, Washington, 
D.C. http://www.federalreserve.gov/Pubs/
Feds/2010/201003/201003pap.pdf.

27  See Sum, Andrew, et al.,“The Impact of  New 
Immigrants on Young Native-Born Workers, 2000-
2005,” http://www.cis.org/articles/2006/back806.pdf.

28  See Borjas, George J. “The Labor Demand Curve 
Is Downward Sloping: Reexamining the Impact of  
Immigration on the Labor Market,” The Quarterly Journal 

of  Economics, November 2003. For a less technical 
version of  the paper, see “Increasing the Supply of  
Labor Through Immigration: Measuring the Impact on 
Native-Born Workers,” April 2004, at: http://www.cis.
org/node/238.

29  Simple comparisons of  the wages of  immigrants and 
native-born workers by age and education do not show 
large differences. In the summer of  2009, for example, 
looking at the average hourly wages of  immigrants (20 
to 29 years of  age) who did not graduate high school, 
shows they earned 93 percent as much as the average 
native-born American with the same education. It is 
also 93 percent for immigrants with only a high school 
education (ages 20 to 29). This comparison does not 
account for the limited knowledge of  English of  
many immigrants. Immigrants do earn significantly 
less than natives on average overall, but this primarily 
reflects the fact that a much larger share of  immigrants 
than natives have relatively little education. On illegal 
immigration in particular the best research shows 
that wages for those legalized by the 1986 amnesty 
rose 6 percent within a few years as a result of  the 
legalization. While not a huge difference, this could 
give illegal immigrants an advantage over U.S.-born 
teenagers. See Sherrie A. Kossoudji and Deborah A. 
Cobb-Clark, “Coming Out of  the Shadows: Learning 
about Legal Status and Wages From the Legalized 
Population,” Journal of  Labor Economics, vol. 20, no. 3, 
July 2002: 598-628. Francisco L. Rivera-Batiz argues 
that the difference may be larger; see, “Undocumented 
Workers in the Labor Market: An Analysis of  the 
Earnings of  Legal and Illegal Immigrants in the 
U.S.,” Journal of  Population Economics, February 1999.
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