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Who Benefited from Job Growth In Texas?

A Look at Employment Gains for Immigrants
and the Native-Born, 2007 to 2011

By Steven A. Camarota and Ashley Monique Webster

as one of his main accomplishments. But analysis of Current Population Survey (CPS) data collected

G overnor Rick Perry (R-Texas) has pointed to job growth in Texas during the current economic downturn

by the Census Bureau show that immigrants (legal and illegal) have been the primary beneficiaries of

this growth since 2007, not native-born workers. This is true even though the native-born accounted for the vast
majority of growth in the working-age population (age 16 to 65) in Texas. Thus, they should have received the
lion’s share of the increase in employment. As a result, the share of working-age natives in Texas holding a job has
declined in a manner very similar to the nation a whole.

Among the findings:

Of jobs created in Texas since 2007, 81 percent were taken by newly arrived immigrant workers (legal and

illegal).

In terms of numbers, between the second quarter of 2007, right before the recession began, and the second
quarter of 2011, total employment in Texas increased by 279,000. Of this, 225,000 jobs went to immigrants
(legal and illegal) who arrived in the United States in 2007 or later.

Of newly arrived immigrants who took a job in Texas, 93 percent were not U.S. citizens. Thus government
data show that more than three-fourths of net job growth in Texas were taken by newly arrived non-citizens

(legal and illegal).

The large share of job growth that went to immigrants is surprising because the native-born accounted for 69
percent of the growth in Texas’ working-age population (16 to 65). Thus, even though natives made up most
of the growth in potential workers, most of the job growth went to immigrants.

The share of working-age natives holding a job in Texas declined significantly, from 71 percent in 2007 to 67
percent in 2011. This decline is very similar to the decline for natives in the United States as a whole and is
an indication that the situation for native-born workers in Texas is very similar to the overall situation in the
country despite the state’s job growth.

Of newly arrived immigrants who took jobs in Texas since 2007, we estimate that 50 percent (113,000) were
illegal immigrants. Thus, about 40 percent of all the job growth in Texas since 2007 went to newly arrived
illegal immigrants and 40 percent went to newly arrived legal immigrants.

Immigrants took jobs across the educational distribution. More than one out three (97,000) of newly arrived
immigrants who took a job had at least some college.

These numbers raise the question of whether it makes sense to continue the current high level of legal
immigration and also whether to continue to tolerate illegal immigration.

Steven A. Camarota is the Director of Research and Ashley Monique Webster a demographerat the Center for
Immigration Studies.
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Introduction

One of the most important issues in the unfolding presidential election is the nation’s lack of job growth. The U.S.
labor market has been afflicted with high unemployment and low employment rates for more than three years.
As Republicans go through the process of selecting the party’s nominee, job growth in Texas during the current
economic downturn has been the subject of much discussion. GOP frontrunner Rick Perry has argued that he
has a proven record of job creation in his state, even during the current economic downturn. Most of the debate
over the state’s job growth has focused on what types of jobs have been created. The extent to which foreign-born
or immigrant workers vs. native-born workers benefited from increased employment in the state has received little
attention. This Memorandum examines job growth in Texas. The findings indicate that most of the increase in jobs
in Texas since 2007 went to foreign-born (immigrant) workers, both legal and illegal, not U.S.-born workers.

Data and Methods

The two primary employment surveys collected by the United States government are referred to as the “household
survey” (also called the Current Population Survey or CPS) and the “establishment survey.” The establishment
survey asks employers about the number of workers they have. In contrast, the CPS asks people at their place
of residence if they are working. While the two surveys shows the same general trends, the figures from the two
surveys do differ to some extent. Because the CPS asks actual workers about their employment situation, only it
provides information about who is working, who is looking for work, and who is not working or looking for work.
Moreover, only the CPS asks respondents about their socio-demographic characteristics such as race, education
level, age, citizenship, and year of arrival in the United States. Thus the CPS can be used not only to compare job
growth among immigrants and the native-born, it can also be used to examine the share of different groups who
are employed or unemployed or to make comparisons about any other measure of labor force attachment. For these
reasons, this report uses the public-use files of the CPS to examine employment in Texas by quarter.!

Table 1. Employment and Population Figures for Texas

Q22001 Q22007 Q22011

Natives Working (16+) 8,237 8,771 8,900
Immigrants Working (16+) 1,682 2247 2397
Native Working-Age (16 to 65) Population 10,983 11,949 12,810
Immigrant Working-Age (16 to 65) Population 2,425 3,156 3,535
Employment Rate (16 to 65) Natives* 72.8 % 70.7 % 66.6 %
Employment Rate (16 to 65) Immigrants* 68.0%  69.8%  66.5%
Employment Rate (16 to 65) Natives, All of U.S. 73.4 % 71.3 % 66.1 %
Employment Rate (16 to 65) Immigrants, Allof US.  703%  719%  67.8%

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use second quarter (April, May,
and June) Current Population Surveys for 2001, 2007, and 2011. All figures are seasonally
unadjusted and are for non-institutionalized civilians, which does not include those in
institutions such as prisons and nursing homes. All figures are for Texas except where
otherwise indicated.

* Employment rate reflects the share of those of working age (16 to 65) holding a job.
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Findings

Growth in Employment. There are two ways to examine the share of employment growth that went to immigrants
vs. natives in Texas during the economic downturn. One way is to compare the increase in total employment to the
number of newly arrived immigrants holding a job. The second way is to compare the increase in employment to
net growth in the number of immigrants holding a job. While there are differences in these two comparisons, no
matter which method is used, the data show that a disproportionate share of job growth went to immigrant workers.

The Impact of Newly Arrived Immigrants. The left bar in Figure 1 shows the share of population growth among
the working age (16 to 65) accounted for by newly arrived immigrants in Texas between the second quarter of 2007,
before the recession began, and the second quarter of 2011, which is the most recent quarter for which data are
available.? Newly arrived immigrants (legal and illegal) are defined as those who indicated in the CPS that they came
to the United States in the second quarter of 2007 or after.® The population growth of 28.9 percent is for those of
working age (16 to 65). There were 358,000 working-age (16 to 65) immigrants in 2011 who indicated that they
had arrived in the United States in 2007 or later. This equals 28.9 percent of the 1.24 million overall increase in the
size of the working-age population in Texas between the second quarter of 2007 and the second quarter of 2011.
The second bar in Figure 1 shows employment relative to the number of newly arrived immigrants holding a job.
There were 225,000 immigrants holding a job in 2011 who indicated that they had arrived in the United States in
2007 or later. This equals 80.6 percent of the 279,000 overall increase in employment in Texas between 2007 and
2011. Of new arrivals, 93 percent indicated they were not U.S. citizens.* The newly arrived can be described as new
foreign workers.

Figure 1. Most of the job growth in Texas went to newly arrived
immigrants in 2007 to 2011, despite their accounting for a modest
share of population growth among the working-age (16 to 65).

Newly-Arrived Immigrants as a
Share of Job Growth

Newly-Arrived Immigrant Share
of Population Growth
(Ages 16 to 65)

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use second quarter (April,

May, and June) Current Population Surveys for 2007 and 2011. All figures are seasonally
unadjusted and are for non-institutionalized civilians, which does not include those in
institutions such as prisons and nursing homes.
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The above analysis shows that newly arrived immigrants took most of the net increase in jobs in Texas. This is the
case even though new immigrants accounted for a modest share of population growth among the working age
(16 to 65). Put a different way, since natives accounted for the overwhelming share of the growth in the number
of working-age people in the state, it would be expected that they would receive roughly the same share of the
net increase in jobs, but this was not the case. We report figures for the working-age population because about 96
percent of all workers in America fall into this age group, making this population the pool of potential workers from
which employers draw.

Legal vs. Illegal Immigration. It is well established that illegal aliens do respond to government surveys such as
the decennial Census and the Current Population Survey. While the CPS does not ask immigrants if they are legal
residents of the United States, the Urban Institute, the Department of Homeland Security (DHS), the former INS,
the Pew Hispanic Center, and the Census Bureau all have used socio-demographic characteristics in the data to
estimate the size of the illegal-alien population. We follow this same approach.” Our best estimate is that, of Texas
immigrants holding a job in 2011 who indicated that they arrived in the country between 2007 and 2011, half are
illegal immigrants. It should be noted that no estimate of illegal immigration is exact. It is possible that somewhat
fewer or somewhat more of the newly arrived are illegal immigrants. If our estimate is too high, then more are
legal immigrants; if our estimate is too low, then more are illegal immigrants. Assuming our estimates are correct,
of recently arrived working-age immigrants in the state, 113,000 are in the country illegally.® The other half of the
recently arrived immigrants (112,000) are legally in the country. Compared to the overall increase jobs in Texas from
2007 to 2011, 40 percent went to new illegal immigrants and 40 percent went to new legal immigrants. This means
that in Texas — one of the few states that experienced job growth after 2007 — native-born workers benefited little
from this growth. These numbers raise the question of whether it makes sense to continue to allow so many legal
immigrants into the country and also whether it makes sense to continue tolerating illegal immigration. Certainly
both policies have consequences for the labor market.

Figure 2. Net employment growth among immigrants accounted for
most of the increase in jobs in Texas from 2007 to 2011, despite
their accounting for a modest share of population growth among the
working-age (16 to 65) population.

Immigrants Share
of Job Growth

Immigrant Share of
Population Growth
(Ages 16 to 65)

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use second quarter (April,

May, and June) Current Population Surveys for 2007 and 2011. All figures are seasonally
unadjusted and are for non-institutionalized civilians, which does not include those in
institutions such as prisons and nursing homes.
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Net Changes in Number of Immigrants. Figure 2 uses a different method to examine the share of job growth
that went to new immigrants in Texas. Rather than looking at new arrivals, Figure 2 compares overall job growth
in the CPS to the net increase in immigrant employment. The left bar shows that the net increase in the number of
working-age immigrants accounted for 30.6 percent of the net increase in the overall size of the working-age (16 to
65) population in Texas from the second quarter of 2007 to the same quarter in 2011. The net increase in working-
age immigrants was 379,000 and this was equal to 30.6 percent of the 1.24 million increase in the total working-age
population in Texas over this time period. This, of course, means that the net increase in the number of native-born
Texans accounted for 69.4 percent of population growth among 16 to 65 year olds over this period. The bar on the
right side of Figure 2 reports the share of net employment growth accounted for by the net increase in immigrants
working. The net increase in immigrant workers was 150,000 and this equaled 53.6 percent of the 279,000 overall
growth in employment from 2007 to 2011.

The immigrant share of employment growth is less than when we examine new arrivals (Figure 1). But it is still the
case that immigrants accounted for less than one-third of population growth from 2007 to 2011, but more than
half of all the job growth in Texas. Thus, whether we calculate the impact of immigration in Texas by looking at the
share of jobs taken by newly arrived immigrants (Figure 1) or by looking at the net increase in immigrant workers
(Figure 2), in both cases a disproportionate share of job growth in Texas went to immigrants.

It is worth noting that the net increase in immigrants is different from the number of new arrivals because net figures
are impacted by immigrants leaving the state each year as well as the movement of immigrants into Texas. Net figures
also reflect the small fraction of immigrants who die each year. Moreover, we are looking at those 16 to 65 or those
who are employed, who are generally in this same age group. Therefore, some people enter these populations by
reaching working age each year, while others age out of these populations. Still others who are of working age are no
longer working. Thus, net figures reflect many factors, while the number of new arrivals simply shows those coming
into the United States and settling in Texas. What is important about these results is that, in Texas, we can say that
although natives accounted for the overwhelming majority of growth in the number of potential workers — persons
16 to 65 — most of the increase in jobs went to immigrants.

In terms of evaluating the nation’s immigration system, looking at new arrivals may be more relevant than net
changes because those arriving in the country directly reflect both those admitted legally as well as the level of new
illegal immigration. In contrast, net changes reflect many factors such as deaths or a decision to leave the country.

The Unemployment and Employment Rate. In addition to looking at job growth, there are other ways to examine
the labor market. Table 2 reports a variety of employment figures by state for the second quarters of 2007 and
2011. But no matter what measure is used, it is difficult to find evidence to support the argument that things are
very different in Texas than in the rest of the country for the native-born population. In the second quarter of
2011, the unemployment rate in Texas was 8.1 percent for natives, ranking the state 22nd out of 50 states in terms
of the lowest rate. If we compare the growth in unemployment from 2007 to 2011, the rate roughly doubled in
Texas, which is very similar to what happened in the country as a whole. The share of working-age natives holding
a job in Texas was 66.6 percent in 2011, ranking Texas 29th in the nation. Both the unemployment rate and the
employment rate represent a significant deterioration for natives since 2007. A deterioration that roughly parallels
what took place in the rest of the nation.

What Types of Jobs? Some commentators have expressed concern that most of the job growth in Texas is for low-
wage jobs requiring relatively little education. While that issue is outside of the scope of this analysis, the CPS does
show that immigrants gained jobs across the educational distribution. For example, overall 55.2 percent (154,000)
of the net increase in jobs since 2007 in Texas went to workers (immigrant and native-born) who had no more than
a high school education. That is, they either did not graduate high school or did graduate, but had no additional
schooling. Of the net increase in jobs for these less-educated workers, 63 percent went to immigrant workers even
though they accounted for only 44.2 percent of population growth among those of working-age who have no more
than a high school education. Of the net increase in jobs for workers with education beyond high school, 42.1
percent went to immigrants. This compares to their 21.8 percent share of population growth among working-age
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Table 2. Native Employment Ranked by Employment Rate in 2011 (thousands)

State

N.D.
S.D.
Neb.
Minn.
Towa
Vt.
N.H.
Wyo.
Kan.
Wisc.
Colo.
Md.
Utah
Va.
Mass.
Maine
Conn.
Hawaii
Mo.
Mont.
R.I.
Alaska
Penn.
Ore.
Ohio
Wash.
Ind.
Idaho

Texas

Il
Del.
Tenn.
Okla.
D.C.
Fla.
N.J.
Nev.
N.C.
N.Y.
Ky.
Ga.
Ariz.
Ala.
Ark.
Mich.
N.M.
Miss.
Calif.
La.
S.C.
Wva.
Total

Q2 2007 Q2 2011
Number of Native Native = Number of Number of Native Native ~ Number of
Natives Unemployment Employment Immigrants Natives Unemployment Employment Immigrants
Unemployed Rate Rate (16-65)* Employed Unemployed Rate Rate (16-65)* Employed
351 3.3 % 82.0 % 7 354 3.3 % 80.4 % 13
419 2.3 % 84.2 % 14 413 4.6 % 77.0 % 14
901 3.0 % 80.9 % 67 852 4.8 % 76.9 % 99
2,537 4.3 % 78.8 % 223 2,572 6.7 % 76.0 % 175
1,542 4.0 % 80.5 % 76 1,483 5.4 % 75.4 % 91
325 4.1 % 76.4 % 17 323 6.4 % 74.3 % 16
663 3.9 % 77.1 % 47 657 5.3 % 74.2 % 43
268 3.2 % 77.2 % 9 271 5.9 % 73.9 % 10
1,338 4.4 % 77.6 % 104 1,269 5.9 % 73.4 % 119
2,779 5.2 % 77.1 % 147 2,629 8.6 % 73.2 % 205
2,280 3.1 % 76.9 % 281 2,240 7.8 % 71.3 % 269
2,344 3.7 % 72.9 % 490 2,294 7.6 % 70.2 % 541
1,174 2.7 % 77.3 % 145 1,155 7.2 % 70.0 % 119
3,370 3.0 % 75.3 % 559 3,391 6.0 % 70.0 % 522
2,765 4.8% 73.7 % 519 2,701 7.4 % 69.8 % 503
654 4.4 % 72.6 % 19 613 8.2 % 69.6 % 21
1,532 4.4 % 75.1 % 283 1439 9.1 % 69.4 % 263
501 3.1 % 73.3 % 139 466 6.6 % 69.0 % 130
2,800 4.5 % 74.7 % 138 2,701 8.5 % 69.0 % 139
489 3.4 % 76.5 % 10 451 8.1 % 68.8 % 10
456 4.6 % 75.1 % 94 432 10.0 % 68.6 % 68
300 6.3 % 70.5 % 22 308 8.6 % 68.0 % 31
5,700 4.1 % 71.0 % 341 5,383 7.7 % 68.0 % 435
1,613 4.9 % 69.8 % 210 1,627 9.5 % 67.8 % 182
5,547 6.0 % 72.5 % 198 5,132 8.6 % 67.4 % 194
2,784 3.8% 73.1 % 467 2,652 9.4 % 66.9 % 458
2,865 4.4 % 69.7 % 166 2,740 8.5 % 66.6 % 147
704 2.9 % 75.9 % 45 645 8.8 % 66.6 % 59
8,771 4.0 % 70.7 % 2,247 8,900 8.1 % 66.6 % 2,397
5,306 5.4 % 72.9 % 1,048 5,030 9.6 % 66.5 % 955
378 3.6 % 73.0 % 49 357 7.3 % 66.3 % 46
2,765 3.7 % 69.9 % 194 2,722 9.7 % 66.3 % 144
1,588 4.7 % 69.5 % 81 1543 5.5 % 65.5 % 102
251 5.6 % 68.8 % 50 246 12.1 % 65.1 % 58
6,697 3.5 % 71.3 % 2,213 6,499 9.5 % 64.8 % 1,705
3,148 4.0 % 70.9 % 1,137 2,877 10.5 % 64.7 % 1,213
990 42 % 73.9 % 273 885 11.9 % 64.5 % 276
3,865 5.0 % 70.4 % 433 3691 10.9 % 64.2 % 436
6,701 4.3 % 68.3 % 2,313 6532 8.2 % 64.2 % 2,250
1,883 5.5 % 67.4 % 56 1,798 8.4 % 63.7 % 107
3,986 4.1 % 70.3 % 624 3,744 10.2 % 63.6 % 593
2,394 3.0 % 69.9 % 531 2,352 9.8 % 62.8 % 499
1,932 4.0 % 65.7 % 108 1,913 11.2 % 62.5 % 85
1,225 5.4 % 68.7 % 80 1,121 9.2 % 62.4 % 84
4,370 7.0 % 67.8 % 332 3,821 11.0 % 62.2 % 354
833 3.4 % 70.0 % 98 734 6.9 % 61.9 % 103
1,185 6.0 % 61.7 % 35 1,161 9.8 % 61.7 % 50
11,267 5.4 % 69.0 % 5,998 10,490 11.9 % 61.2 % 5,539
1,814 4.9 % 65.7 % 82 1,796 7.6 % 59.9 % 69
1,969 4.9 % 68.9 % 107 1,743 12.2 % 59.8 % 111
780 4.6 % 62.9 % 13 726 7.6 % 57.6 % 14
123,099 4.5 % 71.3 % 22,939 117,874 9.0 % 66.1 % 22,066

Source: Center for Immigration Studies analysis of public-use April, May, and June Current Population Surveys for 2007 and 2011. All figures are
seasonally unadjusted and are for non-institutionalized civilians, which does not include those in institutions such as prisons and nursing homes.

* Employment rate reflects the share of those of working age (16 to 65) holding a job. In contrast, the unemployment rate is calculated by dividing
the number who are actively looking for work by the number working plus the number looking.
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individuals with more than a high school education. When examined in this way, immigrants made gains across the
educational distribution out of proportion to their population shares.

Some may still feel that less-educated immigrants who work at the bottom of the labor market do not really compete
with natives. There is a long debate among economists on this topic. It is true that 56.8 percent of newly arrived
immigrants had no more than a high school education. However, there are more than three million native-born
Texans working in the state who have no more than an high school education. Moreover, between 2007 and 2011
the number of native-born Texans with a high school degree or less who were not working increased by 259,000
over this time period. The unemployment rate for these less-educated, U.S.-born Texans rose substantially after
2007 and stood at 11.2 percent in the second quarter of 2011. There are a very large number of natives who work
in lower-skilled occupations. And less-educated natives who generally work at such jobs have done very poorly in
Texas, as they have throughout the country. It would be very difficult to find evidence that less-educated workers
were in short supply in the state.

It must also be remembered that many immigrants are more educated. When we look at the number of newly-
arrived immigrants in Texas, we find that 43.2 percent (97,000) of those that took a job in Texas had at least some
college. If we look at the net gain in employment among more educated immigrants, rather than new arrivals,
the growth was 53,000, which means that more-educated workers accounted for one-third of the net growth in
immigrant employment. Thus it would a mistake to assume that immigrants are only competing for jobs at the
bottom end of the labor market.

Conclusion

This analysis shows that job growth was significant in Texas. But, depending on how one calculates the impact of
immigration, between 2007, before the recession began, and 2011 more than three-quarters or more than half of
that growth went to immigrants. This is the case even though the native-born accounted for more than two-thirds of
the growth in the working-age population. Some may argue that it was because so many immigrants arrived in Texas
that there was job growth in the state. But if immigration does stimulate job growth for natives, the numbers in
Texas would be expected to look very different. The unemployment rate and the employment rate show a dramatic
deterioration in the Texas for the native-born that was similar to the rest of the country. Moreover, if immigration
does stimulate job growth for natives, why have states that received so many new immigrants done so poorly in
recent years? (See Table 2.) For example, unemployment in the top-10 immigrant-receiving states in 2011 averaged
8.7 percent, compared to 8.1 percent in the other 40 states. Moreover, unemployment is 7.2 percent on average
in the 10 states where the fewest immigrants arrived since 2007. These figures do not settle the debate over the
economics of immigration. What they do show is that high immigration can go hand in hand with very negative
labor market outcomes for the native-born. And conversely the native-born can do relatively well in areas of lower
immigration.

There is a long and complex debate among economists about whether the native-born population benefits
economically from immigration, which cannot be settled here. There is also significant debate about whether the
impact of immigration can be measured by comparing different parts of the country that have varying levels of
immigration. What we can say about Texas is that there has been significant job growth in the state since 2007, and
that immigrants (particularly newly arrived non-citizens) were the primary beneficiaries of this growth. This is an
important finding and should be part of any discussion of the performance of the Texas economy.
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End Notes

' For each quarter the CPS includes about 18,000 native-born Americans and 3,600 immigrants in Texas.

2 Comparing the same quarter is important because it controls for seasonal factors that may impact employment.
All figures in this report are seasonally unadjusted because they are computationally simpler and easier for other
researchers to replicate.

3 The Census Bureau groups year-of-arrival data in order to preserve the anonymity of survey participants. This
makes it more difficult to look at post-2007 arrivals in the 2011 data because those who indicated they came to
the country in 2008 to 2011 are coded as one group, and those who indicated they arrived in 2006 to 2007 are
coded as another group. To calculate recently arrived immigrants in 2011, we look at those who arrived in 2008
to 2011 and add 37.5 percent of those who indicated they arrived in 2006 and 2007. By taking only 37.5 percent
of the 2006-2007 arrival cohort we are counting just three of the eight quarters between 2006 to 2007. So, for
example, the data for 2011 show 169,000 employed immigrants who said they arrived in the country in 2008 to
2011. The 2011 data also show 150,000 immigrants who said they arrived in 2006 and 2007. We add 37.5 per-
cent (56,000) of 150,000 to 169,000 for a total of 225,000 immigrants in 2011 who said they arrived between
2007 and 2011. It is worth noting that even if we use only the 169,000 immigrant workers who indicated that
they arrived in 2008 to 2011, and exclude the three quarters in 2007, this would still equal 76 percent of overall
job growth in Texas. Thus, including the 2006-2007 cohort of immigrants makes little difference to the overall
results. To calculate the impact of newly arrived immigrants on the overall working-age population (16 to 65) in
Texas we employ the same basic approach.

4 The 7 percent who are naturalized citizens are those who are re-entering the country or who naturalized very
quickly after arriving because they married American citizens or otherwise were able to expedite their naturaliza-
tion, such as those in the military.

> To distinguish legal from illegal immigrants in the survey this report uses citizenship status, year of arrival in

the United States, age, country of birth, educational attainment, sex, and marital status. We use these variables to
assign probabilities to each respondent. Those individuals who have a cumulative probability of 1 or higher are
assumed to be illegal aliens. The probabilities are assigned so that both the total number of illegal aliens and the
characteristics of the illegal population closely match other research in the field, particularly the estimates devel-
oped by the Department of Homeland Security/legacy INS, the Urban Institute, and the Pew Hispanic Center.
This method is based on some very well established facts about the characteristics of the illegal population. For
example, it is well known that illegal aliens are disproportionately young, male, unmarried, under age 40, have few
years of schooling, etc. Thus, we assign probabilities to these and other factors in order to select the likely illegal
population. In some cases, we assume that there is no probability that an individual is an illegal alien.

¢ The Department of Homeland Security (DHS) estimates that the illegal immigrant population grew by 90,000
in Texas between January 2008 and January 2010. Texas is one of the only states in the country where the size of
the illegal population increased over this period. The DHS estimate is similar to our estimate of 112,000 new il-
legal immigrant workers arriving from abroad and settling in the state from 2007 to 2011. The DHS estimates are
only through January 2010, while our figures go through the second quarter of 2011. Moreover, DHS numbers
are a net increase, which tends to be lower than new arrivals. See Table 4 in “Estimates of the Unauthorized Im-
migrant Population Residing in the United States: January 20107, at htep://www.dhs.gov/xlibrary/assets/statistics/
publications/ois_ill_pe_2010.pdf.



