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The Impact of Legal and lllegal Immigration on
the Apportionment of Seats in the U.S. House of
Representatives in 2020

By Steven A Camarota and Karen Zeigler

tioning seats to states in the U.S. House of Representatives and for votes in the Electoral College, which

is based on House seats. Although we focus on the next census in 2020, the impact of immigration has
been building for decades as the number of people settling in the country has increased dramatically. This report
examines the cumulative impact of immigration, both legal and illegal, on the apportionment of House seats. Ap-
portionment is a zero-sum system; by adding more population to some states rather than others, immigration will
continue to significantly redistribute political power in Washington.

‘ ] nder current policy all persons — not just citizens — are included in the population count when appor-

Among the findings:

o The presence of all immigrants (naturalized citizens, legal residents, and illegal aliens) and their U.S.-
born minor children will redistribute 26 seats in the House in 2020.

o To put this number in perspective, changing the party of 21 members of the current Congress would flip
the majority in the U.S. House.

o Ohio will have three fewer seats in 2020 than it otherwise would have had but for the presence of all im-
migrants and their minor children in other states. Michigan and Pennsylvania will have two fewer; and
Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Idaho, Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Minnesota, Mississippi, Mis-
souri, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Utah, West Virginia, and
Wisconsin will each have one fewer seat. California will have 11 more seats in 2020 than it otherwise
would have; New York and Texas will have four more seats each; Florida will have three more seats; New
Jersey will have two more seats; and Illinois and Massachusetts will each have one additional seat.

o Ofthe 26 seats that will be lost, 24 are from states that voted for Donald Trump in 2016. Of states that will
gain House seats because of immigration, 19 seats will go to the solidly Democratic states of California,
New York, New Jersey, Massachusetts, and Illinois. Texas is the only solidly Republican state that gains,
while Florida is a swing state.

« Doing the same calculation, but counting only immigrants themselves (naturalized citizens, legal perma-
nent residents, guestworkers, foreign students and illegal aliens), but not their U.S.-born minor children,
will redistribute 18 seats in the House in 2020. Ohio will have two fewer seats than it otherwise would
have had but for the presence of immigrants in other states. Alabama, Georgia, Idaho, Iowa, Indiana,
Kentucky, Louisiana, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, North Carolina, Oklahoma, Pennsylvania, Tennes-
see, Utah, and West Virginia will each have one fewer seat. California will have seven more seats in 2020
than it otherwise would. New York and Florida will have three more each; Texas and New Jersey will have
two more seats; and Illinois will have one more seat.

Steven A Camarota is the director of research and Karen Zeigler is a demographer at the Center.
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o Looking at non-citizens and their U.S.-born minor children redistributes 10 seats, with Ohio, Michigan, Alabama,
Idaho, Minnesota, Missouri, West Virginia, Tennessee, Pennsylvania, and Rhode Island each having one fewer seat.
California will have four more seats than it otherwise would have; Texas will have three more seats; and New York,
Florida, and New Jersey will have one additional seat each.

o Looking at only non-citizens (legal residents and illegal immigrants) redistributes eight seats, with Ohio, Michigan,
Missouri, Minnesota, Alabama, Idaho, West Virginia, and Rhode Island each having one fewer seat in 2020 due to
the presence of non-citizens in other states. California will have three additional seats; Texas will have two more
seats; and Florida, New Jersey, and New York will each have one more seat.

o Illegal immigrants and their U.S.-born minor children will redistribute five seats in 2020, with Ohio, Michigan, Ala-
bama, Minnesota, and West Virginia each losing one seat in 2020 that they otherwise would have had. California and
Texas will each have two additional seats, and New York will have one additional seat.

o Illegal immigrants alone in the 2020 will redistribute three seats, with Ohio, Alabama, and Minnesota each having
one fewer seat than they otherwise would have had, while California, New York, and Texas will have one additional
seat.

Introduction

Article 1, Section 2 of the U.S. Constitution requires that a census be taken every 10 years for the purpose of apportioning
seats in the House of Representatives. Each state is assigned the one seat it is required to receive, and the remaining 385 seats
are allocated based on each state’s share of the total U.S. population, excluding the District of Columbia. (Congress capped
the number of House members at 435 in 1911.) Immigrants, referred to as the “foreign-born” by the Census Bureau, include
naturalized citizens, as well as non-citizens such as green card holders, foreign students, and guestworkers. It also includes
illegal immigrants counted in the decennial census. Immigrants also have U.S.-born children. The presence of all of these
individuals has a significant impact on the distributions of seats in the House of Representatives and votes in the Electoral
College. This report examines that redistribution.

We focus on 2020 and report how the number of seats in each state changes with and without including immigrants and/or
their U.S.-born minor children. While there is an absolute consensus that all U.S. citizens should be counted and included in
the apportionment population, opinions vary as to whether non-citizens in general or illegal immigrants in particular should
be counted when apportioning seats. This report does not explore the question of which populations should or should not
be included when seats are apportioned, nor do we take a position on whether the children of illegal immigrants should be
automatically granted citizenship. This analysis simply informs the immigration debate by reporting the impact of immigra-
tion on the distribution of House seats.

Our findings indicate that, over time, immigration profoundly redistributes political power at the federal level by changing
the apportionment of House seats and votes in the Electoral College. Immigration laws were changed significantly in 1965,
spurring a new “Great Wave” of immigration as the number of immigrants grew roughly four-and-a-half fold between 1965
and 2019.! Of all immigrants living in the United States today, 97 percent arrived after 1965. In effect, this analysis measures
the impact of post-1965 immigration on the distribution of political power in Washington.?

The methods section of this report explains in detail how we estimate the impact of immigration on apportionment. In sum,
we first project the population of the 50 states for 2020. We then calculate the apportionment of House seats based on these
populations for 2020. We then use this as a baseline to compare what the apportionment of house seats would be without
immigrants, non-citizens, or other populations of interest. The difference represents the impact of immigration.

Findings

Impact of All Immigrants. The second column in Table 1 shows the likely distribution of seats in the House after the 2020
census, based on current trends. This is the baseline projection against which all other scenarios are compared. The other
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Table 1. Apportionment of House Seats after 2020 Census
Assuming Different Populations Were Not Present

State

Alabama
Alaska
Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
Florida
Georgia
Hawaii

Idaho

Ilinois
Indiana

Iowa

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

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

Utah
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin
Wyoming
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Based on populations shown in Table A1.
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Table 2. Impact of Immigration on 2020 Apportionment
under Different Population Scenarios

Impact of Im- Impact of Non- Impact of Impact of Illegal

migrants and Impact of Citizens and Non- Aliens and Their Illegal

Their U.S.-Born  Immigrants Their U.S.-Born Citizens U.S.-Born Mi- Aliens

State Minor Children Only Minor Children Only nor Children Only
Ohio -3 -2 -1 -1 -1 -1
Michigan -2 -1 -1 -1 -1 0
Pennsylvania -2 -1 =l 0 0 0
Alabama -1 -1 -1 -1 -1 -1
Idaho -1 -1 -1 -1 0 0
Minnesota -1 -1 =1l -1 =1l =1l
Missouri -1 -1 =1l -1 0 0
Tennessee -1 -1 =1l 0 0 0
West Virginia =1l -1 =1l -1 -1 0
Rhode Island -1 0 -1 -1 0 0
Georgia -1 -1 0 0 0 0
Indiana -1 -1 0 0 0 0
Iowa -1 -1 0 0 0 0
Kentucky -1 -1 0 0 0 0
Louisiana -1 =1l 0 0 0 0
North Carolina -1 -1 0 0 0 0
Oklahoma -1 -1 0 0 0 0
Utah -1 -1 0 0 0 0
Arkansas -1 0 0 0 0 0
Mississippi -1 0 0 0 0 0
South Carolina -1 0 0 0 0 0
Wisconsin -1 0 0 0 0 0
Massachusetts 1 0 0 0 0 0
Ilinois 1 1 0 0 0 0
New Jersey 2 2 1 1 0 0
Florida 3 3 1 1 0 0
New York 4 3 1 1 1 1
Texas 4 2 3 2 2 1
California 11 7 4 3 2 1
Total Seats Affected 26 18 10 8 5 3

Based on populations shown in Table Al.
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columns in Table 1 show the distribution of seats under different population scenarios.’ Table 2 uses Table 1 and compares
changes in the distribution of seats caused by what is likely to happen in 2020 under each scenario. The 21 states that are un-
affected in any of the scenarios are not shown in Table 2. The bottom of Table 2 shows the total number of seats that change
hands under each scenario.

In 2020, there will be more than 61 million immigrants and their U.S.-born minor children in the United States, representing
nearly one in five U.S. residents. In 2020, the average House seat will represent roughly 760,000 people. So it is not surprising
that immigration redistributes seats. Of course it is not just the number of immigrants or the number of children that matter.
In 2020, just four states (California, Texas, Florida, and New York) will have 53 percent of the nation’s immigrants and their
U.S.-born children under age 18. It is both the size of this population and its uneven distribution that causes the significant
redistribution shown at the bottom of Table 2.

Table 2 shows that Ohio is the biggest loser from immigration, with three fewer seats due to the presence of immigrants and
their U.S.-born children residing in other states. Michigan and Pennsylvania will have two fewer seats, while Alabama, Ar-
kansas, Georgia, Idaho, Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, North Carolina, Oklahoma,
Rhode Island, South Carolina, Tennessee, Utah, West Virginia, and Wisconsin will each lose one seat. California is the big-
gest winner, as it will gain 11 more congressional seats due to immigrants and their young children; New York and Texas will
get four more seats each, while Florida will get three seats, New Jersey two seats, and Massachusetts and Illinois one seat each.
Table 2 also shows that immigrants (legal and illegal) alone, not including their U.S.-born children, redistribute 18 seats.
Ohio would have two fewer seats due to immigrants, while Alabama, Idaho, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Pennsylvania,
Tennessee, West Virginia, Georgia, Indiana, Iowa, Kentucky, Louisiana, North Carolina, Oklahoma, and Utah would lose
one seat under this scenario. California would still be the big winner, followed by New York, Florida, Texas, New Jersey, and
Illinois. Immigrants alone, not counting their U.S.-born minor children, have a very large impact on the apportionment of
House seats.

The Impact of Non-Citizens and Illegal Immigrants. There will be nearly 30 million non-citizens and their U.S.-born mi-
nor children in the country in 2020. Non-citizens include green card holders (permanent residents), long-term temporary
visa holders (mainly foreign students and guestworkers), and illegal immigrants. Together with their U.S.-born children,
these non-citizens will redistribute 10 seats in 2020. California will have four more seats than it otherwise would but for
non-citizens and their young children; Texas will have three additional seats; and New Jersey, Florida, and New York will
each have one additional seat. Alabama, Idaho, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, Ohio, Pennsylvania, Tennessee, West Vir-
ginia, and Rhode Island will each have one fewer seat as a result of non-citizens and their minor children. Non-citizens, not
including their U.S-born minor children, will redistribute eight seats. The states that gain seats are the same, with Texas and
California gaining one fewer than when the children are included. The losing states are also the same with the exception that
neither Pennsylvania nor Tennessee will lose a seat.

Turning to illegal immigrants and their minor children, Table 2 shows that including them in the census redistributes five
seats. California and Texas will each gain two seats as a result of including illegal immigrants and their young children, while
New York will gain a seat. Alabama, Michigan, Ohio, Minnesota, and West Virginia each lose a seat because of illegal im-
migrants and their U.S.-born children in other states. If we look at only illegal immigrants, we find that including them in
the count redistributes three seats in the House. California, Texas, and New York will each gain a seat; Alabama, Ohio, and
Minnesota will each lose one.

Implications

High Immigration Causes Political Redistribution. If immigrants were evenly spread throughout the country, they would
have no impact on the distribution of House seats. Historically, immigrants have always been concentrated in some areas,
and that is still true today. Of course, immigrants do tend to become more dispersed over time, but it is a very gradual pro-
cess. In 1990, the top six states of immigrant settlement accounted for 73 percent of the total foreign-born population, while
in 2000 these same six states accounted for 69 percent of the total foreign-born population. In 2020, the top six states will ac-
count for 63 percent of all immigrants, but only 40 percent of the nation’s total population. Although immigrants will almost
certainly continue to move into new parts of the country, for decades to come there will continue to be states with very large
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immigrant populations, while other states have only a modest number. In 2020, there will still be 11 states with fewer than
100,000 immigrants, while five states will have more than two million.

The redistributive effects of immigration are not just a result of its concentration, but also partly depend on immigrants’ share
of the total population. A very large immigrant population, even if it becomes more dispersed, can still have a significant
impact on the distribution of House seats and Electoral College votes. As long as the number of immigrants (legal and illegal)
entering the country remains very high, immigration will continue to redistribute political power in Washington. (While not
examined in this report, the same dynamic applies within states, in drawing districts for the state legislatures.)

Representing Non-Citizens in Congress. Although the political stakes for low-immigration states from continued high
levels of immigration are clearly very significant, the related question of creating districts because of the presence of non-
citizens is equally important to consider. While there is a consensus that naturalized citizens should be represented in Con-
gress just like any other American, awarding congressional seats to states on the basis of their non-citizen populations raises
important questions about political representation. This is especially true when one considers that these districts are created
by taking representation away from states comprised of American citizens.

Consider the case of Ohio, the biggest loser from immigration-induced reapportionment. In 2020, there will be 292,000 non-
citizens in Ohio, accounting for just 2 percent of the state’s population; California will be home to nearly 4.8 million non-
citizens, accounting for 12 percent of the state’s population. Non-citizens cannot vote in federal elections, serve on juries,
or work for the federal government in most cases. Many non-citizens, including foreign students, guestworkers, and illegal
immigrants also may not make campaign contributions. Thus, it may seem odd that they are “represented” in Congress. This
is especially true because the majority of non-citizens in the country are either illegal immigrants or temporary visitors such
as foreign students or guestworkers.* While one can at least argue that legal permanent residents who have not naturalized
are entitled to representation in Congress because they are future Americans, illegal aliens and temporary visitors can make
no such claim.

Non-Citizens vs. “One Man, One Vote”. There are a significant number of congressional districts in high immigration states
where a larger share of voting-age people are non-citizens and, as a result, it takes relatively few votes to elect a member of
Congress. Taking away representation from states composed almost entirely of U.S. citizens so that districts can be created
where a large share of the population is made up of non-citizens can be seen as in conflict with the principle of “one man,
one vote”. In the 2018 election in the five congressional districts where the largest share of the voting-age population were not
citizens, only 132,000 votes were cast on average. In the five districts with the smallest non-citizen shares, 232,000 votes were
cast on average. If nothing else, it means it takes far fewer votes to win a House seat in a district where a large share of adults
is made up of non-citizens. Allowing in a large number of legal immigrants and tolerating illegal immigration has created a
situation in which the votes of American citizens living in low-immigration districts count much less than those of citizens
is living in high-immigration districts.

While it’s clear that American citizens in low-immigration states lose from mass immigration, the winners are not necessarily
the non-citizens who cause the reapportionment, since they cannot vote or otherwise fully take part in the political process.
Instead, it is citizens who live in the same districts with non-citizens whose political power is enhanced. Put simply, in a
district in which a large share of the population cannot vote, those who do vote count more than citizens in districts where
almost everyone is an American citizen. Put a different way, large non-citizen populations take voting power from some
Americans and give it to other American citizens in high-immigration districts.

Conclusion

Given the large number of immigrants allowed into the country and their concentration in relatively few states, it is inevitable
that immigration will exact a political cost from those states that receive relatively few immigrants. Because family relation-
ships and existing cultural ties determine where immigrants live, movement into new areas will take many decades. Thus,
immigrants will continue to be concentrated in only a few states, and this in turn will continue to shift political power in the
House of Representatives and the Electoral College.
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It is important, then, when making decisions regarding immigration policy, to take into account not only the economic,
fiscal, cultural, and demographic impacts of immigration, but also the political impact, part of which is the realignment of
power in Congress away from states receiving relatively few immigrants. In addition to this realignment, careful consider-
ation should also be given to the loss of representation suffered by citizens in low-immigration states. Trying to deal with this
problem by excluding non-citizens, legal or illegal, would be challenging. Whether the Constitution requires non-citizens to
be included in the apportionment population is an open question.

Encouraging legal immigrants who are not citizens to naturalize would help to alleviate at least some of the problem. Of
course, increased naturalizations would have no impact on the problem created by the presence of illegal aliens or the large
number of long-term temporary visitors in the country. In addition, as long as one million or more new legal permanent
immigrants are allowed in annually, there will always be a significant number of legal immigrants who have not lived here
long enough to naturalize or chose not to do so even when eligible. Absent a change in policy, the non-citizen population will
remain large even if new legal permanent immigrants naturalize at higher rates in the future.

Since the amount of redistribution is a direct consequence of the level of immigration, a more moderate level of immigration
would produce less immigration-based reapportionment. Given the apparent remoteness of the other effects of immigra-
tion on low-immigrant states, citizens of such states and their elected representatives need to be particularly sensitive to the
political costs of immigration.

Methods

While the Constitution requires the reapportionment of seats in the House of Representatives after each decennial census, it
is not clear on the exact method of apportionment. The Method of Equal Proportions has been used since the 1940 Census.’
This analysis assumes it will again be the method used in 2020. The Census Bureau attempts to capture all U.S. residents in
the census.

To estimate the impact of immigration on the 2020 census requires six steps. First, project the resident population of the 50
states for 2020, excluding the District of Columbia. Second, project the size and state distribution of the Federally Affiliated
Overseas Population (FAOP) in 2020, which is included in the apportionment population. Third, add the FAOP to the pro-
jected resident population in each state and calculate the apportionment of seats in the U.S. House of Representatives based
on the projections. Fourth, estimate the likely number of illegal immigrants, non-citizens, all immigrants (foreign-born), or
other populations of interest that will be included in the apportionment population in 2020 by state. Fifth, remove the popu-
lation of interest from the 2020 apportionment population and recalculate the distribution of House seats. Sixth, compare the
distribution of House seats from step three to the distribution of seats with the population of interest removed to determine
the impact. The sections that follow explain in detail how this is done.

Projected Resident Population in 2020. While the U.S. Census Bureau no longer projects state populations, it does estimate
each state’s population every year. The state population projections for 2020 used in this report simply take each state’s popu-
lation as estimated by the Census Bureau in recent years and project the state’s population to 2020 using a linear model.® This
is implemented by taking the Bureau’s projections for each state from 2016 to 2018 (2018 is the most recent year available)
and projecting the population to 2020.” The projection has to be controlled back to April 1, since this is the date of the census,
while the Bureau’s population estimates are for each state as of July 1.% The first column in Table A1 reports the projection of
the resident population for April 1, 2020, in each state. The District of Columbia is excluded from the analysis as it is not part
of the population used for apportioning House seats.

The Federally Affiliated Overseas Population. As already indicated, the apportionment population includes the resident
population of each state and the Federally Affiliated Overseas Population (FAOP) of Americans: military personnel and their
dependents, plus non-military federal employees and their dependents. The Census Bureau reports the number of military
personnel overseas in its FactFinder data tool, but not the rest of the FAOP. The size of the FAOP is estimated for 2020 by
taking the most recent estimate of military personnel overseas (236,475) from the Census Bureau’s website as reported in
FactFinder.” The number of military dependents is estimated using the same ratio of military personnel to dependents as was
the case in the 2010 census.'® This produces an estimate of 340,956 military dependents overseas, making for a total military
and dependent population of 236,475 + 340,956 = 577,431.
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As for federal employees overseas, the most up-to-date figure from the Office of Personnel Management is 21,393."" Assum-
ing the same ratio of federal employers overseas to dependents as in 2010 produces an estimated 35,833 federal employees
and their dependents for 2020."> Adding the estimated number of military personnel and their families calculated above to
the estimated number of federal employees and their dependents creates an overall estimated FAOP of 613,265. Subtracting
out those in the District of Columbia leaves an FAOP of 611,573."3 This FAOP can then be allocated across the states based on
each state’s share of the FAOP in the prior decennial census.'* Adding the state FAOP to the projected state population creates
a projected apportionment population for 2020 for every state shown in the third column of Table A1.

Populations of Interest. The overall state population projections discussed above use the three most recent years of popula-
tion estimates from the Census Bureau projected forward. For the foreign-born population, their U.S.-born children, and
the non-citizen population and their children, we use a similar approach. Based on the public-use data from the American
Community Survey for the three most recent years of data, we use a linear model to project these populations forward to
2020 for each state.”” Table A1 shows the projected foreign-born population in each state for 2020 using this approach. The
table also shows the projected population of immigrants and their U.S.-born children and the non-citizen population and
their children. We limit children to those with immigrant fathers. We then subtract these totals, depending on the population
of interest from the total projected population (resident plus FAOP) and then recalculate the apportionment.

Likely Illegal Immigrants. There is no one definitive estimate of illegal immigrants. The Office of Immigration Statistics
within the Department of Homeland Security estimates this population, but DHS has population estimates only for the
10 states with the largest illegal immigrant populations and their most recent estimates are only through January 2015.'
Although the Pew Research Center estimates the number of illegal immigrants, we use the Center for Migration Studies’
(CMS) estimates of illegal aliens for 2017, as they provide estimates for every state."” This analysis takes the CMS estimates
at the state level and subtracts them from the projected apportionment populations generated above. For the U.S.-born chil-
dren under age 18, we also use estimates provided by CMS. The apportionment of House seats absent illegal aliens and their
U.S.-born minor children can then be compared to the apportionment of seats when the illegal population is included. The
difference represents the impact of illegal immigration.
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Appendix

Table A1. Apportionment of House Seats after 2020 Census
Assuming Different Populations Were Not Present
Pop. w/o Immi- Pop. w/o Non- Pop. w/o Illegal
Estimated grants and Their Citizens and Immigrants and Pop. w/o

Resident Apportionment U.S.-Born Minor Pop. w/o Their U.S.-Born Pop. w/o  Their U.S.-Born Illegal
State Pop. FAOP Pop. Children Immigrants Minor Children Non-Citizens Minor Children Immigrants
Alabama 4,907,710 13,674 4,921,385 4,649,548 4,750,733 4,765,381 4,821,901 4,821,764 4,860,155
Alaska 733,985 6,643 740,628 669,924 676,306 711,597 712,261 731,828 732,241
Arizona 7,366,341 12,167 7,378,508 5,938,614 6,405,422 6,684,303 6,863,860 7,019,884 7,145,488
Arkansas 3,034,606 6,065 3,040,672 2,806,890 2,885,766 2,881,633 2,941,244 2,961,626 2,990,640
California 39,866,894 51,785 39,918,680 25,722,649 29,357,697 33,187,227 35,151,130 36,708,615 37,732,101
Colorado 5,830,095 9,256 5,839,352 4,953,492 5,278,137 5,418,486 5,559,222 5,605,799 5,685,570
Connecticut 3,566,811 4,430 3,571,241 2,846,010 3,050,447 3,241,562 3,325,488 3,426,226 3,461,688
Delaware 982,510 1,731 984,241 869,724 890,652 914,076 932,683 945,134 959,887
Florida 21,889,053 58,509 21,947,562 16,320,665 17,229,720 19,484,510 19,977,749 21,025,473 21,239,179
Georgia 10,707,660 23,479 10,731,139 9,375,367 9,633,587 10,079,046 10,169,188 10,256,075 10,421,120
Hawaii 1,413,797 3,860 1,417,657 1,089,126 1,148,082 1,288,016 1,314,930 1,379,495 1,387,503
Idaho 1,816,688 3,481 1,820,169 1,643,374 1,705,960 1,727,699 1,761,529 1,774,281 1,792,638
Ilinois 12,666,728 19,852 12,686,580 10,164,505 10,862,513 11,506,059 11,841,538 12,035,732 12,260,687
Indiana 6,742,252 10,459 6,752,711 6,345,471 6,390,525 6,524,769 6,540,980 6,610,092 6,660,487
Towa 3,177,351 4,372 3,181,723 2,972,135 2,996,848 3,042,256 3,068,204 3,122,221 3,144,372
Kansas 2,911,485 6,291 2,917,776 2,613,601 2,715,738 2,736,965 2,798,871 2,822,286 2,854,809
Kentucky 4,494,990 6,611 4,501,601 4,238,230 4,310,253 4,333,637 4,387,077 4,445,763 4,460,786
Louisiana 4,644,594 12,112 4,656,707 4,342,393 4,453,531 4,457,575 4,532,302 4,583,145 4,601,550
Maine 1,344,617 2,772 1,347,390 1,299,184 1,303,438 1,317,725 1,325,760 1,344,510 1,345,378
Maryland 6,076,386 9,634 6,086,020 4,811,534 5,169,028 5,547,242 5,688,986 5,799,098 5,879,055
Massachusetts 6,968,480 7,068 6,975,548 5,257,472 5,708,669 6,204,375 6,394,516 6,763,270 6,804,669
Michigan 10,035,285 16,463 10,051,748 9,142,785 9,317,300 9,645,483 9,723,548 9,896,952 9,940,127
Minnesota 5,688,265 6,444 5,694,708 4,920,935 5,168,440 5,407,826 5,451,152 5,589,606 5,623,677
Mississippi 2,985,733 6,437 2,992,170 2,906,187 2,909,335 2,934,375 2,941,611 2,965,131 2,974,977
Missouri 6,161,390 13,266 6,174,655 5,789,395 5,911,139 5,995,746 6,044,517 6,103,404 6,126,979
Montana 1,081,569 2,942 1,084,511 1,057,559 1,060,741 1,076,824 1,076,123 1,079,908 1,080,804
Nebraska 1,949,687 3,226 1,952,913 1,724,141 1,810,485 1,833,636 1,877,147 1,889,454 1,913,708
Nevada 3,133,126 5,224 3,138,350 2,367,398 2,546,795 2,815,647 2,872,541 2,897,332 2,977,362
New Hampshire 1,368,900 2,927 1,371,826 1,255,034 1,277,807 1,323,924 1,340,865 1,357,841 1,360,006
New Jersey 8,937,282 9,181 8,946,463 6,031,167 6,876,435 7,858,705 8,157,272 8,385,535 8,528,745
New Mexico 2,097,499 4,761 2,102,261 1,818,842 1,901,112 1,953,857 1,986,116 2,025,108 2,053,489
New York 19,454,858 25,267 19,480,125 13,968,698 15,118,363 17,420,190 17,801,222 18,559,478 18,783,438
North Carolina 10,582,410 17,823 10,600,233 9,321,941 9,732,462 9,816,381 10,053,889 10,158,172 10,322,523
North Dakota 764,406 1,949 766,355 705,278 717,604 733,804 739,501 761,556 761,979
Ohio 11,737,712 18,819 11,756,530 11,057,672 11,145,938 11,455,167 11,464,874 11,639,057 11,673,830
Oklahoma 3,956,589 7,960 3,964,549 3,578,429 3,712,101 3,713,481 3,809,384 3,849,983 3,885,690
Oregon 4,279,453 10,313 4,289,766 3,658,379 3,825,390 3,911,476 4,033,209 4,135,734 4,197,754
Pennsylvania 12,826,024 19,133 12,845,158 11,704,945 11,873,050 12,274,524 12,390,983 12,616,901 12,674,462
Rhode Island 1,057,301 1,577 1,058,878 887,365 930,950 997,752 1,015,808 1,028,482 1,038,035
South Carolina 5,194,295 12,124 5,206,420 4,872,000 4,934,691 5,035,299 5,065,888 5,099,566 5,134,246
South Dakota 899,403 3,283 902,686 844,958 863,658 875,034 879,422 893,188 894,499
Tennessee 6,879,812 17,251 6,897,063 6,479,162 6,529,921 6,652,647 6,689,588 6,724,483 6,789,276
Texas 29,371,670 72,271 29,443,941 22,100,490 24,285,402 24,808,937 26,266,523 26,869,752 27,768,866
Utah 3,265,205 4,047 3,269,252 2,878,088 2,971,240 3,024,751 3,098,862 3,122,590 3,175,522
Vermont 628,473 2,704 631,177 581,038 591,619 613,128 614,646 626,773 627,781
Virginia 8,611,379 21,596 8,632,975 7,050,748 7,522,133 7,951,398 8,138,507 8,329,567 8,407,977
Washington 7,749,820 16,959 7,766,779 6,096,828 6,574,768 6,954,052 7,169,705 7,411,814 7,534,169
West Virginia 1,783,428 4,012 1,787,440 1,756,671 1,764,173 1,768,691 1,779,857 1,785,053 1,785,221
Wisconsin 5,848,698 6,614 5,855,312 5,536,666 5,565,836 5,657,257 5,710,649 5,754,940 5,790,621
Wyoming 571,310 2,749 574,059 547,705 559,109 559,134 563,658 565,344 568,806
Source: Projections for 2020 are primarily based on Census Bureau population estimates or the American Community Survey car-
ried forward to 2020. Estimates for illegal aliens are based on estimates from the Center for Migration Studies. See methods section
for more details.
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End Notes

! The most recent data available from the Census Bureau is the 2019 Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic
Supplement, which shows 45.8 million legal and illegal immigrants in the country. The 1960 census showed 9.7 million
immigrants and the 1970 census showed 9.6 million, so using either number shows a four-and-a-half fold increase.

* Figures are based on an analysis of the 2019 public-use file of the Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic
Supplement, which is the most recent data available.

* Table A1 in the appendix shows the populations used to create each scenario in Table 1.

4 The government estimated in 2016 that there were .3 million long term temporary visitord in the country, including guest-
workers, foreign students, cultural exchange visitors, and foreign diplomats. This number is relatively stable, though it tends
to rise over time. The vast majority will be counted in the census, though there will be some undercount. The Center for
Migration Studies estimates that there were 9.84 million illegal aliens in Census Bureau data in 2017 and, given the recent
influx at the southern border, it seems certain the number will be at least this large in 2020. Given current trends, we project
21.8 million non-citizens in the 2020 census. So it is almost certain there will be more than 12 million non-citizens who are
either illegal immigrants or long-term temporary visitors counted in the 2020 census, accounting for more than half of the
total non-citizen population. See Bryan Baker, [‘Nonimmigrants Residing in the United States: Fiscal Year 2016}, Office of
Immigration Statistics, Department of Homeland Security, March 2018.

> The U.S. Census Bureau has a detailed explanation of how congressional apportionment works .
¢ The Census Bureau’s population estimates by state can be found .

7 We use ordinary least squares to linearly project the population based on the Bureau’s estimates for 2016, 2017, and 2018 to
create the resident population in 2020.

8 This is implemented by taking the growth in the last year of the projection (2019 to 2020) and reducing it to reflect an April
1 date rather than the Census Bureau’s control date of July 1.

? Table PEPMONTHN generated in American Factfinder at Census.gov, The military population can be calculated by sub-
tracting the first column from the second column.

1 The total size of the FAOP and its components — including military personnel and their dependents, and civilian employ-
ees and their dependents — in 2010 can be found in Table A7 of Karen Crook and Shirley Druetto, [ 2010 Census Federally|

Iéﬂﬁliated Overseas Count Operation Assessmentl, U.S. Census Bureau, March 12, 2012. The table shows 410,696 military

personnel and 592,153 dependents or a ratio of 1.44183 to 1 in 2010.

" OPM employment figure for those overseas can be found .

2[2010 Census Federally Affiliated Overseas Count Operation Assessment Report], 2010 Census Panning Memoranda Se-
ries No. 181 March 20, 2012. The table on p. 2 shows 23,686 overseas federal employees in 2010 and 15,988 dependents for a
ratio of 1 to .6749. Multiplying the most recent figure from OPM of 21,393 by 1.6749 produces an estimate of 35,833 federal
overseas employers and their dependents for 2020.

1 Ibid. Table A1 shows the FAOP by state and the District of Columbia in 2010. In 2010, the District of Columbia’s FAOP
accounted for 0.00276 of the total FAOP at that time — 2,875 out of 1,042,523 FAOP residents. Assuming the same ratio for
2020 creates an estimated FAOP used for reapportionment of 611,573.

' Ibid. Table A1 shows the FAOP by state and the District of Columbia in 2010.

> The three most recent years of public-use ACS data currently available are 2016, 2017, and 2018. As is the case for total
resident population, we use ordinary least squares to linearly project these populations.
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https://www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/publications/Nonimmigrant_Population Estimates_2016_0.pdf
https://www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/publications/Nonimmigrant_Population Estimates_2016_0.pdf
https://www.census.gov/population/apportionment/about/computing.html
https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-kits/2018/pop-estimates-national-state.html
https://factfinder.census.gov/faces/tableservices/jsf/pages/productview.xhtml?pid=PEP_2018_PEPMONTHN&prodType=table
https://www.census.gov/2010census/pdf/2010_Census_Federally_Affiliated_Overseas_Count_Operation_Assessment.pdf
https://www.census.gov/2010census/pdf/2010_Census_Federally_Affiliated_Overseas_Count_Operation_Assessment.pdf
https://www.opm.gov/policy-data-oversight/data-analysis-documentation/federal-employment-reports/reports-publications/federal-civilian-employment/
https://www.census.gov/2010census/pdf/2010_Census_Federally_Affiliated_Overseas_Count_Operation_Assessment.pdf
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!¢ Bryan Baker, FPopulation Estimates: Illegal Alien Population Residing in the United States: January 20157, Office of Im-
migration Statistics, Department of Homeland Security, December 2018.

7 The Center for Migration Studies’ most recent state level estimates can be found in Robert Warren, [ 'US Undocumented
pulation Continued to Fall from 2016 to 2017 and Visa Overstays Significantly Exceeded Illegal Crossings for the Sevent

Center for Migration Studies, February 2019. In an earlier report for CMS, Warren estimated that 92.5
percent of illegal immigrants are counted in Census Bureau data. See Robert Warren, |‘Democratizing Data about Unauthor-!
ized Residents in the United States: Estimates and Public-Use Data, 2010 to 2013}, Journal on Migration and Human Secu-
rity, Vol. 2 No. 4, 2014. In an email to the authors on April 27, 2018, Warren suggested assuming that 93 percent of illegal

immigrants will be included in Census data, and this analysis uses that percentage for CMS state estimates for 2020.
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https://www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/publications/18_1214_PLCY_pops-est-report.pdf
https://cmsny.org/publications/jmhs-2019-warren-2017-undocumented/
https://cmsny.org/publications/jmhs-2019-warren-2017-undocumented/
https://cmsny.org/publications/jmhs-2019-warren-2017-undocumented/
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/233150241400200403
https://journals.sagepub.com/doi/10.1177/233150241400200403

