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100 Million More

Projecting the Impact of Immigration
On the U.S. Population, 2007 to 2060

By Steven A. Camarota

and the aging of American society. The findings show that the current level of net immigration (1.25
million a year) will add 105 million to the nation’s population by 2060. While immigration makes the
population larger, it has a small effect on the aging of society.

’ I Yhis study uses Census Bureau data to project how different levels of immigration impact population size

Among the findings:

*  Currently, 1.6 million legal and illegal immigrants settle in the country each year; 350,000 immigrants leave
each year, resulting in net immigration of 1.25 million.

* Ifimmigration continues at current levels, the nation’s population will increase from 301 million today to 468
million in 2060 — a 167 million (56 percent) increase. Immigrants plus their descendents will account for
105 million (63 percent) of the increase.

*  'The total projected growth of 167 million is equal to the combined populations of Great Britain, France, and
Spain. The 105 million from immigration by itself is equal to 13 additional New York Cities.

* If the annual level of net immigration was reduced to 300,000, future immigration would add 25 million
people to the population by 2060, 80 million fewer than the current level of immigration would add.

* The above projection follows exactly the Census Bureau’s assumptions about future birth and death rates,
including a decline in the birth rate for Hispanics, who comprise the largest share of immigrants.

*  Net immigration has been increasing for five decades; if immigration continues to increase, it will add more
than the projected 105 million by 2060 that will be added if immigration levels stay the same.

*  While immigration has a very large impact on the size of the nation’s population, it has only a small effect on
slowing the aging of American society.

* At the current level of net immigration (1.25 million a year), 61 percent of the nation’s population will be of
working age (15-66) in 2060, compared to 60 percent if net immigration were reduced to 300,000 a year.

* Ifnetimmigration was doubled to 2.5 million a year it would raise the working-age share of the population by
one additional percentage point, to 62 percent, by 2060. But at that level of immigration, the U.S. population
would reach 573 million, double its size in the 2000 Census.

The nation’s ongoing debate over immigration generally has not focused on the effect it has on U.S.
population size. Yet, increasing the nation’s total population is one of immigration’s clearest and most direct ef-
fects. Supporters of low immigration point to the congestion, sprawl, traffic, pollution, loss of open spaces, and
greenhouse gas emissions that could be impacted by population growth. Supporters of high immigration argue
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Steven A. Camarota is the Director of Research at the Center for Immigration Studies. The Center would like to thank Charles
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that population growth may create more opportunities
for businesses, workers, and consumers. Whatever one
thinks of population growth, the projected 167 million
growth in the nation’s population in the next 53 years is
very large. It is larger than the entire U.S. population in
1950, and it is more than the combined total popula-
tions of California, Texas, New York, Florida, Illinois,
Pennsylvania, Ohio, Michigan, Georgia, and New Jersey.
Even the impact of immigration by itself is enormous.
The 105 million immigration will add to the popula-
tion by 2060 is more than all of the population growth
that occurred in United States in the first 130 years of
the nation’s history after independence. Our findings
are consistent with projections done by the U.S. Census
Bureau and others. Since we have used Bureau projec-
tions of death and birth rates by race and simply varied
the immigration component, this is to be expected. The
Methodology Appendix at the end of the report explains
in detail how the projections were created. We provide
many alternative levels of immigration, leaving the read-
er free to judge how different immigration levels impact
population size and the age structure. This report makes
clear that immigration has a very large impact on the na-
tion’s population. The question is not whether immigra-
tion levels are a key determinant of population increase
— they are. The question is what costs and benefits will
the increase bring. How we answer these questions will
to a significant extent determine which immigration
policy we pursue.

Research Purpose

The goal of this study is to see how immigration by itself
impacts the nation’s total population size, as well as its
age structure. The distinguishing feature of this report is
that it uses the Census Bureau’s assumptions about births
and deaths from its most recent projections and then
varies the immigration component. When the Census
Bureau released its projection in March of 2004 it in-
corporated only one immigration scenario into the pro-
jection, so immigration’s impact was unclear. Moreover,
the 2004 projections, like those done in January of 2000
by the Bureau, assume that immigration levels will vary
significantly over time.! While these older projections
have value, they make it very difficult for policy makers
to evaluate the impact of immigration policy. If, for ex-
ample, elected officials would like to know how 200,000
immigrants a year versus two million immigrants a year
might affect population size over, say, a 20-, 40-, or 60-
year time period, there are currently no projections that
provide that information. Also there are no projections
showing how different levels of immigration impact the

share of workers in the population. Our primary goal is
to provide this information for policy makers and the
public.

It is our hope that this study is only the first
in a series of projections the Center for Immigration
Studies will undertake. In later projections we hope to
build on this work and correct some of the problems we
find in the Census Bureau’s assumptions. The purpose of
this study is to match the Census Bureau’s assumptions
as closely as possible and then vary the immigration
component.”

Impact on Population Size

Table 1 reports our overall findings. The first column
shows the number of new immigrants who would arrive
under each immigration scenario. The second column
shows the level of net immigration for each immigration
level. The two columns under each year after 2007 report
the nation’s total population and the number of people
added to the nation’s total population by immigration
alone under each scenario. So, for example, the table
shows that 1.28 million new immigrants a year would
result in net immigration of one million. This level of
net immigration would result in a total population of
338.8 million in 2020, 366.8 million in 2030, and so
on. Net immigration of one million a year would also
mean that the nation’s total population would be 15.4
million larger in 2020, 29.8 million larger in 2030, and
84.2 million larger in 2060 than it would have been had
immigration been zero. Because it assumes a constant
rate of immigration, the projections in Table 1 are linear,
so the impact of 500,000 immigrants is half the impact
of one million immigrants, and two million immigrants
have twice the effect as one million. To find the impact
of different levels of immigration, simply pick the level
of net immigration you wish to study and look across the
table to see its effect on population size by year. If you
think the level of future net immigration will be higher
or lower than the current level of 1.25 million, the table
provides 27 alternative projections.

Figure 1 (page 4) is a graphical representation of
Table 1. Table 2 (page 4) provides information about the
impact of immigration on population size by number
of years rather than calendar year. Thus, in Table 2 the
values under the 10-year column are the additions to the
U.S. population that will occur by 2017, those for 20
years are for 2027 and so on. For some readings, Table
2 may be an easier way to think about immigration and
population projections. Table 3 (page 5) reports the total
number of immigrants (legal and illegal) who would ar-
rive between now and 2060 and the impact on popula-
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Table 1. U.S. Population Size Under Alternative Net Immigration Levels, 2007 to 2060 (millions)
Annual
Immigration 2007 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
New Net Total Total Imm. Total Imm. Total Imm. Total Imm. Total Imm. Total Imm.
Imm. Imm. Pop. Pop. Effect Pop. Effect Pop. Effect Pop. Effect Pop. Effect Pop. Effect
0 0 3009 306.4 - 3234 - 337.0 - 3473 - 3553 - 362.7 -
0.128 0.100 300.9 306.8 0.3 3249 1.5 339.9 3.0 3519 4.6 361.7 6.4 371.1 8.4
0.256 0.200 300.9 307.1 0.6 326.5 3.1 3429 6.0 356.5 9.2 368.2 12.9 379.6 16.8
0.384 0.300 3009 307.4 0.9 328.0 4.6 3459 9.0 361.1 13.8 374.6 19.3 388.0 25.3
0.512 0.400 3009 307.7 1.2 329.5 6.2 3489 11.9 365.7 18.4 381.0 25.7 396.4 33.7
0.640 0.500 300.9 308.0 1.6  331.1 7.7 3519 14.9 370.3 23.0 387.5 32.2 404.8 42.1
0.768 0.600 300.9 308.3 1.9 332.6 9.2 3549 17.9 3749 27.6 3939 38.6 413.3 50.5
0.896 0.700 300.9 308.6 2.2 3342 10.8 357.8 20.9 379.5 32.2  400.3 45.0 421.7 59.0
1.024 0.800 300.9 308.9 2.5 3357 12.3  360.8 23.9 384.1 36.8 406.7 51.5 430.1 67.4
1.152 0.900 300.9 309.2 2.8 337.2 13.9 363.8 269 388.7 414 4132 57.9 438.5 75.8
1.280 1.000 300.9 309.5 3.1 338.8 15.4  366.8 29.8 393.4 46.0 419.6 64.3 446.9 84.2
1.408 1.100 300.9 309.9 3.4  340.3 16.9 369.8 32.8 398.0 50.6 426.0 70.8 455.4 92.7
1.536  1.200 300.9 310.2 3.7 3419 18.5 372.8 35.8 402.6 55.3 432.5 77.2 463.8 101.1
1,600 1.250* 300.9 310.3 3.9 3426 19.3 374.3 37.3 404.9 57.6  435.7 80.4 468.0 105.3
1.664 1.300 300.9 310.5 4.0 3434 20.0 375.8 38.8 407.2 59.9 438.9 83.6 4722 109.5
1.792 1.400 300.9 310.8 4.3 3449 21.6 378.7 41.8 411.8 64.5 4453 90.1 480.6 117.9
1.920 1.500 3009 311.1 4.7  346.5 23.1 381.7 44.8 416.4 69.1 451.8 96.5 489.1 126.3
2.048 1.600 3009 311.4 5.0 348.0 24.6 384.7 47.8 421.0 73.7 458.2 1029 497.5 134.8
2.176 1.700 3009 311.7 53  349.6 26.2 387.7 50.7 425.6 783 464.6 109.4 5059 143.2
2.304 1.800 300.9 312.0 5.6 351.1 27.7  390.7 53.7 430.2 829 471.1 115.8 5143 151.6
2.432 1900 300.9 312.3 59 352.6 29.3 393.7 56.7 434.8 87.5 4775 1222 522.7 160.0
2.560 2.000 300.9 312.6 6.2 354.2 30.8 396.6 59.7 439.4 92.1 483.9 128.7 531.2 168.5
3.200 2.500 3009 314.2 7.8 3619 38.5 411.6 74.6 4624 1151 516.1 160.8 573.3 210.6
3.840 3.000 300.9 315.7 9.3  369.6 46.2 426.5 89.5 485.4 138.1 5483 193.0 6154 252.7
4480 3.500 3009 317.3 10.9 377.3 53.9 441.4 1045 508.5 161.1 580.4 225.1 657.5 294.8
5.120 4.000 300.9 318.9 12.4  385.0 61.6 4563 119.4 531.5 184.2 6126 2573 699.6 336.9
5.760 4.500 300.9 320.4 14.0 392.7 69.3 4713 1343 5545 207.2 644.8 2895 741.7 379.0
6.400 5.000 300.9 322.0 15.5 400.4 77.0 486.2 149.2 577.5 2302 6769 321.6 7839 421.1
*The current level of net immigration (legal and illegal) each year.
All figures are for January of the year for which they given.

tion size under different immigration scenarios. Table 4
(page 0) reports population projections assuming some
or all of the illegal immigrants in the country leave.

Immigration Is a Determinant Factor in Population
Growth. Table 1 shows that the level of immigration has
a very significant impact on the future size of the U.S.
population. At present, the level of legal and illegal im-
migration is 1.6 million new arrivals (1.25 million net).
For those wishing a detailed explanation on how we cal-
culated the level of net immigration, it can be found in
the Methodology Appendix at the end of this report. If
the current level were to continue, it would add 105.3
million to the population by 2060. Or, put a different
way, the United States is on track to allow a total of 85
million immigrants (66 million net) into the country by
2060, and as a result the population will be 105 million

larger than it would be otherwise. Table 1 also shows
that the population will grow by a total of 167 million.
This means that immigration will account for 63 per-
cent of total population growth between now and 2060.
It also means that without any future immigration the
population would grow by 61.8 million.

Unlike almost all other industrialized countries,
the United States’ population is growing rapidly. The
167.1 million that the nation’s population will grow in
the next 53 years is equal to the entire populations of
France, Britain, and Spain combined. And it is larger
than the entire U.S. population in 1950. The impact of
immigration by itself is enormous. The 105 million peo-
ple immigration will add is larger than the entire U.S.
population in 1920, or 13 New York Cities. It is very
important to understand that the extra 105.3 million is
from immigrants who have yet to come but who will
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Figure 1. Annual Level of Net Immigration

Is Key Determinant of Future Population Size,

population would be
388 million in 2060,
or 80 million fewer

2007-2057 (millions)
than the 468 million it

would be if the current

550 — Annual l.\lfatlmmigration level continues.
2 million —=—
1.5 million Rl Immigration’s Impact
1.25 million”  —a— Increases Over Time.
500 [~ 500,000 489 1 Table 1 shows that im-
300’008 P migration accounts for
a larger share of popu-
- 450 [ lation growth as we
2 move further along in
‘_3- the projections. This
% 400 4048 can be seen graphically
388 by looking at Figure 1.
_ w3627 The line at the bottom
350 - of the figure shows the
effect of zero immigra-
tion. Under a zero-im-
- | | | | migrati(?n scenari(?,
2007 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060 population growth s
Vear much slower, especially
after about 2030. But
*The current level of net immigration (legal and illegal) each year. with the current level
of immigration (the
. . third line from the top
Table 2. Eeop_le Added to the U.S. Population Under Altern_a.tlve in the figure) the popula-
Net Immigration Levels, Measured by Number of Years (millions) tion growth remains sig-
New Net 10years 20years 30years 40years 50 years niﬁc.ant .thr01.1gh 2069' If
Immigration Immigration 2017 2027 2037 2047 2057 | et immigration continues
at 1.25 million, the popu-
0 0 0 0 0 0 0 | lation would grow 10 per-
0.128 0.100 1.1 2.5 4.1 5.9 7.8 | centin the teens, 9 percent
0.384 0.300 3.4 7.6 12.3 17.6 23.4 in the 2020s, and 7 to 8
0.640 0.500 5.7 12.7 20.5 29.3 39.1 percent thereafter. If net
1.280 1.000 11.4 25.3 41.0 58.6 78.1 immigration was zero, the
1.600* 1.250* 14.3 31.7 51.2 73.3 97.7 opulation would erow 6
1.920 1500  17.1 380  6l4 880  117.2 E RN e
2.560 2.000 22.9 50.7 81.9 117.3 156.2 cent in the 2020s, and by
*The current level of net immigration (legal and illegal) each year. about 2 percent per decade
thereafter.

come, if the current level continues, plus their descen-
dents. Of course the table only shows what will happen
if the current level of immigration continues. If the level
of immigration was changed, it would have a large im-
pact on future population size. Since it is unlikely that
net immigration would ever be zero, it may make more
sense to compare the current level with an alternative
net immigration level of 300,000 per year. Table 1 shows
that if net immigration was 300,000 a year the nation’s

These projections
tell us two things: First, with no immigration the pop-
ulation would still increase significantly, but by much
less. Second, the impact of immigration grows over time.
The main reason for this is that native-born Americans
have only about two children on average, the number
needed to stabilize the population. With good reason,
the Census Bureau assumes that fertility rates will fall
over time for Hispanics, the largest immigration group.
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(Our model follows the Census Bureau assumptions.)
Thus the U.S. population would slowly stabilize in size
over time if there were no more immigration. Of course,
even though the effect of immigration grows over time,
in the short term immigration’s effect still is significant.
If the current level continues, future immigration will
account for 46 percent of population growth between
now and 2020.

Cumulative Effect of Immigration. Table 3 shows how
many immigrants in total would come to America be-
tween now and 2060 under different levels of immigra-
tion. The current level would, as we have seen, add 105
million to the population by 2060 if it continues, a very
significant effect on population size. The extra people in-
clude original immigrants and their descendents. Table 3
shows that even if we exclude descendents, the effect is so
large partly because of the cumulative effect of immigra-
tion. If 1.6 million come over the next 53 years, it would
mean 85 million new arrivals by 2060, more than twice
the total size of the current immigrant population (legal
and illegal). Turning to net immigration, if the current
level continues, the total number who would come and
stay in the country would be more than 66 million by
2060. Table 3 shows that the effects of immigration add
up not just because the immigrants have children.

Recent Immigration and Current Population Growth.
It is worth noting that recent immigration accounts for a
large share of current population growth because a large

share of births each year are to immigrants. The Census
Bureau’s best estimates are that the U.S. population is
currently growing by about three million people annual-
ly. There are about 4.2 million births in the United States
each year and 2.4 million deaths. This means that 1.8
million, or the majority of population growth, is from
“natural increase,” the rest is net immigration. However,
this kind of analysis is somewhat misleading because, ac-
cording to National Center for Health Statistics data,
some 950,000 births a year are to immigrant or foreign-
born women.> Almost all of these women have arrived in
the last three decades. In fact, my own research indicates
that 10 percent of all births in the country and 42 per-
cent of all births to immigrants are to illegal immigrant
mothers.* Thus, births to all immigrants plus net im-
migration equals about three-fourths of U.S. population
growth. The impact of recent immigration on current
population growth can be seen as even larger if one uses
the current level of new immigration (1.6 million) and
adds it to births. New arrivals plus births to immigrants
equals 2.4 million, or more than 80 percent of annual
population growth. While natural increase technically
does account for most U.S. population growth, it may
be more accurate to say that immigration and births to
immigrants account for most of current growth in the

U.S. population.

These Results Match Census Bureau’s. Our overall re-
sults match very closely those of the Census Bureau. Its
March 2004 projections, which assume net immigration

of about one million a year (with variation over

. time), show a total U.S. population of 419.9 mil-
Table 3. Total Effect (millions) lion in 2050.° This is almost exactly the same as
Total the 419.6 million we show in 2050 (Table 1) if
Annual Immigration Population Effect net immigration was held constant at one mil-
Immigration 2007-2060" By 2060 lion. But what the Bureau’s March 2004 projec-
New Net  New Net Current Pop.in Imm. | tionsdo not provide is any alternative projections
Imm.  Imm. Imm. Imm. Pop. 2060  Effect | showing population size if the level of immigra-
tion was different. Thus, policy makers and the
0 0 0 0 300.9 362.7 0 . .
038 030 204 15.9 3009 3880 253 | Ppublicare unable to make any judgments about
0.64 0.50 33.9 26.5 300.9  404.8 42.1 immigration policy based on its impact on fu-
128 100 678  53.0 300.9 4469 842 | ture population growth. The other advantage of
1.60 1252 848 66.3 3009 468.0 1053 our projections is that we use a net immigration
1.92 150 101.8 79:5 300.9  489.1 1263 | 1o ol of 1.25 million, which reflects the actual
2.56 2.00 135.7 106.0 300.9 531.2 168.5 ) K N .
3.20 2.50 169.6 132.5 300.9 573.3 210.6 ICVCI Of current Immlgratlon based on the most
3.84  3.00 2035 159.0 300.9 6154 2527 | up-to-date data. The immigration assumptions
512 400 2650  212.0 300.9  699.6 3116 | in the Census Bureau’s March 2004 projections
el EE 3009 783.9 4211 | 4re based on data collected in the 1990s prior to
the 2000 Census. One final advantage of our new
! Figures represent the total number of people who would enter between . . . .
. L . projections is that we provide estimates through
2007 and 2060 if annual immigration remains constant. S
2The current level of net immigration (legal and illegal) each year. to 2060; the Census Bureau’s March 2004 pro-
jection goes only to 2050.
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Legal vs. Illegal Immigration. The above projections
treat legal and illegal immigration together. But it is
possible to think about them separately. At present, net
illegal immigration is about 450,000 a year and net le-
gal immigration is about 800,000 a year.® Table 1 can
provide a rough idea of the separate impact of legal and
illegal immigration by looking at the appropriate level
of immigration. As already indicated, the relationship
between immigration levels and population growth is
linear, so if one wishes to know the separate effect of
net illegal immigration of 450,000, then this would be
the value at the mid-point between net immigration of
400,000 and 500,000 a year. So for example, assuming
net illegal immigration continues at 450,000 a year, Table
1 indicates that it would add 13.4 million to the popula-
tion by 2030 and 37.9 million by 2060. For legal immi-
gration, one can use the net figure of 800,000 found in
the table. Legal immigration of 800,000 a year will add
23.9 and 67.4 million to the population by 2030 and
2060, respectively. Of course, the racial composition of
legal and illegal immigration differs somewhat and this
matters because birth and death rates vary by race. Thus,
dividing up legal and illegal immigration in this way can
provide only a rough indication of

leave the country. The top of Table 4 shows that if future
immigration was zero, and all illegals remained, the total
population would be 362.7 million in 2060. (This is the
same value shown at the top of Table 1.) If immigration
was zero and all illegal immigrants left, the total popula-
tion would be 340.9 million in 2060. This means that
allowing illegal immigrants to stay in the country would
add 21.8 million people to the population by 2060. Or
put a different way, about one-third of the 61.8 million
population increase that would occur without any fu-
ture immigration is due to illegal immigrants already
in the country plus their descendents. Again we assume
the children already born to illegal immigrants would
remain in the country.®

Impact on Aging of Society

This section of the report examines the impact of im-
migration levels on the age structure of American soci-
ety. Because of gains in life expectancy coupled with the
decline in fertility, American, like all modern societies,
is growing older. Many observers worry that there will
not be enough workers to support the government and

the impact of the two types of im- C .
migmli’on P Table 4. Projections of lllegal Aliens’ Impact
There is of course the | ON U.S. Population Size, 2007-2060 (millions)
uestion of illegal immigrants
jlready in the cc%untry Tagble 4 Annual
. R ) Immigration 2007 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
provides projections of popula-
tion size assuming illegal immi- New Net Total Total Total Total  Total Total Total
Imm. Imm. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop. Pop.
grants leave the country, but the ) -
U.S.-born children they have al- Assumes Illegal Aliens Remain
ready given birth to remain. The 0 0 3009 3064 3234 337.0 3473 3553 3627
top portion of Table 4 is drawn 038 030 3009 3074 3280 3459 36L1 3746 3880
directly from Table 1. the middle 1.02 0.80° 300.9 308.9 335.7 360.8 384.1 406.7 430.1
- y > 1.60 1.25% 3009 310.3 342.6 374.3 404.9 435.7 468.0
portion of Table 4 assumes that .
. . . Assumes Half of Illegal Aliens Leave and Do Not Return?
half of illegal immigrants leave
the country and the bottom of the 0 0 2954 3003 3159 3287 337.9 3449 3518
1 h 11 illeeal im- 0.38 0.30 295.4 301.3 320.5 337.6 351.7 364.2 377.1
table assulmes that all Hega Imd 102 0.80° 2954 3028 3282 3525 3747 3964 4192
migrants eavethe country. Ba;e 160 1.25¢ 2954 3042 3351 3660 3954 4253  457.1
onp r.10.r res.earc ,.we e.stlmate that Assumes All Illegal Aliens Leave and Do Not Return®
11 million illegal immigrants were
included in the 2007 population 0 0 2899 2942 3084 3204 3284 3346  340.9
timates that are the baseline for 0.38 0.30 289.9 295.2 313.0 329.3 342.3 353.9 366.1
cotImAtes That are the baseine 1o 102 0.80° 289.9 2967 3207 3442 3653 3860 4083
our projections.” To see the full 160 125' 2899 2981 327.6 3577 3860 4150 4462
impact of illegal immigrants al-
ready here one can compare the ! These figures are taken directly from Table 1.
zero net immigration figures at % Because they are U.S. citizens, we assume that all of the children that have already been
the top of the Table 4 with the born to illegal aliens in the United States will remain in the country.
. ioration fi 3 The current level of net legal immigration each year.
zero net immigration figures as- | . SR
. . . . The current level of net legal and illegal immigration each year.
suming all illegal immigrants

6
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economy in the future. It is often suggested that immi-
gration can offset the aging of America society by add-
ing young workers. When studying this issue, demog-
raphers often examine the share of the population that
is of working age relative to the share of the population
that is too young or too old to work. This is referred to
as the “dependence ratio.” It is calculated by taking the

number of people not of working age and dividing it
into the number who are of working age. This can be a
litcle confusing to non-demographers, so instead in this
report we report the percentage of the population that
is of working age. We also examine the ratio of work-
ers relative to retirees, leaving out children too young
to work. Tables 5, 6, 7, and 8 and Figure 2 examine the
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60.5 %
60.7 %
60.9 %
61.3 %
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15-64
57.2 %
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68.7 %
68.7 %
68.7 %
68.7 %
68.7 %
68.7 %
68.8 %
68.8 %
68.8 %
68.9 %
69.0 %
69.3 %
69.9 %

2010

15-64
67.0 %
67.0 %
67.0 %
67.0 %
67.0 %
67.1 %
67.1 %
67.1 %
67.2 %
67.2 %
67.3 %
67.7 %
68.3 %

15-66
68.8 %
68.8 %
68.8 %
68.8 %
68.8 %
68.8 %
68.8 %
68.8 %
68.8 %
68.8 %
68.8 %
68.8 %
68.8 %

2007

15-64
67.3 %

0 67.3%
0.10 67.3%
0.30 67.3 %
0.50 67.3 %
1.00 67.3 %
1.25°
1.50 67.3 %
2.00 67.3%
250 67.3%
3.00 67.3%
5.00 67.3%

10.00 67.3 %
20.00 67.3 %

Net
Imm.

Annual
Immigration
(millions)
0.13
0.38
0.64
1.28

60

1.
1.92
2.56
3.20
3.80
6.40
12.80

25.60

New
Imm

Table 5. Share of Population of Working-Age' Under Alternative Net Immigration Levels, 2007 to 2060

impact of different immigration levels on the
aging of society.

Impact on the Working-Age Share. Table 5
reports the percentage of the population that
is of working age, assuming different levels of
immigration, with the working-age defined
as either those 15-64 or 15-66 years of age.
Eligibility for full Social Security benefits is
set to rise to 67 years of age, so it may make
more sense to use 15 to 66 as the working
age population in the later years of the projec-
tion. Thus, we provide the working-age share
of the population assuming 15-64 and 15-66
as the working-age population. Figure 2 (page
8) graphically represents some of the informa-
tion in Table 4. Table 5 and Figure 2 show
that immigration has a positive effect on the
share of the population that is of working age,
but the effect is small. If there was no immi-
gration between now and 2060, 59.2 percent
of the population would be of working age,
using 15-66 as the working age population.
This represents a 9.6-percentage-point de-
cline from the current level of 68.8 percent.
At the current level of net immigration (1.25
million) a year, 60.7 percent of the nation’s
population will of working age, a 8.1 percent-
age point decline from the current level. Thus
85 percent (8.1 + 9.6) of the decline in the
working-age share would take place even with
the current level of immigration.

Since it is unlikely that net immigra-
tion would ever be zero, it makes more sense
to compare immigration of 300,000 a year as
a baseline. If net immigration was 300,000,
the working-age share (15-66) of the popula-
tion would be 59.6 percent in 2060. Thus,
Table 5 shows that the difference between net
immigration of 300,000 versus 1.25 million
is about one percentage point. It is worth not-
ing that, as Table 1 showed, net immigration
of 1.25 million would add 80 million more
people to the population by 2060 than would
300,000 a year. Yet it changes the working-

% The current level of net immigration (legal and illegal) each year.

! Working age defined as either 15 to 64 years of age or 15 to 66.
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Figure 2. Immigration Has Small Impact on

Working-Age (15-64) Share of Population, 2007 to 2060

of the immigrants who
enter in the next 20
years will have retired

by 2060. Thus there

Annual Net Immigration

are diminishing returns
to the positive effect of

0 1
300,000 = immigration on the ag-
80 % - 1.25 million*  mmm ing of society. This can
R R e R e 2 million =3 be seen most clearly by
c 0% [ 8888 ZEEas =222 . - comparing the effect
2 SEZ2 égég ;;gg 255 exfd of each additional mil-
g_ 60 % T 2Em 2BE  BREE lion immigrants. Net
(eE immigration of one
; 50 % [~ million improves the
% working-age share by
T 0% 1.3 percentage points
r) in 2060 compared to
g 30% [~ zero net immigration,
I but net immigration
£ 20% [ of two million changes
2 the working-age share
10% [~ by just .9 percentage
points compared to
0 % ~ | one million, and net
2007 2010 2020 Y2030 2040 2050 2060 immigration of three

ear

million improves the

*The current level of net immigration (legal and illegal) each year.

working-age share by .6

percentage points com-

age share by roughly one percentage point. Table 1 also
shows that if legal and illegal immigration were doubled
to 2.5 million net immigrants a year it would raise the
working-age share of the population by one additional
percentage point, to 61.6 percent. This level of immi-
gration would add 211 million people to the popula-
tion, creating a total population of 573 million people
in 2060, or double the population in the 2000 Census.
Even so, if the working-age share is 61.6 percent, 74 per-
cent of the decline in the working-age share that would
have taken place will still occur.

Table 5 shows that even impractically high lev-
els of immigration still do not stop the aging of society.
Net immigration of 10 million a year (12.8 million new
entries) would result in a total U.S. population of 1.2
billion in 2060, but the working age share would still
be 63.9 percent, which means that immigration would
prevent only about half the decline in the working age
share from taking place.

It must be remembered that as more immigrants
are added to the country in the early years of the projec-
tion it makes it more difficult to change the age structure
in the latter years of the projection. This is because most

pared to two million.
Mathematically, it’s very hard for immigration to have a
large impact on the working-age share of the population
because the U.S. population is already so large.

The Impact of the Retirement Age. Table 6 shows that
changes to the retirement age tend to have a larger im-
pact on the problem of a declining working-age popula-
tion than does the level of immigration. The change in
the retirement age from 65 to 68 increases the working-
age share from 57.2 to 60.2 percent in 2060 — three
percentage points. This is equal to net immigration of
three million a year. Table 6 shows that for each year
added to the retirement age, the share of the popula-
tion that is working-age in 2060 increases by about one
percentage point. Thus, if the retirement age is set at 70,
it would have the same effect as adding 10 million im-
migrants a year for 53 years and a retirement age of 65.
If there are concerns about not having enough workers,
Tables 6 makes clear that changing the retirement age
has a much larger effect than does any realistic level of
immigration.
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Table 6. Working-Age Share of Population
Assuming Different Retirement Ages, 2007-2060
Net Working

Immigration Age 2007 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
0 1564 673% 67.0% 635% 59.9% 584% 57.6%  57.2%
0 15-65 68.0 % 67.8 % 64.7 % 61.1 % 59.4 % 58.6 % 58.2 %
0 15-66 68.8% 687% 658% 623% 603%  59.7%  59.2%
0 15-67  69.4% 69.5% 669% 63.4% 613% 60.7%  60.2%
0 15-68 70.1 % 70.2 % 67.9 % 64.6 % 62.4 % 61.7 % 61.2 %
0 1569 70.8% 709% 689% 658% 63.5% 62.8%  62.3%

Ratio of Workers to Retirees. Because children, like
retirees, have to be supported by the work of others, it
probably makes more sense to look at the results in Ta-
bles 5 and 6 when examining the effect of immigration
on this problem. Nonetheless, in Table 7 (page 10) we
report the ratio of working-age persons 15-64 or 15-66
relative to those ages 65 and older or 67 and older. This
is different from Tables 5 and 6 because children under
age 15 are not included. Assuming that 15-66 consti-
tutes the working-age population, the table shows that
without any immigration the number of workers per re-
tiree will decline by 3.5 workers by 2060 — 6.2 to 2.7.
If net immigration is 1.25 million a year it will decline
by 3.1 workers — 6.2 to 3.1. This means that 88 percent
(3.1 + 3.5) of the decline in workers relative to retirees
will still occur with the current level of immigration.’
That is, without immigration the decline is 3.1 workers
per retire, which is equal to 88 percent of the 3.5 decline
that would occur by 2060 if there was no immigration.
As already discussed, zero net immigration is
very unlikely. If we compare the net of 1.25 million im-
migrants a year to net immigration of 300,000 a year,
the difference with current immigration is even smaller.
Table 7 also shows that if immigration was doubled to
3.2 million (2.5 million net), the number of workers per
retiree would be 3.4 in 2060. This means that even with
net immigration of 2.5 million, 79 percent of the decline
would still occur. And net immigration of 2.5 million a
year would result in a U.S. population of 573 million
in 2060, double the population in the 2000 Census. It
makes little sense to argue that immigration is the key to
dealing with the problem of an aging society when dou-
bling immigration to a level that is politically unlikely
in the extreme still leaves four-fifths of the problem in

place.

Changing the Retirement Age. As already shown in
Table 5, changing the retirement age has a large posi-
tive impact on the working-age share of the popula-
tion. The same is also true when considering workers
relative to only retirees. Table 8 (page 11) shows how
different retirement ages impact the ratio of workers to
retirees. Roughly, each one-year increase in the retire-
ment age above the current age of 65 increases the ratio
of working-age persons to retired persons in 2060 by .2.
Thus, raising the retirement age to 70 increases the ratio
of working-age persons to 3.3 workers in 2060. This is
equal to immigration of 5.12 million a year (four million
net) assuming that the retirement age remains 65. This
is a very large effect. That level of immigration would
result in a total population of 700 million in 2060. It
seems clear that the most effective way to deal with the
decline in workers relative to the elderly is to increase the
retirement age. Immigration can have only a very mod-
est impact on the problem.

Immigration’s Small Effect on Aging of Society. The
findings in Tables 5 through 8 are not surprising to de-
mographers. It is mainly non-demographers who argue
that immigration will have a transformative impact on
the nation’s age structure. Immigration adds to both the
working-age share of the population and to the popula-
tion too young or too old to work. Newly arrived im-
migrants (legal and illegal) are somewhat younger on
average than natives. In 20006, the average age of a newly
arrived immigrant was 28, versus 36 for natives. But im-
migrants grow older just like everyone else. Immigrants
allowed into the country today become tomorrow’s re-
tirees, adding to the future population of retirees. It may
surprise some that the average age of all immigrants in
2006 (not just the newly arrived) was 40, compared to
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larger families than natives, the differences are not large  Even so, the differences are not large. Also, we project
enough to have much effect on the overall trend of an  that the working-age share of the population, when de-
aging of society. fined as those 15-64, would be 58.5 percent in 2060
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Table 8. Ratio of Working-Age Persons to Retirement-Age Persons
Assuming Different Retirement Ages, 2007-2060
Net Workers
Immigration  Retirees 2007 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
o U564 5.4 5.1 3.8 2.8 2.6 2.4 24
0 € 5.8 5.5 4.2 3.1 27 2.6 2.5
15-66
0 S 6.2 6.0 4.5 3.3 2.9 2.8 2.7
o U1 6.7 6.6 5.0 3.6 3.1 3.0 2.9
0o (568 7.3 7.0 5.4 3.9 3.3 3.2 3.0
15-6
0 — 7.9 7.7 6.0 4.3 3.6 3.4 3.3
0 !%l 8.5 8.4 6.7 4.8 3.9 3.7 3.5
o 5Z0 9.2 9.1 7.4 5.2 4.2 39 3.8
Figures reflect the number of working-age persons relative to the number of retirement-age persons, assuming different
retirement ages.

if net immigration was one million a year. The Bureau
projects it would be 59.5 percent in their middle-range
projections, which assume a varying level of net immi-
gration of very roughly one million. In their January
2000 projections, the Census Bureau states that immi-
gration is a “highly ineflicient” means of reducing the
ratio of retirees to working-age share of the population
in the long term." Our results confirm this finding.'> Of
course, the similarity between our results and those of
the Census Bureau is to be expected because we base our
estimates on their projections of birth and death rates
and simply vary the immigration component.'?

Conclusion

Consistent with Census Bureau projections, we find that
future immigration levels have a very large impact on
population growth. Also consistent with Census projec-
tions, we find that immigration has only a small posi-
tive effect on the aging of American society. At present,
1.6 million immigrants settle in the United States an-
nually, and 350,000 leave, for a net level of 1.25 mil-
lion a year. If that level of net immigration continues,
the nation’s total population will grow by 167 million,
to 468 million, by 2060. Immigrants who have yet to
arrive, but who do so by 2060, plus their descendents,
will account for 105 million — or 63 percent — of this

11

future increase. If the annual level of net immigration
were 300,000 a year in the future, the population would
be 80 million smaller in 2060 than if immigration con-
tinues at the current level.

While immigration has a large effect on popula-
tion size, it has only a small effect on the aging of soci-
ety. At the current level of net immigration, 61 percent
of the nation’s population will be of working age (15-
66) in 2060, compared to 60 percent if net immigra-
tion were 300,000 a year. If immigration was doubled
to 3.2 million a year (2.5 million net), it would only
raise the working-age share of the population one addi-
tional percentage point, to 62 percent of the population
in 2060. However, at that level, the nation’s total popu-
lation would be 572 million, 272 million larger than it
is today. Immigrants do tend to arrive in America rela-
tively young, but they grow older just like native-born
Americans. Immigrants admitted today become tomor-
row’s retirees. And although they tend to have somewhat
larger families than natives, the differences are not large
enough to significantly change the nation’s age structure.
As a result, immigration makes for a much larger popu-
lation and more densely settled country, but can have
only a small effect on the aging of society.

The debate over immigration should not be
whether it makes for a much larger population — with-
out question it does. The debate over immigration
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Table 9. Racial Composition of Population, 2007 to 2060

2040

20.9 %
13.7 %
58.4 %

4.9 %
21.9 %
13.5 %
56.8 %

5.7 %
24.6 %
13.2 %
52.6 %

7.7 %
25.2 %
13.1 %
51.6 %

8.2 %
26.4 %
13.0 %
49.8 %

9.0 %

19.2 %
14.0 %
59.8 %

4.7 %
20.3 %
13.8 %
58.2 %

5.5 %
23.3 %
13.4 %
53.7 %

7.6 %

17.5 %
14.3 %
61.4 %
4.6 %
18.7 %
14.1 %
59.6 %
5.4 %
21.9 %
13.7 %
54.9 %

New Net

Imm. Imm. Race 2007 2010 2020 2030
(millions)
0 0 Hispanic 149% 154% 172% 19.0%
0 0 Non-Hispblack  12.7% 12.8% 13.2% 13.4%
0 0 Non-Hisp white  66.2% 65.4% 63.0% 60.7 %
0 0 Non-Hisp Asian 4.5 % 46% 4.8% 4.9 %
0.38 0.3 Hispanic 149% 155% 17.6% 19.7%
0.38 0.3 Non-Hisp black 127 % 128% 13.1% 13.4%
0.38 0.3 Non-Hisp white ~ 662% 653% 623% 59.6%
0.38 0.3 Non-Hisp Asian 45% 47% 51% 54%
1.6 1.25" Hispanic 149% 158% 187% 21.7%
1.6 1.25" Non-Hisp black 127% 12.8% 13.0% 13.1 %
1.6 1.25" Non-Hisp white 66.2% 648% 60.5% 56.5%
1.6 1.25" Non-Hisp Asian 4.5 % 49%  6.0% 6.9 %
1.92 1.5 Hispanic 149% 159% 19.0% 222%
1.92 1.5 Non-Hisp black 127% 128% 13.0% 13.1%
1.92 1.5 Non-Hisp white  66.2% 64.7% 60.0% 55.7 %
1.92 1.5 Non-Hisp Asian 45% 49% 62% 72%
2.56 2 Hispanic 149% 16.0% 19.6% 23.1%
2.56 2 Non-Hisp black 127% 128% 129% 13.0%
2.56 2 Non-Hisp white 662% 645% 59.1% 543 %
2.56 2 Non-Hisp Asian 45% 50% 66% 79%
Assumes Half of Illegal Aliens Leave and Do not Return?
0 0 Hispanic 13.7% 142% 157% 17.5%
0 0 Non-Hisp black 129% 13.0% 13.4% 13.7%
0 0 Non-Hisp white  67.3% 66.6% 64.3% 62.1%
0 0 Non-Hisp Asian 44% 45% 4.6% 4.7 %
0.38 0.3 Hispanic 13.7% 143% 162% 18.2%
0.38 0.3 Non-Hisp black 129% 13.0% 133% 13.6%
0.38 0.3 Non-Hisp white 673% 664% 63.7% 60.9 %
0.38 0.3 Non-Hisp Asian 44% 45% 49% 52%
1.6 1.25" Hispanic 13.7% 146% 174% 20.4%
1.6 1.25" Non-Hisp black 129% 13.0% 13.2% 133 %
1.6 1.25' Non-Hisp white  67.3% 66.0% 61.7% 57.6%
1.6 1.25" Non-Hisp Asian 4.4 % 47% 5.8% 6.8 %
Assumes All Illegal Aliens Leave and Do not Return?

0 0 Hispanic 125% 129% 142% 15.9%
0 0 Non-Hisp black 13.0% 132% 13.6% 13.9%
0 0 Non-Hisp white ~ 68.5% 67.8% 65.7% 63.5%
0 0 Non-Hisp Asian 42% 43% 45% 45%
0.38 0.3 Hispanic 125% 13.0% 14.7% 16.7%
0.38 0.3 Non-Hisp black 13.0% 132% 13.6% 13.8%
0.38 0.3 Non-Hisp white  68.5% 67.7% 65.0% 62.3%
0.38 0.3 Non-Hisp Asian 42% 44% 48% 51%
1.6 1.25" Hispanic 125% 133% 16.0% 19.0%
1.6 1.25" Non-Hisp black 130% 132% 13.4% 13.6%
1.6 1.25' Non-Hisp white  68.5% 67.2% 63.0% 58.8%
1.6 1.25" Non-Hisp Asian 42% 46% 57% 67%

7.5 %

2050

22.7 %
13.9 %
56.2 %

4.9 %
24.0 %
13.7 %
54.2 %

5.9 %
27.4 %
13.2 %
49.0 %

8.5 %
28.2 %
13.1 %
47.9 %

9.0 %
29.5 %
12.9 %
45.8 %
10.0 %

21.0 %
14.2 %
57.7 %

4.8 %
22.4 %
14.0 %
55.6 %

5.8 %
26.1 %
13.4 %
50.1 %

8.4 %

19.1 %
14.5 %
59.3 %

4.6 %
20.7 %
14.3 %
57.0 %

5.6 %
24.8 %
13.7 %
51.2 %

8.3 %

2060

24.4 %
14.0 %
54.3 %

4.8 %
26.0 %
13.7 %
51.9 %

6.1 %
30.0 %
13.1 %
45.9 %

9.1 %
30.9 %
12.9 %
44.6 %

9.7 %
32.3 %
12.7 %
42.4 %
10.8 %

22.6 %
14.3 %
55.8 %

4.7 %
24.4 %
14.0 %
53.2 %

5.9 %
28.8 %
13.3 %
46.9 %

9.0 %

20.8 %
14.7 %
57.5 %

4.5 %
22.7 %
14.4 %
54.7 %

5.8 %
27.5 %
13.6 %
47.9 %

9.0 %

American Indians and Alaskan Natives are the remaining U.S. residents.

! The current level of net legal and illegal immigration each year.
2 Because they are U.S. citizens, we assume that the American-born children of illegal aliens will remain in the

country.
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should also not be whether it has a large impact on the
aging of society — without question it does not. The
central question this study raises and that Americans
must answer is what costs and benefits come with hav-
ing a much larger population and a more densely set-
tled country. Some foresee a deteriorating quality of life
with a larger population, including its impact on such

things as pollution, congestion, loss of open spaces, and
sprawl. Others may feel that a much larger population
will create more opportunities for businesses, workers,
and consumers. These projections do not resolve those
questions. What the projections do tell us is where we
are headed as a country. The question for the nation is:
Do we wish to go there?

Methodology Appendix

Race and Age. Tg Zeatepthpe projections, we employ what
is commonly referred to as a cohort-component model
by individual year of age 0-100+ running through 2060.
This means that the nation’s population is divided into
five race/ethnic categories that are then projected for-
ward using Census Bureau assumptions about births and
deaths. The five categories are Hispanics, non-Hispanic
Whites, non-Hispanic Blacks, Non-Hispanic American
Indians/Alaska Natives, and Non-Hispanic Asians/Pacif-
ic Islanders. In this report we refer to these five catego-
ries as the five “races” even though the Census Bureau
considers Hispanics to be an ethnic group, whose mem-
bers can belong to any race. However, in its projections
the Bureau treats Hispanics as a separate group for both
births and deaths without regard to the racial category
they fall into. This means that Hispanics are, in effect, a
separate category or ‘race” for Census Bureau projection
purposes. This report follows the Bureau’s example and
treats Hispanics as a separate group.

The starting point of the projections is the Cen-
sus Bureau’s January 1, 20006, national residential popu-
lation estimates by six racial categories, Hispanic ethnic-
ity, age, and sex, transformed into our four Non-His-
panic race categories and Hispanics.'* These estimates
are then projected forward to January 1, 2007, as the
base year for our projections. The Census Bureau’s six
racial categories are White Alone, Black Alone, Ameri-
can Indian or Alaskan Native Alone, Asian Alone, Pa-
cific Islander Alone, and Multiracial. For the Hispanic
population, this posed no problem, as we used the total
Hispanic population. The Non-Hispanic population re-
quired collapsing the Census Bureau’s six races into our
four, to be consistent with Census Bureau’s 2001 and
2004 population projections. This is necessary because
the Census Bureau provides estimates of the current
population divided into six races plus Hispanics, but
they have yet to release birth and death rate projections
for these populations. We summed the Asian Alone and
Pacific Islander Alone populations to form the Asian

Alone or Pacific Islander Alone population. Finally, we
allocated the Multiracial population to each of our four
race categories by multiplying the population by its race-
specific allocation factor.”

Births and Deaths. Births for each race are calculated
as the sum of the products of the fertile female popula-
tions and their corresponding birth rates (rate per 1,000
divided by 1,000). The key assumption here is that ba-
bies have the same race as their mothers. Thus, the re-
sults of interracial unions are assumed away. This does
not have a significant impact on the overall projections
because only a small fraction of the population chooses
more than one race.'® Deaths for ages 0-100+ are simply
the products of the corresponding population’s mortality
rates. Put simply, each racial group is divided by sex and
by single year of age. We then apply age/race/sex specific
death rates to each group each year moving out to 2060.
Birth rates are applied only to women who are in their
reproductive years. Children born in the United States
enter the model as individuals zero years of age. Each
year these children move up one year in age and are sub-
ject to age/race/sex-specific mortality rates.!”

Net Immigration. Following the example of almost all
prior population projections, we employ the concept of
“net immigration” in this study. Net immigration can
be defined as the difference between the number of im-
migrants arriving each year and the number leaving. It
includes both legal and illegal immigrants. Our best es-
timate for the current level of net immigration is 1.25
million a year. But in the study we report the impact of
many different levels of net immigration.

We base our estimate of current net immigra-
tion on the following: The March 2005 Current Popula-
tion Survey (CPS) found that 7.93 million immigrants
arrived from January 2000 to the first two months of
2005. (Note: this is new in-migration and not net immi-
gration.) This means new arrivals averaged 1.52 million
immigrants over the first the five years of this decade. Of
course, the actual level of new immigration was slightly
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higher because some immigrants who arrived in 2000 or
later had died or returned home by 2005, though that
number is small. Over this same five-year time period
the CPS showed that growth in the size of the foreign-
born population was 5.2 million or about one million a
year. We estimate that annual deaths among the foreign-
born population averaged about 250,000 over this time
period given the population’s age, race, and sex — the
number varied from 230,000 in 2000 to 263,000 by
2005. For the population to grow by one million a year,
it means that out-migration averaged about 250,000.
Put simply, the CPS shows that 1.5 million new im-
migrants arrived, while 250,000 left and 250,000 died
for a net increase in the foreign-born population of one
million. However, the CPS has some undercount of the
foreign-born, particularly new arrivals. Prior research
suggests that the undercount in the CPS is 5 percent.'®
If we assume a 5 percent undercount for newly arrived
immigrants, then new arrivals averaged 1.6 million and
out-migration was 350,000, or equal to 22 percent over
this time period. For all of our immigration estimates we
assume that out-migration equals 22 percent of new im-
migration.” While the current level of net immigration
is 1.25 million, we provide estimates for many different

levels of net immigration. There is, of course, some de-
bate about the level of new immigration, especially il-
legal immigration. There is also debate about the scale
of out-migration, but there is little debate about deaths.
Our assumption that out-migration equals about 22
percent of new immigration is based on the most recent
data. However, immigration levels can change. In gen-
eral, the long-term trend since the end of World War II
has been for new immigration and net immigration to
steadily increase.

In terms of the composition of new arrivals, we
use the Census Bureau’s middle series distribution of im-
migrants by race, sex, and age in 2006.?° The immigrants
are then placed into their respective racial categories by
age and sex. Age-specific birth and death rates are ap-
plied to them on an annual basis. In this report we vary
the number of new immigrants arriving, but keep the
age/race/sex proportions of the arriving immigrants
consistent with Bureau estimates. As already indicated,
we follow Census Bureau projections about the future
course of mortality and birth rates, including the Bu-
reau’s assumption about how fertility and death rates will
change over time. The only real change from Census Bu-
reau projections is net immigration.

Endnotes

! Both sets of projections can be found at www.census.gov/population/www/pro-
jections/popproj.html

2 It is important to note that these projections follow the Census Bureau’s esti-
mates as closely as possible, even though several of the Bureau’s assumptions may
be mistaken. One issue with the Census Bureau projections is that they assume
that the Hispanic share of new immigrants is only 44 percent, when in fact it has
been more than 50 percent in recent years. A second issue is that fertility declines
among each racial/ethnic group do not change with the level of immigration, even
though foreign-born Hispanics and blacks tend to have higher fertility than their
native-born counterparts. We also feel that the Bureau’s assumption about the fu-
ture fertility rates may be too high. Although these issue have some impact on the
model, their effect on the overall results are modest. We intend to incorporate these
and other changes into our next set of projections. For these projections, we follow
the Census Bureau’s formulation exactly, except that we change the immigration
component.

3 National Center for Health Statistics birth records show 947,000 births to for-
eign-born or immigrant women in 2003.

# See Steven A. Camarota, “Births to Immigrants in America 1970 to 2002,” Cen-
ter for Immigration Studies Backgrounder, July 2005, which can be found at www.
cis.org/articles/2005/back805.html

5 'The Census Bureau’s January 2004 projections can be found at www.census.
gov/ipc/www/usinterimproj. See Table 1 for population totals.

¢ In estimates released in January 2005, the Department of Homeland Security
(DHS) estimated a net growth in the illegal population of 408,000 a year between
January 2000 and January 2005. This figure includes deaths among the illegal im-
migrant population, so it is not a true net immigration figure. The January 2005
DHS study does not give a specific death rate for the illegal immigrant population.
However, in estimates done by the INS in January 2003 they estimated a death
rate of 4.2 per 1,000 for illegals. This would result in 42,000 to 52,000 deaths a
year if the base population is 10 to 12 million illegal immigrants. This is perfectly

consistent with our estimate of net illegal immigration of 450,000 a year. The
January 2005 DHS estimates for the illegal population can be found at www.dhs.
gov/xlibrary/assets/statistics/publications/ILL_PE_2005.pdf. The INS estimates
from January 2003 can be found at www.dhs.gov/xlibrary/assets/statistics/publica-
tions/Ill_Report_1211.pdf

7 Research done by the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) and the Pew
Hispanic Center and our own research indicate that there are about 11 million
illegal immigrants in the population estimates that we use in our projections. The
remaining illegals are missed by the Census Bureau. Based on DHS, Pew, and our
own research, we assume that the illegal population is 77 percent Hispanic, 12 per-
cent Asian, 7 percent white and 4 percent black. For age, we find that 2 percent of
the illegal population is ages 1-4, 14 percent is ages 5-17, 80 percent is ages 18-40,
and 4 percent is over age 40. For gender, among adults 18 years of age and older we
use a gender breakdown of 55 percent male and 45 percent female. For children,
we assume an even sex division. We apply this race/age/sex profile to our 11 million
estimate and then remove illegals from the 2007 base population.

¢ It worth noting that our assumption that the U.S.-born children of illegal im-
migrants would remain in the country may tend to understate the actual impact
of illegal immigrants on population growth because many of these children would
likely return to their parents’ country if the law was enforced, making for a small-
er current and future population. On the other hand, we assume that all illegals
would leave at once, when in fact it would take time for some or all of the illegal
immigrants to leave. The main value of Table 4 is that it provides an estimate of
the impact of illegals already here rather than providing a precisely detailed projec-
tion of the effect of enforcing the law and causing illegal immigrants to leave the
country.

? There is rounding error in this calculation. The 88 percent represents the actual
change caused by the current level of immigration.

10 These figures are from the March 2006 Current Population Survey conducted
by the Census Bureau.

1" See page 21 of the report at: www.census.gov/population/www/documentation/

twps0038.pdf.
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As explained in more detail in the Methodology Appendix, the birth rates we
used for our projections come directly from the Census Bureau’s March 2004 pro-
jections. For the March 2004 projections, the Census Bureau slightly modified the
middle-range fertility assumptions from the January 2000 projections. This likely
accounts for some of the differences between the working-age share for 2060 in our
projections and those done in January 2000 by the Census Bureau.

13 As explained in the Methodology Appendix, our projections use the Census Bu-
reau’s middle-range fertility assumptions originally from their January 2000 pro-
jections and adjusted slightly for their March 2004 projections. Those projections
assume that the Total Fertility Rate for the three largest groups would be as follows:
For Hispanics it would decline from 2.85 children per women in 2007 to 2.48 by
2060. For non-Hispanic whites, fertility would rise slightly from 1.88 to 2.02 over
this period. And for blacks the rate would stay the same at 2.08 over the next 53
years. The Census also has a low-range set of fertility assumptions. These assume
that fertility for Hispanics would decline form 2.73 to 2.02 by 2060, for blacks
the rate would decline from 2.0 to 1.70, and for whites it would decline from 1.80
to 1.65. Although we use the adjusted middle-range assumptions throughout this
report, projections using the low-range fertility assumptions reveal similar results to
using the middle-range fertility assumptions in most important respects.

Assuming the current level of net immigration of 1.25 million, the to-
tal population in 2060 would be 417.5 million using the low fertility assumptions,
compared to 468 million using the middle-range fertility assumptions. While the
low fertility assumptions produce an overall population that is about 50 million
smaller than the middle-range fertility assumptions, the immigration effect is simi-
lar. We find that under the low fertility scenario the current level of net immigra-
tion results in a total population in 2060 that is 96.7 million larger than if immi-
gration was zero. This is not that different from the 105.3 million the current level
of immigration adds, assuming the adjusted middle-range fertility assumptions.

There is also the question of aging. We find that under a zero net im-
migration projection the working age share of the population, defined as those ages
15-66, would be 59.9 percent using the low fertility assumptions. Under the cur-
rent level of net immigration (1.25 million) and assuming low fertility, it would be
61.8 percent. This is very similar to the immigration effect found in Table 5, which
uses the adjusted middle-range fertility assumptions. Table 5 shows a working-age
population of 60.2 percent in 2060 if there is no immigration and 61.6 percent if
net immigration is 1.25 million a year.

Overall, the low fertility projections indicate that changing the fertil-
ity assumptions does have some effect on overall population size, especially under
a zero immigration scenario. But the effect of immigration on population size is
similar regardless of the fertility rate used. We also find that the share of the popu-
lation that is of working age is not very sensitive to whether the middle-range fer-
tility assumptions or the low-range assumptions are used. Although the adjusted
middle-range fertility series prepared by the Census Bureau is assumed to be the
most likely, the low-range fertility assumptions allow us to see how sensitive these
projections are to fertility levels. The results indicate that, in terms of the effect of
immigration, the projections are not that sensitive to fertility assumptions.

Hispanic and white fertility rates have been relatively stable for a num-

ber of years, while black fertility has declined since the early 1990s. At present,
fertility in the United States is much higher than in other Western countries. One
of the most interesting things about U.S. fertility is that American whites have
much higher fertility than their European counterparts and foreign-born Hispanics
in the United States, especially those from Mexico, have much higher fertility than
people in their home countries. There is no reason to think this will not continue.
Nonetheless, it is very possible that fertility will fall in the United States as it has
elsewhere. The low-range fertility series indicates that it will not fundamentally
change the fact that future immigration levels are the key determinant of popula-
tion growth. It also does not change the fact that immigration can have only a small
effect on the working-age share of the population.
!4 “National Population Estimates For the 2000s: Monthly Postcensal Resident
Population, By Single Year of Age, Sex, Race, And Hispanic Origin,” U.S. Census
Bureau, 2006. http://www.census.gov/popest/national/asrh/files/NC-EST2006-
ALLDATA-R-Filel3.dat.

1> These allocation factors were based on the distributions of Non-Hispanic popu-
lation by race in the December 2002 and January 2003 Current Population Sur-
veys (CPS). We use those two years because between 2002 and 2003 the Bureau
added the additional races and the multi-race categories to the CPS, so by compar-
ing those years we can see how the new racial categories impacted responses to the
race question.

1o In the 2000 Census only 1.4 percent of the population identified as more than
one race. And while this population probably will grow in the future, the Census
Bureau has not published data on the death and birth rates of multi-racial individu-
als that allows for projecting their population size into the future. Thus there is no
way to include them as a separate category.

17 All original birth and death rates are from “Component Assumptions of the
Resident Population by Age, Sex, Race, and Hispanic Origin: Lowest, Middle,
and Highest Series, 1999 to 2100,” Tables NP-D5, U.S. Census Bureau, 2000,
http://www.census.gov/ population/www/projections/natdet-D5.html. The death
rates used are from the middle series life tables. The birth rates we used are 0.921
* middle series birth rates + 0.079 * low series fertility rates, consistent with the
March 2004 interim projection assumptions in “Interim Projections of the U.S.
Population by Age, Sex, Race, and Hispanic Origin: Summary Methodology and
Assumptions”, U.S. Census Bureau, 2004, http://www.census.gov/ipc/www/
usinterimproj/idbsummeth.html. This means that our projections follow exactly
the fertility assumptions of the Census Bureau projections from March 2004
projections.

'8 The Pew Hispanic Center assumes a 5.2 percent undercount of the total for-
eign-born population in the 2005 CPS. See Figure 3, page 4 in their March 2006
estimate of the illegal population, http://pewhispanic.org/files/reports/61.pdf.
Pew bases its 5.2 percent estimate on work done by Passel, Van Hook, and Bean.
Their paper is entitled “Narrative Profile with Adjoining Tables of Unauthorized
Migrants and Other Immigrants, Based on Census 2000: Characteristics and
Methods” which was done for Sabre Systems as part of a contract with the Census
Bureau.

1 The Census Bureau in its projections released in January of 2000 assumed out-
migration would equal between 23 and 31 percent of new immigration for the
2000 to 2030 period, though the Bureau does not lay out a clear argument in its
documentation for why out-migration relative to in-migration would vary in this
way over time. The January 2000 projections were based on the 1990 decennial
census carried forward and assume that net immigration will be about one million
at first, fall after 2010, and then increase after 2025 to around one million a year.
‘The Bureau does not provide much justification for this change in net immigration.
The methods statement for the projections done in January 2000 can be found at:
www.census.gov/population/www/documentation/twps0038.pdf. Table E in the
study reports middle-range migration assumptions.

In March 2004 the Bureau issued “interim projections” using the find-
ings from the 2000 Census for its initial population on which to base its projec-
tions. Because the 2004 projections were based on the 2000 Census, the starting
point for the estimates is larger than had been the case for the January 2000 pro-
jections. (The 2000 Census showed a much larger overall population, especially
among Hispanics, than the Bureau had estimated for 2000 before the Census had
been done.) Other than the initial population on which to base the projections, the
March 2004 projections are essentially the same as the January 2000 projections.
‘The March 2004 projections state that “the components of population change (fer-
tility, mortality, and international migration) are based on those developed for the
last full set of projections released in January 2000.” The 2004 interim projections
were released without a detailed methodology statement. The interim projections
can be found at: www.census.gov/ipc/www/usinterimproj.

The Social Security Administration (SSA) also does its own projec-
tions. In its most recent report to its board of trustees, published in 2007, the
SSA estimated that current net immigration (legal and illegal) averaged 1.2 million
between 2000 and 2006, which is almost exactly the same as our estimate of 1.25
million. In fact, SSA estimates that net immigration was 1.24 in 2005. In what
they call their “intermediate” projections, which are roughly comparable to the
middle-range projections of the Census Bureau, SSA assumes that net immigration
will fall by 2010 to one million a year and stay at 900,000 for 75 years. They do
not provide a justification on why immigration will be lower for the next century
then the current level. For legal immigration, the SSA estimates that out-migra-
tion equals 25 percent of new in-migration. The immigration assumptions for SSA
2007 projects can be found in Table V.A1 in the 2007 report at www.socialsecurity.
gov/OACT/TR/TRO7/V_demographic.html#wp79519.

2 The projected net migration levels can be found at http://www.census.gov/pop-
ulation/projections/nation/detail/pmigdet.a, Part C of the Tables NP-5 (Census,
2000). The levels were converted into shares by simply dividing each race/age/sex
cell by the total. As we vary the immigration component in our projections we keep
the race/sex/age proportions of the newly arriving immigrants the same as those
used by the Census Bureau.
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