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Who Got the Jobs in Florida?
State ranked high in growth 2000-2014, but
most employment gains went to immigrants

By Steven A. Camarota and Karen Zeigler

much of the increase has gone to immigrants (legal and illegal). Immigrants accounted for 52 percent

of the net increase in employment among the working-age (16 to 65) since 2000, while accounting
for only 33 percent of population growth among the working-age. The labor force participation rate of Florida’s
working-age natives has fallen significantly since 2000 and remains low relative to other states. Despite these
long-term trends, both of Florida’s senators supported the Gang of Eight bill (S.744), which would have roughly
doubled future legal immigration and granted legal status to illegal immigrants.

Whﬂe Florida has been among the states with the most job growth in both the short and long terms,

» Relative to other states, Florida ranked second in the nation in employment growth among 16- to 65-year-
olds over the last 14 years, but most of these gains have gone to immigrant workers (legal and illegal).

o From the first quarter of 2000 to the first quarter of 2014, 52 percent of the net increase in employ-
ment among Florida’s working-age (16 to 65) population has gone to immigrants (legal and illegal), even
though they accounted for only 33 percent of population growth.

 Since the jobs recovery began in 2010, 64 percent of net employment growth among the state’s working-
age population has gone to immigrants.

« Even though the state ranked high in employment growth, Florida still ranked 34th in 2014 in terms of
the labor force participation of its native-born population (16 to 65).

« Among young natives 16 to 29 years of age, Florida ranked 35th in labor force participation.

« In 2000, two million working-age natives were not working (unemployed or out of the labor market en-
tirely); by 2014 it was nearly 3.3 million — a 62 percent increase.

o  Perhaps most striking, through the first quarter of this year, the labor force participation rate of natives
shows no improvement in Florida, even after the jobs recovery began in 2010.

« If the employment rate of natives (16 to 65) in the first quarter of 2014 were what it was in 2000, 768,000
more natives would be working.

« New immigrants took jobs across Florida’s labor market, including lower-skilled jobs such as mainte-
nance and construction, middle-skilled jobs such as sales and office support, and higher-skilled jobs such
as management and health care professions.

«  While agriculture gets a lot of attention in the state, it employs a tiny share of immigrant workers — less
than 1 percent.

Steven A. Camarota is the Director of Research and Karen Zeigler is a demographer at the Center for Immigration Studies.
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o The supply of potential workers in Florida is enormous: half a million native-born college graduates were not work-
ing in the first quarter of 2014, as were one million with some college and 1.4 million with no more than a high
school education.

o The labor force participation of black, Hispanic, young, and less-educated workers in Florida show the biggest de-
clines.

In September 2013, many of Florida’s biggest employers including Disney, American Airlines, UPS, and Honeywell, along
with a number of other companies, jointly signed a letter to House Speaker John Boehner (R-Ohio) arguing that there are
not enough workers in the country — skilled and unskilled. The letter read in part that, “many of our companies continue
to have difficulty finding sufficient American workers” Both of Florida’s senators supported the Gang of Eight bill (S.744),
which would roughly double legal immigration as well as grant legal status to illegal immigrants.* In fact, Republican Sen.
Marco Rubio was one of the bill's chief architects. However, the employment picture for Florida’s native-born population
continues to look bleak.

The number of working-age (16 to 65) natives not working is at or near a record high and their labor force participation is at
a record low. The labor force participation of Florida’s working-age natives ranks relatively low even through there has been
substantial job growth in the state. Much of the job growth in the state has gone to foreign-born workers (legal and illegal). It
is difficult to reconcile the enthusiasm of Florida’s business and political leaders for increasing the number of foreign workers
allowed into the country given the enormous number of natives in the state not working and their generally poor employ-
ment situation.

This analysis is based on the “household survey” collected by the government, which does not include those in institutions
such as prisons. The survey, officially known as the Current Population Survey (CPS), is the nation’s primary source of labor
market information.> Many jobs are created and lost each quarter and many workers change jobs as well. But the number of
people employed reflects the net effect of these changes. We focus on the first quarter of each year 2000 to 2014 in this analy-
sis because comparing the same quarter over time controls for seasonality. We also emphasize the economic peaks in 2000
and 2007 as important points of comparison, though we provide data for all years since 2000.

We primarily focus on the labor force participation rate (share working or looking for work) and employment rate (share
working) for native-born Americans. Labor force participation and the employment rate are measures of labor force attach-
ment that are less sensitive to the business cycle compared to the often-cited unemployment rate. We use the terms immi-
grant and foreign-born in this report synonymously. Immigrants or the foreign-born (legal and illegal) are individuals who
are not U.S. citizens at birth. Of immigrants in the CPS, about one-fifth in Florida are in the country illegally.

Overall Trends Among the Working-Age

Employment Growth. Comparing the number of immigrants working (ages 16 to 65) in Florida from the first quarter of
2000 to the number working in the first quarter of 2014 shows an increase of 624,000. The number of working-age immi-
grants employed in the state increased 583,000 over this time period. Thus, total employment growth in the state was 1.2
million, 52 percent of which went to immigrants. The total (immigrant and native) working-age population (working and
not working) increased by 2.76 million, with natives accounting for 1.84 million, or 67 percent, of the increase. (See Table 1
and Figures 1 and 2). Thus, working-age natives accounted for two-thirds of population growth among the working-age since
2000, but immigrants received a majority of the net increase in jobs.*

Employment Rate. The 583,000 person growth in the number of working-age natives holding a job represented an increase
of 10.4 percent compared to 2000, but the total number of working-age natives increased 24.1 percent. Since the number of
working-age natives grew much faster in Florida than the number actually working, the percentage of working-age natives
holding a job (the employment rate) declined significantly, from 73.3 percent in 2000 to 65.2 percent in the first quarter of
2014 (Figure 3). We can see how much population growth exceeded employment growth among working-age natives in Fig-
ure 4 and Table 1. In 2000, two million working-age natives were not working; by 2014 it was nearly 3.3 million — a 62 per-
cent increase (See Figures 4 and 5). For immigrants, population growth only slightly outpaced employment growth among
the working-age over the last 14 years. As a result, the employment rate of immigrants was 71.3 percent in 2000 and 70.4



percent in 2014, a much more modest decline than for natives (See Figure 3). Figure 6 shows how total population growth
(immigrant and native) among the working-age in Florida from both natural increase and new immigration since 2000 has
greatly exceeded employment growth.

The Jobs Deficit. Of course, not all of the 3.3 million working-age natives not working in Florida (Figure 4) want to work or
even can work. But this has always been the case. For this reason it is necessary to look for a trend over time. Both the num-
ber and share of natives not working has grown enormously in the last 14 years in Florida. If the employment rate of natives
(16 to 65) in the first quarter of 2014 were what it was in 2000 (73.3 percent), 768,000 more natives would be working. If the
share working were what it was in the first quarter of 2007 (72.4 percent), 682,000 more natives would have a job today. The
situation for immigrants is different. If their employment rate in the first quarter of 2014 were what it was in the first quarter
of 2000, just 28,000 more immigrants would be working. Despite being a state were employment grew by 1.2 million jobs,
Florida is also a state with a very large job deficit.

Labor Force Participation. The labor force participation rate is similar to the employment rate except that it is calculated
by including the unemployed in the numerator. Thus, to be in the labor market one has to either be working or have looked
for a job in the four weeks before the survey was taken. The number of working-age (16 to 65) natives not in the labor mar-
ket has increased dramatically in Florida, from 1.87 million in 2000 to 2.83 million in the first quarter of 2014. As shown in
Figure 7, much of the growth in the number of working-age natives not working was due to a huge increase in the number
not in the labor force. The number of natives unemployed also increased, but not nearly as much. Figure 8 reports the labor
force participation rate. In 2000, 75.6 percent of working-age natives had a job or were looking for one. By 2014, it was 70.2
percent. Perhaps most shocking, the rate has actually gotten worse for working-age natives in Florida since the jobs recovery
began in 2010.

The steady decline in the labor force participation rate in the state means that the decline in unemployment in recent years in
Florida is being driven to some extent by an increase in the number of working-age natives leaving the labor market and not
by an increase in the number getting a job. We can see this clearly in Table 1, which shows that the number of working-age
natives not in the labor force was 261,000 larger in the first quarter of 2014 than it was in the first quarter of 2010. If two-
thirds of these individuals were actively looking for work and counted as unemployed, the unemployment rate in Florida
would be at least two percentage points higher.

Among working-age natives in Florida, labor force participation is the lowest it has been since the CPS began identifying im-
migrants and natives separately in 1994. The long-term decline in the labor force participation of working-age natives shown
in Figure 8 is profound and troubling. It would seem to be powerful evidence that there is no labor shortage in the state.

The foreign-born in Florida follow a somewhat different pattern than natives. After the 2001 recession, immigrants’ labor
force participation declined, but then recovered more quickly than natives and was higher at the peak in 2007 than it was
for natives. Like the employment rate, the labor force participation rate of working-age immigrants went from being slightly
lower than natives in 2000 to be being somewhat higher than natives by 2007. After 2007, the labor force participation rate
of working-age immigrants did not decline as profoundly as it did for natives. Moreover, unlike natives in Florida, the labor
force participation rate of immigrants has improved somewhat in recent years, though not consistently (Figure 8). Because
immigrants have done better than natives over the last 14 years, in the first quarter of 2014, working-age immigrants had a
higher labor force participation rate than did natives.

Immigrants Made Job Gains Across the Labor Market

Immigrant Gains by Education. Immigrants tend to be less educated than natives on average and are more concentrated at
the bottom end of the labor market in lower-skilled jobs. However, many immigrants are well educated and significant shares
are employed in high-skilled professional jobs. Well more than half (60 percent) of the employment gains by immigrants in
Florida were for those with at least a bachelor’s degree.

Immigrant Gains by Occupation. Turning to occupations, it is unfortunately the case that the occupational categories used
by the Census Bureau in the CPS were changed significantly between 2000 and 2014, so direct comparisons by occupation
over this time period are difficult. However, Table 2 reports by occupation the number of Florida’s immigrants in the first
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quarter of 2014 who indicated in the survey that they had arrived in 2000 or later. The table shows 877,000 working-age im-
migrants who arrived in 2000 or later had a job in the first quarter of 2014. This is higher than the net 624,000 increase in
immigrant employment shown in Figure 1 and Table 1. The 624,000 figure represents a net increase; the arrival number, on
the other hand, represents the flow of new immigrants. New arrivals are offset by deaths, return migration, and those who
age out of the 16-65 cohort. Thus, the net increase is substantially less than number of new arrivals.

Both the net increase and the number of new arrivals can be seen as measuring the impact of immigration on the American
labor market. In this analysis we emphasize the smaller net increase to be conservative. Table 2 shows that new immigrants
found jobs across the labor market, including lower-skilled jobs such as maintenance and construction, middle-skilled jobs
such as sales and office support, and higher-skilled jobs such as management and health care professions. So it would be inac-
curate to argue that immigrants in Florida only found work at the bottom end of the labor market.

One additional interesting finding in Table 2 concerns farm labor. While farmers and their desire to use immigrant labor play
a larger role in the immigration debate, Table 2 shows that less than 1 percent of new immigrants found work in agriculture
broadly defined (farming, fishing, and forestry). Two caveats should be added to this number: First, agricultural employ-
ment tends to be low in the first quarter of any year, and second, the CPS is not the best survey to measure such a small part
of the labor force. Nonetheless, it is a reminder that only a tiny fraction of immigrants work in agriculture in Florida. Other
research has shown the same thing nationally.®

Comparison with Other States

As our prior research has shown, Florida is certainly not alone in experiencing large increases in the number of people
not working and declines in its employment and labor force participation rates.® Table 3 compares Florida to other states.
In terms of the numerical increase in people working in the state from 2000 to 2014, Florida ranked second in the nation.
In terms of the percentage increase in working-age people holding a job it ranked 6th in the nation. Even though the state
ranked high in employment growth, Florida still ranked 34th in 2014 in terms of the labor force participation of its native-
born population (16 to 65) in 2014. Among young natives 16 to 29 years of age, Florida ranked 35th in labor force participa-
tion. Of course Florida did not rank high in native labor force participation in 2000 either. But it is still striking that a state
with very significant job growth over the last 14 years both numerically and proportionately still saw a significant decline in
native labor force participation and continues to rank relatively low in labor force participation.

Young Workers in Florida

Native Labor Force Participation. The decline in labor force participation in Florida among natives has been more pro-
nounced among the young. Figure 9 shows the decline in labor force participation among Florida’s native-born population
under age 30 over the last 14 years. One important thing to notice about the figures is that the labor force participation rate
of Florida’s young natives was lower at the peak in 2007 than in 2000. When employment peaked in 2007, the share of young
natives in the labor force never made it back to the 2000 level. This is true of teenagers, those 16 to 24, and those in their 20s.
The labor force participation rate for all natives 16 to 29 in the state was 68.5 percent in the first quarter of 2007, compared to
73.1 percent in 2000. In the first quarter of this year it was an abysmal 61.4 percent — 11.6 percentage points below the level
in 2000. Thus, the decline in labor force participation among younger natives in Florida is both profound and long-term.
Along with the decline in percentage in the labor force, the number of young natives not in the labor force has increased
dramatically as well. For natives 16 to 29, the number not in the labor force increased by 460,000 between 2000 and 2014.

Young Immigrants. The labor force participation rate of younger immigrants also declined, especially for immigrant teenag-
ers. One might think that younger immigrants have higher rates of labor force participation or higher employment rates. But
this is not really the case in Florida or the nation. In the first quarter of 2014, 27.3 percent of native-born teenagers were in
the labor force in the state compared to 22.7 percent of teenage immigrants. For natives 20 to 29 in 2014, 75.9 percent were
in the labor force, virtually identical to the 75.8 percent of immigrants in their 20s. Looking at all those under age 30 in the
state shows that natives had a higher rate of labor force participation than immigrants, though the difference has narrowed
significantly over the last 14 years. Some observers argue that American youth have a work ethic problem and this explains
why such a large share employment growth has gone to immigrants. However, at least relative to immigrants in Florida, the



data do not support this argument.” Or put at different way, if there is a work ethic problem with American’s youth, it is as
pronounced among immigrants as it is among natives.

Education and Race

Education Level. The decline in the labor force participation rate for natives has impacted those of every education level.
Figure 10 shows the share of natives with at least a bachelor’s degree, some college, a high education, or less than high school
education who are in the labor force.® Labor force participation is lower now than it was in 2007 or 2000 for every educational
group. Natives in Florida with less than a high school education and only a high school education show the biggest declines.
In fact, for those two groups, the decline began before the Great Recession in 2007. The growth in the share of natives not
working for every education group has been very large. The supply of potential workers in Florida is therefore enormous. In
the first quarter of this year, more than half a million native college graduates were not working, as were one million with
some college and 1.4 million with no more than a high school education. There were also 460,000 immigrants with at least
some college not working and 460,000 immigrants with a high school education or less not working, more than at the start
of 2014. Given these numbers it is puzzling why some of Florida’s largest businesses argue there are not enough workers in
the state.

Labor Force Participation by Race. Figure 11 shows the decline in labor force participation for native-born whites, blacks,
and Hispanics in Florida. Labor force participation for black working-age natives was declining even before the 2007 down-
turn, but the situation for whites and Hispanics was somewhat different. It was after 2007 that their labor force participation
fell dramatically and it has not come close to recovering. Figure 12 reports labor force participation for younger (16 to 29)
natives in Florida by race. The figure shows a significant decline for all three groups from 2000 to 2007 and then a very large
decline after 2007. Young Hispanic natives in the state under age 30 have been especially hard hit. As recently as 2000, more
than 71 percent had a job; in the first quarter of this year fewer than half worked.

Conclusion

While Florida has been among the states with the most job growth, much of the increase has gone to immigrant workers —
legal and illegal. Since 2000, more than half of the net increase in employment among the working age (16 to 65) has gone
to immigrants, even though they accounted for only one-third of population growth among the working-age. Relative to
other states, Florida ranked second in the nation in the increase in the number of 16 to 65 year olds holding a job, but ranked
34th in terms of the labor force participation of its native-born population in 2014. Perhaps most troubling, the labor force
participation of Florida’s working-age natives shows no improvement, even after the jobs recovery began in 2010. The total
number of working-age natives (16 to 65) not working (unemployed or out of the labor market entirely) has increased 62
percent since 2000, and stood at 3.3 million in the first quarter of this year. Immigrants, on the other hand, have fared better;
their labor force participation is higher now than in 2000 and has nearly returned to its 2007 level.

Despite what can only be described as a bleak employment picture for natives in the state, many of Florida’s biggest employ-
ers have lobbied for increases in the number of foreign workers, both skilled and unskilled, allowed into the country. Both of
Florida’s senators supported the Gang of Eight bill (S.744), which would have roughly doubled future legal immigration, on
the grounds that there are not enough workers in the country. But employment data for the state do not support the idea that
workers are in short supply. In fact, the available evidence indicates that there is an enormous supply of potential workers
of every education level in the state. While the Gang of Eight bill is now considered politically dead by all observers, in the
future Florida’s political leaders should at least consider the employment situation in their state before supporting calls for
significantly increasing the number of foreign workers allowed into the country.
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Figure 1. In Florida, natives accounted for most of
the increase in the working age population (16 to
65), but more than half of the employment gains
went to immigrants, 2000 to 2014. (thousands)

1,844

Change in Size of Change in Number Working
Working-Age Population

Source: Public-use files of the Current Population Survey for the first
quarters of 2000 and 2014. All figures are for those 16 to 65.

Figure 2. In Florida natives accounted for two-
thirds of the increase in the working-age popula-
tion (16 to 65), but less than half of the employ-
ment gains, 2000-2014.

67%

Share of Population Growth Share of Employment Growth

Source: Public-use files of the Current Population Survey for the first
quarters of 2000 and 2014. All figures are for those 16 to 65.




Figure 3. Employment Rates in Florida for
Immigrants and Natives 2000 to 2014

75.4%

73.3%
70.4%
71.3%

=== Natives

65.2%

== [mmigrants

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Source: Public-use files of the Current Population Survey for the first quarters
from 2000 to 2014.

The employment rate is the share of the working-age (16 to 65) who are
employed.
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Figure 4. Population growth among working-age natives
greatly exceeded their employment growth in Florida, 2000-2014. (millions)

9.5
Total native population ages 16 to 65 /
Not working
7.7 in 2014
Not working in 2007 3.3 Million
2.5 Million
Not working in 2000
2 Million

Natives ages 16 to 65 holding a job
5.6

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Source: Public-use files of the Current Population Survey from the first quarter of 2000 to the first quarter of 2014.
Those not working are either unemployed (looking for work) or not in the labor force (neither working nor looking
for work).

Figures are only for natives ages 16 to 65.

Figure 5.n Florida the number for working-age (16 to 65) natives with a job has grown modestly in the
last 14 years, while number not working has grown dramatically. (millions)

6.4
6.3 6.3 62 62

Number of Working-Age Natives Working

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Source: Public-use files of the Current Population Survey from the first quarter of 2000 to the first quarter of 2014.
Those not working are either unemployed (looking for work) or not in the labor force (neither working nor looking for work).
Figures are only for natives ages 16 to 65.




Figure 6. Natural population growth and new immigration have
greatly exceeded employment growth in Florida, 2000-2014.

12.6

Total population ages 16 to 65

Not working
in 2014
4.2 Million

9.9
Not working in 2007

3.1 Million

Not working in 2000
2.7 Million
8.4

Individuals ages 16 to 65 holding a job
7.2

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Source: Public-use files of the Current Population Survey from the first quarter of 2000 to the first quarter of 2014.
Those not working are either unemployed (looking for work) or not in the labor force (neither working nor looking for work).
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Figure 7.The increase in natives (16 to 65) not working is
mainly due to growth in the number not in the labor force,
rather than an increase in unemployment in Florida, 2000
to 2014. (millions)

_— T

56 Working

1.87 \ 283
Not in Labor Force
Not Working
0.18 0.48
’ Unemployed
—/

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Source: Public-use files of the Current Population Survey for the first quarter
0f 2000 to the first quarter of 2014.

The employment rate is the share of the working age (16 to 65) who are
employed.

Figure 8. While once below that of natives,immigrant
labor force participation has been consistently higher for
more than a decade in Florida, 2000 to 2014.

77.6%

[0)
75.6% 75 6%

74.8%

=o= Immigrants

70.2%

=o= Natives

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

Source: Public-use files of the Current Population Survey from the first quarter
0f 2000 to the first quarter of 2014.

Labor force participation is the share of the working-age (16 to 65) population
working or looking for work.
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Figure 9. No matter how “young” is defined, the labor force
participation of young natives in Florida has declined sig-
nificantly from 2000 to 2014.

84.5% 83.1%
80.0% T 759%
77.9%
73.1% 67.8%
65.1% 68.5% 61.4%
* . 0
49.7% 58.6%

49.6%

= 20-29
= 20-24

16-29 o
e 37.4%
— 16-19 27.3%
' 2000 ' 2007 ' 2014 '

Source: Public-use files of the Current Population Survey from the first quarters
of 2000, 2007, and 2014.

Labor force participation is the share of the working-age (16 to 65) population
working or looking for work.

Figure 10. Labor force participation in Florida has declined
for natives of every education level, 2000 to 2014.

84.4% 84.0%
SR . S 82.4%
79.3% 79.4%
77.0% Tors T 724%
70.9%
60.6% = = Bachelor’s-Plus
61.0% . — . — . _ .. Some College
N == H.S. Only
’ . ° = <HighSchool
N 48.0%
2000 2007 2014

Source: Public-use files of the Current Population Survey for the first quarters of
2000, 2007, and 2014.

Labor force participation is the share of the working-age (18 to 65) population
working or looking for work.

Because figures are reported by education, younger teenagers (16 and 17) are
excluded.
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Figure 11. Native Labor Force Participation
in Florida by Race, 2000 to 2014

76.1% 76.1%

75.9%

74.2%
72.1%
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- = « Hispanic A 66.3%
" 65.3%
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Source: Public-use files of the Current Population Survey from the first quarter of
2000, 2007, and 2014.

Labor force participation is the share of the working-age (16 to 65) population
working or looking for work.

Figures for blacks and whites in 2007 and 2014 are for a single race only. Hispan-
ics can be of any race and are excluded from the other categories.

Figure 12. The decline in native labor force participation in Fla.
has been more pronounced for young minorities (16 to 29).

75.6% 72.0%
71.1%
. 68.2%
65.2% Tt.. 63.8% ’
e White
, 57.2%
=== Black ..',
- = - Hispanic ..°. 48.5%
2000 2007 2014

Source: Public-use files of the Current Population Survey from the first quarters
0f 2000, 2007 and 2014.

Labor force participation is the share of the working-age (16 to 65) population
working or looking for work.

Figures for blacks and whites in 2007 and 2014 are for a single race only. Hispan-
ics can be of any race and are excluded from the other categories.
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Table 1. Labor Force Status for Natives and Immigrants 2000-2014 in Florida

16-Plus Ages 16-65
Immigrants Natives Not Immigrants
Natives 16- 16-Plus Natives Natives  inthelabor  Immigrants Immigrants Not in the
Year  Plus Working Working Working Unemployed Force Working Unemployed  Labor Force
2000 5,791,102 1,629,076 5,606,333 178,660 1,866,588 1,594,943 80,045 563,082
2001 5,970,997 1,713,488 5,762,467 209,923 1,895,697 1,673,041 86,133 529,398
2002 5,909,812 1,702,415 5,705,087 307,234 1,988,068 1,652,397 103,866 523,594
2003 5,858,458 1,716,641 5,641,270 318,040 2,097,073 1,651,701 98,994 590,166
2004 6,180,099 1,686,586 5,943,428 282,343 2,240,213 1,629,857 86,790 593,202
2005 6,281,739 1,904,022 6,028,204 258,509 2,268,773 1,822,303 84,171 623,455
2006 6,555,960 2,038,206 6,303,741 211,118 2,307,778 1,946,829 57,326 579,280
2007 6,698,801 2,097,463 6,431,728 236,551 2,219,352 2,026,455 67,820 621,793
2008 6,606,775 2,039,206 6,289,600 269,993 2,379,370 1,977,103 115,288 615,807
2009 6,332,466 1,827,915 6,045,986 643,214 2,521,702 1,760,250 180,765 592,321
2010 6,154,417 1,785,317 5,890,040 753,497 2,568,109 1,684,623 250,777 643,370
2011 6,229,808 1,889,201 5,917,571 613,784 2,599,881 1,807,995 237,198 681,648
2012 6,397,939 2,056,136 6,064,087 568,195 2,785,887 1,991,472 170,539 682,498
2013 6,562,983 2,104,093 6,164,602 497,828 2,802,859 2,044,667 167,906 751,642
2014 6,579,135 2,303,027 6,189,684 476,710 2,829,016 2,218,796 164,459 769,671
Source: Public-use files of the January, February, and March Current Population Survey 2000 to 2014.
Table 2. Immigrant and Native Employment
by Occupational Category
Immigrants
2014 in 2014 Who
Arrived
Occupations Native Immigrant 2000-2014*
Sales & related 925,110 246,440 109,393
Building & grounds cleaning & maintenance 243,555 211,156 108,774
Construction & extraction 295,991 195,667 87,631
Office & administrative support 917,733 245,763 74,186
Transportation & material moving 288,816 166,395 66,331
Management 746,965 257,832 62,309
Food preparation & serving 464,527 97,479 54,137
Health care practitioner & technical 369,279 137,717 42,942
Education, training, & library 356,426 100,483 40,526
Personal care & service 166,052 109,696 37,216
Production 222,867 78,529 35,423
Computer & mathematical science 151,902 56,060 28,661
Business & financial operations 282,660 73,076 27,608
Installation, maintenance, & repair 189,439 72,493 27,477
Protective service 206,302 50,379 22,364
Health care support 177,220 80,182 22,123
Arts, design, entertainment, sports, & media 150,156 24,443 11,226
Architecture & engineering 95,994 22,794 9,320
Legal 135,182 13,794 3,208
Farming, fishing, & forestry 57,221 21,547 2,403
Community & social service 98,185 34,777 2,218
Life, physical, & social science 37,552 6,328 1,328
Total 6,579,134 2,303,030 876,804
Source: Public-use files of the Current Population Survey (CPS) for the first quarter of 2014 for
persons 16 to 65.
*Based on year of arrival question in the CPS.
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Table 3. States Ranked by Employment Growth and Native Labor Force Participation

Rank in 2014
Labor Force  Labor Force Rankin2014  Labor Force Labor Force Young (16-
Employment Numerical Percentage Percentage Participation Participation Native Labor Participation, Participa- 29) Native
Growth Rank Employ- Employment Rank Job of Natives of Natives Force  Natives (16- tion, Natives  Labor Force
State 2000-2014* ment Growth Growth Growth (16-65),2000 (16-65),2014 Participation 29),2000 (16-29),2014 Participation
Texas 2,088 1 21.5% 4 77.3% 72.2% 25 71.6% 63.1% 29
16.8%
Calif. 818 3 5.3% 18 76.0% 68.7% 42 69.3% 59.2% 41
Va. 457 4 13.4% 9 77.7% 75.2% 16 72.7% 65.0% 24
Ariz. 369 5 15.8% 7 76.0% 68.7% 43 72.1% 60.7% 37
Ga. 329 6 8.5% 14 76.7% 69.2% 36 73.6% 60.3% 38
N.C. 282 7 7.3% 15 77.1% 69.1% 37 73.9% 58.5% 45
Colo. 274 8 12.3% 10 81.2% 75.4% 15 76.7% 65.9% 20
Utah 261 9 24.4% 2 77.3% 76.5% 12 75.9% 71.4% 7
Nev. 256 10 26.9% 1 76.2% 71.1% 30 74.1% 63.0% 30
Wash. 242 11 8.5% 13 76.8% 71.8% 26 73.9% 61.9% 34
SIE? 184 12 10.4% 12 72.0% 68.1% 45 63.7% 66.5% 15
Minn. 134 13 5.2% 19 84.6% 80.5% 3 83.7% 73.4% 5
Md. 121 14 4.6% 23 79.8% 72.4% 23 71.7% 62.0% 33
Pa. 93 15 1.7% 31 76.0% 73.4% 20 68.5% 65.1% 23
Idaho 89 16 15.0% 8 78.3% 71.1% 29 73.6% 58.9% 42
N.D. 69 17 22.3% 3 83.1% 80.3% 5 76.2% 76.4% 2
Iowa 66 18 4.5% 24 83.9% 81.9% 2 79.6% 78.5% 1
OKkla. 59 19 3.9% 26 73.3% 68.9% 40 65.7% 60.2% 39
Kan. 47 20 3.6% 27 81.4% 77.1% 10 76.7% 73.8% 4
Tenn. 47 21 1.8% 30 74.7% 70.1% 35 73.2% 62.5% 31
Wyo. 46 22 19.3% 5 77.7% 77.3% 9 70.9% 71.0% 9
Neb. 43 23 4.9% 22 84.6% 82.2% 1 81.1% 76.4% 3
Hawaii 39 24 7.0% 16 78.8% 71.6% 27 64.7% 63.5% 28
La. 38 25 2.1% 29 69.7% 67.4% 47 63.9% 58.5% 44
N.M. 33 26 4.1% 25 74.6% 68.3% 44 68.3% 57.2% 47
N.H. 33 27 5.1% 20 81.1% 78.7% 7 74.8% 70.1% 10
Alaska 31 28 11.0% 11 76.1% 73.6% 19 64.9% 68.0% 13
Mont. 27 29 6.4% 17 79.3% 76.6% 11 73.3% 69.8% 11
S.D. 19 30 5.1% 21 84.1% 80.5% 4 78.4% 72.9% 6
Del. 10 31 2.6% 28 78.4% 68.9% 39 72.9% 59.9% 40
Vt. 4 32 1.4% 32 79.6% 78.2% 8 75.4% 65.9% 19
R.I (12) 33 -2.5% 39 80.1% 75.6% 13 79.5% 66.4% 16
Ky. (17) 34 -0.9% 33 73.0% 68.8% 41 68.1% 66.3% 17
Maine (19) 35 -3.0% 41 80.4% 74.6% 17 74.5% 68.1% 12
Ark. (26) 36 -2.2% 38 73.9% 65.8% 48 72.2% 62.3% 32
Wis. (27) 37 -1.0% 34 81.5% 78.7% 6 78.0% 71.4% 8
W.Va. (29) 38 -4.0% 44 66.7% 63.1% 49 63.6% 56.6% 49
Ind. (31) 39 -1.1% 35 77.9% 72.4% 24 71.0% 63.5% 27
Mass. (42) 40 -1.3% 37 78.3% 72.9% 22 69.1% 58.8% 43
Ore. (44) 41 -2.6% 40 79.2% 70.9% 31 76.7% 61.2% 36
Conn. (52) 42 -3.1% 42 81.9% 75.5% 14 70.9% 64.0% 26
Ala. (87) 43 -4.3% 45 73.7% 67.9% 46 65.6% 66.0% 18
N.Y. (109) 44 -1.3% 36 73.6% 69.0% 38 66.5% 56.8% 48
Miss. (132) 45 -11.0% 49 73.7% 61.0% 50 65.0% 49.1% 50
N.J. (157) 46 -3.9% 43 77.4% 70.2% 33 68.8% 57.3% 46
Mo. (171) 47 -6.2% 48 81.1% 73.2% 21 77.3% 67.1% 14
Ohio (326) 48 -6.1% 47 77.1% 71.5% 28 74.0% 64.8% 25
Il (335) 49 -5.6% 46 79.1% 74.1% 18 75.1% 65.6% 21
Mich. (688) 50 -14.1% 50 78.7% 70.6% 32 78.3% 65.5% 22
Total 5572.804 4.2% 77.1% 71.5% 72.0% 62.8%

Source: Public use files of the Current Population Survey from the first quarters of 2000 and 2014.
*Employment growth measures the increase in the number of people (immigrant and native) working in the state.
Labor force participation is the share of natives 16 to 65 or 16 to 29 working or looking for work.
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End Notes

! See this 2013 Jetter to Congresd from Florida businesses.

2 ['S. 744 Border Security, Economic Opportunity and Immigration Modernization Act], Congressional Budget Office cost
estimate. Table 2, p. 14 reported that by 2023 there would be 10.4 million additional U.S. residents had the bill passed, 1.2
million of whom would be the U.S.-born children of these new immigrants. The remainder will have been new immigrants
living in the country if the bill had become law.

> We do not use the “establishment survey”, which measures employment by asking businesses, because that survey is not
available to the public for analysis. Equally important, it does not ask if an employee is an immigrant. The CPS does not in-
clude those in institutions such as prisons.

* Table 1 reports employment for working-age (16 to 65) immigrants and natives for every quarter since 2000. It also reports
the number of people working who are 16 or older. Comparing the first quarter of 2000 to the same quarter in 2014 shows
that, among the working-age in Florida, 52 percent of employment growth has gone to immigrants. However, looking at all
workers 16-plus, not just those under age 65, shows that natives over age 65 also made employment gains of 205,000. There
were also 50,000 additional immigrants working in the first quarter of 2014 when those over age 65 are counted. We focus
on those 16 to 65 because 95 percent of all workers in the state are under age 65, and when considering employment rates
or labor force participation it is necessary to limit the analysis by age as the vast majority of those over age 65 do not work
now nor have they done so historically. Limiting analysis by age is always also necessary to compare employment growth to
population growth.

*In a more detailed analysis by occupation using the much larger American Community Survey (which measures employ-
ment year-round), we found that about 2 percent of immigrant workers nationally from 2008 to 2011 were employed in
agriculture. See [Are There Really Jobs Americans Won't Do? A detailed look at immigrant and native employment acrosg
bccugationsl, Center for Immigration Studies, 2013.

s [All Employment Growth Since 2000 Went to Immigrants: Number of U.S.-born not working grew by 17 million], Center
for Immigration Studies, 2014.

7 In prior research we have found the same thing at the national level. See p. 12 of JAll Employment Growth Since 2000 Wen{
ko Immigrants: Number of U.S.-born not working grew by 17 million], Center for Immigration Studies, 2014.

¢ Education levels are for those 18 to 65, and not 16 to 65 as elsewhere in this report, because we wish to exclude younger
teenagers 16 and 17 who are typically still in high school.
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http://www.hrpolicy.org/downloads/2013/CHRO_Immigration_Reform_Letter.pdf
http://www.cbo.gov/sites/default/files/cbofiles/attachments/s744.pdf
http://cis.org/are-there-really-jobs-americans-wont-do
http://cis.org/are-there-really-jobs-americans-wont-do
http://cis.org/all-employment-growth-since-2000-went-to-immigrants
http://cis.org/sites/cis.org/files/camarota-employment_0.pdf
http://cis.org/sites/cis.org/files/camarota-employment_0.pdf

