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he Great Recession—which officially lasted from December 2007 to June 2009—began when an $8

trillion housing bubble burst. As the housing bubble inflated, employment expanded in construction,

an industry in which immigrant workers, more than their native-born counterparts, were increasingly
concentrated. At the peak of the housing bubble in 2006, 8.1% of workers were employed in construction. Although
roughly two-thirds (67.5%) of construction workers were native-born males, only 12.4 percent of native-born
males were in construction. In contrast, while a little less than one-fifth (18.7%) of construction workers were
foreign-born males who were not naturalized

U.S. citizens, more than a quarter (25.7%) of that
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* Foreign-born non-citizen men in construction suffered greater job losses than their native-born
counterparts. From 2007 to 2010, employment among foreign-born non-citizen males in construction fell
30.1%, compared with 21.6% among native-born males in construction. Outside of construction, employ-
ment among foreign-born non-citizen males fell 8.0%, compared with 4.0% among native-born males.

* The steep job losses for foreign-born non-citizen men in construction likely occurred in part because
they are much more concentrated in the residential construction subsector. Residential construction
saw larger employment losses than other sectors within construction. Losses were not as steep in the higher-
paying non-residential and heavy and civil engineering subsectors populated by native-born males.

* Likely due to the compositional shift away from lower-paying residential jobs in construction as the
recession took hold, foreign-born non-citizen men in construction suffered disproportionate wage
declines, while average wages rose among their native-born counterparts. For native-born men, the
median wage in construction ($17.88) was similar to the median wage outside of construction ($17.98) in
2006. But between 2006 and 2010, the median wage for native-born men in construction grew by 7.6% to
$19.24, compared with 0.3% growth to $18.03 for native-born men outside of construction. For foreign-
born men who were not citizens, the median wage in construction ($12.41) was slightly higher than the
median wage outside of construction ($12.16). But between 2006 and 2010, the median wage for foreign-
born non-citizen males in construction declined by 3.1%, to $12.04, compared with a decline of 0.7%, to

$12.08, for foreign-born non-citizen males outside of construction.

* Also likely due in part to immigrant concentration in the lower-paying residential construction sub-
sector, foreign-born non-citizen men in construction continue to earn much less than native-born
men in construction. Foreign-born men who were not citizens earned $12.04 in 2010, while native-born

men in construction earned $19.24.

* Despite facing greater job losses, male foreign-born non-citizen construction workers are less likely
than their native-born counterparts to get stuck in unemployment for long periods. Evidence suggests
that this is at least partly because foreign-born non-citizen construction workers who have been laid off are
more likely to leave the construction labor force—often by leaving the country entirely—instead of remaining

unemployed for long periods.

* Displaced foreign-born non-citizen male construction workers have a 50-50 chance of finding another
job in the United States. Only about half (49.4%) of foreign-born male workers who were displaced from
construction jobs between 2007 and 2009 and remained in the country were reemployed in early 2010. Of
these, a little over half (56.5%) were reemployed in construction; the others secured jobs in other industries.
Those who were displaced from a full-time job and reemployed in a full-time job typically took a roughly
6% pay cut.

The non-citizen, foreign-born construction workers who saw the greatest loss of jobs in the wake of the Great
Recession have, at least according to these data, likely benefited less than their native-born counterparts
from certain government interventions (e.g., emergency unemployment benefits) that were taken to slow the
economic slide. Many have left the country or remained but struggled to get by without as much work.

While this paper focuses on specific segments of the male working population, tables in the Appendix offer
complete data comparing employment and wage trends in and outside of construction, with all gender and
citizenship breakdowns.
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Unemployment rates of foreign- and native-born workers, 2000-10
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Introduction:

Labor market outcomes differ by nativity and citizenship status
In the Great Recession and its aftermath, unemployment increased substantially among all demographic groups.
Figure A shows unemployment rates of foreign- and native-born workers. As the figure shows, both groups saw
their unemployment rates more than double between 2007 and 2010. In 2007, 4.3% of foreign-born workers
were unemployed, a slightly lower unemployment rate than native-born born workers (4.7%). Three years later,
the unemployment rate of foreign-born workers had risen 5.5 percentage points to 9.8%. Native-born workers
fared only slightly better, with a 4.9 percentage point increase in their unemployment rate, to 9.6%.

Among foreign-born workers, labor market outcomes are very different between those who are naturalized
U.S. citizens and those who aren’, in large part because these two groups differ substantially along demographic
factors, including educational attainment, race and ethnicity, age, gender, time in country, country of origin,
and, as shown later, industry. See Shierholz (2010) for an in-depth discussion of the demographic differences
between these two groups.
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Unemployment rates of foreign- and native-born workers, by citizenship, 2000-10

14.0%
12.0% 10.9%
I- - e o
(v)
10.0% RN
/
8.0%]

Foreign-born non-citizens 7

_———\

6.0% -

4.0%-
Foreign-born citizens 7
2.0%- 3.2%

0.0% : : . : : : : . :
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010

NOTE: Shaded areas denote recessions.

SOURCE: EPI analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics Current Population Survey data.

Figure B is identical to Figure A except that it breaks out the foreign-born into naturalized U.S. citizens and
non-citizens. In 2007, foreign-born non-citizens had a higher unemployment rate than foreign-born citizens
(5.0% compared with 3.2%), and they also saw a much bigger increase from 2007 to 2010 (5.9 percentage
points, to 10.9%, compared with a 5.2 percentage point increase for foreign-born citizens). Because of these

differences, the analyses that follow will look at breakdowns by citizenship status, not just nativity.

Certain groups hit hardest as recession decimated construction

As mentioned earlier, this recession began with the bursting of a giant housing bubble. Employment in con-
struction grew dramatically as the bubble grew, then fell precipitously as the bubble burst. Figure C shows
construction and non-construction employment over the 2000s, indexed to 100 in 2007. The bubble, (which
is generally dated from 1997 to 2006, though this plot begins in 2000) is apparent. Over the business cycle
from 2000 to 2007, construction employment grew 19.4%, whereas non-construction employment grew 5.7%.

From 2007 to 2010, construction employment declined by 23.4%, whereas non-construction employment
declined by 3.1%."
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Employment in construction and non-construction industries, 2000-10
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e
TABLE 1

Construction employment by group at peak of housing bubble (2006)
Share of group Share of construction
working in construction employment held by group

All All 8.1% 100.0%
Native-born 7.3 76.0
Foreign-born citizen 59 4.5
Foreign-born non-citizen 17.2 19.4

Male All 13.7 90.4
Native-born 124 67.5
Foreign-born citizen 10.2 4.2
Foreign-born non-citizen 25.7 18.7

Female All 1.7 9.6
Native-born 1.7 8.6
Foreign-born citizen 1.0 04
Foreign-born non-citizen 1.7 0.7

SOURCE: EPI analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics Current Population Survey data.
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As shown in the first data column in Table 1, at the peak of the housing bubble in 2006, 8.1% of workers
were employed in construction. However, this overall number masks substantial variation by citizenship status
and gender. More than one in four (25.7%) foreign-born non-citizen males were in construction, compared
with 10.2% of foreign-born male citizens and 12.4% of native-born male workers.

Furthermore, relatively few women are in construction. In 2006, less than 2% of female workers in each of
the three categories were in construction.

The second data column of Table 1 shows the share of total construction employment held by workers in
each of the demographic categories. In 2006, roughly two-thirds (67.5%) of construction workers were native-
born males, and a little less than one-fifth (18.7%) were foreign-born non-citizen males. These two groups comprise
86.2% of all construction workers. For this reason, much of what follows focuses on these two groups.

Note that in Appendix Table A1, there is a further breakdown of Table 1 by race and ethnicity. It shows
that Hispanic males are particularly concentrated in construction. In 2006, 23.7% of Hispanic male workers
were employed in construction, compared with 12.9% of non-Hispanic white male workers and 7.8% of
non-Hispanic black male workers. When looking at just Hispanic male workers who are foreign-born and
not naturalized U.S. citizens, the share concentrated in construction rises to 33.8%. In other words, in 2006,
one-third of all Hispanic male workers who were foreign-born and not naturalized U.S. citizens were employed
in construction. Hispanic males made up 24.0% of all construction employment in 2006, while white non-
Hispanic males made up 59.1% and black non-Hispanic males made up 4.7%. (See Kochhar (2008) for a
further discussion of Hispanics and construction.)

Figure D shows construction and non-construction employment in the 2000s, indexed to 100 in 2007,
separately for native-born males and foreign-born males who are not naturalized citizens. (See Appendix Table A2

Employment in and outside of construction,
native citizens vs. foreign-born non-citizens, 2000-10
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for complete data, including all gender and citizenship breakdowns.) The housing bubble and burst are very
apparent, particularly among foreign-born non-citizen males. Over the business cycle from 2000 to 2007,
construction employment among foreign-born non-citizen males grew enormously, by 88.6%, compared with
employment outside of construction among foreign-born non-citizen males, which grew by 11.3%. For native-
born males, the growth rates over this period were much more modest — employment in construction among
native-born males grew by 7.5%, compared with employment outside of construction among native-born
males, which grew by 2.6%.

However, from 2007 to 2010, the situation reversed. Foreign-born non-citizen males saw significantly
larger employment losses than native-born males both inside the construction industry and outside it, but the
disparity in construction was particularly strong. Construction employment among foreign-born non-citizen
males fell 30.1%, compared with 21.6% among native-born males, whereas outside of construction, employment
among foreign-born non-citizen males fell 8.0%, compared with 4.0% among native-born males.

Wages both inside and outside construction

For both foreign-born citizens and native citizens, wages overall stagnated in the 2000s. Figure E shows median
real wages over the 2000s by nativity and citizenship. Wages have been essentially flat over this period, and very
similar for native-born and naturalized U.S. citizens. In 2010, the median hourly wage of foreign-born citizens
was $16.47, 1% higher than the median wage of native-born workers, which was $16.23. The median wage of

foreign-born workers who were not U.S. citizens was $11.33, 30% below that of native-born workers.

Real median wages, by nativity and citizenship, 2000-10
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Productivity and wages by nativity and citizenship, 2000-10
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SOURCES: EPI analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics Current Population Survey and Bureau of Labor Statistics nonfarm business
productivity data.

Figure F shows wages indexed to 100 in 2000, along with productivity (which is the average value of goods
and services a worker produces in an hour). Pay failed to keep pace with productivity for all groups. From
2000-2010, U.S. productivity grew by 30%. In comparison, the median wage for native-born workers grew by
just 5%, the median wage for foreign-born citizens grew by just 3%, and the median wage for foreign-born non-
citizens was roughly the same in 2010 as it was in 2000. In other words, while productivity grew strongly, wages
for all three groups stagnated over the last 10 years, with no group sufficiently benefiting from the economic
fruits of their labors.

Given the very low share of female workers in construction (as shown in Table 1), and the strong concentra-
tion of foreign-born males who are not naturalized citizens in construction, the following wage figures within
and outside of construction focus on male native-born citizens and foreign-born non-citizens. However,
Appendix Table A3 contains complete wage data, including all gender and citizenship breakdowns.

Curiously, while wages overall stagnated in the 2000s, the wages of native-born males in construction
increased substantially as overall construction employment fell. Figure G shows the real median wage for
construction workers and non-construction workers over the 2000s, separately for native-born males and
foreign-born males who are not naturalized citizens. For native-born men, the median wage in construction
was similar to the median wage outside of construction through 2006. In 2006, the median wage for native-
born male construction workers was $17.88 compared with $17.98 for native-born male non-construction
workers. But, for native-born men, the median wage in construction rose faster than in other industries as the
recession took hold. Between 2006 and 2010, the median wage for native-born men in construction grew by
7.6%, to $19.24, compared with 0.3% growth to $18.03 for native-born men outside of construction.
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Real median wages, for men in and out of construction, by nativity, 2000-10
$20
519 Native-born males, //"“‘~~~.
construction \ Pt et 319.24
) ="
5 18y —— T TTe———— —
3 - ==" $18.03
-] ive-
o  $17. Native-born ma?Ies,
p= non-construction
(o]
o $16
o
(]
2 415,
[=
8
T $14
£ Foreign-born non-citizens,
& $131 construction _
& . \ JE— o= $12.08
TS o me e —_— -------- \\
$121 SSsee_.-"
. — . $12.03
N Foreign-born non-citizens, non-construction
2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
NOTE: Shaded areas denote recessions.
SOURCES: EPI analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics Current Population Survey data.

For male foreign-born non-citizens, the median wage in construction was similar to that outside of
construction throughout the 2000s, and foreign-born non-citizens in construction did not see substantial wage
growth as the recession took hold; their median real wage was $12.41 in 2006, and had declined 3.1% to $12.04
by 2010. For foreign-born non-citizens outside of construction, the median real wage was $12.16 in 20006,
and declined 0.7% to $12.08 by 2010.

Greater losses in residential construction help explain wage trends

These wage trends raise at least two puzzles: 1) why the wages for native-born males in construction rose more
than wages for native-born males outside of construction over the recession, despite much more substantial job
loss in the construction industry, and 2) why the wages of foreign-born non-citizen males in construction are so
much lower than wages of native-born men in construction.

A data source that can help solve these puzzles is the establishment payroll survey, formally called the
Current Employment Statistics (CES) survey. Unlike the Current Population Survey (CPS), used thus far in the
paper, the CES has a detailed breakdown of subsectors within construction, including residential construction
of buildings (e.g., single family and multifamily dwelling general contractors), nonresidential construction of
buildings (e.g., industrial and commercial building general contractors), heavy and civil engineering construction
(e.g., water and sewer systems; oil and gas pipelines; power and communications systems; and highway, street,
and bridge construction), and both residential and nonresidential specialty trade contractors (e.g., carpentry,

roofing, siding, drywall, painting, plumbing, flooring, and electrical work).
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Construction employment by subsector, 2001-10
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Figure H shows that while all types of construction contracted significantly after the start of Great
Recession, residential construction was hit particularly hard. Employment in residential building declined 43.3%
from construction’s peak in 2006 to 2010, while employment in residential specialty trade contracting declined
by 38.8% over the same period. By comparison, employment in nonresidential building over this period
declined 17.1%, employment in nonresidential specialty trade contracting declined 20.2%, and employment
in heavy and civil engineering construction declined by 15.9%.

Because of these differences in employment declines, the employment distribution among subsectors in
construction changed. The share of construction workers in residential construction—either building or
specialty trades—dropped from 44.3% in 2006 to 36.9% in 2010; during the same period the share of workers
in nonresidential construction increased from 42.9% to 48.1% and the share of workers in heavy and
civil engineering increased from 12.8% to 15.0%. Construction jobs outside of residential construction didn’t
see steeper declines in part because the infrastructure projects funded by the American Recovery and Reinvest-
ment Act of 2009 created and saved construction jobs, particularly in heavy and civil engineering construction

through highway infrastructure investments.
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Wages in construction sectors, 2001-10
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exclude workers not directly involved in production)
T

The changing composition of construction employment matters to overall wages in construction because
wages vary substantially in the different subsectors. Figure I shows real average wages of construction workers
from 2000 to 2010 in residential building, nonresidential building, heavy and civil engineering construction, and
specialty trade contractors (residential and nonresidential combined, which is all that is available). In 2000, the
real average wage in nonresidential building was $22.97, about 15% higher than the $19.90 real average wage in
nonresidential building. Furthermore, from 2006 to 2010, the real wage in nonresidential building increased by
$2.17 to $25.13, while the real wage in residential building changed little, falling 10 cents to $19.80.

The compositional shift away from lower-paying residential construction towards higher-paying nonresidential
and heavy and civil engineering construction would mechanically raise the average wage in construction. This
helps explain the increase in construction wages between 2007 and 2009 depicted in Figure G.

To some extent, wages of foreign-born non-citizen males in construction are so much lower than native-
born males in construction because immigrants are much more concentrated in the lower-paying residential
subsector. The fact that immigrants are more concentrated in residential construction is due in part to the fact
that entry into the residential construction industry is easier, and highly specialized skills and certifications are
somewhat less critical (Belman 2009).

The immigrant concentration in residential construction—which saw larger employment losses than other
sectors within construction when the housing bubble burst —also helps explain why construction employment

fell much more sharply for foreign-born non-citizen males, than native-born males shown in Figure D.
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Share of unemployed males who have been jobless for six months or more,
by category, 2000-10
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Construction workers are not disproportionately boosting the
rolls of the unemployed

Are unemployed construction workers any more likely than unemployed workers in other sectors to remain
unemployed for long periods? Figure J depicts, from 2000 to 2010, the share of the unemployed male workers
in this paper’s four categories of interest who have been unemployed for more than six months (see Appendix
Table A4 for complete data, including all gender and citizenship breakdowns).

Interestingly, despite facing a much greater loss of jobs, foreign-born non-citizen males in construction are
less likely to get stuck in unemployment for long periods. This may be either because foreign-born non-citizen
construction workers who have been laid off are more likely to drop out of the labor force, perhaps leaving the
country entirely, or because they have an easier time finding new jobs, possibly in other industries. We investi-
gate these possibilities in turn.

Figure K shows the percentage change in the labor force (which includes both employed and unemployed
workers) over the Great Recession for the four groups under analysis (see Appendix Table A5 for complete
data, including all gender and citizenship breakdowns). Construction workers saw particularly large labor force
declines between 2007 and 2010. Native-born males in construction saw a decline of 9.6%, compared with a
1.3% increase for native-born males outside of construction. For foreign-born non-citizen males in construc-
tion, the labor force decline was a much larger 22.8%, whereas the labor force of male foreign-born non-citizens
outside of construction fell only 2.3%.

Comparing Figures K and ], we see that the groups with the largest declines in the labor force also had lower
shares of unemployed workers remaining unemployed for long periods, suggesting that unemployed construc-
tion workers (in particular those who are foreign-born non-citizens) are more likely than other unemployed
workers to drop out of their industry labor force, perhaps leaving the country entirely, or finding work in

another industry.
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Change in size of male labor force in and outside of construction,
by nativity, indexed so 2007=100
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Population of foreign-born non-naturalized males age 16 and older,
by education level, 2000-10
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Evidence is strong that many displaced foreign-born
construction workers left the country

To assess the extent to which foreign-born non-naturalized construction workers leave the country after losing
work, we look at population changes for various demographic groups of workers. This is the best, albeit limited
approach, since we don't have population counts by industry because people out of the labor force are not in
any industry. We do, however, have population counts by education level.

Between 2007 and 2010, the population of foreign-born non-naturalized males age 16 and older dropped
by over half a million people, or 4.8%. Figure L shows population changes over time for foreign-born non-
naturalized males, by education level (see Appendix Table A6 for complete data, including all gender and
citizenship breakdowns). From 2007 to 2010, the segment of this population with less than a high school
degree—the group most likely to be in the construction industry’>—declined by more than 300,000, or 6.7%.
This suggests that a sizeable portion of the decline in the labor force of foreign-born non-naturalized male
construction workers was likely due to net migration out of the country.

The Census Bureau’s 2010 Displaced Workers Survey (DWS) offers another angle on the trend. As it does
every two years, in January 2010, the Bureau of Labor Statistics conducted a special supplementary survey
to the CPS called the Displaced Workers Survey. This supplement documents the labor market outcomes of
workers age 20 or older who sometime between 2007 and 2009 lost or left a job that they had held for three
or more years because their plant or company closed or moved, there wasn't enough work for them, or their
job was abolished.

While construction workers may be less likely than workers in other industries to be employed in the same
job for three years, analysis of the DWS can nevertheless shed light on how long-tenured construction workers
have fared after they are displaced. Unfortunately, the sample size of foreign-born displaced construction workers
in the DWS is small (there are only 61) so the potential analyses are limited and we cannot parse outcomes
by citizenship and gender. Nevertheless, the DWS dataset—downloadable in a user-friendly format from the
Center for Economic and Policy Research (CEPR 2010) provided some useful information for this analysis.

Table 2 shows that foreign-born workers made up 36% of the decline in construction jobs between 2007
and 2009. However, at the time of the DWS interview in January 2010, only 21.5% of workers displaced from
construction jobs between 2007 and 2009 were foreign born. This difference is likely in part because foreign-
born construction workers are somewhat less likely to have long-held the job they lost than their native-born

counterparts. (However, this tendency does not appear for non-construction jobs: Foreign-born workers made

TABLE 2

Foreign- and native-born share of construction jobs lost and
workers displaced between 2007 and 2009

Share of Share of construction Share of non- Share of non-construction
Nativity construction jobs lost workers displaced construction jobs lost workers displaced
Foreign-born 36.0% 21.5% 14.5% 15.2%
Native-born 64.0 785 855 84.8
All 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

SOURCE: Calculations of share of jobs lost comes from EPI analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics Current Population Survey data; calculations
of share of workers displaced comes from EPI analysis of the BLS Displaced Worker Survey data (CEPR 2011).
S
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up 14.5% of the decline in non-construction jobs between 2007 and 2009, and in January 2010, 15.2% of
workers displaced from non-construction jobs between 2007 and 2009 were foreign born, a rough match.) It is
also likely that there is a difference between the foreign-born share of lost construction jobs and the foreign-born
share of displaced construction workers in the DWS in large part because a sizeable group of displaced foreign-

born construction workers left the country’ and were therefore not represented in the DWS.

Labor market outcomes of displaced construction workers

Table 3 looks at differences in labor market outcomes for displaced workers who stayed in the country by nativity
and industry. Displaced foreign-born construction workers who did not leave the country were somewhat more
likely at the time of the interview to be re-employed than displaced foreign-born non-construction workers who
did not leave the country (49.4% compared with 44.4%). Among native-born workers, there was not a large
difference: 48.9% of displaced native-born construction workers were re-employed, compared with 49.7% of
displaced native-born non-construction workers.*

Displaced foreign-born construction workers were similarly likely to be unemployed (40.6%) as both
displaced foreign-born non-construction workers (40.8%), and displaced native-born construction workers
(39.4%). Displaced foreign-born construction workers in the DWS were less likely to be out of the labor
force than displaced foreign-born non-construction workers, suggesting that the larger labor force decline of
construction workers relative to other workers shown in Figure K has more to do with displaced foreign-born
construction workers leaving the country, or finding new jobs in other industries, than with dropping out of
the labor force but staying in the United States.

Table 3 sheds light on the likelihood these workers found a job in another industry—of displaced foreign-
born construction workers who found a new job in the United States, 43.5% of them were re-employed
outside of the construction industry. Re-employment outside of construction was even higher among displaced
native-born construction workers who found a new job—57.7%. Finally, workers who were displaced and
re-employed typically took a pay cut. For displaced foreign-born construction workers, the typical change in
pay from their lost job to their new job was -6.2%, similar to that of displaced foreign-born non-construction
workers (-6.6%), and slightly higher than displaced native-born construction workers (-4.3%).

Labor market outcomes as of January 2010 for
workers displaced from 2007-09 who stayed in the country

Labor market status in Jan. 2010 Industry mix of those employed Median change
Employed Unemployed Notinlaborforce Construction Non-construction in weekly pay*
Foreign-born
Construction 49.4% 40.6% 10.0% 56.5% 43.5% -6.2%
Non-construction 44.4 40.8 14.8 25 97.5 -6.6
Native-born
Construction 48.9% 39.4% 11.8% 42.3% 57.7% -4.3%
Non-construction 49.7 345 15.8 3.2 96.8 -9.1

* From lost job to current job, for those employed full time.

SOURCE: EPI analysis of the Bureau of Labor Statistics Displaced Worker Survey data (CEPR 2011).
e
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Conclusion

This paper finds that the rise and collapse of the housing bubble was reflected in the dramatic growth and
decline of construction employment. The snapshot of the labor force outcomes of both construction and non-
construction workers by nativity shows that non-citizen, foreign-born construction workers lost the greatest
percentage of jobs in the Great Recession. As the housing bubble inflated, they gained hundreds of thousands
of construction jobs, especially in residential housing, where wages are lower than in other areas of construction
activity. When the bubble burst, they suffered disproportionately. Moreover, their lower rate of long-term
unemployment during this downturn suggests that they did not take extended unemployment insurance
benefits to the same extent as other workers. According to the evidence, this is at least partly due to the fact that
foreign-born non-citizen construction workers who have gotten laid off are more likely to drop out of the U.S.
labor force instead of remaining unemployed for long periods. Indeed, many of them appear to have left the

United States when employment shrank.
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TABLE A1

Construction employment statistics, by race and ethnicity,
citizenship, and gender, 2006
Share of group Share of construction
Gender Citizenship status Race/ethnicity working in construction employment held by group
Male All Non-Hispanic white 12.9% 59.1%
Non-Hispanic black 7.8 4.7
Hispanic any race 237 24.0
Other 6.6 2.7
Native Non-Hispanic white 12.9 56.3
Non-Hispanic black 7.8 4.1
Hispanic any race 13.8 5.4
Other 9.9 1.7
Foreign-born citizen Non-Hispanic white 10.6 1.1
Non-Hispanic black 6.7 0.2
Hispanic any race 16.5 23
Other 4.0 0.5
Foreign-born non-citizen Non-Hispanic white 16.7 1.7
Non-Hispanic black 8.5 0.3
Hispanic any race 33.8 16.3
Other 4.2 0.5
Female All Non-Hispanic white 2.0% 7.7%
Non-Hispanic black 0.6 0.4
Hispanic any race 3.2 1.1
other 2.8 0.4
Native Non-Hispanic white 2.0 7.5
Non-Hispanic black 0.5 0.3
Hispanic any race 1.5 0.5
Other 1.6 0.3
Foreign-born citizen Non-Hispanic white 1.5 0.1
Non-Hispanic black 0.7 0.0
Hispanic any race 1.0 0.1
Other 0.8 0.1
Foreign-born non-citizen Non-Hispanic white 1.6 0.1
non-Hispanic black 0.2 0.0
Hispanic any race 22 0.5
Other 1.1 0.1
SOURCE: EPI analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics Current Population Survey data.
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Employment by nativity, industry, and gender; 2000-10 (indexed to 2007=100)
Gender Citizenship Industry 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Male Native All 969 96.1 955 955 96.7 983 996 1000 993 946 939

Construction 93.1 938 916 920 964 97.7 996 1000 932 847 784
Non-construction 975 964 96.1 96.0 96.8 983 99.6 100.0 100.1 96.0 96.0
Foreign-born citizen All 748 787 803 850 892 90.7 958 100.0 103.1 101.6 105.1
Construction 568 612 679 710 724 720 856 1000 962 877 85.1
Non-construction  77.1 809 819 868 914 93.1 97.1 1000 1040 1034 107.7
Foreign-born non-citizen  All 80.7 833 83.1 856 878 921 969 1000 948 865 865
Construction 53.0 589 587 649 744 874 99.7 1000 878 699 699
Non-construction 899 915 912 925 923 93.7 959 1000 97.1 920 920
Female Native All 960 958 954 963 96.6 979 99.0 100.0 100.1 97.7 965
Construction 964 952 924 89.7 94.0 963 1002 1000 972 843 733
Non-construction 959 958 954 964 96.7 979 989 1000 1002 979 970
Foreign-born citizen All 745 791 798 828 864 906 955 100.0 103.0 105.1 107.7
Construction 570 749 765 658 840 79.7 888 1000 867 775 72.2
Non-construction 747 792 799 83.0 865 90.7 956 100.0 103.1 1054 108.1
Foreign-born non-citizen  All 848 856 871 903 894 92.1 98.7 1000 972 903 917
Construction 528 757 594 641 860 1113 1232 1000 775 54.1 53.9
Non-construction 852 858 875 90.7 894 918 984 1000 975 908 922
SOURCE: EPI analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics Current Population Survey data.

e
TABLE A3

Real median wages in and outside construction, 2000-10

Gender Citizenship Industry 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Male Native All 17.93 1824 1821 1811 1826 1789 1797 1806 18.02 1851 18.15
Construction 17.77 1828 1814 1821 1798 1776 1788 1833 1878 1949 19.24

Non-construction 17.96 1823 1822 18.10 1828 1791 17.98 1803 1790 1840 18.03

Foreign-born citizen All 1794 18,07 1826 1834 1847 1844 1857 1863 1845 19.11 18.08
Construction 1830 1847 1685 1861 1731 16,56 1627 1724 1832 19.03 18.08

Non-construction 17.92 1802 1834 1828 18,60 1881 1890 1878 1848 19.12 18.08

Foreign-born non-citizen  All 11.81 1220 1219 1203 1175 1198 1223 1255 1245 1236 12.06
Construction 1270 1239 1235 1214 11.83 1236 1241 1267 1264 1294 1203

Non-construction 11.54 1215 1213 1198 1172 11.69 1216 1250 1239 1225 12.08

Female Native All 13.66 1392 1438 1439 1439 1424 1427 1442 1448 1482 1476
Construction 1551 1484 1535 1560 1544 1576 1577 1590 16.00 16.80 16.50

Non-construction 13.63 13.90 1436 14.38 1438 14.21 1424 1437 1444 1478 1474

Foreign-born citizen All 1430 1464 1459 1475 1497 1475 1538 1495 1511 1530 15.02
Construction 17.05 1565 1813 1941 1941 1754 1656 19.77 18.08 1580 2045

Non-construction 14.28 14.61 1458 1468 1493 1472 1537 1490 1510 1530 15.00

Foreign-born non-citizen  All 10.26 1048 10.61 10.76 10.53 10.72 10.65 1045 1034 1033 10.19
Construction 1274 1121 1146 12.00 14.03 1084 1350 13.34 1291 1434 13.27

Non-construction 10.24 1047 10.58 10.75 10.50 10.66 10.61 1042 1033 1032 10.18

SOURCE: EPI analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics Current Population Survey data.
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TABLE A4

Share of the unemployed who have been jobless
for six months or more, 2000-10
Gender Citizenship Industry 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Male Native All 11.6% 12.1% 19.1% 234% 23.0% 20.6% 18.9% 18.6% 20.5% 32.3% 44.8%
Construction 8.3 9.7 14.8 16.7 18.1 16.5% 15.5 153 183 321 43.8
Non-construction  12.4 12.6 20.1 24.7 24.1 21.5% 19.6 19.3 211 324 45.1
Foreign-born citizen All 20.1% 173% 21.5% 33.7% 333% 305% 26.8% 21.2% 249% 36.6% 52.4%
Construction 13.0 213 14.6 223 226 12.3 11.8 19.1 12.8 31.6 444
Non-construction  21.1 16.8 223 35.0 34.6 328 294 21.6 28.0 38.1 54.6
Foreign-born non-citizen All 135% 94% 159% 163% 18.1% 162% 13.8% 13.6% 148% 24.7% 37.9%
Construction 10.8 6.0 8.2 13.7 11.6 75 83 8.4 8.2 194 313
Non-construction  14.2 10.0 17.9 17.0 20.0 19.1 16.1 16.2 18.0 274 40.6
Female Native All 10.0% 11.3% 17.1% 20.1% 20.0% 18.1% 16.2% 16.2% 18.6% 30.8% 41.1%
Construction 12.6 8.2 12.6 19.7 19.0 24.0 14.6 189 22.0 334 47.6
Non-construction 9.9 1.4 17.2 20.1 20.1 17.9 16.3 16.1 18.6 30.7 40.9
Foreign-born citizen All 16.1% 14.5% 248% 30.7% 26.1% 25.0% 21.1% 21.3% 23.6% 36.4% 49.4%
Construction 0.0 25 43 204 11.6 9.4 0.0 6.7 14.3 346 40.9
Non-construction  16.3 14.6 25.0 30.8 26.2 25.2 213 215 23.7 36.4 49.6
Foreign-born non-citizen  All 13.8% 114% 183% 20.6% 21.4% 188% 16.7% 20.5% 225% 32.0% 39.7%
Construction 14.1 10.7 18.2 919 17.7 53 14.5 7.3 4.4 269 39.8
Non-construction  13.8 1.5 183 20.7 214 18.9 16.7 20.8 228 321 39.7
SOURCE: EPI analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics Current Population Survey data.
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TABLE A5

Size of labor force by nativity, industry, and gender,
2000-10 (indexed to 2007=100)

Gender Citizenship Industry 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Male Native All 960 96.1 966 970 976 98.7 99.6 100.0 100.7 1004 999
Construction 91.7 933 931 935 974 98.1 99.2 1000 964 953 90.4
Non-construction 966 965 972 974 977 988 996 1000 1013 101.1 1013
Foreign-born citizen All 744 788 817 869 898 91.2 950 1000 1043 1075 1115
Construction 558 608 677 714 717 715 840 1000 992 1008 985
Non-construction 769 812 836 889 922 938 965 1000 1050 1084 113.2
Foreign-born non-citizen  All 805 840 847 875 888 919 965 1000 968 928 925
Construction 525 583 596 66.1 74.4 86.0 984 1000 90.8 79.3 77.2
Non-construction 90.0 927 932 948 937 939 958 1000 989 973 97.7
Female Native All 955 958 963 973 974 984 99.1 100.0 101.0 1013 100.7
Construction 947 936 928 89.7 945 96.1 994 100.0 97.5 90.3 80.3
Non-construction 955 958 964 974 975 98,5 99.1 100.0 101.1 101.5 101.1
Foreign-born citizen All 746 799 817 849 877 912 956 1000 1042 1094 1133
Construction 568 742 769 649 850 819 884 1000 878 846 833
Non-construction 748 799 818 851 87.8 913 957 1000 1044 109.7 1136
Foreign-born non-citizen  All 849 873 895 928 91.1 93.0 987 1000 990 959 973
Construction 499 75.1 582 614 804 1039 1166 1000 786 62.1 60.3
Non-construction 854 875 899 932 913 929 985 1000 993 963 97.8

SOURCE: EPI analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics Current Population Survey data.
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TABLE A6

Number of persons age 16 and older having attained various education levels,
by gender and citizenship, in millions, 2000-10

Gender Citizenship Education level 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Male Native-born All 879 835 895 908 918 928 936 945 954 965 972
Less than high school 158 157 157 156 154 155 152 147 14.5 14.5 14.2

High school 280 282 283 285 290 294 297 298 299 303 308

Some college 229 232 235 238 241 246 249 254 259 263 265

College 14.0 14.2 14.5 15.1 154 15.3 157 16.3 16.7 16.7 16.9

Advanced 7.2 73 7.5 7.7 79 8.0 8.2 8.4 8.5 8.7 8.7

Foreign-born citizen All 52 5.5 57 6.0 6.2 6.3 6.5 6.9 7.2 7.4 7.7

Less than high school 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.3 13 13 13 14 14 1.4 1.5

High school 1.2 13 14 1.5 15 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.8 1.9

Some college 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.2 13 14 1.5 1.5 1.5

College 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.2 1.2 1.2 14 14 1.5 1.6 1.6

Advanced 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.9 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1

Foreign-born non-citizen  All 8.9 9.3 9.4 9.6 9.7 101 10.5 10.8 10.5 10.2 10.3

Less than high school 3.8 4.0 4.0 4.2 43 44 4.6 4.6 43 4.2 43

High school 2.0 2.1 2.2 23 23 25 26 2.7 2.7 26 2.6

Some college 13 1.2 1.2 12 1.2 13 1.2 13 1.4 13 13

College 1.0 1.1 11 1.1 1.1 1.1 1.2 13 13 1.2 1.2

Advanced 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9
Female Native-born All 96,5 972 979 991 998 1007 1015 1023 103.0 1041 1047

Less than high school  16.5 163 160 158 155 15.5 15.3 14.7 14.3 14.2 13.9

High school 324 322 322 32.1 320 31.9 31.7 319 314 315 314
Some college 271 27.7 279 284 291 295 29.9 30.1 309 314 31.6
College 14.5 14.7 15.3 15.8 16.0 16.3 16.8 17.6 17.9 18.2 18.6
Advanced 6.0 6.3 6.6 7.0 7.2 7.5 7.8 8.1 8.5 8.8 9.1
Foreign-born citizen All 5.8 6.2 6.4 6.6 6.9 7.1 7.3 7.7 8.1 84 8.6
Less than high school 14 1.4 1.5 15 1.5 1.6 1.6 15 1.7 1.7 17
High school 1.7 17 1.8 1.8 1.8 1.9 19 2.1 22 2.2 2.2
Some college 13 13 1.4 14 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.7 1.8 1.8 1.9
College 1.1 1.2 1.2 13 1.4 1.5 1.6 1.6 1.7 1.8 1.9
Advanced 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.8 0.8 0.9 0.9
Foreign-born non-citizen  All 8.2 8.4 8.6 9.0 9.0 9.2 9.4 9.6 9.5 9.2 9.3
Less than high school 34 34 35 37 3.6 37 3.7 3.7 37 3.6 3.6
High school 2.0 20 2.1 22 23 23 23 24 24 23 24
Some college 13 1.2 13 13 13 13 1.4 14 1.4 1.4 14
College 1.1 1.2 1.2 13 1.2 13 13 1.4 1.4 13 13
Advanced 0.5 0.5 0.5 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7 0.7

SOURCE: EPI analysis of Bureau of Labor Statistics Current Population Survey data.
e

EPI BRIEFING PAPER #321 « AUGUST 11, 2011 * PAGE 21



Endnotes

1. To the extent that construction workers are more likely than workers outside construction to be self-employed and face job loss or
underemployment during the downturn, that will not be captured here, since these data consider payroll employment only.

2. In 2006, the peak of the housing bubble, 36.1% of employed foreign-born non-citizen males with less than a high school degree were
employed in construction. In comparison, 26.5% of employed foreign-born non-citizen males with exactly a high school degree
were employed in construction, 17.3% of employed foreign-born non-citizen males with some college but no college degree were
employed in construction, and 7.7% of employed foreign-born non-citizen males with a college degree or more were employed in
construction.

3. Notably, using CPS data we are unable to distinguish between authorized and unauthorized foreign-born workers, though presum-
ably a significant portion of those workers who left the country were unauthorized workers. See Hoefer et al. (2011) and Passel
(2011) for discussions of the decline in the unauthorized immigrant population in the United States during the downturn.

4. See Schmitt and Warner (2011) for an excellent discussion of how the comparable success that displaced construction workers
have had in finding new work demonstrates that their skills are at least as well matched to the available jobs as displaced workers
from other sectors; and how this in turn shows that displaced construction workers cannot be fueling an increase in “structural
unemployment,” despite the fact that construction suffered a disproportionate job loss.

References

Belman, Dale. 2009. Presentation for Labor Shortages and Comprehensive Immigration Reform, a meeting held at the
Economic Policy Institute in Washington, D.C., May 27. http://epi.3cdn.net/9849209ae826da3a01_63m6bns6y.pdf.

Center for Economic and Policy Research (CEPR). 2011. CEPR Uniform Data Extracts, Version 1.02-DWS.
http://www.ceprdata.org/cps/dws_index.php.

Hoefer, Michael, Nancy Rytina, and Bryan C. Baker. 2011. Estimates of the Unauthorized Immigrant Population Residing in the
United States: January 2010. Office of Immigration Statistics. Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Homeland Security.

Kochhar, Rakesh. 2008. Latino Labor Report, 2008: Construction Reverses Job Growth for Latinos. Washington,
D.C., Pew Hispanic Center.

Passel, Jeffrey, 2011. Unauthorized Immigrant Population: National and State Trends, 2010. Washington, D.C.: Pew
Hispanic Center.

Schmitt, John and Kris Warner. 2011. Deconstructing Structural Unemployment. Washington D.C., Center for Economic
and Policy Research.

Shierholz, Heidi. 2010. 7he Effects of Citizenship on Family Income and Poverty. Economic Policy Institute Briefing Paper
#256. Washington, D.C.: EPL

EPI BRIEFING PAPER #321 « AUGUST 11, 2011 * PAGE 22



