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EXECUTIVE SUMMARYEXECUTIVE SUMMARYEXECUTIVE SUMMARYEXECUTIVE SUMMARYEXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Immigrants - and groups in which immigrants are a large percentage of the population, such as Latinos and Asian/
Pacific Islanders (APIs) - are a growing portion of the U.S. electorate. In a closely contested presidential race, the

growing ranks of "new citizens" - foreign-born individuals who become "naturalized" U.S. citizens - are increasingly
important political players.

This report uses U.S. Census data from the 1996 and 2000 election years to describe key characteristics of immi-
grant, Latino, and API voters. The findings include:

New CitizensNew CitizensNew CitizensNew CitizensNew Citizens

• In 2000, there were 10.7 million adult new citizens in the United States, 6.2 million of whom were registered to
vote and 5.4 million of whom actually voted.

• Although new citizens in general have lower rates of voter turnout than natives, new citizens who are registered to
vote have higher rates of voter turnout than natives who are registered to vote.

• In just the four-year period from 1996 to 2000, the number of adult new citizens rose by 30 percent, the number of
those registered to vote increased 20 percent, and the number who voted grew by 24.7 percent.

• New citizens accounted for more than half of the net increase in persons registered to vote between 1996 and 2000.

• The votes of new citizens are particularly important  in "battleground" states - such as Arizona, Florida, Nevada,
New Mexico, Pennsylvania, and Washington- where victory or defeat in an election may be decided by relatively few
votes.

• The percentage of immigrants who were naturalized citizens rose from 37.5 percent in 1996 to 39.7 percent in
2000.

Latinos and Asian/Pacific IslandersLatinos and Asian/Pacific IslandersLatinos and Asian/Pacific IslandersLatinos and Asian/Pacific IslandersLatinos and Asian/Pacific Islanders

• In 2000, there were 13.2 million adult, U.S.-citizen Latinos, of whom 7.6 million were registered to vote and 5.9
million actually voted. There were 4.6 million adult, U.S.-citizen APIs, including 2.4 million registered to vote and
2 million who in fact voted.

• While Latinos and APIs in general have lower rates of voter turnout than non-Latino “Whites,” the turnout rates of
Latinos and APIs who are registered to vote is close to that of Whites who are registered to vote.

• The numbers of Latinos and APIs who became U.S. citizens, registered to vote, and actually voted increased
substantially between 1996 and 2000. The number of  Whites registered to vote declined by 0.5 percent during this
period.

• Latino and API voters accounted for more than a third of all new voters added to the rolls between 1996 and 2000.
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INTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTIONINTRODUCTION

The closely contested elections of 2000 and 2004,
and the nearly even split among voters between

Democrats and Republicans, have given new meaning to
the expression "every vote counts." Candidates for of-
fices ranging from President to Mayor are recognizing
that even the smallest new constituency or handful of
undecided voters can make the difference between vic-
tory and defeat in tight races. In highly competitive elec-
toral environments, the rapidly growing ranks of "new
citizens" - foreign-born individuals who become "natu-
ralized" U.S. citizens - are increasingly important po-
litical players.

The elections of 2004 are taking place in a nation
that is changing dramatically in terms of its ethnic com-
position and the size of its immigrant population. Ap-
proximately 13 million immigrants came to the United
States during the previous decade, a number that exceeds
the previous large immigration wave at the beginning of
the 1900s (although the foreign-born are a smaller por-
tion of the U.S. population today than they were between
1860 and 19201). Immigration of this magnitude changes
the nature of the U.S. electorate and, presumably, its
priorities and interests as well.

High levels of immigration also raise important po-
litical questions about the extent to which immigrants
participate electorally when given the chance. The de-
gree to which the United States encourages immigrants
to become citizens, incorporates these new citizens into
its political system, and welcomes their civic participa-
tion is an indicator of the strength and confidence of the
U.S. system of government. The presence of an immi-
grant population that is largely removed from the elec-
toral process could signal a decline in the health of U.S.
democracy. Conversely, an immigrant population that
actively participates in elections is an indication that the
U.S. political system functions successfully with partici-
pants of all backgrounds and ethnicities.

The extent of electoral participation by new citizens
and various ethnic groups in the United States can be

measured using U.S. Census data. Shortly after every
biennial set of national elections, the U.S. Census Bu-
reau conducts a survey of the voting-age population that
not only collects demographic and socioeconomic infor-
mation about individuals of voting age (18 or older), but
also asks key questions related to citizenship, voter reg-
istration, and actual voting. The results of these surveys
from the 1996 and 2000 presidential election years form
the basis of this report, which measures the participa-
tion of new citizens, and of Asians and Latinos, in the
U.S. electoral process.

GROWING ELECTORAL CLOUT ANDGROWING ELECTORAL CLOUT ANDGROWING ELECTORAL CLOUT ANDGROWING ELECTORAL CLOUT ANDGROWING ELECTORAL CLOUT AND
UNTAPPED POLITICAL POWERUNTAPPED POLITICAL POWERUNTAPPED POLITICAL POWERUNTAPPED POLITICAL POWERUNTAPPED POLITICAL POWER

The electoral clout of new U.S. citizens has increased
dramatically over the past decade. In 2000, there

were approximately 31 million foreign-born persons in
the United States,2  and their large numbers translated
into similarly large numbers of foreign-born adult citi-
zens, registered voters, and actual voters. In just the
four-year period from 1996 to 2000, the number of new
citizens increased by 30 percent, while the number of
those new citizens registered to vote increased by 20
percent and the number who voted increased by 24.7
percent (Figure 1). By the time of the 2000 elections, 6.2
million new citizens were registered to vote, and 5.4
million new citizens in fact voted. In comparison, the
number of native-born citizens registered to vote in-
creased by 0.7 percent and the number of native-born
voters rose by 4.7 percent.
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Figure 1Figure 1Figure 1Figure 1Figure 1 vote than the native-born: 58.1 percent of foreign-born
U.S. citizens were registered to vote in 2000, compared
to 70.2 percent of natives; and 50.6 percent of foreign-
born U.S. citizens actually voted, compared to 60 per-
cent of native-born U.S. citizens. However, the latent
political power of new citizens is evident in the fact that,
once they do register to vote, they are more likely to
show up at the ballot box than native-born citizens who
are registered to vote. According to the Current Popula-
tion Survey,  87 percent of new citizens who were regis-
tered to vote in 2000 actually did vote, compared to 85.5
percent of native-born registered voters (Figure 3). In
other words, while new citizens are less likely than the
native-born to take the crucial step of registering to vote,
they are more likely to actually vote once they do so.3

Figure 3Figure 3Figure 3Figure 3Figure 3

3

PERCENT GROWTH IN CITIZENS, REGISTEREDPERCENT GROWTH IN CITIZENS, REGISTEREDPERCENT GROWTH IN CITIZENS, REGISTEREDPERCENT GROWTH IN CITIZENS, REGISTEREDPERCENT GROWTH IN CITIZENS, REGISTERED
VOTERS, AND VOTERS AMONG THEVOTERS, AND VOTERS AMONG THEVOTERS, AND VOTERS AMONG THEVOTERS, AND VOTERS AMONG THEVOTERS, AND VOTERS AMONG THE

NATIVE-BORN & FOREIGN-BORN, 1996-2000NATIVE-BORN & FOREIGN-BORN, 1996-2000NATIVE-BORN & FOREIGN-BORN, 1996-2000NATIVE-BORN & FOREIGN-BORN, 1996-2000NATIVE-BORN & FOREIGN-BORN, 1996-2000

As a result of their rapidly growing numbers, new
citizens represented nearly one in five (18.5 percent) of
all new voters added to the roles in the 1996-2000 pe-
riod. Even more striking is the fact that new citizens
accounted for more than half (54.9 percent) of the net
increase in persons registered to vote (Figure 2).
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Although these figures are evidence of impressive
gains, they also reveal enormous unrealized potential.
In 2000, two-fifths of new citizens were not registered
to vote, and nearly half did not in fact vote. New citizens
were less likely to be registered to vote and to actually
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There is an even larger pool of eligible and soon-to-
be-eligible new citizens who represent an untapped source
of electoral power. The number of new citizens among
potential voters in 2000 would have been 73 percent
greater if all persons eligible to become U.S. citizens
had been able to successfully navigate the naturalization
process in time to have voted. Roughly 7.9 million indi-
viduals are now eligible to become U.S. citizens, and an
additional 2.7 million will be eligible to do so in the
near future.4
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The growing electoral importance of new citizens
stems not only from their rising numbers in the

nation as a whole, but also their increasing presence in
areas of the country that have not seen large numbers of
immigrants for many decades. Immigrants traditionally
have been concentrated in only six states: California,
Florida, Illinois, New Jersey, New York, and Texas. Al-
though these states still account for more than 80 per-
cent of all foreign-born persons in the United States, the
greatest expansion of foreign-born populations during
the 1990s occurred in 19 other states, primarily in the
South and Midwest. These two regions were home to
35.7 percent of the foreign-born population in 2000, but
were the destination of 45.7 percent of immigrants who
came to the United States during the 1995-2000 period.
Between 1990 and 2000, the foreign-born populations
of North Carolina, Georgia, and Nevada grew by more
than 200 percent. States such as Arkansas, Utah, Ten-
nessee, Nebraska, Colorado, Arizona, Kentucky, South
Carolina, and Minnesota all saw their foreign-born popu-
lations grow by more than 130 percent.5  As a result,
immigrants are becoming important political players in
a much broader swath of the country.

In 2000, new citizens constituted close to or more
than 10 percent of all voters in four of the six traditional
immigrant-receiving states: California, Florida, New Jer-
sey, and New York. New citizens comprised 13.3 percent
of the electorate in California and 11.3 percent in Florida.
However, the electoral power of new citizens is magni-
fied beyond their absolute numbers in states where po-
litical contests are so close that the outcome can be
determined by a relatively small number of votes.

Analysts such as Harry Pachon of the Tomás Rivera
Policy Institute and Louis DeSipio of the University of
California at Irvine estimate the impact of Latino voters
by determining whether a race is close enough for a can-
didate to need their votes. For example, in a hypotheti-
cal, lopsided race where the victor carries 80 percent of
the vote, a voting group may not be critical to the elec-
tion. As elections get tighter, however, every group or
bloc of voters becomes more important.

In a two-person election, new citizens are a "swing
vote" if their votes are equal to or greater than the num-
ber of votes separating the winner and the loser. The
mathematics may seem surprising, but if the candidates
are separated by 10 percentage points, a group repre-
senting five percent of the electorate can decide the elec-
tion. This is because every point going to one candidate
is a loss of a point by the other candidate.

In races in the battleground states, elections are pre-
dicted to be so close that new-citizen voters can decide the
outcome. In both Pennsylvania and Michigan, for example,
recent polls showed President Bush and John Kerry to be
running in a statistical dead heat.6  In all, six battleground
states may be identified where new-citizen voters can make
a difference in a two-candidate race even if the difference in
percentage points separating the candidates is as high as
five points. These states are Arizona, Florida, Nevada, New
Mexico, Pennsylvania and Washington (Figure 4).

Figure 4Figure 4Figure 4Figure 4Figure 4
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California 13.3% 26.6%
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New Jersey 9.6% 19.2%
New York 10.5% 21.0%
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Key Battleground StatesKey Battleground StatesKey Battleground StatesKey Battleground StatesKey Battleground States
Arizona 5.5% 11.0%
Florida 11.3% 22.7%
Michigan 2.2% 4.3%
Nevada 5.3% 10.6%
New Mexico 3.5% 7.0%
Ohio 1.6% 3.2%
Pennsylvania 2.5% 5.0%
Washington 3.9% 7.9%

U.S. 4.8%  n/a
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Naturalization, the process by which immigrants
become U.S. citizens, is the first step towards

broader civic participation by the foreign-born.7  Yet, de-
spite the growing political influence of new-citizen vot-
ers, and the importance of citizenship in facilitating the
integration of immigrants into U.S. society, the federal
government has devoted very few resources to encourag-
ing naturalization. The rates at which immigrants natu-
ralize and the ability of the immigration service to
adequately process citizenship applications have varied
greatly over time and have been influenced by an ad hoc
mixture of positive and negative factors.

In the early 1990s, a rapid rise in the number of new
citizens began, not coincidentally, at a time when immi-
grants in the United States were under attack. In 1994,
California voters passed Proposition 187, which sought
to deny virtually all social services to undocumented im-
migrants. Although primarily focused on undocumented
immigrants, and eventually ruled unconstitutional, Propo-
sition 187 created an atmosphere of bitterness and re-
sentment that affected all immigrants, including legal
residents. Legislation passed by Congress in 1996 spe-
cifically targeted legal immigrants in the areas of public
benefits and due process. The Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act made more than
40 percent of its spending cuts in welfare programs by
limiting the eligibility of legal immigrants, who repre-
sented only 5 percent of welfare recipients. The Illegal
Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act
made legal immigrants deportable for minor offenses,
even if they were committed decades earlier, stripped
immigration judges of much of their discretionary power,
and severely curtailed the rights of immigrants to due
process. In general, the 1990s were a time in which new
laws and legislative initiatives treated legal immigrants
more like undocumented immigrants than as the future
U.S. citizens most of them are.

Within this anti-immigrant environment, the response
of the immigrant population was positive and hopeful.
Faced with unwelcoming messages, immigrants did not

retreat from civic incorporation, but rather they embraced
U.S. citizenship in record numbers. In the first half of
the 1990s, an average of 343,000 immigrants natural-
ized each year. In the latter half of that decade, however,
naturalizations rose to an average of 767,000 per year,
more than double previous levels.

Not all of the rapid increase in the number of new
citizens during the 1990s can be attributed to the rise of
anti-immigrant attitudes. Ironically, the federal govern-
ment demonstrated the power of investing in naturaliza-
tion at the same time the anti-immigrant tide of the
mid-1990s was rising. In 1995-1996, the U.S. Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service (INS) managed the "Citi-
zenship USA" program, which encouraged immigrants
to apply for naturalization and streamlined the process
of acquiring citizenship. Unfortunately, Citizenship USA
was plagued by the deficiencies of an overwhelmed im-
migration system that had been neglected for decades,
and the program became entangled in a bitter partisan
battle over the federal government's motivations for en-
couraging citizenship during an election year. Neverthe-
less, in its short life the program facilitated citizenship
for more than a million immigrants.

In addition to benign neglect in the creation of pro-
grams and policies that would encourage immigrants to
become citizens, the immigration system has long been
plagued by delays and backlogs in the processing of citi-
zenship applications. From 1994 to 1998, the backlog of
naturalization applications rose from just over 300,000
cases to 1.8 million. After 1998, however, the naturaliza-
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tion backlog declined to about 817,000 in FY 2000 (Fig-
ure 5). The reduction in the backlog stemmed from both
an increase in the numbers of applications processed
and approved, and a decline in the number of new appli-
cations filed.

Despite the apparent decline in the backlog, there is
serious concern that the agency which replaced the INS
in March 2003 - U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Ser-
vices (USCIS) - is again falling behind in processing
citizenship applications. Although President Bush
pledged to reduce the processing time for all immigra-
tion applications to 6 months, there is little evidence
that this goal can be accomplished within the confines of
the current system. In fact, according to testimony by
USCIS Director Eduardo Aguirre, processing times for
citizenship applications in 29 of the 33 USCIS district

offices were in excess of a year.8   In some parts of the
country the delays are much longer. In September of 2004,
the Orlando, Florida, immigration office reported that
processing times for citizenship applications were in
excess of two years. These delays are likely to have kept
thousands of immigrants from becoming citizens and
entering the voting booth.

The U.S. government has an inherent interest in pro-
moting and facilitating naturalization, as opposed to the
current laissez-faire approach in which immigrants are
left to judge the merits of U.S. citizenship without gov-
ernment advice or encouragement. A more activist stance
towards naturalization by the government would go a
long way in fostering an "American" identity among those
foreign-born individuals who might otherwise remain at
the margins of U.S. civic and political life.
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Many of the demographic and political trends that
characterize the foreign-born in general and new

citizens in particular also characterize their children and
grandchildren. As a result, the growing electoral influence
of first-generation immigrants is shared by the larger "eth-
nic" groups to which they belong; primarily Latinos and
Asian/Pacific Islanders (APIs). In 2000, there were 13.2
million adult, U.S.-citizen Latinos, of whom 7.6 million were
registered to vote and 5.9 million actually voted. Among
Latino voters, 24.7 percent were foreign-born and 75.3 per-
cent native-born. There were 4.6 million adult, U.S.-citizen
APIs, including 2.4 million registered to vote and 2 million
who in fact voted. Among API voters, 63.1 percent were
foreign-born and 36.9 percent native-born (Figure 6).

Figure 6Figure 6Figure 6Figure 6Figure 6

crease in actual voters (with Latinos and APIs each ac-
counting for 17.3 percent) (Figure 7).
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API and Latino adult citizens are less likely to be
registered to vote or to be voters than non-Latino White
citizens. However, as with the immigrant population, the
voter turnout rates of Whites, Latinos, and APIs are much
closer when considering only persons registered to vote.
In 2000, 83 percent of APIs who were registered to vote
actually voted, while 78.6 percent of Latinos who were
registered to vote did so. These rates of voter turnout
are close to the turnout rate of Whites who were regis-
tered to vote (86.4 percent) (Figure 8).
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Between 1996 and 2000, the number of adult, U.S.-
citizen Latinos increased by 17.4 percent, the number  reg-
istered to vote rose by 14.8 percent, and the number who
voted increased by 20.4 percent. The number of adult,
U.S.-citizen APIs grew by 24.4 percent, those registered
to vote by 12.5 percent, and those who voted by 17.5 per-
cent. By way of comparison, the number of non-Latino
"Whites" registered to vote declined by 0.5 percent and
the number who voted increased by 3.3 percent. Latinos
and APIs together represented 65.8 percent of the total
increase in individuals registered to vote (with Latinos
accounting for 51.6 percent) and 34.6 percent of the in-
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turn out at the voting booth at higher rates than the
native-born.

However, there is still much that can be done to in-
crease the political participation of the foreign-born, and
thereby deepen their integration into U.S. society. De-
spite the rising numbers, the naturalization rate of the
foreign-born could be much higher. The U.S. govern-
ment should be far more active in encouraging individu-
als who are eligible to naturalize to actually do so.
Moreover, the government should devote sufficient re-
sources to reducing the backlogs and delays that force
many potential new citizens to wait for more than a year
to be naturalized.

There is also much that can be done to increase rates
of both voter registration and voting among new citizens -
and among Latinos and Asians more generally. While vot-
ing itself is a personal act, voter registration is a service
often brought to citizens by registrars who go door to
door or set up registration booths in public venues. As a
result, political parties, candidates, and campaigns exert
more influence over voter registration rates than is often
recognized. As the data in this report reveal, voter regis-
tration efforts among new citizens can pay off handsomely
on Election Day, particularly in tight races. Policymakers
and candidates of all political stripes, and the nation as a
whole, have an interest in seeing more of the foreign-born
become U.S. citizens and in encouraging more new citi-
zens to register to vote and to go to the polls.

A BIPA BIPA BIPA BIPA BIPARARARARARTISAN OPPORTISAN OPPORTISAN OPPORTISAN OPPORTISAN OPPORTUNITYTUNITYTUNITYTUNITYTUNITY

The foreign-born, and their children, represent an
electoral opportunity for both the Democratic and

Republican parties. The common political stereotype of
Latinos, Asians, and immigrants is that they are either
Democrats or Democrats-in-Waiting. In truth, the major-
ity of Latinos and Asians identify themselves as some-
thing other than "Democrat." A survey of Latino adults
conducted from April to June 2004 found that 45 percent
of Latino registered voters identified themselves as Demo-
crats, 20 percent as Republicans, 21 percent as Indepen-
dents, and 8 percent as "something else," plus 5 percent
who "don't know."9  An August 2004 poll of Asian and
Pacific Islander registered voters who are likely to par-
ticipate in the 2004 presidential election found that 43
percent favored John Kerry, 36 percent favored President
Bush, and 20 percent were undecided. Moreover, when
asked which political party "regards the opinions of their
national or ethnic group in a more important way," 34
percent chose the Democratic Party, 22 percent chose the
Republican Party, and 44 percent were undecided.10

CONCLUSIONCONCLUSIONCONCLUSIONCONCLUSIONCONCLUSION

In terms of concrete measures of integration into U.S.
society such as naturalization, voter registration, and

voting, the foreign-born have made impressive strides
over the past decade. The foreign-born are becoming
citizens in increasingly large numbers. The foreign-born,
as well as their children and grandchildren, are regis-
tering to vote and actually voting in greater numbers.
Furthermore, once new citizens register to vote, they

A survey of Latino adults conducted from AprilA survey of Latino adults conducted from AprilA survey of Latino adults conducted from AprilA survey of Latino adults conducted from AprilA survey of Latino adults conducted from April
to June 2004 found that 45 percent of Latinoto June 2004 found that 45 percent of Latinoto June 2004 found that 45 percent of Latinoto June 2004 found that 45 percent of Latinoto June 2004 found that 45 percent of Latino
registered voters identified themselves asregistered voters identified themselves asregistered voters identified themselves asregistered voters identified themselves asregistered voters identified themselves as
Democrats, 20 percent as Republicans, 21 per-Democrats, 20 percent as Republicans, 21 per-Democrats, 20 percent as Republicans, 21 per-Democrats, 20 percent as Republicans, 21 per-Democrats, 20 percent as Republicans, 21 per-
cent as Independents, and 8 percent ascent as Independents, and 8 percent ascent as Independents, and 8 percent ascent as Independents, and 8 percent ascent as Independents, and 8 percent as
“something else”, plus 5 percent who “don’t“something else”, plus 5 percent who “don’t“something else”, plus 5 percent who “don’t“something else”, plus 5 percent who “don’t“something else”, plus 5 percent who “don’t
know.”know.”know.”know.”know.”
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ESTIMAESTIMAESTIMAESTIMAESTIMATES OF CITIZENSHIPTES OF CITIZENSHIPTES OF CITIZENSHIPTES OF CITIZENSHIPTES OF CITIZENSHIP, REGISTRA, REGISTRA, REGISTRA, REGISTRA, REGISTRATION AND VOTION AND VOTION AND VOTION AND VOTION AND VOTINGTINGTINGTINGTING
IN STATES WITH APPROXIMATELY 100,000+ FOREIGN-BORN CITIZEN ADULTS: 2000IN STATES WITH APPROXIMATELY 100,000+ FOREIGN-BORN CITIZEN ADULTS: 2000IN STATES WITH APPROXIMATELY 100,000+ FOREIGN-BORN CITIZEN ADULTS: 2000IN STATES WITH APPROXIMATELY 100,000+ FOREIGN-BORN CITIZEN ADULTS: 2000IN STATES WITH APPROXIMATELY 100,000+ FOREIGN-BORN CITIZEN ADULTS: 200011111

Percent ofPercent ofPercent ofPercent ofPercent of Percent ofPercent ofPercent ofPercent ofPercent of
TTTTTotal Adultotal Adultotal Adultotal Adultotal Adult RegisteredRegisteredRegisteredRegisteredRegistered Percent ofPercent ofPercent ofPercent ofPercent of  Population Population Population Population Population RegisteredRegisteredRegisteredRegisteredRegistered

CitizensCitizensCitizensCitizensCitizens to Voteto Voteto Voteto Voteto Vote VotedVotedVotedVotedVoted  T T T T Total Votal Votal Votal Votal Voteoteoteoteote  Registered Registered Registered Registered Registered  Who Voted Who Voted Who Voted Who Voted Who Voted

MassachusettsMassachusettsMassachusettsMassachusettsMassachusetts Native born       3,985,010         3,081,717      2,622,335 94.62% 77.33% 85.09%
Foreign born         261,274            162,183         149,235 5.38% 62.07% 92.02%
TTTTTotal Massachusettsotal Massachusettsotal Massachusettsotal Massachusettsotal Massachusetts       4,246,284      4,246,284      4,246,284      4,246,284      4,246,284         3,243,900        3,243,900        3,243,900        3,243,900        3,243,900      2,771,570     2,771,570     2,771,570     2,771,570     2,771,570 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00% 76.39%76.39%76.39%76.39%76.39% 85.44%85.44%85.44%85.44%85.44%

ConnecticutConnecticutConnecticutConnecticutConnecticut Native born       2,043,980         1,389,403      1,219,273 91.51% 67.98% 87.76%
Foreign born         194,674            120,530         113,112 8.49% 61.91% 93.85%
TTTTTotal Connecticutotal Connecticutotal Connecticutotal Connecticutotal Connecticut       2,238,654      2,238,654      2,238,654      2,238,654      2,238,654         1,509,933        1,509,933        1,509,933        1,509,933        1,509,933      1,332,385     1,332,385     1,332,385     1,332,385     1,332,385 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00% 67.45%67.45%67.45%67.45%67.45% 88.24%88.24%88.24%88.24%88.24%

New YNew YNew YNew YNew Yorkorkorkorkork Native born     10,420,065         7,215,149      6,268,407 89.50% 69.24% 86.88%
Foreign born       1,457,341            831,720         735,768 10.50% 57.07% 88.46%
TTTTTotal New Yotal New Yotal New Yotal New Yotal New Yorkorkorkorkork     11,877,406    11,877,406    11,877,406    11,877,406    11,877,406         8,046,869        8,046,869        8,046,869        8,046,869        8,046,869      7,004,175     7,004,175     7,004,175     7,004,175     7,004,175 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00% 67.75%67.75%67.75%67.75%67.75% 87.04%87.04%87.04%87.04%87.04%

New JerseyNew JerseyNew JerseyNew JerseyNew Jersey Native born       4,882,042         3,496,935      3,050,297 90.41% 71.63% 87.23%
Foreign born         575,984            362,364         323,649 9.59% 62.91% 89.32%
TTTTTotal New Jerseyotal New Jerseyotal New Jerseyotal New Jerseyotal New Jersey       5,458,026      5,458,026      5,458,026      5,458,026      5,458,026         3,859,299        3,859,299        3,859,299        3,859,299        3,859,299      3,373,946     3,373,946     3,373,946     3,373,946     3,373,946 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00% 70.71%70.71%70.71%70.71%70.71% 87.42%87.42%87.42%87.42%87.42%

PennsylvaniaPennsylvaniaPennsylvaniaPennsylvaniaPennsylvania Native born       8,454,297         5,701,746      4,864,100 97.51% 67.44% 85.31%
Foreign born         232,832            145,313         124,321 2.49% 62.41% 85.55%
TTTTTotal Potal Potal Potal Potal Pennsylvennsylvennsylvennsylvennsylvaniaaniaaniaaniaania       8,687,129      8,687,129      8,687,129      8,687,129      8,687,129         5,847,059        5,847,059        5,847,059        5,847,059        5,847,059      4,988,421     4,988,421     4,988,421     4,988,421     4,988,421 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00% 67.31%67.31%67.31%67.31%67.31% 85.32%85.32%85.32%85.32%85.32%

OhioOhioOhioOhioOhio Native born       7,981,826         5,464,985      4,746,499 98.42% 68.47% 86.85%
Foreign born         161,236              96,384           76,308 1.58% 59.78% 79.17%
TTTTTotal Ohiootal Ohiootal Ohiootal Ohiootal Ohio       8,143,062      8,143,062      8,143,062      8,143,062      8,143,062         5,561,369        5,561,369        5,561,369        5,561,369        5,561,369      4,822,807     4,822,807     4,822,807     4,822,807     4,822,807 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00% 68.30%68.30%68.30%68.30%68.30% 86.72%86.72%86.72%86.72%86.72%

IllinoisIllinoisIllinoisIllinoisIllinois Native born       7,662,379         5,642,250      4,801,994 95.47% 73.64% 85.11%
Foreign born         455,885            268,758         227,747 4.53% 58.95% 84.74%
TTTTTotal Illinoisotal Illinoisotal Illinoisotal Illinoisotal Illinois       8,118,264      8,118,264      8,118,264      8,118,264      8,118,264         5,911,008        5,911,008        5,911,008        5,911,008        5,911,008      5,029,741     5,029,741     5,029,741     5,029,741     5,029,741 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00% 72.81%72.81%72.81%72.81%72.81% 85.09%85.09%85.09%85.09%85.09%

MichiganMichiganMichiganMichiganMichigan Native born       6,763,759         4,880,203      4,248,886 97.83% 72.15% 87.06%
Foreign born         199,645            115,494           94,420 2.17% 57.85% 81.75%
TTTTTotal Michigotal Michigotal Michigotal Michigotal Michigananananan       6,963,404      6,963,404      6,963,404      6,963,404      6,963,404         4,995,697        4,995,697        4,995,697        4,995,697        4,995,697      4,343,306     4,343,306     4,343,306     4,343,306     4,343,306 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00% 71.74%71.74%71.74%71.74%71.74% 86.94%86.94%86.94%86.94%86.94%

MarylandMarylandMarylandMarylandMaryland Native born       3,438,183         2,423,346      2,106,267 96.71% 70.48% 86.92%
Foreign born         126,526              75,995           71,721 3.29% 60.06% 94.38%
TTTTTotal Marylandotal Marylandotal Marylandotal Marylandotal Maryland       3,564,709      3,564,709      3,564,709      3,564,709      3,564,709         2,499,341        2,499,341        2,499,341        2,499,341        2,499,341      2,177,988     2,177,988     2,177,988     2,177,988     2,177,988 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00% 70.11%70.11%70.11%70.11%70.11% 87.14%87.14%87.14%87.14%87.14%

VirginiaVirginiaVirginiaVirginiaVirginia Native born       4,708,703         3,205,644      2,870,779 96.90% 68.08% 89.55%
Foreign born         203,524            111,652           91,704 3.10% 54.86% 82.13%
TTTTTotal Votal Votal Votal Votal Viririririrginiaginiaginiaginiaginia       4,912,227      4,912,227      4,912,227      4,912,227      4,912,227         3,317,296        3,317,296        3,317,296        3,317,296        3,317,296      2,962,483     2,962,483     2,962,483     2,962,483     2,962,483 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00% 67.53%67.53%67.53%67.53%67.53% 89.30%89.30%89.30%89.30%89.30%

GeorgiaGeorgiaGeorgiaGeorgiaGeorgia Native born       5,415,600         3,468,473      2,781,941 98.41% 64.05% 80.21%
Foreign born         137,067              59,443           45,081 1.59% 43.37% 75.84%
TTTTTotal Georotal Georotal Georotal Georotal Georgiagiagiagiagia       5,552,667      5,552,667      5,552,667      5,552,667      5,552,667         3,527,916        3,527,916        3,527,916        3,527,916        3,527,916      2,827,022     2,827,022     2,827,022     2,827,022     2,827,022 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00% 63.54%63.54%63.54%63.54%63.54% 80.13%80.13%80.13%80.13%80.13%

FloridaFloridaFloridaFloridaFlorida Native born       8,936,256         6,263,455      5,324,813 88.66% 70.09% 85.01%
Foreign born       1,144,834            779,985         680,930 11.34% 68.13% 87.30%
TTTTTotal Floridaotal Floridaotal Floridaotal Floridaotal Florida     10,081,090    10,081,090    10,081,090    10,081,090    10,081,090         7,043,440        7,043,440        7,043,440        7,043,440        7,043,440      6,005,743     6,005,743     6,005,743     6,005,743     6,005,743 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00% 69.87%69.87%69.87%69.87%69.87% 85.27%85.27%85.27%85.27%85.27%

TTTTTexasexasexasexasexas Native born     12,155,288         8,475,960      6,633,959 94.71% 69.73% 78.27%
Foreign born         782,014            452,556         370,754 5.29% 57.87% 81.92%
TTTTTotal Total Total Total Total Texasexasexasexasexas     12,937,302    12,937,302    12,937,302    12,937,302    12,937,302         8,928,516        8,928,516        8,928,516        8,928,516        8,928,516      7,004,713     7,004,713     7,004,713     7,004,713     7,004,713 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00% 69.01%69.01%69.01%69.01%69.01% 78.45%78.45%78.45%78.45%78.45%

ColoradoColoradoColoradoColoradoColorado Native born       2,756,794         1,909,874      1,595,183 97.67% 69.28% 83.52%
Foreign born           97,656              44,357           38,110 2.33% 45.42% 85.92%
TTTTTotal Coloradootal Coloradootal Coloradootal Coloradootal Colorado       2,854,450      2,854,450      2,854,450      2,854,450      2,854,450         1,954,231        1,954,231        1,954,231        1,954,231        1,954,231      1,633,293     1,633,293     1,633,293     1,633,293     1,633,293 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00% 68.46%68.46%68.46%68.46%68.46% 83.58%83.58%83.58%83.58%83.58%

ArizonaArizonaArizonaArizonaArizona Native born       2,929,034         1,777,679      1,553,794 94.51% 60.69% 87.41%
Foreign born         199,798            101,163           90,241 5.49% 50.63% 89.20%
TTTTTotal Arizonaotal Arizonaotal Arizonaotal Arizonaotal Arizona       3,128,832      3,128,832      3,128,832      3,128,832      3,128,832         1,878,842        1,878,842        1,878,842        1,878,842        1,878,842      1,644,035     1,644,035     1,644,035     1,644,035     1,644,035 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00% 60.05%60.05%60.05%60.05%60.05% 87.50%87.50%87.50%87.50%87.50%

NevadaNevadaNevadaNevadaNevada Native born       1,125,174            681,770         606,431 94.68% 60.59% 88.95%
Foreign born         104,071              37,919           34,091 5.32% 36.44% 89.90%
TTTTTotal Nevotal Nevotal Nevotal Nevotal Nevadaadaadaadaada       1,229,245      1,229,245      1,229,245      1,229,245      1,229,245            719,689           719,689           719,689           719,689           719,689         640,522        640,522        640,522        640,522        640,522 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00% 58.55%58.55%58.55%58.55%58.55% 89.00%89.00%89.00%89.00%89.00%

WashingtonWashingtonWashingtonWashingtonWashington Native born       3,883,415         2,743,007      2,427,370 96.06% 70.63% 88.49%
Foreign born         195,061            109,132           99,474 3.94% 55.95% 91.15%
TTTTTotal Wotal Wotal Wotal Wotal Washingtonashingtonashingtonashingtonashington       4,078,476      4,078,476      4,078,476      4,078,476      4,078,476         2,852,139        2,852,139        2,852,139        2,852,139        2,852,139      2,526,844     2,526,844     2,526,844     2,526,844     2,526,844 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00% 69.93%69.93%69.93%69.93%69.93% 88.59%88.59%88.59%88.59%88.59%

CaliforniaCaliforniaCaliforniaCaliforniaCalifornia Native born     16,636,951       11,304,065      9,955,858 86.65% 67.95% 88.07%
Foreign born       3,200,503         1,756,529      1,533,513 13.35% 54.88% 87.30%
TTTTTotal Californiaotal Californiaotal Californiaotal Californiaotal California     19,837,454    19,837,454    19,837,454    19,837,454    19,837,454       13,060,594      13,060,594      13,060,594      13,060,594      13,060,594    11,489,371   11,489,371   11,489,371   11,489,371   11,489,371 100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00%100.00% 65.84%65.84%65.84%65.84%65.84% 87.97%87.97%87.97%87.97%87.97%
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NationalNationalNationalNationalNational TTTTTotalotalotalotalotal % FB of% FB of% FB of% FB of% FB of
Congressperson NameCongressperson NameCongressperson NameCongressperson NameCongressperson Name PartyPartyPartyPartyParty StateStateStateStateState foreign bornforeign bornforeign bornforeign bornforeign born total poptotal poptotal poptotal poptotal pop

Lincoln Diaz-Balart R FL  361,581 56.6
Xavier Becerra D CA  359,563 56.2
Ileana Ros-Lehtinen R FL  345,496 54.0
Loretta Sanchez D CA  323,812 50.7
Lucille Roybal-Allard D CA  301,579 47.2
Mario Diaz-Balart R FL  297,261 46.6
Gary L. Ackerman D NY  298,421 45.6
Howard L. Berman D CA  281,176 44.0
Adam Schiff D CA  280,137 43.8
Major R. Owens D NY  272,753 41.7
Hilda L. Solis D CA  266,159 41.7
Nydia Velazquez D NY  271,138  41.5
Luis V. Gutierrez D IL  265,422 40.6
Anthony D. Weiner D NY  262,593 40.1
Robert Menendez D NJ  256,083  39.6
Gregory W. Meeks D NY  258,459  39.5
Joseph Crowley D NY  253,066 38.8
Grace F. Napolitano D CA  245,023  38.3
Diane Watson D CA  239,355  37.5
Zoe Lofgren D CA  236,361 37.0
Nancy Pelosi D CA  234,507 36.7
Brad Sherman D CA  228,587 35.8
Linda T. Sanchez D CA  226,649 35.4
Tom Lantos D CA  219,274  34.3
Kendrick B. Meek D FL  218,036  34.1
Michael M. Honda D CA  216,101  33.8
Fortney “Pete” Stark D CA  215,135  33.7
Charles B. Rangel D NY  219,747  33.6
Jerrold Nadler D NY  217,151  33.2
Bob Filner D CA  208,697  32.7
Maxine Waters D CA  208,186  32.6
Steven R. Rothman D NJ  209,738  32.4
Carolyn Maloney D NY  208,974  31.9
Juanita Millender-McDonald D CA  202,265  31.7
Gene Green D TX  204,403  31.4
Janice D. Schakowsky D IL  200,293  30.7
Jose E. Serrano D NY  197,432  30.2
Ed Pastor D AZ  190,318  29.7
Rahm Emanuel D IL  191,758  29.3
Chris Van Hollen, Jr. D MD  193,495  29.2
Calvin Dooley D CA  184,827  28.9
Eliot Engel D NY  187,361  28.6
John A. Culberson R TX  185,800  28.5
Jane Harman D CA  181,150  28.3
Edlophus Towns D NY  185,264  28.3
Ed Royce R R CA  180,431  28.3
Anna Eshoo D CA  180,688  28.2
Michael Capuano D MA  178,691  28.1
James P. Moran D VA  179,490  27.9
Silvestre Reyes D TX  176,157  27.0
Alcee L. Hastings D FL  172,290  26.9
Peter Deutsch D FL  170,566  26.7
Joe Baca D CA  168,901  26.5
Henry A. Waxman D CA  168,617  26.4
Bill Pascrell, Jr. D NJ  168,802  26.1
Sam Farr D CA  166,357  26.1
Pete Sessions R TX  167,088  25.6
Chris Bell D TX  161,673  24.8
Lois Capps D CA  157,389  24.6
Barbara Lee D CA  156,026  24.4
Dennis Cardoza D CA  154,831  24.2
Susan A. Davis D CA  153,694  24.1
Vito Fossella R NY  156,390  23.9
Dana Rohrabacher R CA 152,372 23.8
Neil Abercrombie D HI 138,716  22.9
Nita M. Lowey D NY  149,017 22.8

Donald M. Payne D NJ  147,083  22.7
Gary G. Miller R CA  145,455  22.7
Christopher Cox R CA  143,546 22.5
Shelley Berkley D NV  148,143  22.2
David Dreier R CA  142,098  22.2
Carolyn McCarthy D NY  142,065  21.7
Martin Frost D TX  140,424  21.6
Ruben E. Hinojosa D TX  138,592  21.3
George Miller D CA  134,899  21.1
Randy “Duke” Cunningham R CA  134,017  21.0
Mary Bono R CA  131,167  20.5
Robert T. Matsui D CA  130,859  20.5
Raul M. Grijalva D AZ  128,847  20.1
Devin Nunes R CA  125,930  19.7
Eddie Bernice Johnson D TX  127,325  19.5
Henry Bonilla R TX  126,581  19.4
Frank Pallone, Jr. D NJ  124,496  19.2
Thomas M. Davis III R VA  122,467  19.0
William O. Lipinski D IL  124,019  19.0
Ken Calvert R CA  121,109  19.0
Henry J. Hyde R IL  122,929  18.8
Sheila Jackson Lee D TX  120,745  18.5
Mark S. Kirk R IL  120,170  18.4
Robert I. Wexler D FL  115,041  18.0
Darrell Issa R CA  111,682  17.5
Christopher Shays R CT  117,420  17.2
Jim McDermott D WA  112,836  17.2
Diana L. DeGette D CO  103,088  16.8
Lloyd Doggett D TX  109,166  16.7
E. Clay Shaw, Jr. R FL 106,719 16.7
Edward J. Markey D MA 105572 16.6
Solomon P. Ortiz D TX  108,326  16.6
Michael A. Ferguson R NJ  106,316  16.4
Denise L. Majette D GA  101,838  16.2
Ellen O. Tauscher D CA  101,729  15.9
Ciro D. Rodriguez D TX  102,279  15.7
Albert Wynn D MD  103,189  15.6
Sam Johnson R TX  101,595  15.6
Rush Holt D NJ  100,902  15.6
Howard “Buck” McKeon R CA  97,275  15.2
Lynn Woolsey D CA  96,986  15.2
Elton Gallegly R CA  96,401  15.1
Rodney Frelinghuysen R NJ  95,269  14.7
Richard Pombo R CA  94,038  14.7
George P. Radanovich R CA  92,617  14.5
Doc Hastings R WA  94,475  14.4
Jon C. Porter R NV  93,656  14.1
Steve J. Israel D NY  91,416  14.0
Tom Delay R TX  90,911  13.9
David Scott D GA  87,282  13.8
Philip M. Crane R IL  90,010  13.8
Frank R. Wolf R VA  87,407  13.6
Stephen F. Lynch D MA  85,246  13.4
Charles A. Gonzalez D TX  86,506  13.3
Mike Thompson D CA  83,549  13.1
Marty Meehan D MA  82,310  13.0
Scott Garrett R NJ  83,659  12.9
Barney Frank D MA  81,758  12.9
Eleanor Holmes D DC  73,561  12.9
Jim Davis D FL  82,039  12.8
J. Dennis Hastert R IL  83,018  12.7
Duncan Hunter R CA  80,195  12.5
Patrick J. Kennedy D RI 64,420  12.3
Martin Olav Sabo D MN 75,278  12.2
Earl Blumenauer D OR  83,541  12.2
Ed Case D HI  73,513  12.2
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Jay Inslee D WA  78,650  12.0
Ric Keller R FL  76,408  12.0
John B. Larson D CT  80,004  11.8
Joseph Knollenberg R MI  77,775  11.7
David Wu D OR  79,861  11.7
Jennifer Dunn R WA  76,084 11.6
Bob Beauprez R CO  71,305  11.6
Jerry Lewis R R CA  74,178  11.6
Adam Smith D WA  74,550  11.4
James A. Gibbons R NV  74,794  11.2
Peter King R NY  73,143  11.2
Steve Pearce R NM  67,714  11.2
Judy Biggert R IL  72,599  11.1
John B. Shadegg R AZ  70,296  11.0
Nancy L. Johnson R CT  74,215  10.9
James P. McGovern D MA  68,529  10.8
J.D. Hayworth R AZ  68,599  10.7
Kay Granger R TX  69,408  10.7
Doug Ose R CA  67,947  10.6
James R. Langevin D RI  54,857  10.5
Jeb Hensarling R TX  66,622  10.2
Mark Foley R FL  64,443  10.1
Kevin P. Brady R TX  65,655  10.1
Porter J. Goss R FL  63,844  10.0
Jeff Flake R AZ  62,759  9.8
Sander M. Levin D MI  64,818 9.8
Wally Herger R CA  61,603 9.6
Johnny Isakson R GA  60,554  9.6
Michael Bilirakis R FL  61,319 9.6
Joseph M. Hoeffel III D PA  61,774 9.6
Katherine Harris R FL  60,893  9.5
Betty McCollum D MN  58,258  9.5
C.W. Bill Young R FL  60,449  9.5
David E. Price D NC  58,555 9.5
Sue W. Kelly R NY  61,200  9.4
Christopher H. Smith R NJ  60,608  9.4
Rosa DeLauro D CT  63,606  9.3
William M. Thomas R CA  58,851  9.2
John Lewis D GA  57,867  9.2
Robert A. Brady D PA  59,144  9.2
Michael C. Burgess R TX  59,625  9.2
Mark Udall D CO  56,199 9.1
Dave Weldon R FL  58,161  9.1
Darlene Hooley D OR  61,811  9.0
Tim Bishop D NY  58,930  9.0
John F. Tierney D MA  56,608  8.9
Corrine Brown D FL  56,529  8.8
John R. Carter R TX  57,359  8.8
Jim Kolbe R AZ  56,176  8.8
John Linder R GA  55,012  8.7
Heather A. Wilson R NM  52,343  8.6
Brad Miller D NC  52,071  8.4
Steny H. Hoyer D MD  54,719  8.3
Benjamin L. Cardin D MD  53,741  8.1
Melvin L. Watt D NC  50,065  8.1
Maurice Hinchey D NY  52,871  8.1
Danny K. Davis D IL  51,620  7.9
Nicholas V. Lampson D TX  51,420 7.9
Rick Larsen D WA  51,649 7.9
Phil Gingrey R GA  49,672  7.9
Joe Barton R TX  51,308  7.9
John Conyers, Jr. D MI  52,161  7.9
Tom Feeney R FL  50,203  7.9
Rob Bishop R UT  58,308  7.8
Nathan Deal R GA  49,140  7.8
Chris Cannon R UT  57,551  7.7
Adam Putnam R FL  49,036  7.7
Norman D. Dicks D WA  49,876  7.6

Trent Franks R AZ  47,502  7.4
Jerry Kleczka D WI  48,753  7.3
John D. Dingell D MI  47,966  7.2
Chaka Fattah D PA  46,401  7.2
John Mica R FL  45,641  7.1
Randy Neugebauer R TX  46,408 7.1
Frank A. LoBiondo R NJ  45,884 7.1
Dennis J. Kucinich D OH  44,708 7.1
 Marilyn Musgrave R CO 42,740 7.0
Curt Weldon R PA  44,476  6.9
Robin Hayes R NC  42,049  6.8
Jim Ramstad R MN  41,638  6.8
Ernest Istook, Jr. R OK  46,644  6.8
Thaddeus G. McCotter R MI  44,347  6.7
Brian Baird D WA  43,003  6.6
Dennis Moore D KS  44,010  6.5
Jim Saxton R NJ  42,275  6.5
William Delahunt D MA  41,143  6.5
Lamar S. Smith R TX  41,844  6.4
William “Mac” Thornberry R TX  41,746  6.4
Jesse Jackson, Jr. D IL  41,717  6.4
Chet Edwards D TX  41,323  6.3
Ron E. Paul R TX  41,134  6.3
John T. Doolittle R CA  40,275  6.3
Jim Cooper D TN  39,504  6.2
Bob Etheridge D NC  38,484  6.2
Edward L. Schrock R VA  39,952  6.2
Jerry Moran R KS  41,372  6.2
Richard E. Neal D MA  38,426  6.1
Jim Greenwood R PA  38,970  6.0
Don Young R AK  37,170  5.9
Carolyn C. Kilpatrick D MI  39,210  5.9
Elijah Cummings D MD  39,082  5.9
Joel Hefley R CO  36,093  5.9
Ander Crenshaw R FL  37,033  5.8
Vernon Ehlers R MI  38,363  5.8
Sue Myrick R NC  35,754  5.8
Jim Matheson D UT  42,805  5.8
Michael Castle R DE  44,898  5.7
Deborah Pryce R OH  35,864  5.7
Thomas G. Tancredo R CO  34,732  5.7
Mike Simpson R ID  36,220  5.6
Donald A. Manzullo R IL  36,560  5.6
Cliff Stearns R FL  35,718  5.6
Lee Terry R NE  31,644  5.5
John W. Olver D MA  34,700  5.5
Candice Miller R MI  36,168  5.5
Ralph M. Hall R TX  35,515  5.5
Robert E. Andrews D NJ  35,212  5.4
C.A. “Dutch” Ruppersberger D MD  35,817  5.4
Louise McIntosh Slaughter D NY  35,313  5.4
Stephanie Tubbs Jones D OH  33,696  5.3
Michael R. McNulty D NY  34,840  5.3
John Boozman R AR  35,650  5.3
Ginny Brown-Waite R FL  33,890  5.3
James T. Walsh R NY  34,573  5.3
Greg Walden R OR  35,824  5.2
Pat Toomey R PA  33,467  5.2
Robert R. Simmons R CT  34,722  5.1
George R. Nethercutt, Jr. R WA  33,334  5.1
Bobby Rush D IL  33,074  5.1
Todd Tiahrt R KS  33,845  5.0
JimGerlach R PA  32,486  5.0
Tammy Baldwin D WI  33,600  5.0
Rick Renzi R AZ  31,686  4.9
Tom Udall D NM  29,549  4.9
Patrick J. Tiberi R OH  30,462  4.8
Eric I. Canto R VA  30,633  4.8
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William J. Jefferson D LA  30,385  4.8
David Vitter R LA  30,178  4.7
John Sullivan R OK  32,443  4.7
Julia M. Carson D IN  31,496  4.7
Peter J. Visclosky D IN  30,871  4.6
Richard A. Gephardt D MO  28,081  4.5
Karen McCarthy D MO  28,007  4.5
Joseph R. Pitts R PA  28,890  4.5
Thomas Reynolds R NY  29,138  4.5
Charles W. Stenholm D TX  28,944  4.4
Jeb Bradley R NH  27,158  4.4
Charles Bass R NH  26,996  4.4
Doug Bereuter R NE  24,855  4.4
C.L. “Butch” Otter R ID  27,860  4.3
Leonard L. Boswell D IA  24,885  4.3
Howard Coble R NC  26,261  4.2
Jerry Weller R IL  27,624  4.2
Amory Houghton, Jr. R NY  27,589  4.2
Max A. Sandlin, Jr. D TX  27,419  4.2
Jim DeMint R SC  28,047  4.2
Chris Chocola R IN  28,327  4.2
Scott McInnis R CO  25,746  4.2
Peter A. DeFazio D OR  28,665  4.2
John Kline R MN  25,725  4.2
Paul D. Ryan R WI  27,971  4.2
Michael J. Rogers R MI  27,568  4.2
Harold E. Ford, Jr. D TN  25,947  4.1
Jim Turner D TX  26,341  4.0
Jo Ann S. Davis R VA  25,925  4.0
F. James Sensenbrenner R WI  26,325  3.9
Mike Doyle D PA  25,332  3.9
Jeff Miller R FL  24,620  3.9
Joe Wilson R SC  25,528  3.8
Bernard Sanders I VT  23,245  3.8
Fred Upton R MI  25,036  3.8
Gil Gutkneckht R MN  23,182  3.8
Henry E. Brown, Jr. R SC  25,120  3.8
Steven C. LaTourette R OH  23,523  3.7
Cass Ballenger R NC  22,983  3.7
Mark Souder R IN  24,986  3.7
F. Allen Boyd, Jr. D FL  23,612  3.7
Mike McIntyre D NC  22,875  3.7
John E. Sweeney R NY  24,129  3.7
Max Burns R GA  23,200  3.7
Richard Burr R NC  22,770  3.7
Sherrod Brown D OH  23,021  3.6
Jack Quinn R NY  23,373  3.6
Sherwood L. Boehlert R NY  23,318  3.6
Walter Jones, Jr. R NC  21,959  3.5
Jack Kingston R GA  22,094  3.5
Anne M. Northup R KY  23,649  3.5
Todd Akin R MO  21,758  3.5
Tom Cole R OK  24,145  3.5
Timothy V. Johnson R IL  22,838  3.5
Steve Buyer R IN  22,366  3.3
Michael “Mac” Collins R GA  20,252  3.2
Wayne Gilchrest R MD  21,388  3.2
Ben Chandler D KY  21,639  3.2
Jim Leach R IA  18,789  3.2
Charles H. Taylor R NC  19,819  3.2
Tom Osborne R NE  18,139  3.2
Bobby Scott D VA  20,389  3.2
Wm. Lacy Clay D MO  19,671  3.2
Peter Hoekstra R MI  20,921  3.2
Charles Norwood R GA  19,433  3.1
Marsha Blackburn R TN  19,458  3.1
Thomas H. Allen D ME  20,052  3.0
Steve King R IA  17,319  3.0

Bob Goodlatte R VA  19,027  3.0
Steve Chabot R OH  17,975  2.9
Tom Latham R IA  16,641  2.8
Timothy F. Murphy R PA  18,377  2.8
Randy Forbes R VA  18,246  2.8
Paul E. Kanjorski D PA  18,269  2.8
John McHugh R NY  18,469  2.8
Bart Gordon D TN  17,800  2.8
Frank D. Lucas R OK  19,128  2.8
Richard H. Baker R LA  17,603  2.8
Michael H. Michaud D ME  16,639  2.7
Marcy Kaptur D OH  17,233  2.7
Sanford Bishop, Jr. D GA  17,215  2.7
Todd R. Platts R PA  17,472  2.7
Frank W. Balance, Jr. D NC  16,355  2.6
Tim Holden D PA  17,065  2.6
Mark Green R WI  17,688  2.6
Dan Burton R IN  17,720  2.6
Rob J. Portman R OH  16,517  2.6
Robert “Bud” Cramer, Jr. D AL  16,592  2.6
Vic Snyder D AR  17,071  2.6
Roscoe Bartlett R MD  16,884  2.6
Virgil H. Goode,Jr. R VA  16,384  2.5
Thomas E. Petri R WI  16,932  2.5
Mark R. Kennedy R MN  14,674  2.4
Melissa A. Hart R PA  15,035  2.3
Zach Wamp R TN  14,687  2.3
Spencer Bachus R AL  14,682  2.3
Jim R. Ryun R KS  15,508  2.3
Jim Nussle R IA  13,451  2.3
Tim Ryan D OH  14,404  2.3
Barbara Cubin R WY  11,205  2.3
Robert Aderholt R AL  13,982  2.2
John A. Boehner R OH  13,760  2.2
Jim Marshall D GA  13,714  2.2
Gene Taylor D MS  15,433  2.2
J. Gresham Barrett R SC  14,418  2.2
Nick Smith R MI  14,212  2.1
Michael Turner R OH  13,474  2.1
Lane Evans D IL  13,834  2.1
Mike Ross D AR  14,001  2.1
Roy Blunt R MO  13,060  2.1
John J. Duncan, Jr. R TN  13,176  2.1
Baron Hill D IN  14,072  2.1
Ron Lewis R KY  13,808  2.1
Collin Peterson D MN  12,220  2.0
Jo Bonner R AL  12,560  2.0
Dave Camp R MI  13,032  2.0
David Hobson R OH  12,394  2.0
Ray H. LaHood R IL  12,770  2.0
Don Sherwood R PA  12,339  1.9
John E. Peterson R PA  12,303  1.9
Dale E. Kildee D MI  12,508  1.9
Earl Pomeroy D ND  12,114  1.9
Sam Graves R MO  11,722  1.9
Philip S. English R PA  12,093  1.9
Ralph Regula R OH  11,472  1.8
Dennis Rehberg R MT  16,396  1.8
David R. Obey D WI  12,160  1.8
Jerry F. Costello D IL  11,832  1.8
Kenny C. Hulshof R MO  11,161  1.8
Stephanie Herseth D SD  13,495  1.8
W.J. “Billy” Tauzin R LA  11,368  1.8
John M. Spratt, Jr. D SC  11,712  1.8
Ike Skelton D MO  10,892  1.8
James Clyburn D SC  11,153  1.7
Terry Everett R AL  10,500  1.7
William L. Jenkins R TN  10,411  1.6
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Jim McCrery R LA  10,430  1.6
Rich Boucher D VA  10,359  1.6
Artur Davis D AL 9,849  1.5
James L. Oberstar D MN 9,488  1.5
Ron J. Kind D WI  10,322  1.5
Michael D. Rogers R AL 9,607  1.5
John S. Tanner D TN 9,497  1.5
Chris John D LA 9,550  1.5
Bart Stupak D MI 9,504  1.4
Paul E. Gillmor R OH 8,858  1.4
Ken R. Lucas D KY 9,357  1.4
Brad Carson D OK 9,387  1.4
Charles “Chip” Pickering, Jr. R MS 9,670  1.4
Alan B. Mollohan D WV 8,159  1.4
Lincoln Davis D TN 8,524  1.3
Ted Strickland D OH 8,436  1.3
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ENDNOTESENDNOTESENDNOTESENDNOTESENDNOTES

1 The data in this report is based on the Current Population Survey (CPS) conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau, which provides the only data on
voting that includes demographic and socioeconomic characteristics and is the basis for analyses of how subpopulations vote in the United
States. The CPS undercounts the number of registered voters. However, the CPS more accurately counts the number of actual voters. This
leads to a voting rate that is higher than found in administrative records on registration and voting.

For example, in Massachusetts the CPS counted 2,771,570 voters and 3,243,900 registered voters in the 2000 elections: this is a voting rate
of 85.4 percent. According to the Federal Election Commission, in Massachusetts there were 4,008,796 registered voters and 2,734,006
voters in the 2000 elections: for a voting rate of 68.2 percent. While actual voting rates are lower than those provided by CPS, the relationship
between native-born voting rates and foreign-born voting rates are expected to be the same (i.e. - the turnout of registered voters nationally
and in most of the large immigrant states is slightly higher for the foreign born than the native-born).
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Michael G. Oxley R OH 8,120  1.3
Mike Pence R IN 8,373  1.2
Bill Shuster R PA 7,965  1.2
John N. Hostettler R IN 8,323  1.2
Edward Whitfield R KY 8,011  1.2
Roger Wicker R MS 8,396  1.2
Shelley Moore Capito R WV 6,833  1.1
Jo Ann H. Emerson R MO 6,844  1.1
John M. Shimkus R IL 6,971  1.1
Marion Berry D AR 6,968  1.0
Rodney Alexander D LA 6,371  1.0
John P. Murtha D PA 6,433  1.0
Bennie G. Thompson D MS 6,409  0.9
Bob Ney R OH 5,362  0.8
Nick J. Rahall II D WV 4,398  0.7
Harold Rogers R KY 3,807  0.6
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