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POPULATION GROWTH

New Americans  
in Lancaster
A Snapshot of the Demographic and Economic 
Contributions of Immigrants in the County1

Between 2009 and 2014, the 
foreign-born population grew by

2,154  
people.

As a result of the new 
immigrants who came  
between 2000 and 2014

1,993 
U.S.-born residents were 
attracted to the county.2

Growth in the foreign-born 
population accounted for 8% 
of overall population growth for 
Lancaster during this period.

4+96R
The share of the total population 
that was foreign-born in the area 
increased from 4.2% to 4.4%,  
a total of 23,094 residents.

Share of immigrants in 
Lancaster, 2009

Share of immigrants in 
Lancaster, 2014

4.2% 5+95R4.4%

2009 2014

5.4% 
Population growth: 
499,210 → 526,297

10.3% 
Immigrant population growth: 
20,940 → 23,094
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$52.5 M — State and local tax contributions3

SPENDING POWER AND TAX CONTRIBUTIONS

In 2014, given their income,  
foreign-born residents contributed 
greatly to federal, state, and local 
taxes, including property, income, 
sales, and excise taxes levied by  
  either the State of Pennsylvania   
       or by municipal governments.

$103.3M — Federal tax contributions4

Leaving them with more than  
$440.5 M in remaining spending power. 

This constituted 4.3% of the metro area’s 
total spending power.5

Immigrant  
Spending Power 

$440.5 M

In 2014,  
foreign-born  
residents contributed 
$1.3B to the GDP of 
Lancaster County.6 
Foreign-born residents also support federal social 
programs. That same year, immigrants in the area 
contributed more than $62.8M to Social Security 
and almost $16.4M to Medicare.

Asian Immigrant 
Spending Power

$132.9 M

Hispanic Immigrant 
Spending Power

$82.6 M
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4.4% Share of Population
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LABOR FORCE

HOUSING WEALTH

Immigrants made up only 
4.4% of the population  
in Lancaster County…

But they made up 5.4% of 
the area’s working-age 
population...

And 5.3% of the employed 
labor force in 2014.

In fact, immigrants are 
overrepresented in key industries  
in Lancaster County, including: 

Recreation & Accommodation

Financial & Real Estate9

General Services8

Health Care and Social Assistance

Manufacturing

9.2%

8.2%

6.0%

4.7%

4.6%

Because of the role immigrants play in the workforce helping companies keep jobs on U.S. soil, 
we estimate that the immigrants living in Lancaster in 2014 helped create or preserve 

1,062 

Between 2000 and 2014, immigration to  
Lancaster County increased the total 
housing value in the county by $178.2M.
Looking at just the period after the Great Recession, 2009 to 2014, 
immigrants raised the total housing value in the county by $52.0M.7

$178.2M

4+96Q
5+95Q
5+95Q

4.4%

5.4%

5.3%

local manufacturing jobs that would have vanished 
or moved elsewhere.10
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ENTREPRENEURSHIP

1,081
immigrants in Lancaster County 
are self-employed.

Their businesses generated 
$37.7 M in business income  
in 2014.11

of the self-employed 
population is foreign 
 -born, more than their 
share of the population 
at 4.4%.

4.6%

Number of  
Businesses Owned, 201212 Sales Revenue, 2012

Asian Residents  
in Lancaster County  1,159 $249.4M
Hispanic Residents 
in Lancaster County  1,618 $99.8M

Bachelor’s Degree

EDUCATIONAL AND LONG-TERM ECONOMIC IMPACTS

In 2014, foreign-born residents had higher levels of education than U.S.-born citizens  
in Lancaster County.

U.S.-BORN

FOREIGN-BORN

Less than Bachelor’s Degree Advanced Degree

77.7%

82.7%

14.6%

11.8%

7.7%

5.5%
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EDUCATIONAL AND LONG-TERM ECONOMIC IMPACTS CONT.

LANGUAGE

Share of Lancaster County 
residents speaking a 
language other than  
English at home in 2014:

ADULTS

YOUTH UNDER 18

20.6%
Share of Youth

96.6% 
of them were citizens83+17F

14.7%
Share of Adults

87.2% 
of them were citizens72+28F

438
Number of students with temporary 
resident visas in the area enrolled in 
higher education during fall of 2014.13

Local jobs 
supported  
by them.

Spending 
contribution that 
academic year.14

$21M156

If Lancaster retains one-half of its international students 
after graduation with bachelor’s degrees or higher, 
98 local jobs will be created within six years,15 
boosting the county’s real GDP by $19M in 
2014 terms within the next 30 years,16 
and increasing its population 
by 766 people within the 
next  
50 years.17
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59+41Q
Among the 9,524 residents 
who were not citizens, 38.8%, 
or 3,698, were eligible  
for naturalization.

NATURALIZATION

13,570
Number of foreign-born 
residents who had naturalized  
as of 2014.

Share of foreign-born 
residents who had 
naturalized as of 2014

58.8%

MIGRATION

In 2014, a vast majority, 
95.2%, of the foreign-born 
had lived in Lancaster for 
more than a year.
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25.8% 
came from other U.S. states...

MIGRATION CONT.

Top five countries  
of origin:

68.7% 
came from abroad....

4.8% of foreign-born 
residents were recent 
arrivals to Lancaster County.

And

5.5% 
came from within Pennsylvania.18

Want more information about this region? See our state report:

The Contributions of New Americans in Pennsylvania

  Vietnam	 9.6%
  Dominican Republic19	 6.7%
  Mexico20	 5.3%
  Germany21	 4.9%
  Cuba22	 4.1%

1

3

2

4

5

Other countries 
of origin

http://www.renewoureconomy.org/reports/state/?abbr=pa
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