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ECONOMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC
CONSEQUENCES OF IMMIGRATION

WEDNESDAY, MAY 21, 1986

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC RESOURCES,

COMPETITIVENESS, AND SECURITY ECONOMICS
OF THE JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTrEE,

Washington, DC.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:04 a.m., in room

2220, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. James H. Scheuer
(member of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Scbeuer, Lungren, and Fiedler.
Also present: William Buechner and Chris Frenze, professional

staff members.

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE SCHEUER,
PRESIDING

Representative SCHEUER. There is a Democratic caucus that is
still in process. So we're trying to find out when it's scheduled to
finish, and I'll let you know within a moment or two.

As a courtesy to my colleagues, presumably some of whom would
want to attend this hearing, I'm going to delay the start of the
hearing and the taking of testimony for just a few minutes.

If we find out that there's going to be a considerable delay with
the caucus, then we will go ahead promptly. But, give us another 5
minutes or so to see whether a little collegial courtesy would bring
some of our colleagues to the podium with me.

Thank you.
[A 5-minute recess was taken at this point.]
Representative SCHEUER. We Were just informed that the caucus

will go on until 11 o'clock. So, doing a balancing act, trying to bal-
ance the convenience of my colleagues and the convenience of the
witnesses, we've decided to go ahead with the hearings. [Pause.]
Congressman Lungren, a very hard-working member of this Joint
Economic Committee, is planning to be here about 11 o'clock.

I think we'll start.
The Subcommittee on Economic Resources, Competitiveness,

and Security Economics will come to order. I'd like to welcome all
of you to this morning's hearing, the first in a series of hearings
this subcommittee will hold on the effects of demographic change
on the United States.

(1)
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The purpose of these hearings is to examine how shifts in demo-
graphic behavior will affect our Nation's economy, our society, our
culture, particularly as we enter the 21st century.

The demographic changes that, of course, affect us are changes
in the birth rate-fertility, changes in the death rate-mortality.
And then human beings who move around.

These are the factors that add up to the sum total of demograph-
ic change.

Today's hearing will focus on new entrance into the United
States-immigration-both legal and illegal and how they affect
our society.

Welcome, Congresswoman. We're happy to have Congresswoman
Bobbi Fiedler with us this morning. The Democratic caucus is still
going on, Bobbi, and is expected to continue until 11.

Dan Lungren, hopefully, is coming over and, hopefully, we'll get
some Democrats, too. I'm just making a few opening remarks and
I'll be happy to yield to you. And then we'll get on with the wit-
ness.

Representative FIEDLER. Thank you.
Representative SCHEUER. OK. Delighted to have you here.
So, today's hearing will deal with immigration-a tidal wave of

illegal immigration that is affecting our country and will affect it
in profound and awesome ways in the future.

The hearing on Thursday will deal with the economic conse-
quences of immigration. And next week's hearing-next Thurs-
day's hearing-will center on the impact of immigration on our
Nation's society, all kinds of profound societal implications of the
tidal wave of illegal immigration, which is besetting us at the
present time.

I deeply regret having this hearing at a time when, at least for
the next 40 minutes, the Democrats will be in session, in caucus;
and I deeply regret that next Thursday, as it turns out, will be
during a recess. That wasn't planned that way.

It was planned to be a working period but we have important
witnesses who have made long-range plans to be here, coming from
out of the region-Governor Lamm of Colorado, and others-and
again we have a Hobson's choice here:

Do we cancel the hearing, since it now falls in a recess, or do we
continue with it?

And I suspect we'll continue with it as a courtesy to Governor
Lamm and others.

These three hearings should be remarkably interesting.
The population growth rate in the United States and the compo-

sition of our society, as in all societies, depends on those three fac-
tors that I just mentioned: fertility, mortality, and migration-
movement of people across transnational borders and within the
country.

All 435 Members of the House have felt that last phenomenon,
the movement of people within our borders, very acutely, because
we have a reapportionment every 10 years to reflect the movement
of people within our borders.

And for anybody who has come from Congresswoman Fiedler's
State, where they're adding Members of Congress, every 10 years,
we are contributing those congressional seats to California as a
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result of the fact that we have population ebb from the Northeast
and from the Midwest corridor to the South, the Southwest, and
the West.

And so Members of Congress of all shades and description are
very acutely aware of the effects of the movement of peoples, mi-
gration, internal migration on the country's well-being and on
their individual well-being.

Although the Federal Government collects timely and accurate
data on births, deaths, and legal immigration, which, of course, we
have very well under control, there's very, very little accurate in-
formation available concerning the number andthe characteristics
of illegal aliens in our society and the implications of the vast flood
of illegal aliens crashing over our borders, which this year will ap-
proach the 2 million mark.

The Census Bureau estimates that, in 1985, we had 3.8 million
births and 2.1 million deaths in our country. Additional population
growth came from the entry of approximately 600,000 legal immi-
grants, bringing the official increase in the U.S. population to
about 2.3 million people for 1985.

That's roughly 1 percent of our population, of about 24(to 242
million people. But these statistics do not take into account the
tidal wave of illegal immigration flowing across our borders at an
unprecedented pace, and probably growing. And perhaps growing
at an exponential pace.

Estimates of illegal entry range from a low of 1 million to more
than 3 million annually. This year, the official Immigration and
Naturalization Service estimates are in the 2 million range.

Despite the unavailability of accurate figures on illegal immigra-
tion there's ample evidence that we're facing an explosion of illegal
immiration.

We ve had these statements coming from Border Patrol person-
nel. I have visited the borders on a number of occasions in the last
20 years. On the last occasion, just a couple of months ago, under
the leadership of Congressman Charles Rangel and the Select Com-
mittee on Narcotics.

We know that in January of this year, the INS apprehended
131,000 illegal aliens trying to cross our border illegally, without
documentation; which was about double, or at least a 50-percent in-
crease over the arrests made in January of the previous year, 1985.

The prospect of a better life, political and personal freedom, and
enhanced employment opportunities are some of the powerful in-
centives that pull millions across our borders. The incentive to
come here, the pot of gold that lies at the end of the rainbow.

And there are equally strong push factors that energize them to
leave where they are:

Soaring unemployment, hunger, poverty, disease, political and
economic instability, frequently harsh, cruel oppression of dictatori-
al and authoritarian governments.

These are the push factors that send aliens leaving their coun-
try-for almost everywhere. The pull factors are the magnet that
bring them to our shores.

It's also common knowledge that counterfeit documents, which
are easily available for a couple of hundred dollars, enable would-
be immigrants once they are in our country, to prove that they
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lived here for any number of years, enable them to achieve residen-
cy and, hopefully, one day, if we have an amnesty provision in our
laws to achieve citizenship.

And any illegal alien coming across our 2,450-mile border with
the Republic of Mexico can easily obtain documents for a few hun-
dred dollars proving that his ancestors came over here on the May-
flower.

So, unless our Nation adopts a coherent policy to cope with ille-
gal immigration, our Nation s economy, our labor market, our edu-
cational system, our health programs, our unemployment insur-
ance programs, our entire safety net for all segments of the popula-
tion are likely to be overwhelmed.

And we of the Congress have to cope with this. The failure to
cope with it would produce unimaginably tragic results for our
country.

I very much hope that these hearings will shed some light on
this serious problem, and I welcome the testimony from very distin-
guished witnesses.

And before we start taking testimony, I'm happy to yield to my
hardworking colleague on this committee, Congresswoman Bobbi
Fiedler of California.

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE FIEDLER
Representative FIEDLER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

And I would like to commend you for having the wisdom to call
these hearings. I regret that I probably will not be able to attend
the one that will be carried on next week, but I will look forward
to seeing the testimony from various witnesses.

As someone who lives in southern California, I obviously see the
full scope of the impact of illegal immigration in this country. Each
month, they are apprehending 50,000 illegal immigrants coming
across the border in the San Diego area alone. And as a result of
that, obviously, there are enormous costs to finance the handling of
those individuals.

And they say that for every one that they actually capture there
are three to four that get across that are never captured.

As someone who formerly served on the Los Angeles Board of
Education, I see the impact from another perspective as well. I see
the tremendous impact of housing and schooling costs because of
the American-born children of illegal aliens.

One of the biggest problems that we have in the southern Cali-
fornia area with illegal aliens is trying to accommodate the very
rapid expansion in the population in the school systems providing
them adequate education, providing them programs that permit
the transition from languages other than English into the English
language so that they can become more proficient.

They face many problems in terms of exploitation. There is a
whole underground economy that has been developed around large
segments of populations, like the ones in southern California, be-
cause of the sheer volume of the people entering.

And, in large part, that comes as a result of the economic disad-
vantage that they face in their own countries. And it is hard to try
to reflect upon where we would be if we were stuck in a situation



where we can neither feed nor clothe nor house our families and
right, a few miles over the border, there were other options that we
felt we were willing to risk taking the illegal step of coming into
this country to have some of those basic necessities.

As for myself, I have strongly supported efforts to beef up the
Border Patrol. I frankly do not think that there is anything short
of maintaining strong border enforcement to stop the flow of illegal
immigration.

It's absolutely essential in my opinion that we gain and develop
an effective guest worker program so that in those areas where we
need labor and there is a willingness on the part of another group
of people outside of the United States to supply that labor force,
that there is a realistic and humane way in which to bring them in
to the marketplace to supply those resources.

It's my understanding that some $24 billion each year is defraud-
ed from the Federal Government by the use of fraudulent docu-
ments. My colleague touched upon that. It is very, very difficult for
an employer to determine whether or not the documents which
they are looking at are legal, since the Federal Government isn't
able to do it with all the giant bureaucracies and resources that we
have.

For me, I just feel strongly that the cost is enormous in terms of
the human cost itself, as well as the taxpayer cost. In my area, I
know they're spending about $100 million a year at the county
level on services for illegal aliens. It goes well into the billions of
dollars a year in the State of California in collective groups of serv-
ices which have to be utilized for health care, educational care, and
other care.

So it is a very major problem, both in terms of humane problems
and in terms of an economic problem.

I look forward to hearing the testimony of the various witnesses
today to see whether or not you might shed some light on the prob-
lems, so that we can find a realistic way to solve it, and not simply
shift it from one year to the next without any serious attention to
it.

Representative SCHEUER. Thank you very much, Congresswoman
Fiedler.

Our first witness to open this set of hearings is Ray Marshall,
formerly Secretary of Labor of the United States, 1977-81. Profes-
sor Marshall is a member of the Economic Policy Council of the
United Nations Association, a trustee of the Carnegie Corp., and
chairman of the board of the Institute for the Future.

That blast should give you sufficient credentials to inform us
today, Professor Marshall. We are delighted to have you and we
look forward to what you have to tell us.

STATEMENT OF RAY MARSHALL, PROFESSOR, LBJ SCHOOL OF
PUBLIC AFFAIRS, UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS

Mr. MARSHALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Representative SCHUER. I might say your entire statement will

be printed in its prepared form in the record. So you might feel
free just to chat with us informally for 10, 12, or 15 minutes, and
then I am sure we will have some questions for you.
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Mr. MARSHALL. Good, I would like to do that. I have a longer pre-
pared statement.

But let me start by commending you and this subcommittee for
holding these hearings.

I think that immigration is one of the most important domestic
problems that the country faces. It is a complex and controversial
issue, as you know, and the ecomomic implications are not as well
understood as some of the demographic implications, and I think
that it does have important longrun economic implications for the
competitiveness of this country.

And therefore, it is a good idea to get the facts as rapidly as we
possibly can because I think that of all the political issues I have
ever dealt with this is the most complex, and it is very difficult to
get a political solution but we must have a political solution, and I
think the longer we wait the harder it will be to get that solution.

So I think there is some urgency in trying to move as rapidly as
we can to a solution.

Let me preface my comments by making a few observations and
then a few conclusions.

Representative SCHEUER. There is some question as to whether
we have received your prepared testimony.

Mr. MARSHALL. No; you have not, and Iapologize for that. This is
not a good time of the year for professors because of the end of the
school year, but I have one and will get it to you.

Representative SCHEUER. Very good.
Mr. MARSHALL. The first point that I would like to emphasize is

that it is extremely important to distinguish the problem of illegal
and legal immigration. The impact is very different in the two
cases.

Legal immigration and refugees have been very important to this
country, have made a rich and important contribution, and I think
that we will continue to be a country of immigrants and absorb im-
migration, but I think it ought to be legal, that the real problem is
the fact of illegality, the fact that we have a large and growing un-
derclass of people who live outside the protection of our laws, who
are easily exploited and therefore will create serious longrun prob-
lems for us.

Whatever we say about the economic implications of immigra-
tion is irrelevant to the fact that we must have legal immigration.
There is no justification in a society that believes in the rule of law
for any kind of illegal activity, and I say that because a lot of
people seem to assume that because they can show that the eco-
nomic implications are not as great as commonly assumed that
therefore illegal immigration is all right, and I think that is a very
dangerous assumption even if you grant the assumptions about
impact.

Let me state my own conclusions about the impact of illegal im-
migration on the United States, and it seems to me that there is
strong evidence for all three of these conclusions, especially the
first two.

The first is there is no question that illegal immigration de-
presses wages and working conditions for legal residents of the
United States, and it seems to me the evidence on that is just over-
whelming.
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Representative SCHEUER. Would you repeat that?
Mr. MARSHALL. Yes, sir. I think the evidence is overwhelming on

the fact that illegal immigration depresses wages and working con-
ditions for legal residents of the United States.

The second conclusion is that there is no doubt in my mind
either that there is displacement of workers from jobs, of legal resi-
dents from jobs in the United States as a result of illegal immigra-
tion. I don't believe that it is one for one. I think that there is room
for disagreement over the magnitude but no disagreement over the
fact that it tends to happen.

Representative FIEDLER. Could you describe how you gathered
the information on that element?

Mr. MARSHALL. Well, of course, I think one of the most impor-
tant recent studies is of your own southern California, "The Fourth
Wave," which was published by the Urban Institute. I think that is
one of the best studies, and they support all of those conclusions as
well as the fact that if you look at State and county taxes relative
to benefits in southern California-Los Angeles County, that the
benefits are roughly twice the taxes paid by the immigrants.

I would hasten to point out two t ings about that study, as you
read it.

One is that the summary is very different from the text, so that
you have to be careful about how you interpret the information. I
read their text as implying much more displacement than they
imply. But the numbers are all in the text, and I will have those
numbers in my full statement. And what you do is by inference,
and as I will remark-we might as well do it here.

I think it. is very important to recognize that you will never be
able to prove beyond any doubt what the extent of displacement is.
The main reason for that is in the first place you will never be able
to hold other things constant except for immigration status, and
that makes it very difficult.

So what you do is look at the facts, and the facts about southern
California are that, first, wages have increased a good bit less in
southern California than in the rest of the country in the same in-
dustries and that there is an inverse relationship between the pro-
portion of immigrants in a workplace or occupation and the extent
of wage increases, and that is fairly straightforward.

It is also fairly clear that a very large part, two-thirds of all the
new jobs in the decade of the 1970's in Los Angeles County were
held by immigrants and that you had substantial out migration, ac-
cording to the Urban Institute study and according to the Census
data, of blue collar workers who work in the same occupations as
the immigrant workers and you have had a decline in the work
force of legal residents of the United States in Los Angeles County.

Now, the trouble with that study, of course, is it is hard to
impute to the rest of the country what happens in Los Angeles
County. Most of these studies tend to be episodic and tend to be
case studies of particular places, and therefore it is very difficult to
make inferences about them to the larger society.

It seems to me, though, that the evidence suggests that you can
specify the conditions under which people are likely to be dis-
placed, and obviously if you have a labor market, as the California
labor market has been, with above average unemployment-in 12
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out of the 14 years studied by the Urban Institute, the California
employment rate was higher than the national average, and there-
fore it is not a tight labor market by any means. And I think that
the more unemployment that you have in a labor market the more
displacement you are likely to get.

You might be able to argue that during a time like World War
II, when the labor market is very tight and when there really is a
shortage of workers with the characteristics of the immigrant
workers, that the immigrant workers promote economic growth be-
cause they make it possible for you to expand the economy and
don't therefore necessarily displace people.

But during a time like the present, with substantial unemploy-
ment in the United States, I think there is displacement, and you
find it out in a variety of ways whether there has.

First, of course, you look at the numbers and make some infer-
ences from that, and then you try to disaggregate the numbers as
much as you can and look at particular situations.

And I think the second important condition besides the looseness
or tightness of the labor market is the nature of the job; that is,
some jobs you have difficulty finding people in the United States to
fill. That doesn't mean that you can't do it or that if you did other
things you couldn't make those jobs attractive to people in the
United States. But it would be a mistake to infer that the undocu-
mented workers are only in the low-wage occupations because the
longer they stay in the United States the more they spread out into
other occupations.

During my time as Secretary of Labor, between 1977 and 1981,
we had a program-we called it the Employers of Undocumented
Workers Program-in which we found large numbers of undocu-
mented workers in the construction industry, for example, and that
certainly is not a low-wage industry, by any means.

Now, so that if you are talking about better jobs, then it is hard
to argue, it seems to me, that we couldn't find people to do that
work. I don't know any occupation in the United States that is held
entirely by illegals, and that is the reason I am skeptical of the
conclusion that the illegals only take work that people in the
United States will not take.

But obviously the more undesirable the job, the more difficult it
would be to attract people. But there are some attitudes of employ-
ers that you have to try to take into account, and they also make it
very difficult for you to answer the question of the extent of dis-
placement.

Representative FIEDLER. May I just make a point here, though?
Mr. MARSHALL. Surely.
Representative FIEDLER. When you take a look at a State like

California, and to some degree it is unique in terms of its welfare
program, the average family of four is receiving $15,000 in com-
bined nontaxable benefits in that State if they are on welfare. The
choices between that and a minimum wage job at, you know, $3.25,
$3.50 an hour is roughly cutting the income in half.

So why should they go out and fill those low-waged jobs when
they don't have to do it, can receive a welfare check, have all the
benefits that come with that, and actually live a higher standard of
life and there is another group who is willing to come in and, for
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whatever their reasons, whether it is because they want to simply
get a foothold here or because they happen to be in transition
themselves, are willing to fill those jobs?

So, you know, maybe in a State where their welfare benefits
were substantially lower, the competition for that marketplace
might be very different-or for those jobs might be very different,
but there is a substantial labor pool that could by, let's say, their
availability in a city like Los Angeles fill some of those lower
waged jobs but it is an economic disincentive for them to do it.

Mr. MARSHALL. I agree, and I think that we ought to pay atten-
tion to that. I think our welfare system is an abomination and we
ought to try to do whatever we can with that.

Representative FIEDLER. You agree.
Mr. MARSHALL. I think it is particularly unwise to have what we

have in California and other States, and that is the disincentive for
people to work because of the heavy tax on their earnings if they
in fact do go to work. If you put a 95-percent tax on the earnings of
people, you are going to create a disincentive to work, and my own
view is that we ought to create incentives for people to work, and I
think my experience has been that when you do that people will in
fact work.

They want to work, and the idea that people don't want to work
seems to me to be really not substantiated by the evidence.

But I think on the employer's side you have to look at several
realities, too.

One is that for many jobs employers prefer the illegal workers
because-for a variety of reasons. One is they are a dependable
supply of labor in marginal low-wage jobs that otherwise might
have a high turnover.

I have studied that in Texas, and I know that to be the case, that
employers in fact consider the illegals to be better workers for cer-
tain kinds of jobs.

And, of course, the other thing that I am absolutely convinced of
from my experience as Secretary of Labor is that employers prefer
people who are easily controlled, and therefore the fact that the
undocumented workers have limited control of their own affairs
niakes it very difficult to enforce the labor laws and also makes it
very difficult to determine whether or not legal residents of the
United States would have obtained those jobs.

I actually tried that a number of times with employers who hired
foreign workers to try to get them to agree to hire domestic work-
ers if we could recruit them and I rarely had much success with that
because if you discharge a foreign worker or threat to discharge, it is
a pretty potent threat.

The second thing about that is that employers frequently insu-
late themselves from labor cost and perpetuate marginal low-wage
jobs by having a surplus of labor in those conditions, using things
like the piece rate, for example, which gives management no incen-
tive to improve productivity in those jobs, even when you can-our
experience is that you can reshape the jobs and substantially im-
prove productivity and therefore wages and competitiveness of
American industry.

So I think all of those things enter it.
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Now, the clear choice that the employer has is several choices be-
sides using illegals.

One is he could raise wages, and the Urban Institute study sug-
gests that the wage increases in southern California for low-income
Hispanics was 16 percent, less than the national average, which
meant it was a very profitable undertaking for those employers in
southern California.

Now, with that kind of profitability, other things employers can
do is raise wages. The second thing they could do would be to im-
prove management and mechanization to improve the productivity
of those jobs and then, third, go offshore, which is what many do.

Now, I think that from the standpoint of the competitiveness of
American industry we have to recognize that we are not going to
be able to compete with the Third World in wage competition. If
we try that, we will lose it, and therefore we ought not to try to
compete in wage competition.

A lot of that industry in southern California, as in Texas, is on
its way to the Third World, and if we try to compete we have to
recognize in the Third World Mexico is a high-wage country and
therefore we won't be able to compete. We have to compete by im-
proving productivity, and I think that the steady flow of illegal im-
migrants into the United States makes it very difficult to improve
productivity, and therefore I think that we ought to do whatever
we can to halt that steady flow.

Representative SCHEUER. C would I ask you a question on that?
Mr. MARSHALL. Surely.
Representative SCHEUER. Does the flow of illegals into this coun-

try make it difficult to improve productivity because they are
working at such a low rate that when the employer does his cost-
benefit calculus it doesn't pay him to install labor-saving machin-
e'fr. MARSHALL. That is part of it. I think that if--

Representative SCHEUER. Or is it the fact that being largely illit-
erate mostly in their own language and almost always in English,
they have trouble learning to use labor intensive, more productive
aids to their productivity?

Is it a question of capability, or is it --
Mr. MARSHALL. Yes, I think education is terribly important and

that, in my view, the single most ilrArtant thing we ought to do to
improve the competitiveness of erican industry is massive im-
provements in education and esi cially for minorities.

See, by the year 2020 we will have 91 million minorities in the
United States. They will be 34 percent of the population as con-
trasted with 17 percent now. They will probably be almost 40 per-
cent of the wor force, and therefore our future depends on the
education of those workers, and I think the steady reinforcement of
immigrants who have limited education makes it very difficult to
upgrade those people.

Representative SCHEUER. Well, we have 20 percent of our adult
work force in this country illiterate.

Mr. MARSHALL. Yes.
Representative SCHEUER. And that itself is a terrible thing.
Mr. MARSHALL. But to answer your question, I think that most

workers, most of these workers, with proper kinds of programs can
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become literate. You know, we have a lot of experience with liter-
acy programs. We ought to go full speed ahead with that.

I believe that those workers can learn, but they first have to get
literate. It is hard to learn many other subjects unless you have
basic education, and once you get that then you can move steadily
ahead.

So there are several aspects of the low-productivity problem. One
is you perpetuate marginal low-wage jobs that don't really require
high levels of education and which are better done in the Third
World, as by Third World standards they are good jobs, and there-
fore many of them should go to the Third World. If we cannot
pay-my attitude about it is if we cannot pay prevailing wages at
the minimum end of the scale in the United States, then we are
better off letting them go offshore.

Representative SCHEUER. So you don't accept the argument of
employer groups that the existence of a low-paid illegal immigrant
work force makes possible the perpetuation of whole industries
which couldn't survive here without that low-wage structure?

Mr. MARSHALL. No, I don't accept that, and I think that that
could well be, but the question is: Are we better off with those in-
dustries?

Representative SCHEUER. Right.
Mr. MARSHALL. I think we do perpetuate some of those indus-

tries, but I am absolutely convinced that there are other options
and that in the long run our best option for those jobs is mechani-
zation.

Representative FIEDLER. I would really like to disagree on two
points.

One is the fact that these people that are coming in are unedu-
cated. They may be undereducated compared to the American
standard, but it really depends upon the individuals. In some cases
they have educations that are equal too.

Having represented the entire city of Los Angeles and large seg-
ments of east Los Angeles, you will see high-aptitude levels in
mathematics. The biggest problem in terms of the education is lan-
guage difficulty, and it is as a result of the language difficulty that
you see the high level of dropouts.

The second point that I would like to make to you, it is not that
they cannot learn. Not only do they learn, but they learn very well
and very rapidly, and that is why they have so effectively filled in
a certain economic niche in a broad range of different types of
fields.

They are highly motivated workers, and that is part of what
makes them very attractive, not just the fact that there is a readily
available supply of workers but that they know the alternative is
not to eat, not to take care of their family. That is very different
than someone who knows the alternative is simply to go to the wel-
fare line and pick up a welfare check. And so you have that dy-
namic that is coming in here.

I also feel-and this is a personal reflection on this issue-that
for us to accept the idea that we should let large numbers of indus-
tries systematically leave this country, leaving us nothing more
than a service-oriented kind of society, is a major mistake on our
part:



12

Mr. MARSHALL. Yes, I wouldn't say that.
Representative .SCHEUER. Wait a minute. Professor Marshall isn't

saying that at all.
Mr. MARSHALL. I agree with everything you said. In fact, that

was my point, is that these people can and do learn, but you have
to make it possible for them to learn English.

Representative FIEDLER. I agree with that.
Mr. MARSHALL. In fact, in our San Diego Job Corps Camp we had

a good program to teach English to people with-during my time
we had people who were illiterate in 23 languages, but they were
coming out with English.

And I think there is no question about the motivation, the fact
that people will learn and that you do have some fairly well-edu-
cated people and that they tend to be in the groups from which
they come the best educated people of that group. But that still is
itot adequate.

See, most of the people in the United States don't have adequate
education for a competitive society. I also believe that we ought not
to let our manufacturing industry go offshore, but we are not going
to be able to compete with places like Korea and even Japan or
Mexico in a marginal low-wage industry that can be done any-
where, and it seems to me that if we are going to be a relatively
high-wage country then we only have-you can compete according
to three propositions.

You can compete according to wages. You can compete according
to management systems and organization, or you can compete with
technology.

Well, if we try to compete with wages, we will lose it. There is a
modern factory not far from Seoul that I heard about from an
American manufacturing company there that has well-educated
people. The Korean population has a high motivation to be educat-
ed. They work 7 days a week, 12 hours a day, with only 2 days off a
year, and they make $3,000 a year, and by Chinese standards that
is high wage. And these people are better educated or at least as
well educated as their counterparts in the United States because
they give heavy weight to that.

As one Singapore official put it to an American manufacturer, he
said, you came here because of low-cost labor; you will stay here
because of the quality of our labor.

Now, that is the competition, and if we think we are going to in
Los Angeles County compete with people with that kind of motiva-
tion and that kind of frame of reference, then I think it is going to
be very difficult.

We can compete in manufacturing, and I think we must compete
in manufacturing. I don't think you will have the service industry
without manufacturing. Most high-wage service work is related to
high-wage manufacturing.

You are not going to get the bank and insurance business if you
lose the manufacturing business, especially if you lose it to the Jap-
anese or people in the Pacific Rim. The bankers that own the man-
ufacturing company will see to it that their banks get that busi-
ness, as they are in California. They are beginning to move into the
banking industry and take over services.
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A major area of international competition is construction, where
we have had a substantial advantage. The largest advertising firm
is not in the United States. It is in Tokyo-in the world-and they,
because of their industrial organization, will keep those jobs.

Now, my view is that we will be able to sustain the kind of wages
that we have in the United States if we educate our people, if we
train our people, and if we keep a technological edge and if we see
to it that these management systems tend to be better than they
are. Many of our management systems-I think the jury is still out
on whether the management systems in our basic industries will
get to world class. They are not world class now.

In our automobile industry, for example, I think that on a level
playing field, which means if we didn't do anything else, that the
Japanese would put us out of the automobile business, even if we
equalize--

Representative SCHEUER. Is that partially due to the fact that we
pay automobile labor approximately twice the industrial wage?

Mr. MARSHALL. That is only part of it. There is a recent study
that indicated that if you equalized hourly wages between the
United States and Japan for subcompact cars you would eliminate
25 percent of the differential of about $2,000 a car between the
United States and Japan.

The other factor on that list tends to be productivity, where the
Japanese have a unit cost advantage.

The second thing on that list is that their fringes cost them a
ood bit less than they do here. Health care cost, for example, is a
action of what it is here per hour, per automobile. Unemploy-

ment compensation is very low relative to the United States.
The big differentials though, are in white-collar differentials in

the United States-we have many more layers of supervision and
management than they have in the typical Japanese plant, and that
differential is much greater than the hourly wage differential for
blue-collar workers between the United States and Japan.

Representative SCHEUER. We will try to get your focus back on
the immigration business.

Mr. MARSHALL. All right.
Representative SCHEUER. Professor Marshall, you have been fas-

cinating on this subject and I would love to invite you back some
other time to discuss the question of our national productivity be-
cause I don't think there is any more important question that our
country has to face up to than that single one question: How do we
make ourselves productive? How do we make ourselves a compe-
tent, effective competitor in global commerce?

But for the moment this morning, we are narrowing our focus to
the problem facing us of how do we cope with both legal and illegal
immigration, and I don't think either of us have any problem with
coping with the 600,000 level of legal immigration. We are con-
cerned with the problem of illegal immigration and its implications
to us.

So if you would proceed with your testimony on the immigration
question.

Mr. MARSHALL. Well, let me quickly, Mr. Chairman, just list
what seem to be to be the things that you need to do to bring ille-
gal immigration under control.
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There are actually two mutually supportive ways that you could
do it. One would be to try to control the border; that is, try to seal
the border.

The second would be that you remove the motive; that is, that
you make it difficult for people to work in the United States ille-
gally.

A third one that I would add to that list is that we ought to take
the profit out of the exploitation of illegal workers in the United
States by vigorously enforcing our labor laws, and I commend to
your attention the Employers of Undocumented Workers project
that we had between 1977 and 1980, which demonstrated that this
could be done and with relatively meager resources, and that that
is an important way to take the profit out of exploitation of low-
income workers.

I don't believe that we are going to be able to seal the border,
and I think what we have to do, I think we ought to improve our
enforcement, we ought to give many more resources to the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service, we ought to use the latest tech-
nology and be able to do that. We have made improvements there,
but we still have a long way to go, in my judgment, before we do
an adequate job with that.

But I also believe we have to have employer sanctions and that
that is the thing that has to be orchestrated very carefully.

First, that you need to avoid discrimination. I think the Hispanic
groups are correct, that if you duck the identifier question, then
you are going to encourage discrimination against people who look
foreign or sound foreign, and I think if you are going to have em-
ployer sanctions it is terribly important not to leave open this traf-
fic that we have now in documents and to try to seal that.

In my time as Secretary of Labor, I also served on the Select
Commission on Immigration and Refugee Policy. We prepared for
this select commission a system that I commend to your attention,
which would not require workers to carry cards, wouldn't try to
use the identification, the Social Security card, but would have a
system where the worker would need to get a number, new work-
ers and new hires, and then turn that number into the employer,
and the employer's sole obligation would be to call an 800 number
and verify the number and write that in the worker's file and leave
it up to the-I don't think we ought to require employers to en-
force immigration laws. But if you do that, then I think the system
can be developed with modern technology, with very little informa-
tion that would meet the legitimate concerns of everybody without
yielding to the illegitimate.

There are serious civil liberties issues involved in the use of the
Social Security card. I think it is not the issue of my ability to iden-
tify myself. I think the real question with the Social Security card
is twofold:

One, that our information system has been accumulating errors
since 1935 and therefore if you added this it would probably cause
it to be very difficult.

The second one is the privacy question, which strikes me as real,
and I personally have never been too convinced that if I have the
ability to identify myself that somehow diminishes my liberties.
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Representative SCHEUER. How about a worker identification
card?

Mr. MARSHALL. Well, I think you could give a number and you
could do that.

Representative SCHEUER. Every other country in the world has
that.

Mr. MARSHALL. Yes.
Representative SCHEUER. I don't know of another industrialized

western democracy--
Mr. MARSHALL. And I will have in my prepared statement a de-

scription of that system, a fuller description, and it seems to me
that it is wortll paying attention to. It costs some money, but I
don't think it costs as much as the GAO's estimate of the cost of
using the Social Security card.

Representative SCHEUER. How about a worker identification card
that would not include the elderly, it would not include the-- ,

Mr. MARSHALL. Well, I think there is a way to phase in a system
so that a worker could get a number, and that could be that work-
er's number.

Representative FIED.ER. Well, what is the difference between
that and Social Security? People already have a Social Security
card, and they simply pass them from one to another.

Mr. MARSHALL. Yes. I think the real problem with the Social Se-
curity--

Representative SCHEUER. It is easily forgeable.
Mr. MARSHALL. Yes.
Representative FIEDLER. Or even the real one can simply be

passed from hand to hand.
Mr. MARSHALL. The experts on such matters tell me that you are

better off starting a new system than you are trying to graft this
function into the Social Security system, partly because of the ease
of counterfeiting and the fact that you have already got so many in
the system that you don't know about.

The famous Woolworth billfold case. That is where Woolworth
sold these billfolds during the Depression with a facsimile Social
Security card in it that thousands of people were paying on. You
could give the Social Security Adminitration any kind of
number-you give the employer-and they will pay. They will take
your money. And so they have a lot of error in the system.

There is also the privacy issue. There is so much information
that is being collected about people on the basis of the Social Secu-
rity card that the civil libertarians are very concerned about that.
In fact, they are concerned about any card, and I think they have a
legitimate concern about the privacy question. I don't think they
have a legitimate issue about whether or not I have an identifier,
particularly if you have the protections that the State cannot deny
me the card and if nobody can compel me to produce it. Then I
think you meet most of the civil liberties issues.

Now, I think the toughest issue dealing with this whole question is
what do you do about those people who are already here? What do
you do about adjustment of status or amnesty?

I think you have to deal with it, and I think it is tough. You have
to have a proper combination of carrots and sticks or it won't work,
and if it doesn't work, then you are going to have so many people
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outside the system that any kind of legalization program will be
rendered very difficult.

Representative SCHEUER. Do you fear that if we have amnesty
while our borders are in such a painfully out-of-control condition
that there will be a tidal wave, an additional tidal wave over the
existing tidal wave--

Mr. MARSHALL. Well, I think that is right, and in my prepared
statement--

Representative SCHEUER [continuing]. Of people wanting to take
advantage of an amnesty that might become law in the future?

Mr. MARSHALL. Yes; and in my prepared statement I emphasize
the importance of phasing. It seems to me before you do anything
that you need to gain control of the border as much as you can be-
cause if you try the amnesty first or even simultaneously, then I
think that you run that risk, and therefore I believe that you are
absolutely right. There is a serious problem.

Representative SCHEUER. Let me just interject here.
Mr. MARSHALL. Yes.
Representative SCHEUER. I have sponsored an amendment that is

not contained in the Senate version of the immigration bill that
would defer the effective date of amnesty until a Presidential Com-
mission determined that our borders were reasonably secure.

Senator Metzenbaum amended the Senate provision to limit the
amnesty deferment to no more than 3 years. I regret that he did
that, but it seems to me that to have amnesty without secure bor-
ders would be a mistake of colossal proportions.

Mr. MARSHALL. Yes; I think that the phasing is terribly impor-
tant and that therefore you ought to do that.

Representative SCHEUER. Yes.
Mr. MARSHALL. But I think the other thing to recognize is that

even if you do all of that amnesty will not be easy. A lot of people
won't come forward. Then what are you going to do?

See, the reason for amnesty is to avoid roundup and massive de-
portation or avoid continuing the illegals. I think a massive round-
up would be a horrible mistake.

Representative SCHEUER. Our country will not do that.
Mr. MARSHALL. We have had several of those, and now the prob-

lem would be even more serious. I think we are partly culpable for
illegals being in the United States because we have had this traves-
ty of the law that it is illegal to be in the United States but not
illegal to work.

Representative SCHEUER. Yes.
Mr. MARSHALL. And we have turned our heads and ignored that

and therefore have perpetuated the situation.
But it is a complex issue because you have to worry about the

equity of people who have waited patiently to come into the United
States legally and then we suddenly appear to reward illegality.

But as I say, I think that is a better choice than any alternatives
to deal with that question. But many people will not come forth,
and it would have to be a carefully orchestrated combination of
carrots and sticks or they won't do it.

Representative SCHEUER. Professor, I have to leave for this roll-
call vote that is going on in about 3 minutes. So I am perfectly will-
ing to have you come back after a 10- to 12-minute recess, but if
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you want to leave for a plane, as I am informed you are, then why
don't you take the next 3 minutes to sum up your testimony?

Mr. MARSHALL. Well, I will do it in 1 minute, Mr. Chairman, be-
cause all of what I need to say is in my prepared statement.

I believe it would be a serious mistake to have a new
guestworker program, and I spell out in some detail there--

Representative SCHEUER. I totally agree with you.
Mr. MARSHALL [continuing]. And therefore-and I think before

you do that you ought to look at the experience that we have had
with the Bracero Program and that Western Europe has had with
the guestworker program. I review that in my prepared statement.

It seems to me if we would gain control of illegal immigration
and then have an amnesty program we will have an adeuate
supply of labor and that we ought to at least wait to see what hap-
pens, you know, how many people we are talking about if we, as I
o we will, gain control of illegal immigration.

he other point about that is that we already have a program
under H-2, and I think it is much better to have an improved H-2
program, which is very difficult to enforce but would be better than
trying to have a guestworker program.

Representative SCHECUER. Would you say it would be a fair state-
ment to state that no industrialized country in the world has ever
brought in workers from a developing world country to solve a tem-
porary labor shortage without finding that they had a horrendous
problem on their hands when they wanted to divest themselves of
that program?

Mr. MARSHALL. Absolutely. In fact, I think that during my time
as Secretary of Labor I talked with my colleagues, ministers of
labor from all of the European countries--

Representative SCHEUER. Britain, France, Germany.
Mr. MARSHALL [continuing]. And I think they would tell you

almost to a person-at least would during my time-if they had it
to do over again they wouldn't do it.

Part of i is that they were surprised. As one Swiss demographer
put it, a Swiss writer said that we asked for labor and we got
people.

Representative SCHEUER. Who had children.
Mr. MARSHALL. Yes, and therefore it seems to me that if people

come into the United States they ought to come into the United
States as immigrants with full legal rights to protect their entry
because any other status will cause you trouble in the long run.

You have to have a very strange theory of human nature to
assume that any group will be permanently satisfied with second-
class status.

Representative SCHEUER. And their children especially, who are
born here as American citizens.

Mr. MARSHALL. That is right. Well, it is a generational problem.
Representative SCHEUER. Yes.
Mr. MARSHALL. As Congresswoman Fiedler put it, there are

people who are willing to work scared and hard when their frame
of reference is Mexico or when their frame of reference was a plan-
tation in the South.

Representative SCHEUER. True.
Mr. MARSHALL. You get the same dynamics.
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Representative SCHEUER. But their kids won't.
Mr. MARSHALL. But their kids will not, and they won't as time

goes by because they no longer compare their situation with the
old country. They compare their situation with other people here.

Representative SCHEUER. With what they see on television.
Mr. MARSHALL. And that is, I think, a very important reality,

and it has been the case through history.
Representative SCHEUER. Mr. Secretary, we're very much in your

debt for your stimulating and thoughtful testimony.
Mr. MARSHALL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Marshall follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF RAY MARSHALL

Mr. Chairman, members of the subcommittee.

I am pleased to respond to your invitation to present my
views on the recent trends in immigration, how these trends will
affect our economy, society, and culture as we move into the 21st
century, and my recommendations for achieving the proper flow of
immigration into the United States.

Let me start by commending you and your colleagues, Mr.
Chairman, for holding these hearings. Immigration is one of our
most important and intractable domestic problems. If unresolved,
unrestricted illegal immigration could have serious long-run
political, social, and economic consequences for the United
States. It is particularly important for this subcommittee, with
its emphasis on economic competitiveness, to examine this issue.
Because of our preoccupation with the legal and law enforcement
aspects of this problem, we often ignore its economic and labor
market implications. Sound public policy requires an examination
of all facets of this complex issue.

Before developing my views more systematically, I would like
to make several preliminary observations. The first is how
important it is to distinguish legal from illegal immigration.
There is no question in my mind that the United States has
historically derived considerable economic, political, and social
benefit from l immigration. But whatever our conclusions
about its econoicpolitical, or social effects, there can be no
justification for illegal immigration in a society guided by the
rule of law. I beliee moreover, that economic conditions in.
the United States today make it imperative that we subject
immigration to labor market and economic tests--i.e., we must
consider the effects of immigration on the employment, wages, and.
economic opportunities of legal residents of the United States.
We must, in addition, consider the implications of immigration
for the long-run competitiveness of American industry. And by
competitiveness I do not merely mean our ability to maintain
external balance or job creation. We must consider the quality
of jobs and the terms under which we are able to compete in
international markets. Competitiveness therefore means our
ability to compete on terms that make it possible to maintain the
profitability of U.S.-based firms and the real incomes of
American workers. I don't have to tell this subcommittee that by-
this definition the U.S. is losing its competitiveness in high
tech as well as traditional industries. Although we have done
better than any other industrial country in terms of job
creation, we have one of the poorest records of any industrial
country in terms of productivity and real wage growth. We must
be concerned about the fact that real wages are lower in the U.S.
than they were in the 1960s and, despite a very rapid increase in
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the labor for;e participation of women, real family incomes are
declining.

As I will demonstrate, the fact of illegality creates an
economic underclass that is easily exploited and lives outside
the protection of most of our laws. This. underclass displaces
legal residents of the U.S. from jobs, depresses their wages and
working conditions, reduces the productivity of American
industry, and perpetuates marginal, low wage industries that
cannot be competitive in international markets without subsidies
from American consumers and/or workers.
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Controlling Illegal Immigration

Ray Marshall

Introduction

Immigration is one of the most important and complex
problems the United States. faces today. It is, however, a
problem with a mixture of opportunities as well as dangers. If
we develop appropriate immigration policies we can continue to
benefit from the rich quality of life that comes from cultural
diversity, material progress, And amicable relations with other
countries. On the other hand, improper immigration policies can
threaten our national sovereignty; widen income disparities and
damage the quality of our lives; generate racial and social
tensions; and exacerbate relationships with other countries.

If immigration is an important and complex problem it is
also an increasingly urgent national issue. First, there is the
pressing problem of gaining control of illegal immigration. From
all indications, the U.S. is currently experiencing a large
illegal or undocumented influx. As is the case with all
clandestine processes, it is almost impossible to obtain accurate
data on such migration, but most observers would agree that the
annual inflow of illegals is between 500,000 and 1 million a
year. One of the best recent estimates, by an Urban Institute
study, concludes that there are over 2 million illegal immigrants
in California alone and that their number is growing at about

1
100,000 a year. This constitutes a flagrant violation of
national sovereignty, as control over entry by non-citizens is
one of the two or three universal attributes of nation states.
Apart from the fact that the U.S. seems to have less control over
its borders than any other major industrial country, this illegal
inflow is creating a large pool of persons (estimates were in the
4-6 million range for 1980) who live and work in our society but
with less than full protection of our laws. This obviously makes
these people a target of exploitation and intimidation.

Second, there is growing concern over the rate of growth and
the sheer size of the inflow. Net immigration (legal and
illegal, immigrants and refugees) probably was well in excess of
one million per year during the late 1970s and early 1980s, which
means that in recent years the U.S. has accepted twice as many

1. Thomas Muller et al., The Fourth Wave (Washington, D.C., The
Urban Institute Press, 1985).
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immigrants.anJ refugees as the rest of the industrialized world

together. The rate of inflow toward the end of the 1970s was at
the highest level in our history. Perhaps the most sobering
factor in these calculations is that unless a restrictive policy
is put into place, the rate of inflow into the future is likely
to accelerate rather than stabilize or diminish, generating even
greater domestic problems.

The pressures that will make for an accelerating inflow (in
the absence of tighter controls) are fairly obvious and stem from
the inability of third world countries to absorb their rapidly
expanding populations into productive, decently-paid
occupations. The world's population was about 4 billion in 1975
and wili reach 6.4 billion by the year 2000. Most of this
population growth is in developing countries which already have
serious unemployment and underemployment problems. These nations
will need 600 to 700 million new jobs between 1980 and 2000 just
to keep joblessness from rising above the current 40 to 50
percent. To put this in perspective, 600 or 700 million is more
jobs than existed in all of the industrialized countries combined
in 1980. These pressures will not be lessened by declining birth
rates which tend to accompany the industrialization of third
world nations, since most of the people who will enter the work
force during the next two decades already have been born. Of
course, the U.S. may be more affected by the specifics of the
Mexican situation than by the general characteristics of the
third world. But Mexico, despite its high growth rates in the
1970s and its oil wealth, reproduces the picture described
above. The Mexican population of over 70 million in 1980 will
double by the year 2000, and the total number of jobs that would
have to be created in Mexico during the next 20 years in order to
(a) accommodate all new entrants to the labor force; (b) absorb
tne present arrears of unemployed and underemployed into
productive full time employment and (c) reintegrate those who
would otherwise be employed in the U.S., is 31 to 33 million

3
jobs. Even if Mexico were to regain the growth rate of 6.6
percent a year it had during the 1970s (a record of sustained

2. Michael I. Teitelbaum, "Right versus Right: Immigration and
Refugee Policy in the United States," Foreign Affairs, Fall 1980,
p. 25.

3. Wayne A. Cornelius, "Immigration, Development Policy, and
Future U.S.-Mexican Relations," in Robert H. McBride (ed.),
Mexico and the United States (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey:
PrenticeHall, 1981), p. 108.



economic growth that is virtually unprecedented among developing
countries and unlikely to be attained again in the 1980s), only
20 million new jobs would be created before the end of the
century, which l. eaves a sizable deficit. It must also be
recognized that no matter how many new jobs are created in Mexico
during the next 20 years, the real wage differential and changing
currency values between Mexico and the U.S. will draw workers
across the border.

In summary, we have a serious illegality problem, and
external pressures are such that, left to themselves, both
problems will get much worse over the course of the next two
decades.

A major deterrent to the development of an effective
immigration policy for the United States is the diversity of
interests and the lack of political consensus on this complicated
issue. Moreover, immigration is a highly emotional issue
involving ethnic and racial agendas, attitudes, and fears which
are not always clear or expressed. Those who are concerned about
this issue are often embarrassed and deterred from active
involvement when they find themselves allied with racist or
extremist groups seeking to influence race or xenophic
sentiments. Immigration, in addition, involves emotions and
principles which are not easily compromised. It is no wonder,
then, that most experienced politicians see the immigration
question as dangerous territory with serious short-run costs and
no clear advantages despite the fact that public opinion polls
repeatedly show that the overwhelming majority of Americans are
greatly dissatisfied with our immigration policy and want the
government to take action to solve the problem.

Another important obstacle to effective immigration policy
is the absence of acceptable data to resolve disputes about the
number and impact of illegal immigrants. The data problem is, of
course, inherent in any illegal activity and therefore is never
likely to be satisfactorily resolved until immigration is
legalized. Because of the absence of reliable statistics,
interpretation tends to be colored by the biases of the
interpreter. Those who favor relatively unlimited immigration
minimize the numbers and tend to exaggerate the positive effects
of legal and illegal immigration. Those who want to restrict
immigration tend to exaggerate both the numbers and the negative
impacts.

Another complication is the dynamic, long-run nature of the
immigration problem and the difficulty many of our public and
private systems have in dealing with events that impact 10 or 20
years in the future, even when these events are demographically
determined and therefore are highly predictable. In too many
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cases we attempt to develop policies after crises have occurred
rather than in order to avoid crises. Policymaking is likewise
complicated by the dynamic nature of this process which causes
conclusions made about the impact of immigration at one stage to
be invalid at another, even though these stages have demonstrated
a high degree of regularity and predictability through time and
in different countries.

Despite these difficulties, we must turn the strong public
support for controlling illegal immigration into a politi al
consensus for effective controls. These controls will not
completely eliminate illegal immigration but I am convinced that
the right combination of policies will greatly reduce its
magnitude. I will first summarize and then develop the rationale
for my recommendations for controlling illegal immigration.

Summary of Recommendations

1. There are two mutually supportive short-run ways to
reduce the flow of undocumented workers: to better police U.S.
borders and shorelines and to remove incentives for entry by
making it illegal for employers to hire workers who are not
authorized to work in the United States. I therefore recommend
(a) an increase in the technical and human resources available to
the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) to permit more
effective physical control of immigration, (b) vigorous
enforcement of labor laws to remove one motive for employment by
taking the exploitation out of illegal immigration, and (c)
amendments to the Immigration and Nationality Act to make it
unlawful for employers to hire workers who are not authorized to
work in the United States. Employers who break this law should
face a penalty which constitutes a reasonable disincentive. Such
a penalty &hould escalate with repeated infractions.

2. In order to facilitate employer compliance with
immigration laws, a work authorization system should be adopted
(such as the one developed by the U.S. Department of Labor for
the Select Commission on Immigration and Refugee Policy [SCIRP]).
This system would apply to all new entrants and job changers and
therefore would avoid the intensification of employment
discrimination against "foreign looking" or "foreign sounding"
people.

3. In order to avoid the civil liberties, international
relations, and human problems associated with mass deportations,
illegal immigrants who entered the United States before a
predetermined date, and who have been in continuous residence for
a period of time, should be permitted to remain in the United
States as permanent resident aliens. Although this
recommendation will produce serious administrative problems as
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well as questions of equity because of its unfairness to those
who have been waiting patiently to enter the United States
legally, it nevertheless is an essential component of any effort
to legalize immigration.

4. If after illegal immigration is .brought under better
control it appears that more workers can be absorbed in the
United States, it would be better to bring them in as legal
immigrants rather than as. part of a new, temporary worker
program. I believe an improved H-2 program would be adequate and
that no new temporary worker program is required. However, an
improved H-2 program should have proper safeguards, such as a
compulsory labor market test, to ensure that legal residents are
not displaced.

5. The proper sequence of changes in immigration policy is
very important. For example, it makes sense to tighten up on
illegal immigration (by increasing the resources of the INS,
making border control more effective, instituting employer
sanctions and putting a work authorization system in place)
before granting amnesty. Otherwise there is likely to be a huge
inflow of illegal workers in anticipation of this measure. It
would be desirable to adopt all of these measures as part of a
phased package. For example, even if amnesty were not
-immediately available, it could be planned to go into effect at
some predetermined date.

6. Because it is important to have friendly relations with
neighboring countries, and because the long-run solution to
illegal immigration is to reduce the wide disparities in
employment opportunities and compensation between countries, the
United States should work with other countries to develop
suitable policies concerning immigration and the chief factors
affecting it.

DISCUSSION

Why Control Illegal Immigrants?

One of the most heated immigration controversies is over the
impact of undocumented workers on the American economy. Some
immigration analysts argue that illegal immigrants have a
positive effect on the economy and therefore should not be
regulated. In this view, the undocumented workers mainly take
jobs legal residents will not take and therefore promote economic
growth and improve the conditions of American workers, consumers,
and employers. In this view, the undocumented workers do not
burden social services because they pay more taxes than they draw
down benefits. Opponents of controlling illegal immigration also
stress the favorable impact of the undocumented workers on Mexico
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because they, provide a "safety valve" for unemployed and
underemployed workers and their earnings help Mexico's balance of
payments (remittances to Mexico were in the neighborhood of $3
billion per year in the early 1980s). Those who support this
position sometimes argue that it is really impossible to control
immigration, so efforts to do so will cause more harm than good.

Those who favor controls stress the adverse impact on
American workers, especially minorities, young people, and
low-wage workers with whom the undocumented workers compete. In
this view, the illegal immigrants depress wages, displace
American workers, and perpetuate low-wage, low-productivity
jobs. Moreover, advocates of control argue, the undocumented
workers and their children form an underclass who are easily
exploited and who will in the future precipitate civil rights
crises as they attempt to redress their grievances.

It is, as a practical matter, impossible to resolve this
controversy, but the evidence seems to support the following
conclusions:

1. It would be very unrealistic to argue, as some do, that
illegal immigrants do not displace any workers, but it
would be equally unrealis-tic to argue that the displacement
is one for one. In fact, few if any serious students of
this problem take either extreme. The controversy
therefore is over the extent of displacement, not whether
or not it occurs.

2. During periods of rapid economic growth and relatively low
levels of unemployment--like during World War I1--there is
very little displacement and the foreign workers probably
promote economic growth and net job creation. When
unemployment is high, there clearly is more displacement.
Much also depends on the nature of labor markets,
especially whether the immigrants have skills that are in
short supply in a given labor market.

3. The arguments against displacement are based on specific
micro cases, as well as the largely hypothetically mac
effects of immigration. It is sometimes argued that there
is no displacement because the undocumented workers only
take jobs rejected by legal residents. In all.
industrialized countries, there apparently is a tendency
for citizens to be less willing to take certain menial and
low status jobs as economies advance. The most commonly
cited empirical evidence for this argument is from a 1975
study of two California cases where efforts were made to
fill vacancies created by apprehended illegals, one in Los
Angeles and one in San Diego. The Los Angeles effort was
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unsuccessful because the jobs were not very attractive and
paid less than minimum wage. The jobs in San Diego were
filled by commuters (i.e., legal border crossers) from

4
Tijpana.

5
As Weintraub and Ross observed,

It is a peculiar kind of rationalization that argues
that no serious damage is done because only
nondesirable jobs are lost and that legal residents
cannot really have been hurt since they refused to
accept less than the minimum wage in particular jflbs at
particular locations.

In other areas, the jobs vacated by apprehended illegals
were more quickly filled--especially when unemployment was higher
and the jobs paid more than the minimum wage. A 1980 report,
citing the California studies, concluded:

. . .in the suburbs of Chicago, where both wages and
unemployment are running considerably higher than they
were in San Diego five years ago, the Illinois
Department of Labor has had no trouble filling openings
left after Immigration Service raids on factories and
businesses.

In one case in Elgin, Illinois the INS arrested 69 undocumented
aliens in a foundry who earned between $4.50 and $13 an hour.
Within hours, hundreds of local residents had applied for these
Jobs, all of which were filled within three days. INS officials
also report no difficulty in other cities filling jobs vacated by
apprehended illegals; in New York Hispanics and blacks who had
lost their jobs reported the presence of the illegals to the INS.
According to a New York INS official: "There are many black
teenagers who would like to have some of the jobs those illegal

4. Wayne Cornelius, "La migration ilegal mexicana a los Estados
Unidos," Foro Internacional 18 (3): 399-429, January-March 1978)..
Vic Vallalpando, et al., "A Case Study of the Socioeconomic
Impact of Illegal Aliens on the County of San Diego," San Diego,
California, 1977.

5. Sidney Weintraub and Stanley R. Ross, The Illegal Alien from
Mexico, Austin, University of Texas Press, Mexico-U.S. Border
Research Program, 1980, p. 19.



28

aliens are taking."6

The Urban Institute (UI) study cited earlier found
considerable displacement, direct and indirect, from immigration
(legal and illegal) and an adverse impact on the wages of low
income workers. That study estimated 1.5 million undocumenteds
in California in 1980, rising at about 100,000 a year, which

7
probably is an understatement. Unskilled blue collar employment
expanded by only 71,000 in Los Angeles County between 1970 and
1980. Mexicans held 116,000 such jobs and other immigrants
another 52,000. As the Urban Institute study concluded: "Clearly
the number of persons other than recent immigrants holding these

8
jobs actually declined."

The UI study continues: "Net manufacturing employment (in
Los Angeles County) rose by 113,000 during the 1970s but because
immigrants arriving since 1970 held 168,000 manufacturing jobs in
1980 there must have been a net decline of 55,000 jobs among

9
other workers." Looking at the entire labor market in Los
Angeles County the UI report tells us that recent immigrants
absorbed fully two-thirds of the 645,000 Jobs added in that
county during the 1970s.

It also is significant that large numbers of non-immigrant
blue collar workers have migrated out of Los Angeles County. In
the five-year period 1955 to 1960, net migration to California
from other states was 1,122,000, compared with only 11,000 in the
13-year period 1970-83. There was a net inflow of 205,000 white
collar workers and a net loss of 134,000 blue collar workers.
The UI study concludes "The similarity between the socioeconomic
characteristics of the people leaving and the characteristics of
Mexicans .suggests that immigrants from Mexico may have

6. Cited by Ibid.

7. The authors of the UI study estimate some 1,868,000 immigrants
entered Los Angeles County between 1970 and 1980, of whom the.
majority of 1,087,000 were illegally present. Census undercount
data suggest another 493,000 undocumented aliens missed by the
Census.

8. Muller, et al., 9R cit., 58.

9. Ibid., p. 56.
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10
substituted for internal migration." The Urban Institute study
estimated the outmigration from Los Angeles County to be 372,000
during this period. It should be noted, further, that between
1970 and 1983, the period covered by the UI study, unemployment
in California was above the national average in 12 of 14 years.
While factors other than immigration played a role, it is hard to
avoid the conclusion that immigration increased unemployment.

The UI study confirmed the rather consistent finding that
immigration depressed wages. L.A. County manufacturing wages
increased by only 76.7 percent of the national average between
1972 and 1980; in this sector immigrants from Mexico accounted
for 47.1 percent of the work force. For all of Los Angeles
County wages increased by 8.78 percent faster than the national
average* in the County recent Mexican immigrants accounted for
only 9.9 percent of the work, force. Indeed, data from the UI
study show a direct inverse relationship between relative wage
increases in L.A. County and the percentage of Mexican immigrants
in the work force--the higher the percentage of Mexicans the
lower the wage increases. Low wages in Los Angeles County were
not due mainly to low productivity--low wage Hispanic factory
workers' wage increases were 16 percent below the national
average, but their productivity was only 6 percent less than that
of the nation as a whole.

The problem, of course, is that these examples, like those
cited on the other side, are drawn from localized studies and may
or may not be representative. Clearly, however, whether or not
there is displacement depends partly on the nature of the job.
Because they have more alternatives, especially welfare and
unemployment compensation, legal residents are reluctant to take
menial jobs at less than minimum or prevailing wages. There are,
therefore, undoubtedly many such jobs that legal residents will
not readily accept. The policy question about these jobs is
whether it is desirable for them to continue or what might happen
if there were no undocumented workers to take them.

Those who support the displacement thesis also point to the
fact that while there might be localized shortages of legal
residents for these jobs, there are no national examples of
occupations filled exclusively by illegals; in other words, legal
residents--especially minorities, young people, and women--are.

• concentrated in such jobs in every region of the United States.
There is almost universal agreement that illegals depress the
wages and working conditions in these low-wage lobs.

10. Ibid., p. 53.
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It would. however, be a mistake to assume that illegals only
occupy marginal, low-wage Jobs. While they are concentrated
disproportionately in these jobs, which tend to be perpetuated by
successive flows of illegals, there also is a tendency for
experienced illegals to move into successively higher-paying jobs
as they learn English and acquire experience. Many of the
conclusions about the impact of undocumented workers are made
from studies of agricultural workers, who are becoming a smaller
part of the total flow of illegals. In the Employers of
Undocumented'Workers project during 1977-80, the Labor Department
found substantial employment of undocumented workers in the
high-wage construction industry. The data in Table 1, taken from
two studies for the U.S. Department of Labor, show relatively
small proportions of illegal immigrants employed in agriculture
in the overall economy (18.8 percent) and a very small fraction
of those employed in the Los Angeles Community study. Those who
work primarily in urban jobs apparently have higher earnings.
For example, the average yearly earnings of 351 undocumented
workers apprehended in Chicago during a three-month period in

11
1978 was $9,360. A comparison of Tables 1 and 2 confirms the
conclusion from many other studies that illegal immigrants
compete primarily with Hispanics and blacks.

Another problem in assessing the displacement argument is
the dynamic nature of employment and the difficulties involved in
measuring the impact of illegals. The fact of illegality itself
conditions the jobs the undocumented workers hold and therefore
makes it difficult to measure the impact of their presence. In
other words, if there were no illegals, the jobs would be
different. For one thing, illegals are easily exploited and
therefore are reluctant to complain about violations of their
legal rights. Moreover, some employers prefer illegals who
compare their poor jobs in the U.S. with even poorer alternatives
in their home countries and therefore are more satisfied than
natives with low-wage menial jobs, at least in the short run.
Because illegals depress wages and working conditions and
sometimes cause jobs to be considered undesirable simply because
they occupy them, it is difficult to determine whether or not
those jobs would exist if there were no illegals.

Similarly, if there were no illegals employers would have
other options. They could raise wages, improve management, and
make the jobs more attractive, or they could mechanize. They
also could move their operations to other countries.
Mechanization would probably increase national productivity. The

11. New York Times, November 10, 1980, p. I.
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Table 1. Employment Patterns of illegal Immigrants from Two Research
Studies. Prepared for the U.S. Department of Labor.

Los Angeles Commtnty Study
Detention SI e 1972-19750
Study 1974-5 'Previously flever
All Apprehended Apprehended Apprehended

Aliens Total Alines Aliens

White Collar: S.4 10.5 6.6 12.1

Professional
and Technical 1.6 4.3 2.7 5.0

Managers and
Administrators 1.3 0.7 .8 .7

Salesworkers 1.1 1.9 .8 2.3

Clerical 1.4 3.6 2.3 4.1

Blue Collar: 55.2 73.0 79.0 70.4

Craft Workers 15.3 28.8 32.8 27.1

Operatives 25.1 31.8 31.1 32.1

Non-Farm
Laborers 14.8 12.4 15.1 11.2

Service Workers 20.6 16.1 14.2 16.9

Fam Workers 18.8 .4 .2 .5

Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0

Sources: 0David S. North and Marion F. Houston, The CharacteriStics ane Role
of Illegal Aliens in the U.S. Labor Market: An Exploratory S:u(g,
Wasington, D.C., Linton & Company, 1976", p. 1N.

BMaurlce 0. Van Arsdol Jr.. Joan Moore. David Heer, Susan P. Haynle,
Non-Apprehended and ApDrehended Undocumented Residents in the Los
Anles Labor Market. FTal Draft submitted to the U.S. Department
of Labor under Research Contract No. 20-06-77-16, (October 1578),
p. 95.
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lablu 2. Percent Distribution of All Employed Persons in U.S.; All Em-
ployc.,1 IJispdnic Persons, all Ernployt.d Ilexican Origin Persons,
and All Efployed Black Persons, 1977.

All U.S. All Mexican Black
Workers Hispanics -Origin Workers

Total Employed

Percent

Occupations:

White Collar:

Professional
and Technical

Managers and
Admin.

Sa lesworkers

Clerical

Blue Collar:

Craft Workers

Operatives

Transport
Operati yes

Non-Farm
Laborers

Service Workers

Farm Workers

90,546,000 3,938.000 2,335,000 9,812,000

100.0 - 100.0 100.0 100.0

49.9

33.3

13.7

3.0

31.7

15.1

10.7

6.3

17.8

13.1

11.4

3.8

5.0

46.6

17.1

4.4

27.2

7.4

5.6

3.7

15.0

13.7

20.9

35.3

5.6

4.9

3.0

13.7

49.3

15.0

20.4

4.1

7.9

16.5

6.9

4.6

9.3

11.8

4.8

2.6

16.1

37.6

9.0

15.1

5.2

8.3

25.0

2.2

Source: Morris Nwinamn "A Profile of Hispanics in the U.S. Work Force,"
Monthly Labor Review (Cece, ber 1978), pp. 3-13; and Employment
and Trainin Re-ort of the President. 1979 (Washington: U.S.
GovernmenT Prnt-O"iTei'l pp 267S.
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continuation pf low-wage jobs because of a steady -growth of
relatively unskilled labor tends to perpetuate low-wage,
low-productivity activities. Many of these are parasitic
industries that cannot even pay prevailing wages at the low end
of the scale. In the long run, industries that depend on
low-wage, easily exploited workers will pot be competitive with
their identical counterparts in the third world. Illegal
immigration might increase GNP but not necessarily productivity,
and in order to strengthen the competitiveness of U.S.-based
companies in international markets, we must increase productivity
growth. Much of the argument against displacement, as well as
the need for foreign workers to meet presumed future labor
shortages, assumes give wages, productivity, and combinations of
labor and capital, which is not very realistic. Again, however,
the policy decision relates to whether it would be better for
immigrants to perpetuate low wages and poor working conditions or
whether it would be better to legalize immigration so workers
could at least protect themselves from exploitation and reduce
the supply of unskilled labor in order to encourage job and
productivity improvements.

Thus, the economic impact of immigration depends on labor
market conditions in the United States and the characteristics of
the immigrants. If labor markets are relatively tight and the
immigrants have skills that are in short supply, the immigrants
can cause increased productivity and growth. If the immigrants
are unskilled or do not have skills that are in short supply and
if unemployment is relatively high in the labor markets where
immigrants concentrate (as North demonstrates to have been the

12
case in the United States ) immigration is more likely to reduce
wages and increase jobs available for legal residents.

Despite the paucity of data and disagreements about the
economic effects of undocumented workers, most serious students
of this problem agree that the foreign workers have differential
impacts on various groups. Low-income legal residents are clear
losers, employers probably gain and consumers of the goods and
services produced by the immigrants also probably gain, at least
in the short run.

There is some question of the extent to which immigrants
encumber social services. Apparently the degree of use of

12. David North, "The Impact of International Migration on the
U.S. Labor Market," a paper- presented at the Third Annual
National Conference on Immigration Law and Policies, New York,
March 20, 1980.
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welfare services is not great because, at least at first,
immigrants'tend to be young unmarried people who work, pay taxes
but make limited use of such services. Clearly, however, as the
immigrant work force matures, it will (and should) make greater
use of social services. Illegal immigrants apparently make
extensive use of public health and educational services; they
make less use of unemployment compensation and very little use of

13
social security and welfare. With respect to state and county
benefits received and taxes paid, the best recent study is the
one cited earlier by the Urban Institute which found that
immigrants in Los Angeles County received more benefits than they

14
paid taxes by a factor of 2 to 1. These calculations do not
include net fiscal effects of the displacement of legal residents
or the substantial federal funds passed through state and local
governments.

Techniques for Control

In general there are two basic short-run approaches to the
control of illegal immigration. The first is to try to stop
people at the border. There is general agreement that reliance
on this technique alone would be very expensive and would be
objectionable to many people in the United States and in Mexico
and other sending countries. The second approach is to remove
the job attraction by making it illegal for employers to hire
workers who are not in the country legally and by more vigorously
enforcing our protective labor laws. The anomaly of our present
law is that it is illegal for people to enter the country without
documents, but it is legal for employers to hire them--an
inconsistency not lost on foreign nationals or their
governments., Even though it is illegal to enter the country
without documents, the only penalty for doing so is deportation,
and deportees often return almost immediately.

There is agreement that the ultimate solution to illegal
immigration is to narrow the great economic differentials between
the U.S. and the sending countries, especially Mexico. However,
these differentials are not likely to be narrowed significantly
in this century.

13. David S. North, Government Records: What They Tell Us About
the Role of Ilegal Immigrants in the Labor Market and in Income
Transfers (Washington, D.C.: New Transcentury Foundation, April
1981).

14. Muller, et al., op cit., p. 140.



35

Control of thp Borders

The knowledge, spread rapidly around the work through modern
communications technology, that American borders are easily
penetrated and that penetration carries no serious official
penalty, tends to make millions of people willing to accept the
modest risk associated with illegal entry. Similarly, it is
equally well known that despito our recent improvements and
increased resources, our internal security is so lax that the
chance of detecting people who violate the terms of nonimmigrant
visas is very small. While it w6uld neither be desirable or
possible to completely close the border, there is no doubt that
more resources for the INS and more effective management and
information systems would greatly improve enforcement.

Employer Sanctions

Making it unlawful for employers to hire workers who are not
in the country legally is essential to effective immigration
control as this goes a long way towards destroying the economic
incentive for workers to cross the border illegally. Employers
who break this law should face a penalty which is severe enough
to constitute a reasonable disincentive. The penalty should
escalate with repeated infractions. The main objections to
penalizing employers are that sanctions would cause employers to
discriminate against "foreign looking" or "foreign sounding"
people and that employers are not equipped to determine whether
or not job applicants are illegal immigrants.

Worker Identification

The problem raised by employer sanctions could be overcome
by instituting a fair and simple method for employers to
determine worker eligibility. The system should be required of
all workers in order to avoid the discrimination problem
mentioned above. If the social security card could be made
counterfeit proof it could serve this purpose. There are,
however, several objections to using the social security card for
this purpose. Social Security officials argue that the card was
never intended to be an identifier and its use for that purpose
would cause great damage to the fragile Social Security
information system which could not sustain this added burden.
Others point out that it would be very expensive to issue new
social security cards. In 1980, the General Accounting Office
estimated the costs at between $850 million to $2 billion.

Civil liberties organizations, including the American Civil
Liberties Union, raise other objections to the use of the Social
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15
Security card or any national identifier. Accordingly the ACLU

has long been on record as opposing legislation
subjecting employers to criminal penalties if they hire
illegal aliens, by reason of its discriminatory effects
upon many citizens and legally resident aliens.
Because of the harmful effects upon many citizens and
legal aliens caused by the proposed identification
cards would be even more profound, ACLU opposes this
measure as well. . .

The transformation of the social security card into an
identity document and prerequisite for employment would
bring this country perilously close to the adoption of
an internal passport.

Those who favor the social security card believe the civil
libertarians to have adopted a very narrow approach. The use of
the card for this purpose would not make it a national identifier
because nobody would have a right to demand to see the card
except employers. There also is doubt that civil liberties are
diminished if people have the ability voluntarily to identify
themselves. Moreover, if it is true that an identifier is
essential to employer sanctions, then the alternatives could be
more threatening to civil liberties--i.e, continued exploitation
of illegal immigrants or efforts to "seal the border."
Similarly, the adverse impact of illegal immigration on
low-income workers and the loss of respect for law and order from
illegal immigration could be much more damaging than the use of
the social security card for employment verification purposes.
In fact, the social security card already is supposed to be
issued only to people who are in the country legally.

There is nevertheless a justifiable concern about the
potential for the invasion of privacy because of the growing use
of the social security card as an identifier and its use to
consolidate information-about individuals.

Because of opposition from civil libertarians and the
fragility of the Social Security information system, the
Department of Labor, at the request of the Select Commission on
Immigration and Refugee Policy (SCIRP), designed a "Work
Authorization Enrollment and Verification System" that would not
burden the U.S. Employment Service network throughout the

15. ACLU memorandum, "Counterfeit-Proof Social Security
Identification Cards," April 6, 1977.
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country. On the contrary: "Piggybacking on the computing power
and communication capability of a fully automated system could
provide a much needed and valuable aid to traditional U.S.
Employment Service labor-exchange activities and dissemination of
labor market information. For example, job openings, Job banks,
and professional registries could be immediately available to the

16
entire United States."

The cost of this system would also be much less than the
GAO's 1980 estimate for the social security card system. It was
in 1980 that non-recurring implementation costs would be over $87
million and first year operational costs would be $533 million,
and about $308 million the second year. The system would become
fully operational in six years, after which the cost would be
about $203 million a year. These numbers would have to be
updated, but they strike me as modest given the severity of the
problem they help ameliorate.

Whatever system is put into place (whether it be a
counterfeit-proof social security card of a work authorization
system along the lines of the one developed by the Department of
Labor) it should serve as (1) a simple and fair test of worker
eligibility, (2) not lend itself to discrimination against
"foreign looking" workers, (3) not intrude on individual freedom
any more than is strictly essential, and (4) be as cost effective
as possible.

Adjustment of Status

One of the least controversial recommendations among the
experts is one with great opposition from the public--amnesty or
adjustment of status for illegal immigrants who have been in the
U.S. for some time. For example, SCIRP unanimously recommended
this action. It is generally agreed that adjustment to permanent
resident alien status for illegal immigrants would avoid mass
deportations of millions of people whose only crime was working
in the United States illegally. A roundup of that magnitude
would be very damaging to internal affairs in the U.S. as well as
to the domestic economies of countries like Mexico. Moreover,
legalization would be much less harmful than the continuation of
the present system of illegality and almost uncontrolled
penetration of our borders. Adjustment of status also recognizes
that illegals have lived in the U.S. for many years. In fact,

16. A Work Authorization Enrollment and Verification System: A
Technical Working Paper," USES, U.S. Department of Labor, October
1980, p. 4.

I
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many of the present immigrants who acquire legal status already
were in th6IU.S. when their status was adjusted.

Although "adjustmnt of status" is a practical and moral
necessity, it is not without serious problems. One of these is
the unknown number of people who would be eligible for this
treatment. Unless permanent residency for some specified time
were made a prerequisite, the numbers of individuals who have
worked some time in the U.S. probably would be very large
indeed. Moreover, this adjustment would automatically increase
the flow of immigrants in the short run because of the need to
permit the new legal resident aliens to bring in their close
relatives (spouses and minor children).

Many object to amnesty because it appears to reward those
who have violated our laws and would be unfair to those who have
waited, sometimes for years, to enter legally.

There is some question, of course, whether amnesty would be
very successful. The verification and administrative problems
with such a program would be enormous. Moreover, undocumented
workers might prefer to continue as illegals rather than face the
uncertainties of the adjustment of status process. The
experiences of other countries suggest that an amnesty system
needs to be carefully planned and executed, with some combination
of carrots and sticks, and some systematic use of voluntary
organizations to get the illegal immigrants to come forward.
Such a system should mean a higher probability that those who did
not come forward would be deported and if deported would have
very little chance to reenter.

Phasing

It clearly is important to adopt an immigration control
system in phases to prevent some parts of a system from rendering
other parts effective. For example, to adopt amnesty before a
more effective border enforcement and internal visa control
system were in place would clearly be unwise, because it would
invite a flood of immigrants. Similarly, since the numbers of
illegals as well as the proportion of illegal residents who will
come forward for amnesty are unknown, it would be desirable to
deal with illegal immigration first and see what effect that
would have on immigration before making other changes in the
immigration system.

Relations with Sending Countries

The control of immigration has very important implications
for foreign relations. In our case, this is especially important
with respect to Mexico, where the immigration question evokes
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strong and cpnflicting passions. This problem is comolicated by
the immense population pressures on Mexico; the 2,000 mile
permeable border between the U.S. and Mexico; wage differentials
of at least five to one; the history of relations between Mexico
and the U.S., which creates suspicions of U.S. motives and makes
it necessary for Mexican political leaders, to go out of their way
to avoid any suggestion that they are being dominated by the
United states; the large indigenous Spanish-speaking population
in the U.S.; and the history of relatively free movement of
Mexicans into the U.S.

Mexicans argue that more favorable trade relations between
Mexico and the U.S. would help halt the flow of people out of
Mexico, but some U.S. trade experts believe the main limitation
on Mexican exports to the U.S. to be their lack of
competitiveness, not tariff or non-tariff trade barriers.
Nevertheless, we should improve trade relations between the U.S.
and Mexico, whose recent decision to enter the GATT is welcome.
But improved trade is no substitute for an effective immigration
control program.

Mexicans also point to the inconsistencies in our laws
(especially the absence of strong immigration controls and
employer sanctions) to suggest that Americans, especially
American employers, have encouraged illegal immigration. It
would be unfair, in this view, to suddenly halt the flow or to
deport millions of illegals back to Mexico.

There is fairly uniform agreement that deportation or
drastic curtailment would cause great difficulty in Mexico and
this would' not be desirable because a stable, friendly,
progressive Mexico is in our interest.

The problem for Mexico is that, despite a high 6 to 7
percent annual growth rate during the 1970s, the work force grew
much faster than potential job creation and will continue to do
so for some time, especially in view of Mexico's large external
debt and the dramatic oil price slump of the 1980s. As was
mentioned in the introduction, the Mexican population of over 70
million will about double by 2000; the working-age population is
increasing at about 600,000 to 800,000 a year and, at best, only
about two-thirds of this number of new jobs are likely to be
created, and the actual numbers probably will be lower. The work.
force will continue to grow because the Mexican population is
relatively young--over 50 percent of the population is under 14
years of age. Unemployment and underemployment--currently about
50 percent of the work force--will therefore be serious problems
for the foreseeable future.
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It was hoped during the late 19709 that economic development
would narrow the income differentials between the U.S. and Mexico
and therefore slow the pressure for outmigration. But it is
doubtful that this will happen very soon, even if Mexico were
able to resume the torrid economic pace it set during the late
1970s. For one thing, economic development often accelerates
emigration by providing depressed people the means to move. In
addition, much depends on what kind of development takes place in
Mexico and where it occurs. In the past, Mexico has emphasized
capital-intensive agricultural and industrial activities (which
displace people) and the impact of this type of development
strategy has been very uneven and unequal.

It is in our interest for Mexico to experience sound,
balanced economic growth and political stability, but this will
depend mainly on Mexican leadership. We can be sensitive to this
process, and aid it with policies compatible with our national
interest, but we cannot dictate its course. Similarly, the
United States has the right to protect its borders and should not
negotiate that right. While we should keep Mexico fully informed
and wherever possible avoid acts that would greatly damage their
economy, we must be mainly concerned about our own national
interests. Moreover, it is doubtful that Mexican political
leaders will face up to that country's serious employment
problems, especially effective large-scale development to hold
more people in rural areas, as long as the U.S. continues to
provide a convenient safety valve by absorbing part of Mexico's
surplus population.

Temporary or Guest Workers--The Debate

One very unwise suggestion for controlling illegal
immigration is to adopt a new temporary worker program.
Advocates contend that such a system is an essential component of
any program to control illegal immigration, both as a way to meet
the labor needs of employers who now rely on the undocumented
workers and to continue the "safety valve" for Mexico. Those who
take this position usually make three arguments:

1. The U.S. cannot physically or politically close its
borders to illegal entrants.

2. The U.S. economy has become dependent on the illegal-
immigrants who are employed mainly in low wage, menial jobs,
often in remote areas, that American workers will not accept.

3. The U.S. has sanctioned illegal entry by tolerating it
for years, so we should not abruptly close this "safety valve"
and create unwanted political instability in labor surplus
countries.
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Opponentp of a temporary worker program respond ai follows:

1. It is true that we have a stake in the political
stability of our labor surplus neighbors, and we should work with
them on this and other mutual problems, but our basic priority
must be to protect the interests of legal residents of the United
States.

2. The employment of aliens does not prove the
unavailability of domestic workers. Aliens may be preferred by
employers because they are willing to work "hard and scared" at
low wages and under adverse conditions.

3. There is no evidence that temporary workers reduce the
flow of illegal i-migrants--instead, they are likely to increase
the flow as happened with the Bracero program (discussed below)
and the guest worker programs in Europe.

4. A program large enough (perhaps one million work permits
annually) to accommodate all the aliens now entering illegally
will adversely affect U.S. wages and working conditions,
especially in secondary labor markets.

5. A program small enough (100,000 permits annually) not to
have a serious adverse effect on U.S. wages and working
conditions will not reduce pressures for illegal entry.

6. Employers arguing that they will "go out of business"
without aliens are really saying they cannot survive without
subsidies. Alien labor willing to work at low wages is a labor
subsidy, just as a low-interest loan is a capital subsidy. If
subsidies to some industries or countries are deemed desirable,
these should be given by all of the people and not primarily by
our lowest paid workers who can least afford the sacrifice.

7. If temporary foreign workers do not participate in social
security, unemployment and disability insurance, and other
payroll tax supported programs, employers will prefer them
because they would be cheaper than domestic workers (who must
participate). If temporary foreign workers do participate,
long-term burdens on these programs could increase since most
social insurance programs pay out relatively more benefits to low
wage earners. Temporary workers have a tendency to become
permanent as some of them form attachments to their host
countries, form families, and attract supporting populations.

8. Temporary worker 'programs are difficult to administer.
Experience with the H-2 program shows the establishment of a
simple yet reliable test of domestic worker availability to be
very difficult. It also is hard to make a program like this work
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since employers often prefer the foreign workers.

9. Temporary worker programs raise many policy issues:

Is the employer entitled to recruit foreign workers if
Americans can do the work? or should the test be that
Americans must be able to do the work as well as the
foreigners? Is it fair for mainly prime working age males
with third world references to compete with Americans with
U.S. labor market and income expectations? Is it
appropriate to permit discrimination on the basis of race,
age, or sex that would be illegal with domestic workers?

Once in the U.S., it must be decided if aliens will be
required to work for a specific employer or to take any job
in a specified area. If recruited for a specific employer,
what rights to change jobs will the migrants have? Where
will the migrants go to make complaints or appeals? Will
the employer provide housing and social services? Who will
inspect and monitor these employer-provided services?

If migrants are not tied to a specific employer, who is
responsible for -housing and other services? Will migrants
use local Employment Service offices to find jobs? Who gets
priority, migrants or domestic workers? Can alien workers
be managed to minimize their adverse impacts if they are fee
to search for their own jobs?

- Given established patterns of foreign worker use, it will be
difficult to enforce protective labor laws even after
illegal immigrants are converted to legal temporary
workers. Without a massive new enforcement effort, which is
not likely in the present political climate, labor law
violations are likely to accelerate.

- It also must be decided if a guest worker program would be
entered into by agreement only with Mexico or if other
countries would be eligible. Denying this right to other
countries might exacerbate our relations with them. Such an
agreement might also strain our relations with Mexico if the
federal government assumes responsibility for the protection
of Mexican or other workers and is unable to do so, or as
with the Bracero program, provides some protections it is
unable or unwilling to extend to its own citizens.

- A guest worker agreement raises other foreign policy
issues. How will the program work in Mexico? What will be
done to safeguard American wages and working conditions?
Will the program lead to charges of bribery and corruption,
as'happened with the Bracero program? Will Mexico agree to
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help steV the flow of illegal immigrants out of Mexico into
the United States in exchange for a guest worker program?
Is it politically feasible for Mexico to try to prohibit
undocumented workers from leaving Mexico?

A temporary worker program raises important human rights
issues. Temporary workers live and work in uncertainty,
never knowing if their work permits will be renewed; they do
not participate in domestic decisionmaking processes; and
serious human rights issues are raised by having people
within the United States who do not enjoy full legal
rights. If dependents accompany or join temporary workers,
under what circumstances can these dependents work? To what
services are they entitled? What priority do they get?
Alternatively, do we subject ourselves to charges of human
rights violations from the International Labor Organization
and other international bodies if we deny family unification
rights to temporary workers? What is the status of children
born to temporary workers while they are in the U.S.?

Temporary or Guest Workers--The Evidence

The first guest worker program in the U.S. was initiated
only months after this nation enacted what was then the most
restrictive immigration legislation in its history--the
Immigration Act of 1917. This temporary worker program was a
response to strong pressure from the large agricultural employers
of the Southwest. It was first described as a temporary farm
program, but later it was expanded to allow Mexican workers to be
employed in nonfarm work. It was partly justified as being a
part of the war effort and as a necessary part of national
defense. It ended in 1922 because organized labor contended that
the program undermined the economic welfare of citizen workers,
and because many people believed that there were no labor
shortages, only employers who wished to secure economic gains
from cheap, docile workers. During the lifespan of this system,
76,000 Mexican workers were admitted to the U.S. One-half of
these eventually returned to Mexico.

World War II generated manpower demands from the military
services and defense plants that drained large numbers of workers
from the U.S. agricultural sector. Accordingly, the U.S.
government undertook negotiations with the Mexican government
that resulted in a formal agreement in 1942 launching the Mexican
Labor Program (better known as the Bracero program). This
program continued in various forms until 1964. Under this program
Mexican workers were afforded numerous protections with respect
to housing, transportation, food, medical needs and wage rates.
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The Dragero program generated income for its Mexican
participants, but it had an adverse impact on citizen workers in
the U.S., particularly the Chicanos who composed the bulk of the
southwestern agricultural labor force. At the program's peak,
almost one-half million Braceros were working, spread over 27
states but mainly in the agricultural labor markets of the
Southwest. This availability of Mexican workers significantly
depressed existing wage levels in some regions and modulated wage
increases that would have occurred in their absence in other
regions. The fact that Braceros were prime working age males who
were subject to their supervisors' unilateral demands made them
especially appealing to many employers. The Bracero program is
seen as a. significant factor in the rapid exodus of rural
Chicanos between 1950 and 1970 to urban labor markets, where they
were typically poorly prepared to find employment and housing.

Perhaps the most lasting effect of the Bracero program was
its exposure of hundreds of thousands of poor Mexican workers to
the wide array of economic opportunities that were available in
the U.S. economy. According to INS data, official apprehensions
of illegal Mexican entrants--a partial indicator of illegal
immigration--rose shortly after world War II to an annual peak of
over 1 million persons in 1954. By 1958-1963, in the later stages
of the Bracero program, such apprehensions had declined to the
neighborhood of 30,000 to 40,000 annually. Following the
program's termination in 1964, however, there was renewed sharp
growth in such apprehensions to levels close to one million
persons annually in the late 1970s and over one million a year
during the 1980s. Many thousands of those illegal aliens were
former Braceros. The illegal alien problem would have arisen with
or without the Bracero program, but the greater acquaintance with
the U.S. conveyed by the Bracero program certainly contributed to
the post-Bracero dimensions of the problem.

The Bracero program was unilaterally terminated by the U.S.
in December 1964. By then it was under strong attack from various
U.S. groups, chiefly because of concerns over its effects on-
wages and employment opportunities for U.S. nationals.

The retrospective judgment of most scholars in the field is
that illegal immigration was stimulated in the wake of the
Bracero program and had an adverse effect on the wages and
working conditions of domestic agricultural workers.

We also can gain some insight into the desirability of a
temporary worker program from the European experience. Europe
admitted over 30 million workers outside permanent immigration
channels for temporary employment between the mid-1950s and the
early 19706. The main driving forces were the high growth rates
and the labor shortages of the 1950s and 1960s, and the theory
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was that migrants could be imported to fill job vacancies and
that when growth rates fell, these migrants could be returned to
their homeland. This theory turned out to be false. As Max
Frisch, a Swiss writer, put it, "We asked for workers, but human
beings came."

The main receiving societies in the European guest worker
program were the nine EEC countries (excepting Ireland and Italy)
and non-EEC Sweden and .Switzerland. The sending countries
included Ireland and Italy, Portugal, Spain, Finland, Greece,
Turkey, Yugoslavia, Algeria, Sudan and Morocco. France and
Germany recruited 70 percent of all guest workers but they had
their greatest impact in Switzerland, where in 1970 nearly 35
percent of the workforce was foreign.

The European guest worker program reached its peak in 1970.
Employers unable to attract domestic workers filed requests for
foreigners, at the local employment offices responsible for
finding the foreign workers, arranging for travel, and collecting
fees from employers to cover such expenses. By 1973 Germany
employed 2.6 million guest workers; Switzerland 887,000; and
Sweden 200,000. Remittances to labor sending societies topped $6
billion. Recruiting was abruptly halted in the wake of the
1973-74 energy crisis and at this point most European countries
adopted a three-pronged strategy of coping with the guest
workers. Migrants were encouraged to return (France instituted
departure grants of $4,500 plus airfare for a family of four);
bilateral assistance programs were offered to labor-sending
countries to create more jobs in these nations; and there was a
concerted attempt to integrate those guest workers who remained.

None of these solutions were very successful. Some guest
worker who overstayed their welcome responded to threats and
bribes and went home, many stayed, raising such issues as the
rights of spouses and dependents to join already migrated
workers, and the dependents' rights to seek employment in the
country where the breadwinner was (or had been) temporarily
employed. Many European nettions eventually gave guest workers
full legal rights, but it was a costly business, as in the
mid-1970s, when domestic unemployment rates were rising and
citizen workers resented what they saw an unfair competition for
jobs from ex-guest workers and their dependents.

The net result of the European guest worker experience in
the employing countries is a decreasing foreign workforce (five
million) as there is no new recruitment of workers: an increasing
foreign population (12 million) as dependents join ex-guest
workers: and a host of economic, social, and political problems
that these nations have not yet resolved. For example, in
Switzerland and France 30 percent of the foreign population was
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under 15 in 1980 and in both countries efforts to integrate these
foreign youths into the schooling system and into the labor
market have largely failed. Chronic language problems, high
school dropout rates and above average unemployment rates in this
foreign group all point to the failure of the integration
effort.

Perhaps the most telling truth about the European experience
with guest worker programs is that even if unemployment decreases
and iob vacancies reappear, few observers expect labor-short
countries to revert to temporary workers again.

Conclusions on Temporary Workers

Faced with this battery of arguments from the experts and
this evidence form the experience of the U.S. and Europe, the
Select Commission on Immigration and Refugee Policy voted down,
by a large majority, the proposal that measures to curb illegal
immigration should be accompanied by a large-scale foreign worker
program. As a member of that Commission I fully supported that

17
decision. My continued work in subsequent years strengthens
my conviction that it would be a serious mistake to adopt a
temporary worker program. Conversations with my colleagues in
the labor ministries of Western Europe when I was Secretary of
Labor disclosed that most of them wished they had never adopted
such programs. Moreover, conversations with officials of many
sending countries disclosed that they had rarely realized
expected benefits from guest worker programs. The younger,
better educated workers tend to emigrate permanently, returning
migrants usually have heavy preferences for expensive consumer
durables, and return when unemployment already is high. The main
advantage is temporary help with balance of payments while the
sending countries' citizens are guest workers in the developed
countries.

In conclusion, therefore, a system of amnesty for
undocumented aliens, together with the traditional family
unification rights of permanent residents would automatically
increase the legal flow of foreign workers into the U.S. from
Mexico, continuing the safety valve into the short-term future.
If in subsequent years we establish a need for additional workers
it would be better to admit workers as immigrants with full legal
rights than to adopt a "temporary worker" program. I also
believe we should make strong efforts to provide U.S: managers
with stronger motives to recruit, train, and utilize unemployed
American workers. We also should concentrate heavily on labor
market and education programs to make it possible for low-income
U.S. residents and their children to meet the human capital
requirements of the 21st century. Failure. to do this and to
bring illegal immigration under control would be very detrimental
to the quality of life in the U.S.

17. Especially with the Economic Policy Council of the United
Nations Association. See Economic Policy Council, I]legal
Immigration: Challenge to the United States, EPC, New York, 1981.
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Representative SCHEUER. We'll recess this hearing for about 13
minutes.

[A 13-minute recess was taken at this point.]
Representative SCHEUER. All right. The subcommittee will

resume the hearing. 'We expect several other members, but in def-
erence to the witnesses, we will start.

We'll first hear from Mr. John Keane, who was sworn in as Di-
rector of the U.S. Bureau of the Census in March 1984. He is re-
sponsible, in that role, for the Nation's largest statistical agency.
He's had a wide variety of posts with the American Economic Asso-
ciation and the American Statistical Association. He's past presi-
dent of the American Marketing Association, and he holds a Ph.D.
in economics from the University of Pittsburgh.

Mr. Keane, we're delighted to have you with us here today. We'll
ask you to testify for about 10 minutes, and then we'll go on to the
other two witnesses, and then we will have questions for all three
of you.

May I say for all of you that your prepared statements will be
introduced into the record, and so you can chat informally, advert-
ing to anything you may have heard from your colleagues on either
side of you or perhaps from the previous witness, or whatever.

So with these words, Mr. Keane, we're delighted to have you.
Please proceed.

STATEMENT OF JOHN G. KEANE, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF THE
CENSUS, ACCOMPANIED BY JEFFREY PASSEL, CHIEF, POPULA-
TION ANALYSIS STAFF
Mr. KEANE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
This is certainly a welcome opportunity to address the timely

issue of immigration.
I'd like to introduce to you, Mr. Jeff Passel, Chief of our Popula-

tion Analysis Staff. He is in a dual role as my chart flipper but also
to help me out when the questions get rough. [Laughter.]

I'd like to stress two things about the role of the Census Bureau
that should serve as a useful perspective, before getting into statis-
tics. One is, we're not a policymaking agency, and the other is,
we're not involved in the formulation or the implementation or the
administration of public programs in the area of immigration or in
any other area, for that matter.

f stress this, because periodically, there's a lot of confusion on
this point, and I don't want to disappoint you or any other member
on the subcommittee on that count.

Having said that, my comments fall into these three areas.
One, Census Bureau data sources on immigration.
Two, demographic characteristics of the foreign-born population,

and I'll include undocumented immigrants in that description.
Three, trends in immigration and their impact on U.S. popula-

tion growth.
As I do so, along the way, I will be referring to a packet of charts

here. We will be using all 11, except figures 3, 5, 7, and 9.1

See charts at the end of Mr. Keane's prepared statement.
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Starting with the first of the three charts-Census Bureau Data
Sources on Immigration.

Immigration affects two related demographic dimensions: popula-
tion stocks and population flows. Most of the data on immigration
flows do not come from the Census Bureau, but we make estimates
to fill the gaps in existing data.

In our censuses and surveys, we collect data on the number of
people in the country and their characteristics rather than data on
flows. The primary source of current detailed Census Bureau data
on immigrants is the 1980 Census. It provides data on where the
foreign-born population lives, where they were born, when they
came, and their social and economic characteristics.

More limited information is available from the April 1983 Cur-
rent Population Survey and more will be available from the June
1986 Current Population Survey.

To the second area, the demographic characteristics of the for-
eign-born population.

According to the 1980 census, the foreign-born population of the
United States was about 14.1 million or 6.2 percent of the popula-
tion. This group grew very rapidly, by 46 percent, between 1970
and 1980, due both to legal and illegal immigration. This growth
rate is over four times the growth rate of the native population.

The 1970's represent a turning point in U.S. immigration history.
Representative SCHEUER. Is that greater growth rate because of a

much higher rate of fertility? Perhaps I didn't understand exactly
what you said.

Mr. KEANE. The growth rate of the foreign born is influenced to-
tally by immigration; their children born here would be native
born. As to a specific cause of immigration, there isn't any one spe-
cific cause.

Representative SCHEUER. OK.
Mr. KEANE. The 1970's represent a turning point in U.S. immi-

gration history. As this chart shows, foreign-born population in-
creased for the first time since the 1920's. Also, the proportion of
foreign born increased for the first time since the first decade of
the century, but the percent of the population that is foreign born
is still much smaller than in the 19th and early 20th centuries.

The foreign born is very concentrated, geographically. About one-
fourth lives in California, about one-fourth in the States of New
York and Florida, and about one-fourth in the four States of Texas,
Illinois, New Jersey, Massachusetts, and Michigan. The top nine
States combine for 75 percent of the foreign-born population.

New York City and Los Angeles consolidated metro areas, to-
gether with Chicago, Miami, and San Francisco, contain about one-
half of the foreign-born population of the countr.

Where do they come from? Although immigrants have come to
the United States from all over the globe, a relatively few areas ac-
count for a significant fraction of the foreign-born population.
Mexico accounted for the largest portion of the foreign-bon popu-
lation in 1980, 2.2 million persons, or one-sixth of the foreign born.

As this next chart shows, Europe and Canada accounted for
almost 6 million, or 45 percent, of the foreign-born population.
Latin America accounts for about one-third, of which about half is
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Mexico. Asia has supplied just under one-fifth of the foreign-born
population.

When did they come? Although immigrants have been coming
throughout history, immigration has recently increased markedly.
Almost 40 percent of the foreign-born population in the 1980
census, or 5.6 million persons, came to the United States during
the 1970's.

The countries of origin of immigrants have changed, as legisla-
tion of the 1960's removed the preferences toward Europeans in the
quota system. As shown on this chart, over five out of six of ever
foreign-born persons who came to the United States before 1950,
and were still alive in 1980 when we did the census, were born in
Europe or Canada. By the 1970's, less than one in five came from
Europe or Canada.

According to the 1980 census, immigrants from Latin America
and Asia account for less than one-sixth of the foreign-born popula-
tion who entered before 1950, but more than three-quarters of
those who came during the 1970's.

Now I will shift to undocumented immigrants.
The size and growth of the undocumented immigrant population

of the United States has been a subject of considerable speculation
for more than a decade. Census Bureau research on the number of
undocumented aliens counted in the 1980 census has been central
to the emerging consensus in the research community, that the un-
documented population is smaller than the estimates of a decade
ago would suggest.

Before I discuss the results of this research, I should stress that
the confidentiality of the Census data was not compromised by this
research. We used aggregated data from the census and did not at-
tempt to determine the legal status of individuals in the census.

The 1980 census includes an estimated 2.1 million undocumented
aliens. About three-quarters, or 1.5 million, came during the 1970's.
Undocumented aliens came from all countries, but Mexico accounts
for roughly 55 percent of the total. The balance of Latin America
accounts for 22 percent and the rest of the world, 23 percent.

Undocumented aliens are even more concentrated geographically
than the total foreign-born population. For instance, one-half in
California, 30 percent in the four States of New York, Illinois,
Texas, and Florida, 20 percent in the rest of the U.S.A. Los Angeles
County, by itself, accounts for almost one-third of the U.S. total of
undocumented immigrants.

Trends in immigration. Although we are in a period of high im-
migration, it is not unprecedented. It is true that the countries of
origin are different and that much of the flow is undocumented;
however, as this chart shows, the previous waves of immigration
have been as large as this new immig ration. During the first
decade of the 20th century, almost 9 million persons immigrated to
the United States, about twice the level of the 1970's.

From 1905 through 1914, annual immigration averaged more
than 1 million, a level which exceeds the combined total of legal
and net undocumented immigration today. At the turn of the cen-
tury, the U.S. population waa only about one-third of what it is
today, so the immigration had a tremendous impact on American
society. Even with the increases in immigration since World War
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II, immigration is still much smaller, relative to the total popula-
tion than in earlier periods of high immigration.

Population growth is a function of births, deaths, and net immi-
gration. Net immigration is the most difficult to predict, because it
fluctuates the most. The Cersus Bureau has made a number of
population projections, using different scenarios on future fertility,
mortality, and net immigration.

I point out that none of these that you are about to see, and I'll
discuss briefly, is a prediction. It's a projection, but we do find that
projections can be helpful in assessing the potential impact of dif-
ferent levels of immigration on future growth.

Representative SCHEUER. Are there any of those lines that you
would hazard a guess as being reasonable predictions?

Mr. KEANE. No.
Representative SCHEUER. A reasonable prediction?
Mr. KEANE. No.
Representative SCHEUER. No.
Mr. KEANE. I think that is the difference in what I was trying to

stress. The projection makes certain assumptions, and if those
would occur. The likelihood of any of the four that I am about to
talk about to occur, I wouldn't assess.

Representative SCHEUER. Well, do you want to give us your own
set of assumptions and give us some kind of prediction as to what
our population-- 6

Mr. KEANE. No, that is beyond the realm of the Census Bureau
to speculate and predict.

Representative SCHEUER. OK. I hear you.
Mr. KEANE. But I will give you the projections themselves, and

perhaps you'll want to take a choice. [Laughter.]
Representative SCHEUER. OK.
Mr. KEANE. The zero migration, which is the first of the four pro-

jections, and the low-migration projection both show that the U.S.
population would be decreasing by the year 2080. The middle mi-
gration projection is roughly consistent with current levels of net
legal immigration. Under this scenario-the middle-immigration
projection-the population would grow to about 300 million in the
year 2080 from the current level of approximately 240 million. Con-
tinued immigration at the same level would maintain the U.S. pop-
ulation at about 311 million, indefinitely.

At the high level of immigration, 750,000 per year, which cer-
tainly would include a generous allowance for illegals--

Representative SCHEUER. You say, would not?
Mr. KEANE. Would.
Representative SCHEUER. But we have estimates from INS that

illegal immigration this year will approximate 2 million.
Mr. KEANE. The legal or illegal.
Representative SCHEUER. Illegal.
Mr. KEANE. Illegal. Our estimates of net illegal immigration--
Representative SCHEUER. It was in the newspaper this morning,

and they testified to that effect on the Senate side.
Mr. NELSON. Well, Mr. Chairman, we'd like to talk about the dif-

ference between "net" and "overall," because there might be some
differences.

Representative SCHEUER. All right.
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Mr. NELSON. I think our belief--
Representative SCHEUER. Sure.
Mr. NELSON [continuing]. Is why the total that might be getting

in illegally might be in the 1 to 2 million area, we figure the net is
about half a million a year.

Representative SCHEVTER. Net?
Mr. NELSON. Net. I think that's probably higher than Census, but

that's what we believe.
Mr. KEANE. On a comparable basis, our judgment is that on an

annual basis, the period of the net illegal immigration is some-
where between 100,000 and 300,000, again stressing "net" illegal
immigration. -

Representative SCHEUER. Very Good.
Mr. KEANE. So this figure-this high level projection of 750,000 a

year includes an allowance for illegals. On that basis, the popula-
tion would grow to 325 million by the year 2030. Half of this
growth would be attributable to new immigrants and their off-
spring. The U.S. population would continue growing into the 22d
century.

In conclusion, the data I presented from the 1980 census show
clearly that immigration has had a substantial effect on the size of
the U.S. population. Our projections reflect a continued and signifi-
cant role for immigration in population growth. The effect of immi-
gration in American culture and society goes far beyond just the
numbers involved to the contributions of immigrants and their de-
scendants.

Because current and future immigration will continue to affect
the social fabric of our Nation, it will continue to receive consider-
able attention from analysts and policymakers.

I hope the data I have presented today will aid in understanding
immigration in a historical perspective and, thereby, additionally
benefit deliberation on the matter.

Thank you.
Representative SCHEUER. Thank you very much, Mr. Keane.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Keane follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF JOHN G. KEANE

Introduction

Mr. Chairman, thank you for this opportunity to present information that

the Bureau of the Census has collected and developed pertaining to

migration and its impact on the country's population. The importance

of this topic can be underscored when we note that about half of all population

growth in the United States that has occurred since our first census In 1790

can be attributed to Immigrants who came after 1790 and their descendants.

Yhus, It is only fitting that the United States has been called wa natioh of

immigrants.w Over the last several decades, the Issues surrounding immigration

have been the focus of greater attention as increases in the level of immigration

have been accompanied by increased concern about immigration and Its effects.

The Census Bureau, as a general purpose statistical agency, Is not involved

In the administration of any immigration program nor are we responsible for

formulation or implementation of public policy in the area of Immigration.

The Census Bureau does produce and use statistics on immigration. We also

analyze immigration data from various sources to improve our methods and to

help policymakers clarify their options. Through our censuses, surveys, and

other programs, the Census Bureau produces and develops a wealth of information

pertaining to Immigration. My comments today will focus on Census Bureau data
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sources on immigration, demographic characteristics of the foreign-born population

(Including undocumented Immigrants), trends in immigration, and their fapact

on the U.S. population growth.

immigration can be thought of as affecting two related demographic dimensions--

population stocks which represent the number of people in a given area at a

particular time and population flows which are the number of people moving into

or out of a given area during a particular time period. The Census Bureau

plays a major role In producing (collecting) data on the stock of former immigrants,

i.e., the foreign-born population. In measuring population flows, the Bureau

produces some estimates to fill gaps in the existing data, but the primary

data on Immigration flows is collected by others.

Most of the data collected by the Census Bureau in our censuses and surveys

relate to the number of people In the country and their characteristics rather

than Immigration flows. However, by asking questions relating to past

demographic events and by combining data from various sources using analytic

techniques, we can make some inferences about population flows from data on

population stocks. In fact, most recent Information on emigration and undocumented

Immigration comes from just such estimation techniques.

The primary source of current detailed Census Bureau data on the foreign-born

population Is the 1980 decennial census. In the census, we asked a sample of

households about country of birth, citizenship status, and year of Immigration.

These data provide a great deal of information on persons who Immigrated to the

United States at some point before the 1980 census. We have Informattcn on

where the foreign-born population lives, where they came from, when they ame,,.

and their social and economic characteristics.
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The Census Bureau conducts a monthly survey of the population--the Current

Population Survey (CPS)--whlch Is designed primarily to measure employment.

Although this survey does not routinely collect Information specifically for

the foreign-born population, we have occasionally added questions to the

survey that asked country of birth and other information relating to

immigration. Because the CPS sample Is much smaller than the census sample,

the information collected about the foreign-born population in the CPS is much

less detailed than census data. The foreign-born supplements are valuable,

however, not only for the information they provide on the stock of the

foreign-born population, but also because we can produce information on

population flows, particularly undocumented immigration, by analyzing the

survey In conjunction with other demographic data. The most recent Census

Bureau surveys on the foreign-born population were conducted in November 1979

and April 1983; we will conduct our next one In June 1986.

Neither the decennial census nor the Current Population Survey directly seek

information on the legal status of immigrants. That is, we do not ascertain

whether individuals are aliens admitted for permanent residence, refugees,

aliens with other types of visas, or undocumented immigrants. We have been able

to make some inferences about the numbers of undocumented immigrants in the

census and surveys, but we have used aggregated data in our analyses. In

addition, we keep all Individual census data confidential and share them with

no one. Undocumented Immigrants should have no concerns about answering the

census or our surveys because we will not disclose individually-identifiable

information to any third party for any purpose.

Most of the material I will present today comes from the 1980 census, but I

will also draw on some of our analytic studies, our population projections, and

historical data from the Immigration and Naturalization Service.
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Foreign-Born Population in the 1980 Census

According to the 1980 census, the foreign-born population of the United States

was about 14.1 million, or 6.2 percent of the total population. This group Is

a very rapidly growing segment of the population. Between 1970 and 1980, the

foreign-born population grew by some 4.5 million persons, or an astounding 46

percent! This is over 4 times the growth rate of the native population during

the 1970s. The extremely rapid growth in the foreign-born population stems

from increased legal migration, as well as the inclusion of approximately

2 million undocumented Immigrants In the 1980 census count.

The 1970-1980 decade represents a turning point in the history of U.S. immigration.

As figure I clearly shows, the foreign-born population Increased during the

1970-1980 decade for the first time since 1930. Even more striking, the proportion

of the total population that was foreign-born increased for the first time

since 1910. Even with this recent increase, the percent of the population that

Is foreign-born in the last three censuses Is smaller than It has been since

the early years of the Republic. Imigration has continued into the 1980s at

roughly the levels of the late 1970s. As a result, we can expect the 1990 census

to show a continuation of the trends in figure 1.

Where do they live?

The foreign-born population in the United States Is very concentrated in a few

geographic areas. In 1980, one-fourth of the entire foreign-born population,

or 3.6 million persons, lived in the state of California alone. Another

one-fourth of the foreign-born population lived In the next two states--New York

and Florida. All together, one-half of the foreign-born population that was

included in the 1980 census were In these three states. Figure 2 shows the
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9 states with the largest foreign-born populations: California, New York,

Florida, Texas, Illinois, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Michigan, and Pennsylvania.

These states contain 10.8 million.foreign-born persons, or 77 percent of the

U.S. total. Only 3.3 million foreign-born persons, or less than the state of

California has by Itself, live in the other 41 states and the District of

Columbia.

If we look at metropolitan areas, the concentration of the foreign-born

population is even more pronounced. Almost 1 out of every 5 former Immigrants,

or 2.7 million foreign-born persons, live in the New York City Consolidated

Metropolitan Area. This figure Is larger than the foreign-born population of

any state (except California). The Los Angeles Consolidated Metropolitan Area

is another large concentration, containing a foreign-born population of

2.1 million. The next 3 largest metropolitan areas In terms of size of their

foreign-born population are Chicago with 800,000, and Miami and San Francisco

with about 700,000 each. One-half of the foreign-born population of the United

States lives in these 5 metropolitan areas.

Where did they come from?

Immigrants to the United States have come from all over the world. The U.S.

stock of foreign-born population, as measured by the 1980 census, reflects the

accumulation of migrant flows throughout the 20th century, not just the

origins of recent immigrants--but more about this in a moment. A relatively

small number of countries accounts for a significant portion of the foreign-born

population. However, as figure 3 shows, the concentration of origins is not

nearly so great as the geographic concentration of the foreign-born within the

United States (in figure 2).
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Mexico supplied the largest portion of the foreign-born population in the

1980 census. Almost one-sixth of the foreign-born population in 1980 was from

Mexico, accounting for 2.2 million persons. This figure, which Includes a

sizable number of undocumented Imigrants, was almost two-and-a-half times the

size of the second largest group--persons born In Germany, about 850,000.

The populations born in Canada and Italy are each only slightly smaller than

the German-born population, at about 800,000 each. The foreign-born populations

from the next 6 countries--the United Kingdom, Cuba, Philippines, Poland, the

Soviet Union, and Korea--In total account for about one-fifth of the foreign-born

population In 1980. (See figure 3.) All other countries combined represented

6.5 million persons, or 46 percent of the foreign-born population.

Another way of looking at these data is to examine how much of the foreign-born

population comes from each region of the world. As figure 4 shows, Europe

(including the U.S.S.R.) and Canada supplied almost 6 million of the foreign-born

population, or 45 percent. Latin America (i.e., Mexico, Central America, the

Caribbean, and South America) accounted for one-third of the foreign-born

population, or 4.4 million persons. Asia has supplied just under one-fifth of

the foreign-born persons In the 1980 census, or 2.5 million persons. The

remaining regions of the world accounted for less than 300,000 persons, or

2 percent of the foreign-born population In the 1980 census.

When did they come?

Immigrants have been coming to the United States throughout our entire history.

The mix of persons counted as foreign-born In any census represents the accumulation

of Immigrant flows from the decades before the census balanced out by emigration

of former Immigrants and deaths of Immigrants after they arrive. Thus,-
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the data on immilgrants by period of entry to the United States, as well as by

country of birth, tend to be tilted toward more recent periods. The 1980

census reflects Just this situation.

The recent pronounced growth of the foreign-born population shows clearly in the

data for the various periods of entry. Almost 40 percent of the oreign-born

population in the 1980 census, or some 5.6 million persons, came Into the

country during the 1970s. Even though other periods had more immigration,

notably the period of mass European immigration prior to World War I, the last

decade accounts for more Immigrants in the 1980 census than any other period.

This is a result of the increasing immigration during the 1970s, Including

undocumented Immigration, and the passage of time, since the Immigrants from

the earlier large migrations are now nearly all deceased.

Not only has Immigration increased dramatically in recent years, but there has

been a significant shift in the countries of origin of Immigrants. The imigration

legislation of the 1960s removed the preferences toward Europeans in the quota

system. This act opened up immigration to persons from all countries on a more

equitable basis. After the legislative change, immigrants started coming from

areas which had not traditionally been sources of Imigration to the United

States.

The country-of-origin data from the 1980 census show that it did not take very

long for significant changes to occur. Figure 5 shows data from the 1980 census

for the 10 countries contributing the largest foreign-born populations among

persons who entered the United States during two periods--the 1970s and

before 1960. The preeminence of Mexico as a source of Immigrants in the 1970s

is Immediately obvious. Our research suggests that this Is in large part a
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function of the undocumented Immigrants who were counted In the 1980 census.

The other significant feature shown in figure 5 Is that only 3 countries are

common to both periods--Mexico, Canada, and the United Kingdom. The remaining

7 countries for the period before 1960 are all European; for the 1970s, they

are Asian and Caribbean countries. These differences represent substantial

changes over a relatively brief period of time. Data on immigration flows for

two more widely separated periods, such as 1970-1980 and 1900-1910, would show

even greater changes.

Significant changes have occurred In the overall composition of the foreign-

born populatioriby region of birth, as well, for each of the different periods

of Immigration. (See figure 6.) Over 5 out of every 6, or 84 percent, of the

foreign-born persons who came to the United States before 1950 (and were still

alive In 1980) were born in Europe (including the U.S.S.R.) or Canada. The

corresponding figure was about 2 out of 3, or 68 percent, for persons who

entered In the 1950s. For the 1960s, the proportion was only 37 percent--reflecting

a decline which continued into the 1970s, when only 18 percent or less than

I In 5 of the foreign-born population came from Europe or Canada.

The shift away from Europe as the main source of Immigration was marked by a

shift to Latin America and Asia as the principal sources of recent immigrants

to the United States. Latin America accounts for only 10 percent of the foreign-

born population who entered the United States before 1950, according to the

1980 census. For the 1950s, the proportion was twice as great--21 percent

of the foreign-born population; for the 1960s, the proportion was again more

than double--45 percent. For the 1970s, the proportion of the foreign-born

population who entered during the decade from Latin America remained about the

same as for the previous decade.
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Imigratlon from Asia showed an even larger proportional increase than did

imigration from Latin America. Among the foreign-born population counted In

the 1980 census who entered the United States before 1950, less than 5 percent

were born in Asia. With the legislative changes in the 1960s, this proportion

more than tripled t9 16 percent for Immigrants who entered In the 1960s (and

were still here In 1980). This proportion doubled during the 1970s to the

point where 34 percent, or I out of every 3 Immigrants during the 1970s, was

from Asia. Over the 30-year period from 1950 to 1980, the foreign-born population

changed from a composition with less than one-sixth of the Immigrants from

Latin America or Asia to one with more than three-quarters of the Immigrants

from these two regions.

Undocumented Imigrants

The size and growth of the undocumented Immigrant population has been a subject

of considerable speculation in this country for more than a decade. Although

there is still much to learn about this difficult-to-measure population,

research over the last several years has pointed to much smaller numbers of

undocumented Immigrants than suggested by the speculative assessments that

receive most of the publicity. The emerging consensus was summarized last

year by the National Academy of Sciences' Panel on Immigration Statistics which

concluded that ". although all the studies suffer from uncertainties, the

number of illegals currently In the United States is between 2 and 4 million..."

The Panel's assessment of the size of the undocumented population was based

on a review of empirical studies, many produced by the Census Bureau.

Central to their conclusion Is our research Involving the 1980 census. This

work involved comparing aggregate census data for the foreign-born population



61

with estimates of the legally-resident foreign-born population. The excess in

the census over the estimate of legal foreign-born residents is interpreted as

undocumented immigrants counted In the census.

Several points need to be emphasized regarding this research. First, the

comparisons Involved aggregated data not census records on individual immigrants.

Second, the estimates refer generally to immigrants whose permanent residence

is the United States; temporary undocumented workers, such as seasonal farm

laborers, and undocumented commuters are not Included. Next, the results of

the research are estimates, which are subject to error, and they represent

only those undocumented Immigrants Included in the census, not the total number.

Finally, the undocumented immigrants In the 1980 census were Included in the

census data on the foreign-born population I presented earlier. The figures

on-undocumented migrants in the census should not be added to those I presented

earlier.

Numbers and Origins of Undocumented Immigrants. Comparison of the independently-

derived estimates of the legally resident alien population on April 1, 1980

with the 1980 census count shows that an estimated 2,057,000 undocumented

migrants were included in the 1980 census. Most of the undocumented immigrants--

1,517,000 or 74 percent--entered the United States during the 1970s. The

5 years prior to the census, accounted for almost half of the overall total

as 46 percent, or 941,000 persons, entered during the 1975-80 period.

Undocumented immigrants come from all countries that contribute legal Immigrants

to the United States. However, no single country other than Mexico appears to

contribute a substantial proportion of the undocumented immigrant population.

Mexico accounts for roughly 55 percent of the undocumented immigrants Included in

the 1980 census. (See figure 7.) Latin America, including Mexico, and the

67-395 O-87-3
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rest of the Caribbean represent 1,582,000 or 77 percent of the total undocumented

Immigrants counted in the 1980 census. The remainder of the world--Europe, Canada,

Asia, Africa, and Oceania--contributed 474,000 or 23 percent of the undocumented

immigrants counted in the 1980 census.

Five countries of the 40 countries and groups of countries for which we made

estimates had approximately as many or more undocumented Itmigrants than legally

resident aliens--Mexico, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti, and Iran. For the

Mexican-born population in the 1980 census, the number of undocumented migrants

who entered In the 1975-1980 period (559,000) was nearly double the number of

legal residents who entered during the same period. Excluding the 5 countries

just listed, legally resident aliens far outnumbered undocumented immigrants.

Geographic Distribution of Undocumented Immigrants. Undocumented Immigrants

are not distributed uniformly across the country. They are even more concentrated

than the total foreign-born population and tend to live In states with large

legal Imigrant populations and especially large Latin American populations.

(See figure 8.) Almost exactly half of the undocumented immigrants counted In

the 1980 census, or 1,024,000 persons, 1lve in California alone. The 4 states

with the next largest undocumented populations--New York, Texas, Illinois, and

Florida--include just over 30 percent of the group, giving the 5 largest states

over 80 percent of the undocumented Immigrants. Other areas of concentration

include the national capital area, other southwestern states, and the Pacific

northwest.

The concentration of undocumented migrantss in metropolitan areas is just as

great as in states. We estimate that one SMSA (Standard Metropolitan Statistical
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Area), indeed one county--Los Angeles County--included 6b8,000 undocumented

immigrants In the 1980 census or almost one-third of all those In the country.

The total for Los Angeles includes 500,000 undocumented Mexicans or 44 percent

of all undocumented Mexicans in the 1980 census. Only 2 other SMSAs had

ovqr 100,000 undocumented Immigrants in the 1980 census: New York City with

212,000 and Chicago with 121,000. These 3 areas together account for almost

half of the undocumented immigrants in the country. (See figure 9.)

Our estimates show that the 13 areas with more than 25,000 undocumented immigrants

counted in the 1980 census have about three-quarters of the U.S. total. This

group includes 6 SMSAs in California (Los Angeles, Anaheim, San Francisco, San

Diego, Riverside, and San Jose), 3 areas in Texas (Houston, Dallas-Fort Worth,

and the non-metropolitan portion of the state), and the New York City, Chicago,

Washington, D.C., and Miami SMSAs. All of these areas are "known" to have

large undocumented populations. Noticeably absent from this list are the

border cities of Texas. These areas apparently do not have large numbers of

undocumented permanent residents, but probably have large numbers of temporary

undocumented workers and undocumented commuters. Clearly, not all areas with

undocumented aliens in the;,, labor force have them in their resident population.

Growth of the Undocumented Immigrant Population. The difficulties of measuring

the size of the undocumented immigrant population are compounded at least twice

over In measuring the growth of the undocumented population. In order to know

how fast the population is growing, it is necessary to know the size of the

population at two points in time. For obvious reasons, this has proved to be

very difficult to do for the undocumented immigrant population.
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We are conducting research to try to measure growth of the undocumented

immigrant population with the April 1983 Current Population Survey (CPS),

which included questions on country of birth, citizenship, year of immigration,

and country of birth of parents for all persons aged 14 years and over.

According to this research, about 2 million undocumented Immigrants aged

1 4 years and over were represented in the April 1983 Current Population Survey.

Although these estimates are not as precise as the ones for the 1980 census

which I mentioned earlier, they suggest that the undocumented population grew

annually by 100,000 to 300,000 over the 1980-1983 period. We are planning to

update this research with the results of the June 1986 supplement to the Current

Population Survey.

Impact of Immligration on United States Population Growth

The earlier discussion of recent immigration might give the impression that

we are In a period unprecedented In American history. This is not the case.

I would like to give some historical perspective to the discussion before

moving on to talk about the Impact of Immigration on future population growth.

It is true that much of current immigration is different from past Immigration;

for example, the countries of origin of the new migrants are different and

much of the flow Is undocumented. However, previous waves of Immigration have

been as large as this new Immigration. During previous periods, immigration

had relatively much greater effects on the growth of U.S. population than it

does now.

As I showed earlier, the foreign-born population was a much larger proportion

of the total population during the last century than it is today. Legal

immigration then was much greater in relation to the total U.S. population at
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the time than it is today; for a few decades, immigration was much larger even

in absolute terms than it is today. Figure 10 uses data from Immigration and

Naturalization Service to trace the history of legal immigration to the United

State from 1821 to 1980.

During the first decade Qf this century, almost 9 million persons immigrated

to the United States. This Is about twice the number of legal Immigrants

who arrived in the U.S. during the 16g0s. From 1905 to 1914, annual immigration

averaged more than 1 million. This level of immigration probably exceeds the

combined total of legal and net undocumented immigration today. This Immigration

at the turn of the century had a tremendous impact on American society since

the U.S. population then was only about one-third of its current size. For

example, in 1908 alone, immigration added 4 percent to the U.S. labor force

and, according to the 1910 census, about 20 percent of the labor force had

1imnigrated since the previous census in 1900. These figures are approximately

10 times what they have been in recent years.

Immigration dropped during World War I and then decreased steadily from the

early 1920s through the 1930s because of restrictive legislation and the Great

Depression. Since the end of World War II, legal immigration has Increased

fairly steadily, reaching the levels comparable to those of 1880-1900 and

1910-1930 In terms of the numbers of immigrants. Of course, because our population

is much larger now than It was then, immigration is much smaller today relative

to the size of the total population and to other sources of population growth

than In the decades of high immigration around the turn of the century.
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Impact of Imigration on Future Population Growth

Growth of U.S. population in the future Is a function o? the levels of fertility,

mortality, and net Immlgration. The relative impact of Immigration obviously

depends on the future course of all components. Although none Is easy to

predict, net immigration (the difference between Immigration and emigration)

is in many ways the most difficult because it tends to fluctuate more than the

other components. In particular, the level of legal Immigration is hard to

predict because it is subject to direct legislative and political control.

The Census Bureau has made a number of population projections using different

scenarios for'fertility, mortality, and net imigration. Although none of these

is actually a prediction, we can use them to assess the potential Impact of

different levels of immigration on the growth of U.S. population. Figure 11

shows four different projections of the U.S. population starting from the 1980

census and going to 2080.

All four series of projections are based on the same levels of fertility and

mortality. The only differences are In the assumptions about future net

Immigration. The lowest projection assumes that after 1982, there is no net

immigration. By comparing the other series to this one, we can assess not

only the direct impact of Immigration, but also the additional population

growth contributed-by the offspring of tne future immigrants. The low Immigration

assumption Is annual net immigration of 250,000--a level somewhat lower than

current net legal Imigration. The middle assumption is 450,000 net immigration

every year from 1982 through 2080. This lev el of net immigration is approximately

the current level of legal Immigration. The highest projection series assumes

750,000 net annual Immigration which is consistent with current levels of
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net legal immigration plus undocumented Immigration slightly higher than the

upper limit suggested by our research.

The zero migration projection and tfie 250,000 projection both show that the U.S.

population would be decreasing by 2080, although the decline starts later and

is not as rapid in the 250,000 migration series. By 2030, the population

would be about 6 percent higher with 250,000 annual immigration than with no

immigration. Even at this low level, immigration would account for 30 percent

of the population growth in the next 45 years.

i'-The middle migration series, roughly consistent with current levels of legal

immigration, shows that the population would grow to about 311 million by 2080

from a current level of 237 million. Continued immigration at the same level

would maintain the U.S. population at about 311 million indefinitely. The

projected population under this middle scenario is about 11 percent larger

than the no Immigration projection by 2030 and 25 percent larger by 2080.

At the high level of immigratlon--750,000 per year--the U.S. population

would grow to 325 million by 2030 and 355 million by 2080. It would continue

growing Into the 22nd century. By 2030, the population would be 18 percent

larger than if there were no Immigration and 50 percent of the growth between

1982 and 2030 would be attributable to post-1982 immigrants and their offspring.

Conclusion

The data I have presented show clearly that immigration has had a substantial

effect on the size of the population of the United States. The Census Bureau

projections show that the growth of the U.S. population will be affected to a
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significant degree by what Imigration is going to be In the future. Immigration

has had a tremendous effect on American culture and society beyond just the

numbers Involved through the contributions of Immigrants and their descendants.

Because current and future immigration will continue to affect the social

fabric of our nation, it will continue to receive the attention of analysts

and policymakers. I hope the data I have presented here will aid in

understanding Immigrat16n In historical perspective and will contribute to

your deliberations on the matter.
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Foreign-Born
Figure 2

Population by State:
(Populations in 000s)
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Figure 3-
Foreign-Born Population
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Figure 5
Leading Countries of Immigration
by Period of Entry: 1980 Census
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Figure 6
Foreign-Born Population by
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Figure 7
Origin of Undocumented Immigrants
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Figure 9
Estimates of Undocumented Immigrants

Counted in the 1980 Census for Metropolitan Ardas (SMSAs)
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Legal Immigration
Figure 10

to the United States
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Representative SCHEUER. Now we will hear from Mr. Alan
Nelson, who is Commissioner of the Immigration and Naturaliza-
tion Service and has been for the last 4 years. He served as Deputy
Commissioner before that and has had a wide variety of govern-
ment jobs. He holds a doctor of jurisprudence from the University
of California at Berkeley.

We are delighted to have you here, Mr. Nelson. Please take ap-
proximately the same 10 minutes that Mr. Keane had.

I repeat that your testimony, your prepared statement will be
printed, in full, so you can chat with us informally.

STATEMENT OF ALAN C. NELSON, COMMISSIONER, IMMIGRATION
AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE

Mr. NELSON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure being
with you. And I will just summarize from the prepared statement
within that timeframe.

Compliments to you and your subcommittee for having this ex-
amination of current immigration flows and their impact on our so-
ciety. It is particularly appropriate in this year, as we prepare to
celebrate the 100th anniversary of the Statue of Liberty and the
immigrant heritage that the statue represents. And I might add,
that the statue does not represent a heritage of illegal immigra-
tion, despite what some people might say.

With respect to legal immigration, I will make a couple of com-
ments. In the 1980's, we admitted an average of 600,000 legal immi-
grants per year. In the last fiscal year, for example, it's 570,000;
264,000 of those were persons admitted under the six preferences in
the law and the remaining 306,000 were exempt from that under
the immediate relative provisions.

We are seeing an increase in the immediate relatives coming in.
Part of that is due to a success story, in that we have been much
more effective in recent years in naturalizing more people; conse-
quently, they petition for their relatives. So success breeds success,
but we think that's a good Area.

But in the negative area, however, there has been clearly in our
opinion, an increase in marriage fraud. Marriage, of course, is the
easiest ticket to come into the United States, because they do enter
without going through the longer preference system and come inquickly.

So there has been a lot of determination that some statutory and
other changes are necessary.

Senator Simon has introduced a bill, with Senator Simpson's as-
sistance and Congressman McCollum, in the House, a similar bill,
and we concur with those, basically, and hope we can get some leg-
islation that will enable us to better deal with the marriage fraud
problem.

The total refugee numbers, of course, as a general policy, have
been declining over the last number of years. We continue with the
consultation process, expecting the number td level off somewhere
in the 50,000 annual range in the future.

Let me talk a little about impacts of legal immigration. I would
think most would agree that legal immigration is generally too
complex, too broad a subject, and too dynamic to be capturedin a
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single comprehensive picture. Rather, it's really a multitude of
snapshots that give us the picture. But I think there's probably
general concurrence that the new immigrants today follow the tra-
ditional pattern, by and large, of assimilation and making the same
kind of social, economic, and political contributions as have their
predecessors, and that we think that this is a very good trend.

Now let me shift, Mr. Chairman, to illegal immigration in the
1980's. If we point with pride, as we do, to the continuing revital-

,azai-of this country through legal immigration, we must ac-
1 knowledge the serious problems we face from the continuing and

increasing flow of illegal immigrants into our society. I would like
to emphasize that this administration has clearly stated its policy
opposing illegal immigration. We must regain control of our bor-
ders. We must do this through a variety of areas; particularly, the
need for the effective employer sanctions. Since people afAe largely
coming for jobs, that element is a necessity.

Last year, INS enforcement personnel-I'm talking about last
fiscal year-apprehended about 1.3 million illegal aliens. About 1.2
million on the Mexican border, the other in the interior.

At the current trend, being halfway through the year, there has
been about a 50-percent increase. We anticipate about 1.8 million
apprehensions.

Now, that's just the ones we're catching. There is obviously an
unknown number that have successfully crossed our borders. And I
think your statement earlier, we would believe that probably 2 mil-
lion is probably a reasonable estimate that have obtained illegal
admission.

Again, a lot of those return, and there's a back-and-forth flow, so
you get into the debate, and it's a difficult one as to what net in-
crease there is, but I think everyone agrees there is a significant
impact and one that must be of concern.

As a specific example, in one 66-mile stretch of border that Con-
gressman Lungren is very familiar with, San Diego, we are now
averaging almost 2,500 arrests per day, a 24-hour period, and that
averages out to one every 35 seconds.

Now what are the causes of illegal immigration?
Representative SCHEUER. That's close to 1 million a year just in

that one small area.
Mr. NELSON. That's & very substantial number right there. That

is almost half of our apprehensions, in that one small area; that's
correct.

Causes of illegal immigration. I think that, again, most would
._,agree, there is no single cause. Growing world population, develop-

ing nations growing twice as fast as the other countries, increasing
unemployment in many developing nations, including Mexico and
Central America, in some cases, getting up to a 40-percent unem-
ployment rate. Destabilizing economic conditions, including oil. In-
creased ease of travel. No question, increased ease of communica-
tion is another thing that draws people to this country.

I'll read this statement, and certainly, again, emphasizing the ab-
sence of major new deterrents to illegal immigration, these circum-
stances I just mentioned will continue to generate a steady and
rapid increase in the flow of illegal aliens to the United States.
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And we will see a significant expansion of that, unless steps are
taken.

It is not all just Mexico, as I think Mr. Keane indicated. We see
legal and illegal from all ove-. While Mexico is the big number, on
our southern border, again in San Diego, we apprehended substan-
tial numbers of people from 72 different countries in this last year.

In fact, it is interesting that from our information that illegal
aliens from five countries-Mexico, El Salvador, Guatemala, Haiti,
and Iran-equal or outnumber legal residents from those countries.

We are working with the Bureau of the Census--
Representative SCHEUER. Wait a minute, they outnumber?
Mr. NELSON. The illegal resident aliens from those five countries

are greater than th6 legal residents in this country from those, ac-
cording to our information, at least in current years.

We are working with the Bureau of Census on some jointly
funded questions on the foreign born that will be in the June 1986
Current Population Survey, and we appreciate the opportunity to
do that.

We talk a little bit about impacts of illegal immigration. It is dif-
ficult to assess these impacts. A lot of it is due to the hidden nature
of the population, difficult to define and describe, much more diffi-
cult than the impact of legal immigrants.

Again, you have to look at snapshots and try to draw a composite
from that. But the validity of these snapshots cannot be deter-
mined as long as the participation of illegal aliens in U.S. society
and the economy cannot be documented.

So I think any study has to be taken with some balancing and
has to be taken with some caution no matter which way it comes
out.

Let me make a clear policy statement on behalf of the adminis-
tration. We clearly note that the United States is a nation of laws.
Our laws prohibit illegal immigration, and these must and will be
enforced.

So no matter what arguments some might make that illegal
aliens allegedly benefit our society, the U.S. policy under our laws
is that illegal immigration cannot be allowed, and that has to over-
come any of these other arguments.

But let's talk, nevertheless, about some of the impacts because
there are many, and it is not just economic. Crime is one example.
Illegal immigrants are not only perpetrators of crime but are very
frequently the victims of crime.

A few examples from California. In 1984, the Santa Anna Police
Department reported a record 35 homicides; 70 percent of the vic-
tims were illegal aliens.

In Los Angeles in a narcotics project there were 1,600 arrests-
this was last year-and 63 percent of those were illegal aliens.

We have seen increased violence on the border, a 75-percent in-
crease in assaults-by illegal aliens on Border Patrol and other im-
migration officials.

That is the crime area.
In the area of services, welfare, health, medical, and education,

and s6 forth, Los Angeles County, as an example, last year esti-
mates it spent $272 million on welfare, medical, and other social
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service costs for illegal aliens, certainly far more than they raised
in any kind of revenues.

El Paso, TX, estimated they spent $10 million on medical ex-
penses alone -for illegal aliens, often just coming across the border
for those services.

In the employment area, clearly there are negative aspects. I did
not hear Secretary Marshall's testimony, but I understand from
what he has said-and I think right-that obviously there are neg-
ative impacts in many areas. There clearly i displacement in
many areas. The volume, degree of it can be debated.

There have been a lot of studies on it. Certainly, Professor
Huddle from Rice University in Texas estimates that 65 U.S. work-
ers are displaced for every 100 illegal aliens employed. Other cities
differ from that but again there certainly is no question there is
some displacement. It is only a matter of how much.

You have asked, Mr. Chairman, for recommendations concerning
illegal immigration, and let me touch on several.

Of course, we have done a significant amount in increasing our
border enforcement, the largest increase in history last year, 1,000
additional personnel.

Representative SCHEUER. You are starting from a terribly low
base of less than 1,000 people.

You have fewer law enforcement personnel, if my information is
correct, on the entire Mexican border of 2,450 miles than we have
here in the U.S. Capitol patrolling 103 acres. Is that correct?

Mr. NELSON. I think that is correct. I have heard the same, and I
know there have been comparisons with other city police forces.
You are correct, and I think that is--

Representative SCHEUER. It is the feeling around the Capitol that
the level of surveillance and the level of simple law enforcement on
our borders is appallingly low and that we are not looking for a
Berlin Wall, we are not looking for searchlights and soldiers with
an M-16 automatic rifle and police dogs. We are looking for a
normal level of law enforcement that is appropriate to the need, to
the need of a country to control its borders, the first characteristic
of sovereignty.

And we Will have some time to ask you some questions but, there
is a very widespread feeling around here that a great deal more
has to be done to harden up that border, not to make it hermetical-
ly sealed. We are not trying to do that.

The measures that we would have to take hermetically to seal
that border probably would be offensive, but we had Leonel Castillo
appearing before a committee I chaired a few years ago in which
he said that an acceptable type and quality and quantity of law en-
forcement, surveillance, and what not would eliminate 85 to 90 per-
cent of it.

You are always going to have a situation-unless you resort to
more draconian measures than probably would be acceptable ou
will always have a situation where a wiry, tough 17-year-old toy
with sntikers and gloves can go up over, around, or under prob-
ably anything you could put up. But the vast percentage of the ille-
gal immigrants, he told us, could be prevented, deterred, appre-
hended by a very much higher level of security, surveilance that
would be acceptable.
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So probably we will leave that to the question period.
Mr. NELSON. Well, I would in general, Mr. Chairman, agree with

most of your comments. I think, though, there has been general bi-
partisan recognition we do have to increase our enforcement on the
border, and the example I gave of last year was a big first step.

I think part of the immigration reform also are additional re-
sources that would be addressed to the border. We have done an
awful lot with new equipment, helicopters, and everything else,
too, that have gone a long ways. More needs to be done.

I would, however, disagree with former Commissioner Castillo on
the 80 to 90 percent. I think there is a certain fallacy that, well, if
we put enough people on the border you can stop(It all there. Re
member, people come through airports, seaports, and other ways,
too. They largely come here for jobs.

So let me just continue my testimony to wrap it up here for the
others is that, you know, the single most-effective step needed is
the passage of immigration reform legislation. There is no question.

The United States is probably the only large country in the
world that does not have employer sanctions. Mexico has them.
Most countries do. Congressman Lungren and others have been
very active in this. This is the major thing we need in conjunc-
tion-and I think as we said earlier-with the causes of illegal im-
migration, there is no one single cause. There also is no one single
solution.

You need border enforcement. You need job market enforcement,
entitlement enforcement, and relations with foreign countries, and
so forth.

So we need more on the border, agreed; passage of immigration
reform legislation, particularly the sanctions.

And then moving into the next element is the expansion of the
SAVE Program. This is the acronym for systematic alien verfica-
tion for entitlements. It is a very simple, fair program to verify the
status of any alien applying for welfare, employment, or other pro-
grams.

Under the laws they are not entitled to these benefits. Frankly,
they are not being enforced enough at the present time. SAVE is
an excellent program.

We have been doing this administratively over the last couple of
years and have gone from 3 States to 10 now participating. This is
excellent, but this needs to be expanded administratively until we
get legislation, and we need to pass the reform bill.

Again, Mr. Lungren is supporting the amendment in the House
to mandate the program. It is already part of the Senate version,
and this will be a very major part of additional immigration deter-
rence. So that needs to be done.

Another area that we are talking more about-and this is where
I think good old American cooperation can really come to play-is
what we refer to as jobs for citizens. We have the situation where
we apprehend a lot of illegal aliens on jobs to take them off, only to
have those jobs filled in a matter of days by the same or other ille-
gals.

So what we are going to be pushing with the State employment
services, organized labor, community groups, business groups, and
others is to assure that jobs vacated by illegal aliens are filled by
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citizens or lawful aliens. This can cut down on unemployment and
a lot of our domestic problems. It can be another big deterrent to
illegal immigration.

So we would hope that your committee and the Congress could
give general support. I don't know if we need legislation in this
area, but we do need a lot of support for it.

And the last point I will mention, Mr. Chairman, is the coopera-
tion with foreign governments, especially Mexico. Obviously, again
you can't do it all domestically. You have to work with the foreign
governments.

We have had a lot of good experiences with Korea, India, other
countries on fraudulent documents and ways of preventing flow
here.

We have had a number of very successful meetings with Mexico
in the last 6 months. I accompanied the Attorney General to two
law enforcement summits, the last one being in Mexico in March,
where we had the heads of six American law enforcement agencies,
including myself, and we are talking about immigration. We have
cooperation from Mexico in terms of border violence issues, third
country nationals that are problems to both Mexico and the United
States, working against smugglers to jointly investigate and pros-
ecute, holding joint conferences, and talking to Mexico seriously
about the immigration problems from Mexico that affects both of
us.

And I think it is very unfortunate when people like the Commis-
sioner of Customs in recent testimony undercut a lot of these good
efforts, and I think these are irresponsible approaches that hurt us
and that we are committed-and I want to make it clear the ad-
ministration is committed-to work very effectively with Mexico.
They have problems, but we will work effectively to cure those, and
this is another element along with the others that we must all do
to be able to d6 the job.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The preparLd statement of Mr. Nelson-follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF ALAN C. NELSON

Mr. Chairman:

It is a pleasure to testify before the Subcommittee on Economic Resources,

Competitiveness and Security Economics. Your examination of current '.S.
immigration flows and their impact on our society is particularly appro-
priate as we prepare to celebrate the 100th anniversary of the Statue of
Liberty and the immigrant heritage the Statue represents. What better way
to acknowledge the social, political, cultural and economic contributions
of the more than 50 million immigrants who have come to this country than
to look ahead to the part new generations of immigrants will play in our
nation's future. Looking forward, we honor our past.

LEGAL IMMIGRATION IN THE 1980'S

During the 1980's, the United States has admitted an average of 600,000
legal immigrants each year. These immigrants--the relatives of U.S.
citizens and lawful permanent residents, refugees and persons whose job
skills are needed in the United States--and their children will, like the
generations of immigrants before them, provide a major source of national
energy and creativity in the decades ahead.

Last fiscal year, the United States admitted 570,000 immigrants. Of these

570,000 new lawful permanent residents, approximately 264,000 were persons
admitted under the six preferences that control numerically limited
immigration to the United States. The remaining 306,000 individuals,

either the immediate relatives of U.S. citizens (204,000) or refugees
(95,000), were exempt from any numerical restrictions.

Other than the 264,000 persons admitted under the preference system's
annual statutory ceiling of 270,000, the other components of the FY 1985
immigrant total are higher than for the previous fiscal year. In the case
of the Immediate family members of U.S. citizens, this increase is signi-
ficant.
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Over the past decade, the admissions of immediate relatives of U.S.
citizens have increased steadily at the rate of 10,000 persons each year.
This steady increase has been, we believe, in part the result of a steady
rise in the number of permanent residents choosing to become U.S. citi-
zens. In FY 1985, however, we have seen an increase of 21,000 immediate
relative admissions, double that of previous years.

The reason for such a dramatic increase in the number of immediate rela-
tives entering the United States in FY 1985 is partially found in the
record number of naturalizations that took place in FY 1984. If persons
naturalized in 1984 petitioned for their relatives soon after obtaining
citizenship, those relatives would have been eligible for admission in FY
1985.

Another factor which we believe has added substantially to the number of
immediate relatives in the recent past is the increasing incidence of
marriage fraud. Marriage to a U.S. citizen confers immediate immigration
benefits to an alien spouse and is often perceived as the "cure-all" for
any immigration problem or illegality. We have recommended specific
statutory changes to facilitate the fight against this major problem, in
addition to increasing in-house efforts to effectively detect fraudulent
marriages while continuing to facilitate the immigration of legitimate
spouses.

Even with more effective detection of marriage fraud, the continuing
increase in the number of immediate relatives entering the United States
will almost certainly be a characteristic of U.S. immigration in the
decades ahead. As the number of permanent residents Oligible and wishing
to naturalize continues to grow, so will the number of visa petitions
filed for close family members. The Immigration Service currently
believes that an increase of at least 10,000 immediate relative admissions
a year is likely to continue in this immigrant category in the future.

While th6e total of 95,000 refugees adjusting to immigrant status for FY
1985 is also slightly higher than that for FY 1984 (approximately 92,000),
it is the change in the distribution of refugees by country of origin that
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is significant. In FY 1985, the number of refugees adjusting their status
to legal permanent residence from Vietnam and Laos decreased while the

number of refugees from Cuba increased.

Refugee adjustments from Vietnam and Laos have declined in each of the
last three years ano INS expects this decline to continue in the years
ahead since the number of Vietnamese and Laotian refugees arriving in the
United States has decreased since 1980. Unlike admissions for other
Indochinese refugees, however, persons born in Kampuchea should arrive in
increasing numbers in future years since Kampucheans have accounted for
increasing numbers of refugee arrivals.

This decline in Indochinese admissions would have resulted in a decrease
in refugee numbers for FY 1985. Instead, it was offset by the adjustment

of Cuban refugees who entered the United States as part of the 1980 Mariel

boatlift. Individuals who entered the United States between April 15 and
October 10, 1980 became eligible to adjust their status during FY 1985. Of
the 125,000 potentially eligible Mariel Cubans, approximately 15,000
completed the process to become lawful permanent residents during 1985.
INS expects that the number of refugees adjusting to immigrant status for
the next few years will continue to reflect this resident Cuban refugee
population.

Impacts of Legal Immigration

As to the impacts these immigrants of the 1980's will have on the United
States, there is a grdat deal of research which has measured their contri-

butions and experiences. Unfortunately, but understandably, most of the

studies which focus on immigrantsto the United States have provided only

windows on a particular immigrant group(s) or aspect(s) of the immigrant
experience. Immigration is generally too complex, too broad a subject,
too:dynamic to be captured in a single comprehensive picture. Instead we
have a multitude of snapshots of the immigrant population; pictures of
particular ethnic groups, and their e periences with U.S. society and
economy.
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Collectively these snapshots provide us with a general idea of the impacts

of immigration. Taken together, and confirmed by analyses of national
survey data on the foreign born, they show new immigrants to be following
the traditional patterns of assimilation, making the same kinds of social,

cultural, economic and political contributions as the immigrants who have
preceded them. Like previous generations, the immigrants of the 1980's

are successfully building new lives.

ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION IN THE 1980'S

But if we point with pride to the continuing revitalization of this

country through legal immigration, we must also acknowledge the serious
problems we face from the continuing and increasing flow of illegal
immigrants into our society. This Administration has clearly stated its
policy opposing illegal immigration. We must regain control of our

borders. We can do this through adoption of effective employer sanctions.

Last year, INS enforcement personnel apprehendedil.3 million illegal
'aliens. This year, with apprehensions at an all time high, we expect that

'number to total 1.8 million, with an unknown number'Of aliens successfully

entering the United States. In a 66 mile stretch of border near San

Diego, INS is averaging 2,451 arrests edch day or one arrest every 35
seconds.

Causes of Illegal Immigration

There is no single cause behind this dramatic increase in illegal immigra-

tion to the United States. Instead, a number of worldwide circumstances

have created a climate in which the United States, with its political
freedoms and economic opportunities, has become an increasingly attractive

goal for persons seeking better lives.

o A rapidly growing world population, with developing nations
growing approximately twice as fast as countries in North

America and Europe;
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o Increasing unemployment in many developing nations, with unem-

ployment rates in Mexico and Central America ranging 40
percent and higher;

o The destabilizing effect of dropping oil prices on world econo-

mies, particularly on Mexico in this hemisphere; and

o The increased ease and lcaer fares of air travel have all

contributed to the current dramatic increase in illegal entry we

are currently experiencing.

Size and Composition of the Illegal Alien Population

In the absence of a major new deterrent to illegal immigration, these
circumstances will continue to generate a steady and rapid increase in the

flow of illegal aliens into the United States. Unless we can effectively

curtail illegal entry to the United States, the estimated current resident

illegal population of 3 to 4 million permanent residents and an additional

1 to 2 million temporary residents is likely to significantly expand.
Demographic analysis indicates that we can expect our illegal alien

population to double every ten years if its current rate growth is not
slowed.

Contrary to what many people believe, this growing resident illegal alien

population is not composed solely of Mexican nationals seeking temporary
employment in U.S. agriculture and industry. Last year, the San Diego

Border Patrol sector apprehended 9,300 illegal aliens from 72 countries
other than Mexico and Latin America. In the first four months of this

fiscal year, they have encountered 52 Yugoslovians, 41 Indians, 16 South

Koreans, 8 Poles and 8 Chinese attempting, to enter the United States
illegally.

In terms of our resident illegal alien population, based on 1980 Census
information, we believe only slightly more than half are from Mexico with

another approximately 25 percent from Latin America and the Caribbean.
Nationals from Europe, Canada, Asia, Africa and Oceania account for the
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remaining numbers. It is interesting to note that, unlike the illegal
alien population from the Western Hemisphere, substantial numbers of
resident illegal aliens from Europe and Asia entered the United States
before 1970. Another interesting fact arising from Census reports shows
that illegal aliens from five countries--Mexico, El Salvador, Guatemala,

Haiti, and Iran--equal or outnumber legal residents.

To further document the growth and composition of the illegal alien
population, INS and the Bureau of the Census are jointly funding questions

on the foreign born in the June 1986 Current Population Survey (CPS) to
update information obtained in the 1979 and 198. CPS's and the 1980
Census. This important survey will also give us up-to-date information on

the demographic, social, and economic characteristics of the foreign-born
population as a whole, including those persons residing here illegally.

.,Impacts of Illegal Immigration

Assessing the specific impacts of this flow of illegal immigration on our
society and economy is extraordinarily difficult, much more difficult than

*in the case of legal immigration. The hidden nature of their residence

and activities in the United States has made illegal aliens a difficult
population to define or describe. Again as with the legal immigrant
population, many researchers have assembled snapshots of illegal aliens in

specific communities or industries, or traced a particular group of
illegal aliens within a limited time period. But the validity of tnese

snapshots cannot be determined as long as the participation of illegal

aliens in U.S. society and the economy cannot be documented.

Let us clearly note that the United States is a nation of laws. Our laws

prohibit illegal immigration and must and will be enforced. No matter

what arguments some might make that illegal aliens "benefit" society, the
U.S. policy is that illegal immigration cannot be allowed.
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Despite the lack of definitive research on the illegal population and its
impacts in U.S. society, the very nature of an illegal asid hidden
existence has far reaching negative effects on U.S. society. There are a

number of areas in which these negative affects are obvious.

Crime

Illegal immigrants are both the perpetrators and victims of crime. As
proof of the connection between illegal immigration and crime, I would

like to cite a few California experiences with which I am familiar.

o In 1984 the Santa AnalPolice Department reported a record 35
homicides. Seventy percent of the victims were illegal aliens.

o A Los Angeles Police Department special operation in the
Ramparts Division last year aimed at narcotics traffic resulted
in 1,600 arrests4- 63 percent of those arrested were illegal

aliens.

o The INS Border Patrol has had a 75 percent increase in assaults
on its officers by illegal aliens in the first quarter of this
year over last year.

Services

Although a number of studies have concluded that illegal aliens do not

represent a drain on local services, I would like to point out several
recent instances in which immigrant use of services have been significant:

0 Los Angeles County estimates it spent $272 million on w&fare,
medical and other social service costs for illegal aliens iast
year.

o El Paso, Texas spent $10 million last year on medical expenses

connected with illegal aliens.
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Employment

These are also recent studies which have found negative aspects with
regard to the employment of illegal aliens.

o Rice University Economics Professor Donald Huodle studied the
effect of illegal aliens on job markets in Houston, Texas,
estimated that in certain types of jobs (outdoor work, such as
costruction; certain types of factories; and in service
industries) 65 U.-S. workers were displaced for every 100 illegal

al iens:.employed.

0 A recent Rand Corporation report concluded that in California
immigrants (both legal and illegal) have contributed more in
revenues that they take in service costs. The study, however,

admittedly did not include education costs, which are one of the

largest expenditures for the state.

RECOMMENDATIONS CONCERNING ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION

This Committee has asked for my suggestions on ways to curtail the flow of

illegal immigrants into the United States. In addition to the enforcement

initiatives INS has introduced along the border, I strongly recommend the
following actions be taken::

o Passage of Immigration Reform Legislation-- The multifacited
legislation currently before the Congress would effectively
curtail much of the illegal immigration now flowing into the

United States. By placing sanctions on the knowing hiring of
illegal aliens, the bill addresses one of the primary reasons
aliens enter the United States illegally or violate tie

conditions of their admission. Passage of the pending
legislation would be the single most effective step we can take
to stop the flow of illegal aliens into this country.

67-395 O-87--4
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0 Expansion of SAVE Program-- The Systematic Alien Verification
for Entitlements (SAVE) Program is now operating in six states,
Puerto Rico, and the Virgin Islands, with a similar program in
place in California. Pilot projects are underway in another 4
states, with several others indicating interest in the program.
The expansion of the SAVE program would ensure that illegal
aliens would be prevented from obtaining access to benefit
programs nationwide.

o Jobs for Citizens and Lawful Permanent Residents--I have
recently been discussing a program I call "Jobs for Citizens,"
as a means of replacing the many informal job information
networks that result in the hiring of illegal aliens. INS will,
in the near future, seek cooperation of state employment
services, organized labor, community groups and others to assure
that jobs vacated by apprehended illegal aliens are filled by

U.S. citizens or lawful aliens and that employers now hiring
illegal aliens change their hiring patterns permanently to hire
only legal workers. We hope these various groups will work with
us by contacting employers.

o Cooperation with Foreign Governments, Especially Mexico--Our
relationships with foreign governments is I believe another
vital area in which much can be done to curtail the flow of
illegal aliens and the problems created by this type of
migration. It is my opinion that issues for consideration

should include narcotics control , counterfeiting, weapons
smuggling, fugitive issues, traveler safety, immigration issues
and border violence, interior repatriation of illegal aliens,
U.S. immigration legislation, preclearance, mutual legal
assistance, and border sister-city meetings.
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CONCLUSION

I would like to remind us all that the United States has been made a
great nation through respect for law. This applies to our immigration laws

which provide for the orderly admission of legal immigrants and refugees
in substantial numbers. However, we must remain committed--and indeed

strengthen our commitment--to deterring illegal immigration through an
effective enforcement program, cooperative initiatives with state and
local governments and the private sector, and through passage of reform
legislation to make unlawful the hiring of illegal alien workers.
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Representative SCHEUER. We are going off the record for a
moment.

[Discussion off the record.]
Representative SCHEUER. We will recess for 12 minutes.
[A 12-minute recess was taken at this point.]
Representative SCHEUER. OK, we will recommence.
I invite you all to shuck your coats. Commissioner, if you would

like to leave your coat off, it is a little bit warm in here. Anybody
in the audience or anywhere, feel free to shuck your coats.

OK, we are up to Charles Keely. Mr. Keely is a very respected
and familiar name at population conferences, hearings, what not.
We haven't always agreed with him, but we have always admired
him and respected him and enjoyed the degree of controversy, as
our British friends say, which he engenders.

He has been an associate at the Population Council's Center for
Policy Studies since 1977.

In 1972, he did background research on U.S. immigration for the
Commission on Population Growth and the American Future-
Charles, which is where we first met.

In 1978, he served as a member of the Council of Foreign Rela-
tions' Study Group on Immigration and Foreign Policy, and he has
also served as a member of the National Academy of Sciences
Panel on the 1980 census.

He is a very distinguished name and distinguished scholar in all
aspects of immigration, and we welcome you back again, Charles.

So please take 10 minutes to use as you wish. Your full testimo-
ny will be printed in the record, and when you are finished we will
have some questions for the panel.

STATEMENT OF CHARLES B. KEELY, SENIOR ASSOCIATE,
POPULATION COUNCIL

Mr. KEELY. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate
this opportunity and congratulate you on holding these hearings.

I am going to limit my presentation to some demographic per-
spectives on the relationship between immigration and three
topics: the population size and growth in this country, the foreign-
born Population in the United States, and, third, something we
haven t heard of so far today, refugee policy, which is an important
component of our immigration.

Let me start on population size and growth. There are a number
of ways one can look at immigration's contribution to the popula-
tion dynamics of this country. The United States continues to grow,
as we have heard, by about 0.9 of 1 percent a year.

In the first year of this decade, between 1980 and 1983, legal im-
migration accounted for about 28 percent of that growth. If we add
the illegal migration component of population growth, as estimated
by the Census Bureau, that is, the number who are added to the
permanent resident population, that would bring the contribution
of illegal and legal migration combined to population growth to
about one-third, about 33 percent.

We ought to note, however, that the contribution of immigration
to population growth in this country is due to two things, not only
the increasing size of immigration from both legal and illegal
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sources, but also to a large decline in fertility in the United States,
the baby bust or birth dearth, as it has been called, that has been
occurring in this country since the 1970's.

I also think that to get a better perspective we ought to compare
what the contribution of immigration was in other periods; for ex-
ample, in the period 1906 to 1910, which is a period of very high
immigration in the United States and also contains the year 1907,
which was the year of the highest recorded migration to the coun-
try, over 1 million people.

In that 5-year period, 7 million people came to the United
States-excuse me-7 million people were added to the population
of the United States from all sources. Immigration equaled 5 mil-
lion. Even if we allow for emigration-with an "e"-of about one-
third in that period, almost half of the population growth was due
to immigration.

So our current level of one-third legal and illegal is not unprece-
dented. It is high, but it is not unprecedented.

Another way of looking at the contribution of immigration is to
compare the number of immigrants to the resident population as a
whole, and the figure 1 that I have attached to my prepared state-
ment-I will be talking about five figures here this morning. I
don't have big copies. I only have the xeroxes for the members.

In that figure I superimpose the number of immigrants since
1820 by year and compare that to the proportion of the population
that that represents during that time, and that proportion runs
from approximately 0.1 of 1 percent up to 1.5 percent.

The first thing that graph shows is it takes an increasing
number of immigrants to have the same proportional effect on pop-
ulation. For exampJe, the 500,000 or so immigrants of today, a little
more actually, more than half, almost 550,000 or 600,000, has a
much smaller impact on today's population than the almost 500,000
of the 1850 period and the 1870 period; that is, in those years we
had a number of times when the immigrant population approached
500,000, but that had a much bigger impact on the population at
that time.

Even since World War II, if you will note, the line, the broken
line on that graph that represents the number of immigrants, is
much steeper than the increase in the proportional impact of that
increase in immigrant is on the resident population.

To get a feel for this, historically immigrants have equaled about
six-tenths of 1 percent of the residents in any year. If we had six-
tenths of 1 percent of the population coming in this year we would
have 1.4 million immigrants, not the approximately three-quarters
of a million that I calculate is the net migration from legal and il-
legal sources, permanent additions to our population.

Another way of looking at it is to ask the question: Given the
fact that the U.S. fertility now is so low that we are on a path to
population decline-and we are on a path to population decline.
We will eventually get there unless we do something to change
that-if we wanted to use immigration as a way to fill in, if you
will, for the falling fertility, how many immigrants would we have
to take in the United States each year in order to avoid a decline
in our population in the future?
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And the answer to that is about 1 million people a year, again
above what our numbers are now.

So that in terms of this population size and growth issue alone
compared to the past, we are hardly being swamped by numbers.
Looking to the future, immigration may cushion some of the effects
of the birth dearth, but it will not prevent population decline
unless fertility and mortality rates change in this country.

Second, let me say just a bit about this question of the foreign
born and to put that in a bit of a comparative perspective. We hear
the truism all the time-but truisms are exactly that, true-"We
are a nation of immigrants." But how unique are we?

In figure 2 of my prepared statement, I present a bar graph of
the proportions of the foreign born in a number of countries
around the world. As the Director of the Census Bureau told us, in
1980 we were about 6.2 percent foreign born in this country.

In our own hemisphere, if you look at that bar graph, Argentina
and Venezuela surpass us in the proportion of foreign born.

In Europe, France, Germany, England, and Switzerland surpass
in the proportion of foreign born in their populations.

Traditional immigrant countries like Canada, Australia, and
New Zealand have two to three times the proportion of foreign
born in their populations that we do.

I do not include in that bar graph countries, for example, those
in the Arabian Peninsula, in which foreigners make up one-fourth
to one-half of the residents and a much higher proportion of their
labor forces, nor do I include countries like poor, beleaguered So-
malia, where one in three residents is a refugee from another coun-
try that that country is supporting.

Another view of the foreign born in another perspective is that
we sometimes hear discussed the question of what will happen in
the future if the ethnic composition continues the way it is in
terms of migration, what would happen to the ethnic composition
of the United States?

The most often cited example is a set of projections by Leon Bou-
vier and Carl Davis in a book put out by the Population Reference
Bureau entitled "The Future Racial Composition of the United
States."

In that work, four groups are discussed: the white non-Hispanics,
blacks, Hispanics, and others. And Bouvier and Davis project, for
100 years from 1980 to 2080, the size and the proportion of each of
these groups.

I'll not go into detail on what they do, because I think such exer-
cises require suspension of judgment.

Is it reasonable to assume, as they do, a fairly constant fertility
for up to 100 years, a fixed ethnic composition in migration, no
intermarriage and a society so unchanging that whites, blacks, and
Asians as social categories will mean the same in 2080 as they do
in 1980?

It is not sufficient, in my judgment, to justify such exercises by
saying that they are not predictions or forecasts but merely projec-
tions that would tell us what's going to happen under certain con-
ditions. Relevance in that case depends on the reasonableness of
the assumptions, and how reasonable are the assumptions, how
probable are the assumptions that I just mentioned.
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If they are improbable, why present such scenarios as opposed to
any other unlikely futures? Why, indeed? Put yourself back in the
year 1900 for a minute.

Migration at that time had been rising for 20 years or so and it
seemed posed for larger changes.

Native fertility had been falling. The composition of immigrants
had changed, in that case to Southern and Eastern Europeans.

There are a number of similarities to today's trends. Suppose
somebody had a computer and a software package in 1900 and did
exactly what Bouvier and Davis did? Most telling, I think, is what
would have been made at that time of the projection of the number
of Italian and Jews and the other new immigrants since 1880
coming from non-Nordic Europe, under the presumption that the
social image of them, their achievements and their contributions to
this country would be no different today than in the year 1900.

This scenario of the 1900 computer projection shows, at least to
me, how ludicrous it is, how ultimately misleading and policy irrel-
evant, such exercises can be. Those projections would have missed
tremendous swings in fertility, wide variations in immigration and
the very changes in ethnic composition since 1965 that seem to ex-
ercise some people today. They would have scared people, however,
with visions of unmeltable ethnics in the Lower East Sides, the
East Harlems and the other Jewish, Italian, and Slavic immigrant
ghettos of the turn-of-the-century cities.

So much for the foreign born. Let me go to refugees.
One purpose of the Refugee Act of 1980 was for Congress to

regain control from the executive branch of the refugee component
of immigration policy. For 25 years before that, various administra-
tions, and sometimes with the urging of Members of Congress and
the Senate, used the parole power, which originally ivas meant for
medical emergencies, for mass admission of freedom fighters and
refugees from Hungary and Cuba, Southeast Asia, and elsewhere.

The 1980 Refugee Act instituted a consultation process in which
the President would announce levels for refugee admission, for per-
manent residence in the United States for the coming fiscal year
by regions of the world, after consulting with Congress, and these
consultations would include hearings at which the levels were an-
nounced and discussed.

Figure 3 in the graphs that I handed out, gives the number of
refugees authorized, the actual number approved as meeting the
criteria for entry to the United States after screening and the
actual number of entries for each year under the 1980 act.

The most striking feature of figure 3 is the decline in authoriza-
tions and related approvals. The authorizations have declined from
230,000 to 70,000 in that period.

The second striking thing about that figure is the difference be-
tween the authorization levels and the approvals and arrivals in
the same period. There is more detailed data in the table and that
I also attach.

Whether one measures the difference between authorized levels
and arrivals or authorized levels and approvals, there is a 25-per-
cent deficit between what the Congress was requested and, in fact,
authorized, and what the Executive did.
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The 1980 Refugee Act tried to keep the Executive from admitting
refugees in excess of what Congress wanted. The problem now
seems to be a mirror image. The Executive still controls refugee ad-
missions and is doing so at a level different from what Congress au-
thorizes. I wonder what congressional action would be if 25 percent
of the budget were impounded. Even in this era of Gramm-
Rudman-Hollings, Congress would balk at the usurpation of con-
gressional rights and obligations.

Either two administrations have badly miscalculated each year
since the passage of the 1980 Refugee Act or the Executive, in fact,
continues to control admission of refugees, despite congressional re-
sponsibilities, prerogatives, and authorizations.

There is another aspect of the whole refugee admission question,
and that had to do with how much foreign policy gets involved. I
give a number of examples of why I think, in fact, it gets involved.
I think rather than trying to deny that it gets involved, what we
ought to start doing is discussing what should be the role of foreign
policy in refugee admissions and in the question of asylum. Be-
cause after all, is perhaps refugee admissions, like war, foreign
policy by other means?

I think that, in fact, it is. The question is, should it be, and to
what extent it will be? I try to point out, in fact, that foreign policy
does influence decisions on refugee admissions, and I merely pose
for you, basically, by raising the question, but not making a pretext
to solve so complicated and intense an issue.

I do, however, think, and here I'm just giving my conclusions
rather than going through the figures and tables as I do present
them in the prepared statement, but I would want to say, as far as
the conclusions, that I think that we have to realize that our refu-
gee policy in this country currently is adrift.

The issue is whether we will rise to the challenge and try to
come up with a coherent policy about the appropriate role of the
United States in managing global displacement.

Let me conclude, Mr. Chairman, and summarize by saying that
the number of immigrants is not small, but in relative terms
whether a percent of our growth or a proportion of the population,
contemporary integration is well below historic levels. We are a
nation for which immigration has been and continues to be demo-
graphically important, but by the yardstick of the number of for-
eign born in our midst, we fall well below many countries, includ-
ing neighbors in Latin America, traditional immigrant receiving
countries and even our European partners and allies, nor do I
think that we should get stampeded into precipitious action by a
rush of population projections on racial and ethnic composition 100
years from now.

Representative SCHEUER. Thank you very, very much, Mr. Keely.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Keely follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF CHARLES B. KEELY

Immigration in Perspective

Many Americans have strong opinions about immigration. Opinion polls

tell us that large majorities favor doing something about illegal migration

or favor reduction in immigration. The general mood of the country toward

immigration is correctly characterized as ranging from modest concern to

acute concern over an attendant crisis. The rhetoric used is meant to alarm:

the borders are out of oontrol; Wes are rising we are inundated by floods;

and we are even invaded by Mr

Despite the strong opinions and rhetoric, most Americans, I surmise, are

fuzzy about the facts. The fuzziness about specifics and even the

misconceptions can be helped by presenting a few facts and considering

migration in oontext. How does immigration today ommpare to our past or to

other countries' experience today? Are migration procedures working as

intended by Congress? Vhole books can be written on such comparisons and

even further volumes of analysis and ocmentary on the meaning of all the

information. I propose to address a modest number of topics, only three,

conerning recent demeraphic trends, ih immigration. These are: immigration

and population size and growth; the foreign born in the American pcplation;

and the operation of refugee procedures. I forego discussion of data or

ocmmntary on eooncmdc, social or political implications of the immigration

trends due to obvious space limitations (and with regret on my part but

perhaps relief on the Coummttee's part in regard to the amount of reading to

be done). It is obvious, hc~ever, that immigration is such an integral part

of oontenporary America that it affects and raises tuidamental issues across
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the gamut of our national life. Its complexity is no wiall part of its

fascination.

Imniqrn=s and P elation Growth.

there are many ways to assess the demographic impact of immigration.

Along with births and deaths, immigrants contribute to population growth.

Fertility dropped sharply in this country (and many other developed

countries, East and West) after the post-war baby-bom. One result has been

that net migration migrantss minws emigrants) aooounts for a larger share

of cur population growth. In sae oountries of Europe, fertility is so low

that deaths exceed births. only net gains from migration prevent absolute

declines. In the United States, we ocntinue to grow at about .9 percent a

year. Net immigration (legal) accounted for about 28 percent of that growth

on average in the 1980s (1980-83 annual average). The average percent of

ppulation growth for 5 year periods since 1940 is as follows:

Percent of Population

Year Growth Due to migrationn

1980-83 28%

1975-79 24%

1970-74 20%

1965-69 19%

1960-64 12%

1955-59 11%

1950-54 11%

1945-49 10%

1940-44 8%
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The low migration of the war years meant migration's contribution to

overall growth was low. The baby-boom swamped the effects of irareasing

post-war rmiqration, including special legislation for refugees and bills to

clear-up backlogs of countries with low quotas. The combination of the baby-

bust and the irmigration changes of 1965 are reflected in the increasing

percent of population growth accounted for by immigrants in the last 20

years. Illegal migration would increase the role of migration further.

Increasing migration by the net addition of 200,000 illegal migrants used by

the Census Breau for its interoensal estimates, one-third (33 percent) of

U.S. population growth between 1980 and 1983 was due to net migration, legal

and illegal, to the United States.

By way of oc~akrison, between 1906 and 1910, the population increased by

7 million. Irmigration equalled 5 million. If we make allowance for

emigration of one-third the number of immigrants, then net migration

accounted for 48 percent of population growth in the five year period of our

history that included the peak year of iruigration.

Another way to view the impact of migration is to compare the number

of immigrants to the resident population. Figure 1 presents superimposed

portraits of the number of immigrants entering each year since 1820 and the

proportion of those immigrants to the resident American population in each

year. Between 1820 and 1380, levels of well-below a half-million imigrants

per year equalled a relatively large proportion of the resident population.

Immigration contribitAd the equivalent of one-half to 1.5 percent of the

American population. (Given low emigration, immigrants alone accounted for a
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similar amount of growth over and above natural increase. Compare this to

the .9 percent pculation growth today.)

During the peak immigration years from 1880 to 1920, the number of

immigrants reached their highest levels, but continued to equal one-half to

1.5 percent of a growing American population. As lmigration declined in the

period of restriction, the Depression and World War II from 1920 to 1945, the

numbers and proportions declined to historic lows. But between 1880 and 1945

it took ever larger numbers of immigrants to have the same impact as

population grew due to natural increase.

Since World War II, the effects of America's population growth has

reduced the relative impact of increasing immigration. The half-million or

so legal immigrants of today equal about .2 percent, near the low end of

historical experience. Notice that the slope of the increase in the number

of immigrants since World War II (the broken line in Figure 1) is nch

steeper than the rise in the relative size of immigration to the U.S.

population.

Since 1820, immigrants on average equalled .6 percent of the resident

population, oupared to the .2 percent of today. Were immigration today to

equal this historical average, 1.4 million newomers would enter the United

States to settle each year.

Legal immigration is now approaching 600 thousand per year. The Census

Bureau estimates net additions to the resident population frcu illegal

migration at between 120 to 300 thousand. (The Bureau actually uses 200

thousand net additions in its intercensal estimates.) If we take high end of

the Bureau's estimate of the net increase chm to illegal migration, then

total immigration, legal and illegal, equals 900 thousand migrants each
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year. The Bureau also estimates 160 thousand emigrants a year. If we

subtract that number from the immigrants, it leaves us with a roxve three-

quarters of a million net migrants per year. 1

It would require, therefore, another 650,000 immigrants (net) if we're

to equal this historical average of .6 percent of the American population.

Relatively speaking, immigration is far below its average; historical impact

on population, not to mention peak levels.

Another perspective on immigration's demographic effects is its role in

stemming population decline. In the early 1970s, the U.S. had a commission

on Population Growth and the American Future because of concern about whether

the American population would reach 300 million by the year 2000 and what the

social and economic effects of a 2 versus 3 child family would be. There is

virtually no way the American population will equJl 300 million in 2000. The

average number of children born per wonan (using current rates) is a "total

fertility rate" (TFR) of about 1.8 children per women, below the 2.11

children per women needed for a population to continue to replace itself.

The U.S., in short, is now on a path toward population decline if we were to

rely exclusively on the effects of births and deaths. (As mentioned

1 I might mention that Bureau's research and analysis on
annual additions to the illegal alien stock and on emigration
were reviewed internally in the Bureau, by the Bureau's technical
advisory camittee, by the liaison ommittee of the American
Statistical Association, and by an outside expert review group to
specifically review and reoommend whether estimates of illegal
migration and emigration should be incorporated into the official
intercensal estimates. The work was also presented at public
meetings of demograpers, published in referred Journals, and
widely circulated. We are not dealing with wild guesses. If
anything, the Bureau is careful and conservative in its
professional standards, as it should be, because the Burmu's
mode of operation has produced a record of statistical and
deographic leadership and achievement recognize worldwide.
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previously, soe uropean countries already experience "natural decrease," a

surplus of deaths over births. The U.S. is heading in that direction but is

slower in reaching that point because of the larger size and length of our

baby-boan and because our total fertility rate of 1.8 is not as low as some

other countries, e.g, West Germany at 1.3 children per women.)

If the U.S. were to avoid population decline by relying on immigration

to make-up for current low fertility rates, it would require about 1 million

net immigrants a year. This is about 250,000 rore than current net migration

of new residents from legal and illegal sources. (See Roger C. Avery, "The

Impact of Undocumented Migration in Relation to the Characteristics of the

Stationary Population Equivalent," presented at the 1986 Population

Association of America Meeting)

In sum, current immigration accounts for about 28-33 percent of

population growth, due to the effects of declining fertility and to the

increase in the number of immigrants. This is still well below the 48

percent during the period of peak immigration in the first decade of this

century. Current migration equals about .2 percent of the U.S. population,

near the low end of experience since 1850. Increases in immigration since

World War II have less impact than in the prior experience of the country.

(CIpare the slopes since WWII in Figure 1.) Historically, annual

immigration equalled .6 percent. To equal that would require 1.4 million

rather than the current 750,000 net immigrant flow. Imigration at current

levels will not stop eventual population decline in the U.S. if current

fertility and mortality experience continue. It requires another quarter of

a million immrdgrants a year under current demographic experience for

migration to deflect this country frum its current path to population
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decline.

Orapared to our past, we are hardly being swiped by numbers. looking

to the future, immigration may cushion s.v 'z of the effects of the birth

dearth but will not prevent population decline unless fertility and mortality

rates change.

Izmdiration and the Foreign Bo.

"America is a national of immigrants" is a truism almost endlessly

repeated. But are we so unique?

Figure 2 presents an illustration of the proportion foreign born in the

most recent censuses of a number of countries around the world for which data

were easily available in the 1983 U.N. Demographic Yearbook. In 1980, 6.2

percent of the U.S. population were foreign born. Sone were naturalized

citizens; some permanent resident with immigrant status; some were students

or other non-immigrant residents, and some were illegal aliens.

Other countries, however, surpass the United States in the proportion of

foreign born in the midst. In our on hemisphere, Argentina and Venezuela

surpass us. European countries, inclubq Franoe, Germany, England and

Switzerland all have relatively larger foreign born groups in their midst.

The other traditional immigrant countries of Canada, Australia, and New

Zealand have foreign born components of more than twice to over three times

the U.S. proportion.

Figure 2 does not include countries in the Arabian peninsula in which

foreigners make up from one-quarter to one-half of the residents and even

higher percentages of the labor forces. Nor does it include poor,

beleaguered Somalia where one in three residents is a refugee.

The issue of the foreign-born sometimes is discussed in term of the
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ethnic composition that would result if current trends in migration and vital

rates continue. The most often cited exa ule is the set of projections by

Bouvier and Davis (The Future Racial oggMpition of the United State,

Washington, D.C.: Population Reference Bureau, 1982). Four "races" are

discussed: white non-Hispanic, Black, Hispanic, and Asian and Other. Bouvier

and Davis project for 100 years frcm 1980 to 2080 the size and proportion of

tach "zace"- They assume the fertility of White and non-Hispanics and the

Asians/Other category will be an unvarying 1.758 children per woman and that

other groups converge down to that level. They present projections for an

assumed migration of one-half to 2 million a year in half million intervals

(.5, 1.0, 1.5, 2.0 million immigrants). For the half-million migrant

projection, they assume the "racial" cvrosition of the 1977 legal immigrants

but for the three higher levels of assumed migration they propose a greater

Hispanic proportion due to more illegal migration (which implies Hispanic to

them).

I will not go into detail on results. Such exercises require a

suspension of judgment. Is it reasonable to assum constant fertility for

one-hundred years; fixed "racial" opposition; no intermarriage; and a

society so uc-haqinqg that white, Black, Hispanic and Asian as social

categories will mean the same in 2080 as in 1980?

It is not sufficient in my judgment to justify such exercises as policy

relevant by saying they are not predictions or forecasts but projections to

tell us what would happen under certain conditions or assumptions. Relevance

in that case depends on the reasonableness of assiqmtions. How reasonable,

how probable are the assumptions? If they are iaprobable, then why present

such scenarios as oposed to any other unlikely futures.
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Put yourself back bi 1900 for a mimtxe. Migration had been rising for

20 years or so and se d poised for larger changes. Native fertility had

been falling, as noted by the Census Director of 1870 and MIT president

Francis A. Walker in an influential 1891 article. The oq-oeition of

imingrants had charged to larger numbers and proportions of Southern and

Eastern Europeans. There were a number of similarities to today's trends.

Supose someone had a computer and projection software in 1900 and did what

Courier and Davis did. Most telling, I think, is wat would have been made

of the projections in 1980 of the number of Italians and Jews (and other "new

migrants" since 1880 coming from non-Nordic Europe) under the presumption

that the social irage of them, their achievements, and their contributions to

society would be no different in 1980 than in 1900.

This scenario of the 1900 cqmiter projection shows how ludicrous it is,

and ultimately how misleading and policy irrelevant, such exercises can be.

The 1900 projection would have missed tremendous fertility variation, wide

savings in immigration and the very changes in ethnic cczip-eition since 1965

that seen to exercise the minds of some today. They would have scarred

people, however, with visions of umtltable ethnics in the lower East Sides,

East Harlem, and other Jewish, Italian, and Slavic immigrant ghettos of

turn-of-the-century American cities.

ReftQ e.

One purpose of the 1980 Refugee Act was for Congress to regain control

from the Executive Branch of the refugee ccnonent of immigration policy.

For 25 years or so, the Executive Branch, sometimes with the urging of

Senators and Members of Congress, used the parole power (meant originally for

medical emergencies) for mass admissions of freedom fighters and refugees



110

from Hungary, Cuba, Southeast Asia, and elsewhe. Congress had no choice

but to acquiesce in such Presidential initiatives.

The 1980 Refugee Act, among other things, instituted a consultation

process in which the President would anno levels for refugee admission

for permanment residence in the u.S. for the owirq fiscal year by regions of

the world after consulting with Congress. The consultations include hearings

at which the levels are announced.

Figure 3 grap:es the nmer of refugees authorized, the number approved

as meeting criteria for entry to the U.S. after screening, and the actual

number of entries for each year under the 1980 Act. (Arrival data was not

available for 1980 and 1981 in INS published sources.)

The most striking feature of Figure 3 is the decline in authorizations

and related approval. Authorizations have declined from 230,000 to 70,000

between 1980 and 1985. This illustrates how volatile migration coonents

can be.

Second, the difference between authorization levels and either approvals

or arrivals over the period are far from minimal. Table I provides the data.

Since there can be lags between authorization of refugee resettlement slots,

approval of an application and actual arrival that spill over from year to

year, the table cumulates the differences over the period. whether one

measures the difference between authorized levels and arrivals or authorized

levels and approvals, there is a deficit of about 25 percent between what

Congress was asked and agreed to authorize and what the Executive did.

The 1980 Refugee Act tried to keep the Executive from admitting refugees

in excess of what Congress wanted. The problem seems to be a mirror image.

The Executive still controls refugee admissions and is doing so at a level
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different from what Congress authorized. I wonder what Conressional

reaction would be if 25 percent of the budget were impounded. Even in the

era of Gramm-Rudman-Hollings Conress would balk at usurpation of

Congressional rights and obligations.

Either two administrations have badly miscalculated each year since the

passage of the 1980 Refugee Act or the Executive continues to exert control

over refugee admissions, despite Congressional responsibilities and

prerogatives.

A fiscal frplication of this stem from refugee entitlements also

introduced in the 1980 Refugee Act. Fewer admissions mean few people

eligible for resettlement and integration assistance.

An aspect of refugee admissions related to overall numbers is the

question of the relation of refugee admissions and foreign policy. Is

refugee admission policy, like war, the conduct of foreign policy by

different means? Figure 4 sheds some light on that question. The figure

graphs authorized refugee admissions by region of the world since 1980.

The Asian decline is in response to the fall-off in refugees but

Southeast Asians still take u the lion's share of refugee authorizations.

The 50,000 authorization for 1985 reflects oamitments to ASEAN countries not

to let asylum cavre increase in size and so a steady draw-off is

ocnterplated. There has been disagreement between the State and 3ustioe

Departments over Other recent arrivals in the non-Conmmist nations of the

region are economic migrants or refugees. That apparently has been settled

in favor of leaning to a refugee characterization. The authorized level,

therefore, does reflect foreign policy ocwmitments. This is reflected in the

proportion of overall authorizations despite declines in levels since 1980.
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The East Eurcpean and USSR authorized levels have been second highest

since 1980. The authorization declines represent the vagaries of Soviet exit

policy more than U.S. desires. The relative size is again telling about

foreign policy influence in a period of generally declining levels of

authorizations.

The Latin American authorized levels are a clear reflection of foreign

policy, especially a change between administrations. From a level of 20,000

in 1980, the 1985 authorization was for 1,000 refugees from Latin America and

the Caribbean.

A very rough indication that refugee policy is not purely humanitarian

is a comparison of where the world's refugees are and where the U.S. is

willing to accept refugees from. Figure 5 oonpares the location of the 10

million plus refugees in the world in 1985 (taken from the U.S. OQemittee on

Refugee's Global Refucee Survey for 1985) and the regions of origin

oonterplated in the 1985 authorization of 70,000 refugee admissions. This

ocparison also conceals same important further differences. The Global

Refugee Report's estimate of Asian refugees are nearly 80 percent Afghans,

while the Asia authorizations are almost all Indoinese.

Rather than try to deny that refugee resettlement policy is influence

by foreign policy, I think we shQuld discuss the presmption that refugee

admission policy should be 'lrelyl humanitarian.

First, foreign policy and humanitarian concerns are not necessarily

contradictory. Second, perhaps a distinction should be made among

resettlement and temporary asylum (whether taporary asylum is carried out by

designating saneone as being granted asylum under U.S. law or permitted the

administrative relief of extended voluntary departure which is politically
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more vague and carries fewer rights and benefits for the individual). If

anything, the trend seems to be to make temporary asylum more political, when

a case can be easily made that the resettlement decision may justify foreign

policy onsiderations playing a large and even decisive role (and perhaps

even a dominant role - although I hesitate to suggest this -) ocipared to

humanitarian concerns.

I raise issues and I make no pretense to solve so complicated and

intense an issue. I do think we are adrift in ar refugee policy. The 1980

Refugee Act has raised more issues than it solved. This should be welcomed

vare than bemoaned. The unknown is whether we will rise to the challenge in

cur analysis and policy choices as opposed to what is, in my opinion,

opportunistic thrusts in the refugee policy field to fit ideological

predispositions. There still remains a need to give serious attention to the

issues and to the weighty arqgus from both sides of the political spectrum

on the appropriate role of the United States in managing global displaoement

due to persecution and related civil unrest.
Colusion.

I have only touched on three topics related to immigration size and

coc position. I have managed, however, to touch on matters of the bedroom and

Cabinet Room in doing so. I have said nothing of the economic impacts of

migration levels and trends or their social iplications. *iat I have tried

to do is to present sacw information in various oaparative perspectives. I

think each of the figures gives a bit of an unonetional view of

immigration ocepared to what we usually hear, but rAw of them is 1Way out."

The number of immigrants is not wall but in relative terms, %atther as

a percent of growth or a proportion of the population, contaeorary
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immigration is well below historic levels. We are a nation for which

immigration has been and continues to be demographically important. But by

the yardstick of the number of foreign born in our midst, we fall below many

countries including some in Latin America, other traditional immigrant

receiving countries like Canada and Australia and even our Duropean partners

and allies. Nor do I think we should get stampeded into precipitous action

by a rush of population projections of the racial and ethnic composition a

hundred years from now. These projections require suspensions of judgment to

accept their assumptions and presume that social categories and meanings will

be unchning. Sirply to think what such projections would have implied for

today if done at the turn of the century illustrates how silly and policy

irrelevant they are. They are like ghost stories, but written for

legislators and other influential elites.

Finally, I suggest that Congress still does not control refugee policy.

In a mirror-inage of Executive control of refugee flows through the parole-

power, two administrations that have operated under the 1980 Refugee Act have

controlled recent flows. Approvals and admissions are 25 percent below

authorized levels.

Further, refugee admission policy operating through the consultation

process does reflect foreign policy interests of the United States. How

could it be otherwise? This does not man authorizations exclusively reflect

foreign policy and deny humanitarian claims. Foreign policy and humanitarian

concern are not nmtually exclusive. Further, there may be sound

justification, in addition to the weight of necessity and inertia of past

practice, for a foreign policy role in such decisions. In the refugee field

we are conceptually adrift and practice seems cporttmistic.
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Serious issues which requires monitoring are not all crises. I think a

crisis mentality surrounds migration in some circles. We badly need

reflection and some perspective. As I have said a number of times in various

presentations, rhetoric on Immgration strikes me as more out of control than

our borders.
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Charles B. Keely
Population Council

Figure 1: Nuber of Iimigrants (Millions) and Percent
of IMigrants amount Resident Population: 1820-1983

Figure 2: Percent Foreign Born of Selected Countries
frao 1980 Round of Censuses

Figure 3: Refugee Authorizations, Approvals and Arrivals
urder 1980 Refugee Act Consultative Prooedures,
1980-1985

Table 1: Differences between Refugee Authorizations and
Arrivals and Refugee Authorizations and Approvals,
1980-1985

Figure 4: Authorizations for Refugees under 1980 Refugee Act
Consultative Prooedures, by Region, 1980-1985

Figure 5: The World's Location of Refugees and U.S.
Authorizations for Refugee Entries by Region, 1985

J



Fi-u .1 P-UMK Lr Of It.I.!'(;,:.l (MI I .ION';) ANLLD PL.RCLNI OF IMMIGUANIS AMONG RE'!IDLN1 POPULATION:1820 - 18

-202.0O- .)0

- NUMBER
- PERCE-

P1I5L
.00

1970



.P.Lc.t ForvJ1 orn cuf rk t.i. " Coun'rie
-- fromn 1980 IHuwd of 0-n-..ses '



THOUSANDS

.N) . . C,__ f - O- - --__ _]o_ __

-4

U.

10*

4

(A m1

*°

(0
0

C

0
-4

0
0

c

0

i

(D

0)

co
(.t



120

Figure 4: AUTHOR'ZAIONS for REFUGEES under 1980 REFUGEE AC7

C0'SU'TATIVE PROCEDURES. BY REGION, 1980-1985
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Figure 5: THE WORLD'S LOCATION OF REFUGEES AND
FOR REFUGEE ENTRIES BY REGION, 1985
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Differences betwcn Rofugox. Aut.orizaLions "n3
Arrivals a" ftefugee Authorizations ad Approvals,
1980 - 1985

AUIORI IEV AKRIVALS AISDLUTE ,LorFEPENCE

"-G--------- 140.000 93o252 4bo74e
983 90.000 57.064 32,936

1984 72.000 67.750 40,50
1985 70.000 62.477 7,523

A10HOR I ZED AP3VA %P I Af 'VT[ [rIF D!FfE E tE

1;2:-1;8E 372.00 2i0.543 93,457 2S.

AUTHDIZED APPROVALS AFSDLU7E IFFEREN:E

1990 231v70, 206.912 24.769
18el 217.000 255.291 61.709
1982 14n. 00 61,527 78.473
1983 90.000 73.645 16.355
1984 -. 000 77*932 -5.932
198! 701000 59*434 10.564

AUTHDRIZED APPROVALS ABSOLUTE DIF IFFERENCE

1980-1985 820.700 634.743 1951957 23%
1902-3985 3729000 272s540 99.460 "7%

shares S. Keely
Popation Ocil

-.-- Table 1:
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Representative SCHEUER. Mr. Keane, I understand you want to
catch a 1 o'clock plane.

Mr. KEANE. A train.
Representative SCHEUER. A train. OK. [Laughter.]
Mr. KEANE. That's all right. I would have preferred to, but it's

not urgent. I'll stay.
Representative SCHEUER. Well, I'll put my questions in writing. If

you want to catch it. Go on.
Representative LUNGREN. You'd better start running right now.

[Laughter.]
Representative SCHEUER. If you have a car. If you don't-Tom,

you want to give him a ride to the station?
Mr. KEANE. I'm all set on transportation.
Representative SCHEUER. OK. Very good.
Mr. KEANE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Representative SCHEUER. Thank you very much for appearing

here. We appreciate it very much.
[The following written questions and answers were subsequently

supplied for the record:]
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RESPONSE OF JOHN G. KEANE TO ADDITIONAL WRITTEN QUESTIONS POSED BY
REPRESENTATIVE SCHEUER

Question 1:

As you have pointed out in your testimony, there has been a significant shift
in the country of origin of immigrants since 1965. Before then, most
immigrants were from European countries, including the USSR. Since then, most
immigration has been from Asia and Latin America.

In any of your Census Bureau surveys, have you found any differences in their
goals or values or their desires to become Americans and be integrated into
American society? How do immigrants from these two different periods fit into
traditional American values and culture?

If you have never asked questions like these in the Census Bureau's surveys,
wouldn't this be useful knowledge to have?

Response 1:

The Census Bureau does not collect information on goals or values in its
surveys. These concepts can be hard to measure and often prove to be
controversial or sensitive subjects. In a similar vein, defining what
constitutes "traditional American values and culture" is very difficult and
measuring the concepts, once defined, even more so.

The type of information on goals and values that you are requesting could be
useful and is usually collected in public opinion polls conducted by private or
academic researchers. The data item collected by the Census Bureau that might
be considered most closely related to the desire to "be integrated into
American society" is the ability to speak English. I discuss these data from
the 1980 census in my response to Question 2.
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Question 2:

In terms of the following characteristics, are there any significant
differences between current immigrants into the United States and immigrants
who came, say,-prior to 1965:

* Are they more or less skilled?

* Are they more or less educated?

* Are there more dependents, such as the elderly or children?

* Are there more criminals?

* Are they more or less likely to depend on welfare?

* Does the answer vary with ethnic group?

Among major ethnic groups which have arrived since 1965. have some ethnic
groups proven more successful than others in adjusting to American society in
terms of improving their level of education, acquiring new job skills, and
improving their economic status?

Response 2:

The 1980 census does provide data that can be used to address some of the
issues you raise. Data on occupational status provide indications of skill
levels for various cohorts of immigrants. The census also includes information
on the educational attainment and age structure (proportion of dependents) for
immigrant cohorts. Although the census does not have data on the proportion of
criminals or welfare dependency among the foreign-born population, we do have
information on the income of immigrant'households.

Census data on the demographic, social, and economic characteristics of the
foreign-born population of the United States provide a cross-sectional portrait
of immigrants to the United States based on their status in 1980. Examination
of data for persons born in various countries and for persons who came to the
United States at different points in time can, however, provide some indica-
tions of the adjustment of immigrants to life in the United States. Because
census data provide a "snapshot" in time of the immigrant population, however.
it is necessary to use some caution in interpretation of the data purely as
indicators of differences in social and economic adjustment or achievement.

The characteristics of the foreign-born population on Census Day 1980 are a
function of numerous processes and factors. Immigrant populations from
different areas may have considerably different characteristics when they enter
the United States. Selective emigration from the United States can affect the
characteristics of the population still residing in the United States. The
legal status of the foreign-born persons on entry to the United States has an
effect on their characteristics in 1980. For example, undocumented aliens and
refugees may have lower initial socioeconomic status than permanent resident
aliens. The census includes some of each of these types but does not
differentiate them by legal status. All such initial differences affect the

i o I
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status of various immigrant groups in the 1980 census. Finally. differential
adjustment and achievement after arrival in the United States contribute to the
observed differences in 1980. but they are obviously not the only factors.

We must also consider one final factor. Observed differences in 1980 between
groups of immigrants may be attributable to little more than the passage of
time. A person (or group) who cae to the United States in 1955 has had
20 extra years to adjust to life in the United States when ccepared to a person
(or group) who came in 1975. Furthermore, differences in dates of entry may
also be associated with differences in the stage of life cycle that a person
(or group) has reached. The attached tables provide summary statistics from
the 1980 census on social and economic characteristics of different groups of
immigrants. These data have been extracted from special tabulations of
1980 census data on the foreign-born population and represent different aspects
of achievement and adjustment to the United States.

Occupational Status. Employment in managerial and professional specialty
occupations depends both on educational preparation (whether obtained in the
native country or the United States) and success in obtaining the type of
position for which the individual has trained, that is, success in negotiating
the job search process. On the whole, the foreign-born population is well
represented in professional occupations in comparison with the native-born
population. (See Table 1.) A slightly higher proportion of employed foreign-
born males aged 16 years and over were in professional occupations than of all
males (12.4 percent versus 11.0 percent). For females, the same figures show
that foreign-born women are not quite as well represented in professional
occupations as all women (11.5 percent versus 14.1 percent); this difference.
however, is not extremely large. For both sexes, the most recent cohorts
(those who entered during the 1970s) have lower proportions in the professional
occupations than the earlier cohorts, especially those who entered before 1960.

The slight differences by sex and period of entry among immigrants mask such
larger contrasts among immigrants from different regions. Only 5.2 percent and
7.1 percent of employed males and females, respectively, born in Latin America
were employed in professional occupations. Both proportions are much smaller
than either the total or the foreign-born population. Within the Latin
American immigrant group, the most recent entrants, those who came during the
1970s, have even smaller proportions in professional occupations--only
3.2 percent for males and 4.4 percent for females.

Immigrants from Asia. in contrast, were considerably more likely than the total
population to be employed in professional occupations with 22.8 percent of the
males and 17.1 percent of the females so employed. The foreign-born population
from Europe has a pattern of professionalization that closely resembles that of
the total population. One unusual feature of the European group is that there
is little variation over the entry cohorts. Those who entered the United'
States from Europe before 1960 are no more likely to be employed in
professional occupations than those who entered during the 1970s.
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Education. A higher proportion of the native-born population has at least a
high school degree (68 percent) than does the foreign-born population
(53 percent). (See Table 2.) On the other hand, the proportion of each
population that has graduated from college is about the same (16 percent).
These simple comparisons, however, obscure differences within the foreign-born
population among entry cohorts and country of birth groups.

Immigrants who entered the United States since 1960 are more likely to have
finished college than immigrants who entered before 1960. The most recent
immigrant cohorts, those who entered during the 1970s. are more likely to have
finished college than even the native-born population. More recent immigrants
are also more likely to have graduated from high school than earlier
immigrants. but less likely than the native population.

Differences in educational attainment among immigrant groups from different
regions are even greater than the differences between the native and foreign-
born populations. Latin American immigrants in the 1980 census, regardless of
their period of entry. are considerably less likely than either natives or
other immigrants to have finished either high school or college. The group of
immigrants with the highest educational attainment consists of persons born in
Asia who came to the United States in the 1960s and 1970s. Over one-third
(36 percent) of all immigrants from Asia included in the 1980 census were
college graduates. In comparison, the proportion of Latin American immigrants
with a college degree is 9 percent; for European immigrants, 12 percent.

Some caution is necessary when considering these observed differences in
educational attainment as of the 1980 census. It is indeed the case that more
recent immigrants are more highly educated and that Asian immigrants have the
highest educational attainment. Data from the 1980 census alone, however, do
not show whether the differences are the result of differences in educational
attainment at time of entry into the United States or of differences in
attainment after the immigrants arrived in the United States.

Ape Structure. Overall, the foreign-born population includes a smaller
proportion of persons under 15 years of age and 65 years or older (8.8 percent
plus 21.2 percent, or 30.0 percent) than does the native-born population
(23.5 percent plus 10.6 percent, or 34.1 percent). (See Table 3.) This age
pattern can be attributed principally to the fact that the foreign-born
population includes considerably fever persons under 15 years of age than does
the native-born population. Such a difference is to be expected since figures
for the foreign-born population do not include children born in the United
States of foreign-born parents; such children are included with the rest of the
native-born population. At the upper end of the age spectrum, the foreign-born
population has a higher proportion aged 65 years and over than does the
native-born population.

The age structure of foreign-born populations from different regions varies
considerably; only 3.5 percent of persons born in Europe are under 15 years of
age versus 14.8 percent of persons born in Asia. Examination of the data in
Table 3 shows that the variation in overall proportions under 15 years is
principally a result of differences in dates of entry. Among persons who came
to the United States between 1975 and 1980, the proportions under age 15 do not
vary substantially (from 21.9 percent for persons born in Europe to
24.5 percent for persons born in Latin America). The proportions under age 15
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among those who entered during 1970-74 and 1965-69 differ even less among the
various foreign-born populations. (By definition, there are no persons under
age 15 in 1980 who came to the United States before 1965.) Thus, the reason
that the Asian and Latin American-born populations are younger than the
European-born populations in 1980 is that a much higher proportion of Asians
and Latin Americans came in the 10 years before the census. The recent
European immigrants have roughly the same proportion of children, but these
cohorts constitute a much smaller proportion of the total population from
Europe than do the recent cohorts among Asians and Latin Americans.

The same phenomenon, that is, similar age structures within period of entry
groups, but differences in relative sizes of these groups across regions of
birth affects the proportion aged 65 years and over in the various foreign-born
populations. For example, among persons born in Latin America. 7.8 percent are
aged 65 years or older, whereas among persons born in Europe. fully
36.7 percent are as old. Yet. for each period of entry from 1960-64 through
1975-80, the percent aged 65 and older for the two groups differs by no more
than 2.1 percentage points. For those who entered before 1960, the European-
born population has 53.8 percent aged 65 and over, many of whom entered before
1930. On the other hand. the Latin American-born population who entered before
1960 has only 28.9 percent aged 65 and over because most of them entered during
the 1950s. Again, at the upper end of the age spectrum, differences between
the recent immigrants and previous cohorts are largely a function of how long
ago they came to the United States. The age composition of the cohorts when
they enter the country is basically no different for the new immigrants.

Income. The income of groups and individuals provides an important assessment
of adaptation to life in the United States. According to Table 4, the money
income of the foreign-born population is somewhat lower than that of the total
population. Foreign-born males aged 15 years and over have a median income of
$10.500, whereas all males in this age group have a median income of $12,200,
or some 16 percent more. The most recent entry cohorts, those who entered in
1975-80 and 1970-74. had median incomes of $7,500 and $10,600. respectively.
These figures are substantially lower than the median incomes of the cohorts
who entered during 1965-69 and 1960-64--$12.300 and $13,300. In fact, the
1960-64 entry cohort has a higher median income than the total population.

This pattern of higher incomes with longer durations of residence in the United
States is indicative of increasing adaptation to the United States. Since the
earlier entry cohorts tend to be older and more experienced than more recent
cohorts, these differences also represent different stages of the life cycle.
The general pattern of rising incomes with longer residence in the United
States does not hold for those immigrants who entered before 1960. This group.
with a median income of $11.100. includes many older immigrants who are retired
or partially retired, thus accounting somewhat for the lower incomes.

The incomes of immigrants vary substantially among the different groups. . -

Immigrants from Latin America and the Soviet Union have incomes substantially
below those of other immigrant groups and the total population. If we consider
the total population born in each region, the highest incomes are for European-
born immigrants. Within each period-of-entry cohort (except those who came
during 1975-80), however. Asian-born immigrants have incomes that exceed those
of the Europeans. The lower median income of the most recent entry cohort from
Asia is attributable to the high proportion of refugees in the group.
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Ability to Speak English. Acquisition of English language skills is an
extremely important indicator of adaptation to living in the United States.
Labor force participation, occupational status. and even income may depend
ultimately on the immigrants' ability to speak English well. In this regard,
immigrants from the United Kingdom, Canada, Australia. and New Zealand. who
generally have English as their native language, have advantages over many
immigrants in their adjustment to the United States.

The figures in Table 5 imply that poor English language skills are less
prevalent in cohorts that have been in the United States longer. The
1980 census provides data on the proportion of the population aged 5 years and
over who speak English "not well" or "not at all." The proportion in these
groups is highest (39 percent) among the most recent immigrant cohort, persons
who entered the United States during 1975-80. Earlier immigrant cohorts--those
of 1970-74. 1960-69, and before 1960--have progressively smaller proportions
with poor English language skills: 27 percent. 20 percent. and 10 percent.
respectively. All these figures are significantly larger than the 0.5 percent
of the native-born population who speak English "not well" or "not at all."

Again, there are also large differences among immigrant groups from different
regions. Immigrants from Africa. Europe, and the Soviet Union have smaller
than average proportions with poor English skills. (Note, however, that recent
immigrants, particularly from the Soviet Union. have substantially higher
proportions with poor English skills.) Over one-third (39 percent) of Latin
American immigrants speak English "not well" or "not at all." For persons born
in Mexico. over half (52 percent) have poor English language skills. Within
this group, too, the differences by period of entry are significant. Over
two-thirds (68 percent) of persons born in Mexic7 who entered the United States
during 1975-1980 spoke English "not well" or "not at all." but only 38 percent
of those who entered before 1960 did so.

Summary. The 1980 census provides indications of the process of adaptation by
immigrants to life in the United States, but it alone does not provide a
definitive'description of the process. Immigrants of the 1970s clearly are
more highly educated than earlier immigrants. The other measures of achieve-
ment and adjustment--ability to speak English, occupational status, and
income--suggest that adequate assessments cannot be made until the more recent
immigrants have had more time to make the many required adjustments to living
in the United States.

Immigrants from Europe have consistently fared well in the United States. This
group includes immigrants from the United Kingdom--a group that probably
experiences little difficulty in adapting to the United States since our
culture strongly resembles their native culture. For the decade of the 1970s,
immigrants from Asia appear to have been very successful in adjustment to the
United States, particularly in terms of occupational and economic achievement.
If the recent Asian entry cohorts emulate the success of the pre-1970 entry
cohorts from Asia, then the foreign-born population from Asia will have been at
least as successful as the European immigrants in adjusting to life in the
United States, and maybe more so. Of the groups examined, the Latin American
immigrants have lower levels of achievement and adjustment in terms of income,
occupational status, education, and ability to speak English than the other
foreign-born groups.
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question 3:

If the current level and composition of legal and illegal immigration were
maintained indefinitely, what effect would that have on long-term trends in the
total population of the United States. the composition of our population, and
on our society and national culture? What major changes in American culture
and society should we begin preparing ourselves for now?

Response 3:

Some of the results of the Census Bureau's most recent set of population
projections were discussed in my written testimony. These projections.
published in Current Population Reports. Series P-25, No. 952, encompass a
range of assumptions about immigration to the United States. (I am sending a
copy of the projections report with my responses to these questions.) The
middle immigration assumption of 450.000 net immigration per year is roughly
equivalent to the current level of net legal immigration. The high immigration
assumption used in the projections is 750.000 per year. This assumption would
thus encompass an amount of net undocumented immigration that is at the high
end of the range estimated by the Census Bureau for 1980-1983. or 100.000-
300,000 net undocumented immigrants per year.

The principal feature of the Census Bureau's high immigration projection is the
continued growth of the population. Under the high immigration scenario, the
population of the United States is projected to reach 274 million by 2000.
325 million by 2030. and 355 million by 2080. In contrast, under the middle
immigration scenario, the projected population would be 268 million by 2000 (or
6 million less). 305 million by 2030 (or 20 million less), and 311 million by
2080 (or 44 million less). In addition, under the middle immigration scenario.
population growth is projected to be approximately zero by 2080, but under the
high immigration scenario, the population is projected to continue growing into
the 21st century.

Two principal trends that are apparent in the population projections would not
be altered substantially by higher levels of itamigration--the aging of the U.S.
population and the increasing percentage of the population that is Black and
other races. The median age of the population increases steadily in. the high
immigration projection, reaching 40.3 years in 2030 and 42.2 years in 2080 from

'the current level of just over 31 years. The middle immigration series differs
little from the high scenario. By 2030. the median age would reach 40.8 years,
a difference of only 0.5 years; in 2080 the projected median age would be
42.8 years. or only 0.6 years higher than in the high immigration projection.

Under both the high and middle immigration projections, the proportion of the
population that is Black and other races continues to increase throughout the
projections. Given the composition of the current stream of immigrants, it is
reasonable to suppose that the percentage of the population that is of Hispanic
origin would also continue to increase. The Census Bureau is currently
preparing a report on projections of the Hispanic population. When the report
is complete, we will be able to assess the implications of continued high
immigration on the Hispanic population of the United States. We will send a
copy of the publication to you when it is completed.
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The relative sizes of major age groups will change in the future. Under the
middle immigration scenario, the proportion of the population in the working
ages (20-64 years) is projected to increase until about 2015 and then decrease
steadily to 2030. Under the high immigration assumption, the proportion
follows almost exactly the same trend at a very. very slightly higher level
(only 0.1-0.4 percent higher out of 54-61 percent). The proportion at ages
65 years and over would continue to increase under both scenarios, leaving the
younger ages to decrease as a percent of the total population.

The Census Bureau's projections that are consistent with current levels of
legal and undocumented immigration do not contain any substantial demographic
surprises. The projections. of course, only address the demographic structure
of the population and its size. The Census Bureau does not attempt to asstssd
the possibility of cultural changes resulting from the demographic consequences
of the projections, nor do we attempt to measure or project goals and values.
The demographic trends that are projected under lower immigration assumptions
are affected only slightly, if at all, by increasing the assumed number of
future immigrants. The principal difference between the high and middle
immigration scenarios is that the size of the projected population is larger
when more immigration is assumed.

Attachments
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Table 1. Percent of Employed Persons Aged 16 Years and Over in Professional
Specialty Occupations. by Nativity. Country or Region of Birth. Period
of Immigration to the United States. and Sexz: 1980 Census

Nativity and Males Females
Region or ......
Country of All 1970- 1960- Before All 1970- 1960- Before

Birth Periods 1980 1969 1960 Periods 1980 1969 1960

Total Population 11.0 (X) (1) (X) 14.1 (M) x) (1)

Foreign-Born Populatiln
All Countries 12.4 10.9 13.0 13.7 11.5 10.6 11.5 12.5

Latin America A.2 3.2 1.0 7.8 7.1 4.4 8.8 10.5

Asia 22.8 19.5 31.7 22.9 17.1 16.0 20.2 15.8

Europe 13.2 13.7 11.6 13.9 11.1 11.1 9.7 11.8

- -) ... ... ... ... ... ...-- l . --------------------- -- --- ...............------- .......

MX -- Nrot applicable.
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Table 2. Percent of Population Aged 25 Years and Over by Educational
Attainment. Nativity. Region or Country of Birth, and
Period of Immigration to the United States. 1980 Census

Nativity,
Region or Country

of Birth, and
Educational Attainment

Native Population
Less than High

School Degree.....
High School
Graduate ..........

College Graduate ....

Foreign-Born Population
All Countries

Less than High
School Degree .....

High School
Gaduate ..........

College Graduate....

Latin America-
Less than High

School Degree.....
High School
Graduate ........

College Graduate ....

Asia
Less than High
School Degree.....

High School
Graduate ..........

College Graduate....

Eurcpe
Less than High

School Degree.....
High School

Graduate ..........
College Graduate ....

(M) -- Not applicable.

Period of Immigration to the United States

All 1970-
Periods 1980

32.3

67.7
16.3

46.9

53.1
15.8

59.0

41.0
8.9

27.0

73.0
35.9

48.8

51.2
12.5

(x)

Cx)

43.1

56.9
22.2

64.2

35.8
7.3

25.5

74.5
37.4

39.7

60.3
21.8

1960- Before
1969 1960

(x)

(x)
Cx)

41.0

59.0
18.2

51.7

48.3
11.3

20.5

79.5
43.6

38.4

61.6
15.3

(x)

(x)
(x)

51.9

48.1
10.9

60.9

39.1
7.9

40.0

60.0
21.5

52.7

47.3
10.3



Table 3. Percent of Population Under 15 Years of Age and Aged 65 Years and Over.

by Nativity. Country or Region of Birth. and Period of Immigration
to the United States: 1980 Census

Nativity and Percent of Population Under 15 Years of Age Percent of Population Aged 65 Years and Over

Region or -- - -- -

Country of All 1975- 1970- 1965- 1960- Before All 1975- 1970- 1965- 1960- Before

Birth Periods 1980 1974 1969 1964 1960 Periods 1980 1974 1969 1964 1960
---------------- -------------------------------

Total Population 22.6 x)

Native Population 23.5

(X) x) (M) x) 11.3 x) (M) (1) (X) ()

Cx) Cx)

Foreign-Born population
All Countries 8.8 23.7 15.0

Latin America 11.6 24.5 14.4

Asia

Europe

14.8 22.9 14.6

3.5 21.9 14.6

(x) x) x) 10.6 X) (X) X) () X)

6.7 X) (M) 21.2 3.0 3.4 5.2 6.6 48.7

5.4 () X) 7.8 1.9 3.2 5.5 6.6 28.9 lo

6.1 X) (X) 7.2 3.4 2.9 3.5 4.7 34.1

6.2 X) (z) 36.7 4.0 4.6 5.5 7.1 53.8

--------------------- - ----------------- ----

X) - Not applicable.
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Table 4. Median Income in 1979 for Hales Aged 15 Years and Over vith Income,
by Nativity, Country or Region of Birth. and Period of Immigration to
the United States: 1980 Census

(All figures rounded to nearest $100)

Nativity Total, Period of Immigration to the United State.
and Region All --------------------
or Country Periods 1975- 1970- 1965- 1960- Before
of Birth 1980 1974 1969 1964 1960

Total Population $12.200 X) (X) (X) (M) (W)

foreign-Born Population
All Countries $10.500 $7,500 $10,600 $12,300 $13,300 $11,100

Latin America 9.000 6.600 9.100 10,300 11,900 10,300

Asia 11,400 7,800 13,700 16,500 16.900 12.300

Europe 15,900 12,300 13,200 14,500 15,100 11,400

Soviet Union 9.500 6,500 11.300 12.700 14,000 9,700

Africa 11.000 7,200 11,500 17,300 16,400 14,100

(X) -- Not Applicable.
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Table 5. Percent
Engi ish
Country
States:

of Persons 5 Years of Age and Over Who Speak
'Not Well' or 'Not at All.' by Nativity, Region or
of Birth. and Period of Immigration to the United

1980 Census

Nativity and Period of Immigration to the United States
Region or - ------------
Country of All 1975- 1970- 1960- Before

Birth Periods 1980 1974 1969 1960

Native Population

Foreign-Born Population
All Countries

Latin-America
Mexico

Asia ,

Europe I

Soviet Union I

Africa

X) - Not applicable"

0.6

21.6

9.7

51.6

21.7

0.7

L6.4

(X) CX) (1) (z).

39.0

55.2
68.5

32.0

25.0

27.4

39.8
50.3

12.6

22.9

46.2 - 17.2

7.2 10.9.... 5.0

20.2

27.8
42.1

11.1

13.6

18.5

9.9

29.1
38.4

17.2

6.7

9.5

4.6 4.1
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Representative SCHEUER. We're under a little bit of time pres-
sure. So we're each going to take 10 minutes, and then we have to
get out by 1 o'clock. We'll be 5 minutes late.

Mr. Nelson, I have just a couple of questions for you.
You talk about a program of jobs for citizens, voluntary jobs for

citizens. Ask employers to hire American citizens first. Your prede-
cessor here this morning, Ray Marshall, former Secretary of Labor,
testified that he had done quite a study in California not too many
years ago on just exactly this subject. Were you here when he testi-
fied?

Mr. NE lSON. I caught the lastpart only.
Representative SCHEUER. And he found that there were hard,

compelling economic reasons why employers-would want to hire il-
legal immigrants. They were easily exploitable. They feared taking
recourse to the law. In fact, they could be pushed around and mis-
treated and didn't feel they had any recourse to anybody. They
would work at submarginal wages and submarginal working condi-
tions, and when there was turnover, they were inevitably replaced
by other illegals, for the very good reason that the employers per-
ceived it in their economic interest to replace illegals with other
illegals.

What hope do you have that a voluntary job for citizens program
would have any impact on these rather tough hombres, these em-
ployers, who perceive it in their economic interest to hire a low-
paid, usually exploitable labor supply that's constantly being re-
freshed by other illegal immigrants who are equally exploitable?

Mr. NELSON. I think, Mr. Chairman, it's a common game, like in
so many areas, a combination of many factors. And I summarize it,
that it's a carrot-and-stick approach, but clearly, there are some
employers that fit into your model that have no desire to hire
other than illegals and can get them at far less wages, and so forth.
But clearly, there are a lot of other employers who might hire ille-
gals that are paying them good wages. We find an awful lot of ille-
gals that we apprehend are making $8, $10, $15 an hour. So it's
hardly the $2 an hour cheap labor that a lot believe. So there area
lot of good jobs out there and illegals getting paid well.

A lot of employers are honest and say, "we can't get good Ameri-
can laborers," for a variety of reasons. Arid if they could get some
help in finding workers, they would do so. So I think that's one
aspect of why these jobs for citizens can work.

The other one is the stick approach. If we can get the employ-
ment service, business community, chambers of commerce, some of
the labor unions, some of the community groups coordinated, they
could work together with INS. We're not interested in getting into
the job business; we just want to be a catalyst in this, not an oper-
ational part. They must work with employers and also put the
pressure on the employers in order for the employer to adhere to
the law or otherwise will get a lot of heat from the community for
hiring illegals.

Then, of course, we hope that we can get employer sanctions, and
this will give us the additional enforcement tools we need.

So I think we can approach it from a multifaceted way. And if
we can get more public attention, particularly through these com-
munity groups, we think we can accomplish a lot.
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Representative SCHEUER. All right. Time doesn't permit me to
engage in much further discussion of that item.

Now your suggestion that we ought to work with Mexico on the
problem of illegal immigration. Now that's a nice plus statement.
It's a very platitudinous statement, in my opinion. We're trying to
work with Mexico on the problem of illegal drugs, but yet we know
that the Mexican Federal Police are guarding illegal traffickers as
they unload planeloads of drugs of al kinds a mile or two across
the border and loading them onto trucks. We know that virtually
at the highest levels of the Mexican Government, there's pervasive
involvement in the drug trade. The Mexican Government is shot
through with corruption.

We haven't been able to accomplish anything meaningful with
the Mexicans on the problem of drugs.

Now on the problem of illegal immigration, the Mexicans have a
galloping population explosion. They have about 800,000 new en-
trants into the job market every year, and they've never produced
more than one-fourth million new jobs, and now with the price of
oil going down and a depressed economy, they're producing less
than that.

So they have at least 500,000 or 600,000 additional people every
year looking for jobs, for whom there are no jobs. That's an incre-
mental figure. There's no hope. They have absolutely no hope in
the near or medium term of reducing what is a 50-percent unem-
ployment rate. And they have, as a matter of public policy, deter-
mined that the United States is going to be their population safety
valve. As a matter of public policy, they virtually lead their people
by the hand up to our border and then shove them across.

Now how can you talk about working out a nice program with
Mexico on illegal immigration? I think if the Mexican Federal
Police were ever ordered by the President of Mexico to stop the il-
legal emigration on their side, they would be very successful in
that mission, because they're a very tough police force that oper-
ates under far less stringent limitations than our police do. They
could stop it, if they wanted to. They could stop it virtually over-
night. But they haven't, and they haven't for a very good reason,
and that is that it serves Mexico s interest to have a flow of half a
million or so of their own immigrants, plus another hundreds of
thousands of immigrants who transit Mexico.

I think your figures prove that of the total immigration that
comes over that border, 60 percent of it is Mexican and 40 percent
of it is other people transiting Mexico from Latin America and
other parts of the world.

What hope can you Five us that is realistic to say that the Mexi-
can Government is going to cooperate in reducing the flow of ille-
gal immigration? Is there any logical hope that you can hold out in
the face of a consistent and demonstrable policy on the part of the
Mexican Government to facilitate and encourage their unemploy-
ment population to seek employment by heading north?

Mr. NELSON. Yes, Mr. Chairman, I think there is hope, but we
have to base this on the actualities. Mexico is there. We have a
2,000-mile border with Mexico. It's not going to float away. We
have to deal with the issues, and the worstthing we can do is to
get into an armed-camp attitude and a negative attitude that we
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can't work well with Mexico. They have been our friends. We have
an excellent relationship with them. Certainly, they have a lot of
problems. They recognize it as well as we do. But to take the atti-
tude, such as the Commissioner of Customs did, is the most coun-
terproductive thing you can do. You have to work with these prob-
lems and deal with them effectively.

And let me shift to some specifics.
Now you mentioned the safety valve thing. That is a fact.

There's no question about it. It's been interesting to me in the 4 to
5 years I've been here, and I was very surprised, there's been very
little dialog between the United States and the Mexican Govern-
ments on immigration issues.

And that's largely because the Mexicans weren't particularly in-
terested in talking about it. As you say, it's in their interest to let
the illegal situation go on.

But it's in our interest to talk about it, and it's also in their in-
terest in many other ways, because there's a lot of immigration
issues beyond just the illegal flow. Border relationships, mutual
economies, the legal flow, as the charts indicate. There are large
numbers of legal Mexican immigrants, permanent, as well as the
visitors, and everything, so we must have an effective and good re-
lationship.

One thing I have done, along with Attorney General Smith and
now Attorney General Meese and others including Ambassador
Gavin is to start talking more definitively on immigration issues.

And we've been doing that. For example, in February 1985, I
went to Mexico and I met with a Senate committee down there and
a House committee, much like a hearing here, and talked about
our immigration legislation, what we propose. Because there's been
a lot of horror stories and that we were going to have mass round-
ups, and it was discriminatory, and all that. I had a chance to brief
them on what our laws were and what we intended and what we
didn't intend. And that, I think, went a long way. And I know the
Ambassador was pleased to take away some of these horror stories.

Representative SCHEUER. Have there been any constructive re-
sults from those meetings, in terms of an effort by the Mexican
Government to reduce the flow of illegal immigrants?

Mr. NELSON. Yes. And let me get to that. I'm touching on many
bases.

Representative SCHEUER. We're very short of time.
Mr. NELSON. All right. I'll be brief. On the constructive efforts

and two meetings we've had "in Mexico, as part of the so-called law
enforcement summit, we've talked on many, many issues. Border
violence issues, third country national flows through Mexico, smug-
gling and concluding the joint efforts in investigation and prosecu-
tion, the economic conditions and also some specific things relating
to illegal Mexican immigration. On the former, we have had very
significant cooperation from Mexico in dealing with third coun-
tries, particularly Central Americans, because it impacts them.
They have become tough on their southern border, and that's a
help to us also.

They have apprehended at the Mexico City Airport and other
airports many hundreds of illegals coming through with fraudulent
documents from all over the world. This helps us directly. We've
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had joint prosecutions and investigations on alien smuggling cases
that have been very effective. We're going to expand those. They've
agreed to that.

They're agreeing to more steps regarding the third country na-
tionals. I

Representative SCHEUER. How about the main game of their
helping curtail the flow of Mexican illegal immigrants?

Mr. NELSON. That, of course, is a tougher issue, but again, we re
talking about it, and we've made a couple of specific proposals that
they're looking at. They're not going to be easy, but they're looking
at them, and we're going to continue to press.

Representative SCHEUER. While these discussions are going on,
and hopefully, they'll produce some positive results, don't you
think it would be prudent to increase the level of law enforcement
at the border?

Mr. NELSON. Well, let me just answer that other part.
We have proposed to the Mexicans that we return to what we

call interior repatriation, but it's basically a program to take some
Mexican nationals down into the interior from whence they came.
We move them from the border, because, obviously, they 11 come
across our way, and it's to our detriment, a detriment to the Mexi-
can, and let's face it, we all reach agreements when it's mutually
beneficial to ourselves.

Now the benefit for the Mexican is, it takes away a lot of clog-
ging up of their border cities. We are going to continue to press
that. That will help.

We have also specifically proposed that we establish at Mexico
City Airport a preclearance operation, where we can do our immi-
gration and customs clearance, so pple won't get on the airplane
unless they're legitimately coming here, and the benefit to us is ob-
vious as is the benefit to Mexico. They can also tie it into narcotics
enforcement.

So we're pressing that. We are talking with their judicial police
and others on some other things. The basic restriction of huge
numbers, that's a very difficult one, but I think the steps we talk
about are concrete. They're significant, and that we're making
progress. It's a difficult area, but there is no other reasonable alter-
native.

Representative SCHEUER. Well, I don't say there's an alternative,
but there's a complementary program that would be increasing
the-hardening up that border, increasing the level of surveillance.
Some physical impediments to people just walking across a dry
river.

Do you have a comprehensive program for hardening up the
border?

Mr. NELSON. I would say. We certainly, as I mentioned in the tes-
timony and our earlier discussion on the increases, the larger in-
crease in history that took place last year, and in addition--

Representative SCHEUER. Mr. Nelson, in all honesty, we have a
very clear perception here that three times zero, is three zeros, and
you're starting from such a painfully, pathetically, shamefully low
base of law enforcement, that if you doubled or trebled it, it would
still be grossly inadequate.

Mr. NELSON. Well, it's not three times zero, it's--
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Representative SCHEUER. What I'm asking you to do is is to think
about the level of law enforcement, the level of surveillance that
would be necessary to stop most of the illegal immigration. And
we're not talking about hermetically sealing the border. We're
talking about that 80 or 90 percent.

Mr. NELSON. We are thinking of that, and certainly, the major
vehicle for that is immigration legislation because that would pro-
vide the funding for increased border activity, as well as the sanc-
tions part of it.

Representative SCHEUER. Would you welcome funding? Would
you welcome additional funding?

Mr. NELSON. Yes; we would. But it ought to be part of the pack-
age that has been before Congress for 5 years.

Representative SCHEUER. OK. We have about 10 minutes before
we have to leave, and I yield to my colleague, Dan Lungren.

Representative LUNGREN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I just thought of the juxtaposition of this hearing with the bill

that is on the floor now, which is a-I view it as a protectionist
piece of legislation, but which is being championed by some as the
way to protect our economy.

Perhaps that is what Mexico ought to do. They can solve their
problems and increase employment by just having more protection-
ist legislation if it works here in the United States. I suspect it
would be as successful there as it would prove to be here.

I understand- your comments, Commissioner Nelson, on the ques-
tion of working and cooperating with Mexico. As you know, I have
every year had the amendment to have a bilateral commission es-
tablished as part of the immigration package.

I must say, however, I am concerned, as are some on the front
lines, about the lack of full candor and cooperation with Mexico.
Just last week I was privileged to give one of the memorial ad-
dresses for the police officers who were slain in the service of our
communities, and that included Federal police officers, and among
them was Enrique Kamareno, who, of course, died a rather difficult
and tortuous death at the hands of some who had at least allegedly
some official capacity with the Mexican Government or local gov-
ernment down there.

I don't think we have had the full cooperation of the Mexican
Government with respect to that, and having a cousin who has
been in the service of the DEA for more than a decade, I am going
to reserve judgment on Mexico and their level of cooperation untll
we see some appreciable difference in what we get in the area of
drug smuggling.

I do think the comments of Leonel Castillo a couple of years ago
are appropriate, where he said basically-paraphrasing his con-
ments in response to a question of mine-look, the Mexican Gov-
ernment says you are the largest, the strongest, most heavily in-
dustrialized or heavily developed industrialized country of the
world, and you don't take immigration seriously. Why should we do
your job for you? When you take it seriously, we will take it seri-
ously.

And I think that is a challenge to Congress. We still have not
done that.
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My own observation is employer sanctions are absolutely essen-
tial if we are going to do anything, no matter how many Border
Patrol officers we put on the border, and I support that.

Mr. Keely, I would like to ask you a couple of questions because I
agree with a number of your comments.

I am not one of those who is worried about the ethnic composi-
tion of my home State of California. I happened to grow up in Cali-
fornia when I thought Hispanics were like everybody else. I didn't
realize there was an essential difference.

The Census Bureau I think used to count them as white or some-
thing, and then we have classified people for various reasons.
There is something known as intermarriage I have noticed in my
home State of California. So that doesn't bother me.

What does bother me, however, is uncontrolled borders, and you
spoke a number of times about the number of immigrants to the
population as one way of viewing our situation.

Do you think it is relevant, or do you think it is entirely irrele-
vant to count the number of illegal immigrants to the total popula-
tion or the number of illegal immigrants to the number of jobs
available in the economy that might otherwise go to unemployed
Americans?

Mr. KEELY. Yes, sure; it would be relevant. The question, you
know, when you talk about the number of illegals, I have heard a
number of numbers thrown around here today left, right, and
center. I heard one of your colleagues say that for everyone that is
caught three to four get by.

I find that ludicrous, and with all due respect, if the Commission-
er's Border Patrol, which-I think is also not well served by such
kinds of talk, if that wdS the case, they catch about a million, I
think, Mexicans a year. Apparently, that would be the projection.
If 3 to 4 get away, that is 3.5 million. That is crazy.

Representative LUNGREN. I think more precisely, the statement I
have heard from Border Patrol officers is they think for every one
they apprehend perhaps between two and four illegal entries are
made, and as you know, many people come across the border more
than once, sometimes more than once a day.

Mr. KEELY. Well, then the issue really is then how many people
are we talking about and what is their impact on the economy.?

Representative LUNGREN. I don't know.
Mr. KEELY. Well, then it doesn't seem to be pretty helpful to me

to talk bout 2 to 4 million entries if these entries are of minuscule
impact on the United States. I mean, all these people coming and,
you know, filling jobs, the other thing is taking jobs of Americans.

You see, what we haven't talked about in this whole displace-
ment thing here is what is the difference between displacement
and economic adjustment that goes on in this country.

Representative LUNGREN. An economic what?
Mr. KEELY. Adjustment. There is adjustment, labor force adjust-

ment.
We are in a dynamic economy. We are in an economy that has

added more jobs than any other country since early in the 1970's
through all the administrations, the different parties, and so forth,
OK? We have had ups and downs of unemployment during that
same time.
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I would think-you know, given that experience, I would wonder
how any body could show that it was the major factor in the econo-
my, or particularly the labor force performance of this country,
with illegal migration. I think there are other things that are in-
volved.

But that-let me also just add-that is no justification, and I
would agree with what Congressman Scheuer started the hearings
off with, no justification for having illegal migration, and also the
United States, I think as you mentioned before, ought to start
taking seriously-if we talk about loss of control of our borders, we
didn't lose it, we gave it away with the Texas proviso. We gave it to
employers. And then we got upset because it wasn't just agricultur-
al employers that were going to call the shots after 1964, when we
ended the Bracero program, and it wasn't just Mexicans, OK?

So the United States did not lose control of our border. We gave
it away.

Representative LUNGREN. So you would not be adverse to us
having an immigration policy that was in fact enforcible and en-
forced?

Mr. KEELY. Of course, I wouldn't, and that would be employer
sanctions.

Representative LUNGREN. You see, because I have been working
very hard for immigration reform and there are those who are
working for immigration reform who believe in zero population
growth for this country, which I reject. I am not afraid of people
coming here. I am not afraid of my neighbors looking a little differ-
ently than I am, and I am not afraid of their competition.

In fact, I think if we don't have that competition we get kind of
soft and flabbyas a nation.

Mr. KEELY. You and I agree.
Representative LUNGREN. But we do need to do some things.
Let me just comment on what you said about refugees because I

happened to be one of the authors of the Refugee Act of 1980, and I
think there is a slight misinterpretation in your comments.

The way we set up the Refugee Act was to grant a ceiling au-
thorization to whatever the administration is. So the fact that the
numbers that actually come in are below the ceiling does not mean
the administration is refusing, as you put it in an analogy, to spend
numbers. It is what eventuated through all their activities.

They do not violate the intent of the Congress. I can tell you as
an author of that bill and as a member of the subcommittee that
consults with the administration, they do not violate any confi-
dence, they do not violate any direction of the Congress if they do
not bring in the numbers up to the ceiling.

I would say this, if you had been in on the confidential confer-
ences or consultations we have had, you would find that it is Mem-
bers of Congress, frankly, that are driving the numbers now, not
the executive branch.

Mr. KE.Ly. Yes. I understand that very well.
Representative SCHEUER. Excuse me. Dan, I have to go because I

can't sprint for that rollcall vote.
Representative LUNGREN. Oh, OK.
Representative SCHEUER. But you continue, and when you are

finished, just bang the gavel.
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Representative LUNGREN. OK, I will.
Representative SCHEUER. I want to thank all the witnesses for

coming. You were wonderful.
Mr. KEELY. I understand exactly what you are saying. Yes, it is a

ceiling. I understand that perfectly well.
I would say, however, that it seems a bit strange to me that the

performance, although well within the intent of the law, there
must be pretty bad estimations going on, and it seems to me that is
something that ought to be looked into.

Is Congress happy with or the members who are involved in that
consultation and the members generally, are they happy with the
fact for 6 years now the numbers have been off?

Did Congress anticipate and were they happy with the fact-for
example, as I mentioned in my testimony-that it seems that the
Justice Department had decided that people in camps in Southeast
Asia were no longer refugees and the State Department said, oh,
yes, they are, and that had to be adjudicated, and apparently, yes,
they are?

Is Congress happy with the fact that apparently the administra-
tion is making regulations about who will be given extended volun-
tary departure rather than Congress making that decision in the
case of people from Communist nations as opposed to other na-
tions?

It seems to me that the--
Representative LUNGREN. Well, the Congress can do that any

time it wants by passing separate legislation with respect to EVD. I
happen to be one of those who opposes that, but if in fact Congress
feels that way all it has to do is act.

Let me just ask you this.
Mr. KEELY. But you are not acting in terms of what the adminis-

tration is doing. The administration is taking the initiative on who
is coming into this country, which is a congressional prerogative.
That is my point.

Mr. NELSON. I would add for the record I would like to differ
with Mr. Keely on that. I don't think he is accurate.

Representative LUNGREN. Well, let me just ask you this, Mr.
Keely.

With respect to refugees or those who claim asylum, of course
that is done on an individual basis. EVD is a request made by some
Members of Congress to change what the system is.

Mr. KE:ELY. It is not always made on an individual basis, as you
well know. I mean, there was an agreement ab6ut what is happen-
ing in the camps in Southeast Asia, and it was a policy decision
that the-the Justice Department contention the officials there
were being, if you will-if I may put it this way-too hard, that
these were not just economic refugees, and apparently a decision
was made, a policy decision. It was not made in each and every in-
dividual case. It was a policy decision.

Representative LUNGREN. But that is with respect to people
coming to the United States who are not here illegally already.
That is very different than the individual decisions made by people
who claim asylum.

Mr. KEELY. No, but we are talking about refugees.
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Representative LUNGREN. If people come under refugee status
that has already been determined, yes, that is a decision that is
made, and they do come into the United States as long as they
meet the standard.

Mr. KEELY. But at the same time we say that--
Representative LUNGREN. With respect to people who are here il-

legally, that is an individual decision that is made on a case-by-case
basis if they fit the criteria.

But I just want to ask you this question. You compare the share
of foreign born in many different countries and show that the
United States is not the leader in that.Have you ever done a comparison, or do you know whether the
statistics are available-I really wonder if they are-about the pro-
portion of illegal immigrants in different nations?

Mr. KEELY. I don't know that they are available. I have not done
that. But there are estimates by other countries about illegal aliens
as well as people who are in the same situations we have who are
trying to claim asylum also.

Representative LUNGREN. But I am talking about illegal immi-
grants and the numbers that we have coming over the border on a
fairly regular basis.

Mr. KEELY. Well, there are other countries that have illegal
aliens coming over borders on a fairly regular basis, too. We talk to
our counterparts and friends in France about illegal migration or
talk to even--

Representative LUNGREN. Well, no, but let me talk about
Canada. You gave Canada as a comparison in terms of foreign
born. I don't think they have quite the same problem we do--.

Mr. KEELY. I also gave France, too.
Representative LUNGREN [continuing]. In terms of illegal aliens.
Mr. KEELY. I really don't know what the Canadian estimates of

their illegal alien population. I would suspect, obviously just given
the location, that it is nowhere near as great, given the southern
border to cross.

Representative LUNGREN. Sorry we don't have more time. I have
to go run, sprint, or do something and try and get to the vote.

Thanks very much.
The subcommittee stands recessed.
[Whereupon, at 1:10 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon-

vene at 10 a.m., Thursday, May 22, 1986.
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The subcommittee met, pursuant to recess, at 10:10 a.m., in room

2220, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. James H. Scheuer
(member of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representatives Scheuer, Lungren, and Fiedler.
Also present: William Buechner and Chris Frenze, professional

staff members.

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE SCHEUER,
PRESIDING

Representative SCHEUER. The Subcommittee on Economic Re-
sources, Competitiveness, and Security Economics will come to
order.

Today we are continuing the series of hearings on the overall
question of how demographic change will impact our society and
our Nation in the 21st century.

We all know that demographic change comes from three charac-
teristics: from changes in fertility, changes in birth rates; from
changes in mortality; and from movement of peoples.

I made a very heartrending speech yesterday about how internal
migration has affected Members of Congress. I lost my seat in 1972
as a result of internal migration in our country. Under our Consti-
tution, every 10 years we have a census and 2 years after that we
have what is known as a reapportionment and we redistribute con-
gressional seats according to population flows.

In the last couple of decades, as everybody knows, we have had a
very pronounced movement of people from the Northeast and the
Midwest to the South and Southwest and the West. This has result-
ed in a systematic, very evil flow of congressional seats to the
South or Southwest and the West.

All of my life New York State has been the largest State in the
Union, but that is changing. Now California is, and by the 1992
census New York State will be fourth. The States will then rank
California, Texas, Florida, and New York. Woe be unto the New
York Congressmen fighting over a diminishing pie of congressional
seats. It's a very horrendous experience.

(147)
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So you can see that the demographic change and the flows of
population are very real and are very critical to us and to the
American people.

We are now holding the second of 3 days of hearings on just this
subject, population flows, but we are talking about international
population flows. This is a set of hearings in which we are look-
ing into the effects of immigration, both legal and illegal, on our
society.

Today's hearing will focus especially on the economic effects of
immigration on our society.

We have a very impressive roster of witnesses to appear before
US.

During the protracted debate over illegal immigration over the
last few years we have heard all kinds of conflicting opinions on
whether the economic effect of illegal immigration is good, bad, or
indifferent. Some folks have argued that illegal immigrants or un-
documented aliens displace Americann. Others argue that the re-
verse is true, that by and large illegal immigrants fill jobs primari-
ly which Americans are not willing to fill. There is even a school of
thought that says that illegal aliens create whole industries here
that could not survive if there were not sort of a subculture with
below minimum wages, below minimum working conditions, and so
forth, that do provide some employment to some Americans that
would not be available were it not for illegal immigration.

Our witness yesterday, former Secretary of Labor Ray Marshall,
told us, ycs, that was true, but he thought that any industry that
could not survive and pay minimum wages ought to be exported to
South Asia, or wherever, that industries that could not pay mini-
mum wages, and minimum hours, and minimum working condi-
tions had no place on the American economic landscape.

The General Accounting Office recently released a report in
April analyzing 46 studies of the impact of illegal immigration on
the labor market, and they concludedthat illegals probably are dis-
placing American citizens and also permanent resident aliens who
are heke legally. Furthermore, the GAO concluded, in a somewhat
ominous tone, that the possibility of widespread displacement of
American workers is greater than formerly believed.

We have the pleasure of welcoming here this morning Mr. Beryl
Sprinkel, the distinguished Chairman of the President's Council of
Economic Advisers, who has appeared several times before the
Joint Economic Committee and has always been a very thoughtful
and very stimulating witness.

In the 1986 report of the CEA it was stated that immigrants,
both legal and illegal, provide a net fiscal benefit to the Nation,
often paying more in taxes than they use in public services. I hope
Mr. Sprinkel will address this disparity between the conclusions
made by the President's Council of Economic Advisers and the
recent report by the General Accounting Office.

Of one thing there can be no dispute, and that is that the
number of illegal immigrants is growing everyinonth; the number
of people crashing across our borders is growing at an exponential
pace; and the Immigration and Naturalization Service estimates
that approximately 2 million immigrants will enter our country il-
legally this year, 1986, although, of course, the number of net stay-
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ers, those who do not return, will be substantially smaller than
that.

But however you slice it, illegal immigration is a problem that
will have dramatic effects on our Nation for decades to come. Any-
body who looks at the world scene, especially the countries south of
our border, Mexico and Central America, will understand that the
disparity in per capita income is going to grow, that they are not
going to diminish, and that therefore the pull factors of U.S. jobs,
unless they are turned off by employer sanctions, will have an irre-
sistible appeal to the people of Mexico and Central and South
America.

We very much look forward to the testimony of our entire bank
of witnesses, particularly 'from our leadoff witness, a very distin-
guished witness, Mr. Beryl Sprinkel, Chairman of the President's
Council of Economic Advisers.

I would now like to recognize my colleague, Dan Lungren of .Cali-4
fornia.

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE LUNGREN
Representative LUNGREN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
First of all, I might say I understand your concern over internal

immigration and its impact on the Congress. We have something in
California, however, known as the Burton corollary, which means
that California managed to get two additional seats after the
census of 1980, following an unknown actor from California getting
a job in Washington, DC. And even though we gained two seats in
the State of California, we managed to lose six Republican seats. So
Mr. Burton managed to work against the census data. I guess the
message there is when you have the power you can use it no
matter what the facts are. -

I am glad to be able to participate in the hearing today because
the topic is such an important one, but also because it is particular-
ly important to folks in my part of the country, the Southwest.

As the ranking Republican on the Immigration, Refugee and
International Law Subcommittee, I take a special interest in these
hearings. My own involvement with the immigration issue has
made it very clear to me that we do have a serious and growing
problem with illegal immigration in this country. We continue to
lose control of our borders; we continue to lose control specifically
of our southern border; and it has come to the point where some
people can make a living bringing illegal aliens across the border
from Mexico, and that is the height of the ridiculous situation that
we find ourselves in.

I was at another subcommittee hearing of the Judiciary Commit-
tee, the Subcommittee on Crime on the question of drug problems
and crime on our southern border.

It is interesting that we have an array of people there in uni-
form: the Coast Guard and other military people who are working
because of the law change we made in posse comitatus; the DEA,
the Border Patrol, the FBI, and others, to try and solve the prob-
lems that are very much involved with illegal immigration.

I think it's a fact to say that no other country in the world has
as great a problem with illegal immigration as the United States.
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In some ways it is a tribute to the United States. You don't see
people trying to pole-vault over the Berlin Wall to get into East
Berlin, and I have yet to see the great boat lift to Havana. It is a
suggestion that there is something great about this country, not
just in economic terms, but in other terms. But the reality is also
that we cannot accept everybody in the world who would like to be
here, and there are people that are creating whole industries prey-
ing on those who are trying to get here, the coyotes, as we call
them back home.

We have established procedures for lawful immigration but
through our inability to control our southern border we discrimi-
nate against those who try to immigrate through proper channels.
I think that one of the most offended people in the world has to be
a Mexican national staying in Mexico, trying to follow the regular
law and waiting for the number to come by while neighbors come
through his area, going into the United States and flaunting the
law.

I have long been a supporter of immigration reform. I think our
entire country is now waking up to the consequences of the current
policy. I even had a Member of Congress from Ohio come to me re-
cently and say, "You know, in my latest town hall meeting people
were concerned about immigration. What are you folks going to do
about an immigration law?"

We have seen immigration reform legislation before the House
twice in recent years. We have seen it pass overwhelmingly in the
Senate three times. We see a lack of due diligence, I believe, in the
House of Representatives right now with respect to immigration
reform.

I hope our expert witnesses today will arm us with the facts nec-
essary to convince all the Members of the House of the conse-

-quences of further inaction.
I think that the administration has made its stance on the issue

very clear. Opinion polls show that the public is in favor of reform.
The facts tell us that we need it. I think that not only the economic
issues but the social issues involved make today's hearing so very
important.

I am particularly pleased that you have slotted Mr. Sprinkel to
come here as our first witness to give us a factual background in
which to make our decision, because I know he haq much to offer
on this issue. I just hope that this is informative not only to thic.
subcommittee but to the Congress at large. I thank the chairman
for conducting the hearing.

Representative SCHEUER. Thank you, Congressman Lungren.
Congresswoman Bobbi Fielder of California.

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE FIEDLER
Representative FIEDLER. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I

too am looking forward to hearing the testimony, so I will-be brief.
Having worked in a community for a very long time that was se-
verely impacted by illegal immigration, I think I have a good sense
of the scope of it, -not only just from an economic but also from a
human standpoint. I am increasingly coming to the conclusion that
it is not only a problem for the American Government to resolve,
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but also one which the Mexican Government has to pitch in and
try to help with. We are going to have to take a look at the possi-
bility of providing some economic inducement, so to speak, to that
Government, perhaps through our foreign aid package to them, to
make certain that they understand that we mean business and
that they know we cannot do it on our own.

With those brief comments, I look forward to hearing your state-
ment and perhaps coming up with some additional ideas from it.

Representative SCHEUER. Thank you very much, Bobbi Fiedler.
Welcome, Mr. Sprinkel. We are delighted to have you here today.
Your full testimony, as prepared, will be printed in the record.

So why don't you take 10 to 12 or 15 minutes to chat with us infor-
mally and then I am sure we will have some questions for you.

STATEMENT OF HON. BERYL W. SPRINKEL, CHAIRMAN, COUNCIL
OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS

Mr. SPRINKEL. Thank you, sir.
Chairman 'Scheuer, Congressman Lungren, and Congresswoman

Fiedler, I am delighted to be here.
As I am sure you know, the Joint Economic Committee of the

Congress and the Council of Economic Advisers, two groups very
close to my heart, were formed in accordance with provisions of the
Employment Act of 1946. So we share not only a common origin in
law, we also share common goals: the pursuit of national policies
that promote employment, economic growth and stability, and
maximum opportunity for all Americans.

My testimony today concerns the economic effects of immigra-
tion. Immigrants have, without question, contributed to the eco-
nomic development of the United States and to our prosperity. The
United States was largely populated and built by immigrants and
their descendants, including you and me. U.S. immigration policy,
however, has not in general been governed by economic goals. The
primary goals of immigration policy are social, to encourage family
unification, as well as humanitarian. The United States each year
welcomes large numbers of refugees to its shores.

Political freedom, stability, and economic opportunity have at-
tracted immigrants to the United States for over 200 years. Eco-
nomic instability and poor prospects for advancement in many
countries have encouraged emigration, while wars and political op-
pression have induced mass migration of persons in search of
safety and political freedom.

The United States in its policies supports the growth of democra-
cy and peaceful conditions in the world. We can also make a sub-
stantial contribution to resolving the economic problems of devel-
oping countries by fostering growth and economic, opportunities for
people outside the United States, and we are doing that with many
of our policies.

The administration is committed to the support of an interna-
'tional economic environment that is favorable to economic growth.
'This means maintaining rapid and sustainable rateso'bf growth and
reasonable price stability in the industrial countries, but it also
-means supporting an international economic system that allows de-
veloping countries to generate jobs, to increase their standard of
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living, and to meet their external obligations. We are working to
achieve these goals by maintaining an open policy toward interna-
tional trade and finance and by pursuing policies that strengthen
market incentives at home and in other countries.

Clearly, many more people want to migrate to the United States
than are currently admitted for permanent residence. In response
to concerns about the effects of current patterns of immigration,
particularly illegal immigration, this administration from the start
has supported and continues to support immigration reform legisla-
tion.

It is clearly a responsibility of Government to establish and
maintain a framework of laws that all are required to obey. Every
country has sovereign power over the admission of foreign nation-
als. Control over U.S. borders represents an exercise of our nation-
al sovereignty.

Immigration policy is not, and should not be, shaped by economic
considerations alone. Along with its important political and social
effects, however, immigration obviously does have important eco-
nomic effects. Immigrants work, save, pay taxes, and use public
services. There is concern that migrant inflows might reduce the
job opportunities and wages of some groups of American workers.
There is also concern that immigrants may increase the use of
public services and therefore increase costs, including services they
are not legally entitled to receive.

Last year I had the Council conduct a thorough study of the eco-
nomic effects of immigration, which was published as a chapter in
the 1986 Economic Report of the President. You will recall that I
testified on February 6, 1986, before the Joint Economic Committee
on the contents of the 1986 Economic Report. Other chapters of the
Economic Report examined such diverse subjects as inflation, disin-
flation and the state of the macroeconomy; economic development,
closely related to this subject; protectionism and international
trade; income transfers to agriculture; reforming regulation; and
the Federal role in credit markets.

The analysis for the immigration chapter found, first, that recent
migrant inflows, including illegal aliens, have been low relative to
the population, compared to the historic average. More that 500,000
immigrants were legally admitted in fiscal year 1984. This amount-
ed to less than one-quarter of 1 percent of the population, about
half the historical average.

Inflows of illegal immigrants cannot be measured with certainty.
Consequently, you get different numbers. The analysis that we did,
however, found that even if you include the estimated net flow of
illegal settlers, some 100,000 to 300,000 annually, it does not raise
the percentage to the historical average. The recently arrived for-
eign born are concentrated in a few States. More than half live in
California, New York, and Texas.

Flows of immigrants to the United States are also low relative to
domestic migration, which Chairman Scheuer was pointing out.
This may partially account for the ease with which immigrants
have entered U.S. labor markets. Between 1975 and 1980, approxi-
mately 20 million people migrated to a new State of residence in
the United States. This compares with an overall inflow of 2.5 mil-
lion immigrants over the same period.
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I think these shifts certainly recognize the fact that our labor
markets are quite flexible. They will move; they can adjust; and
that is in great contrast, and in fact to our credit, compared espe-
cially to Western Europe were great inflexibility exists.

The analysis also found that immigrants have been readily ab-
sorbed into the labor market. Over the past several decades, the
U.S. economy has generated tens of millions of new jobs as it ac-
commodated into the labor force the baby-boom generation, in-
creased numbers of female workers, and new immigrant workers.

Immigrants have not only done well for themselves, they have
also contributed to increased output and increased aggregate
income for the native-born population. Immigrants come to this
country seeking opportunity and freedom-their personal invest-
ment and hard work provide economic benefits for themselves and
for the country as a whole.

Our analysis found that immigration, at recently observed levels,
has had positive economic effects. In some cases there are wage
losses for groups who compete directly with immigrant labor, for
example, in areas close to the Mexican border, but overall, and for
most people, job opportunities, real wages, and economic welfare
are increased.

Immigrants, overall, may also provide a net fiscal benefit to the
United States, often Xang more in taxes than they use in public
services. Because of differences in their family characteristics and
economic circumstances, immigrant groups may generate varying
net fiscal effects, especially between State and local effects and
Federal effects. Those who arrive without basic educational and job
skills may face initial problems in the labor market, but the evi-
dence shows that they are able to increase their earnings and
reduce their dependency on public programs. Some studies of immi-
grants entering the United States before and during the 1970's,
suggest that after 10 to 20 years, earnings of the foreign born equal
and then exceed earnings of the native born.

Representative FIEDLER. Would you repeat that, please.
Mr. SPRINKEL. I said some studies of immigrants entering the

United States before and during the 1970's, suggest that after 10 to
20 years, earnings of the foreign born equal and then exceed earn-
ings of the native born. That is, they start out with less education,
less training. Over time they acquire the training necessary, and
their incentives are such that after 10 to 20 years their earnings
equal and in many cases exceed those of the native born.

Representative SCHEUER. Do you find that there are differences
in the success rate of differing groups coming into our country? Do
you find that this statement is more true of some groups than it is
of other groups?

Mr. SPRINKEL. I am not aware of precise differentiation by coun-
try origin. I assume that is what you are asking. Is that correct?

Representative SCHEUER. Yes. For example, take the Asian
groups. I suggest to you that the first five places of the Westing-
house science winners this year were Asians.

Mr. SPRINKEL. We are surely talking about a very select group of
Asians, and I am sure select groups of any natives would do well.

Representative FIEDLER. Actually that is not true. If you take a
look at the national statistics on achievement, you will see that

i
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across the country historically the Asian group happens to have a
very high achievement level and will traditionally be above the na-
tional average. Just because they are Asians, however, doesn't nec-
essarily mean that those students who did achieve were necessarily
born other places outside of the United States, since we do have a
substantial Asian population here that are native born.

Mr. SPRINKEL. Right.
Although aliens who are eligible to hold jobs in the United

States are legally distinct from those who are not, our analysis,
and apparently other people's analyses, was unable to identify sep-
arate economic effects of illegal aliens. Illegal immigrants tend to
be less educated and to work in jobs requiring lower skill levels,
but the distinction between legal and illegal aliens is blurred by
their tendency to settle in the same geographic areas. The eco-
nomic distinction is also blurred by the fact that some legal resi-
dent aliens were undocumented at the beginning, but later ac-
quired legal status. So there may be a difference, but we just
cannot find it.

The chapter concluded that any economic gains provided by im-
migration to the United States do not justify the presence or em-
ployment of aliens on an illegal basis. Illegal aliens knowingly defy
American laws while their presence establishes claims to constitu-
tional protections. As a sovereign nation, the United States has ple-
nary jurisdiction over its territories. We are subject to no interna-
tional constraint on that score, legal or moral, that would force or
obligate us to admit all would-be immigrants.

The Council of Economic Advisers' study of the economic effects
of immigration is attached to this oral statement for the record, as
is the bibliography of studies and materials that we used in the
preparation of the report.

That is the end of my oral statement. I would be very pleased to
try to respond to your questions.

Representative SCHEUER. Thank you very much for your testimo-
ny, Mr. Sprinkel.

[The attachments referred to for the record by Mr. Sprinkel
follow:]
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CHAPTER 7

The Economic Effects of Immigration

THE MOVEMENT OF PEOPLE BETWEEN COUNTRIES links national

economies. Like international trade in goods, services, and

financial claims, international migration connects domestic and

international markets. The free flow of resources in response

to market signals promotes efficiency and produces economic

gains for both producers and consumers. The migration of

labor, both domestically and internationally, represents such a

flow of productive resources.

Most countries restrict the flow of international

migrants. Emigration from a country is a basic human right

established by the United Nations Universal Declaration of

Human Rights, which states: "Everyone has the right to leave

any country, including his own, and to return to his country."

The right of immigration into a country, however, is not recog-

nized in international law. Every country has sovereign power

over the admission of foreign nationals, either as temporary

visitors or as permanent residents. Many countries, most

notably the U.S.S.R., restrict emigration as well as immigra-

t ion.

The United States has a long tradition of assimilating

diverse groups into the economic and political life of the

Nation. Citizenship has been a traditional consequence of

immigration to the United States, and persons born here are

automatically citizens regardless of parentage. In many other
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countries, citizenship is based on lineage, not on birth in the

country.

This Nation was largely populated and built by immigrants

and their descendents. It remains one of the few major

immigrant-receiving countries of the world, symbolizing

personal freedom and economic opportunity. For more than 200

years, the U.S. economy has been strong, creating many millions

of jobs at growing real income levels. For more than a

century, per capita income has been many times higher than the

level for most of the world's population. This strength and

stability have attracted inflows of foreign capital and

immigration.

Economic instability and poor prospects for advancement in

many countries have encouraged emigration, while wars and

political oppression have induced mass migration of persons in

search of safety and political freedom. International

migration has also been made easier by falling transportation

costs and better information. Air transportation has

significantly reduced travel times, and today's migrants can

more easily maintain ties with friends and relatives in their

home countries through modern communications.

An individual's decision to migrate, either within a

country or across international borders, depends on whether the

expected gains outweigh the expected costs. As with most

investments, migration has initial costs while its gains are

realized over time. An individual's moving costs are personal

as well as financial, especially for an international move.
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Many migrants leave behind a known way of life, friends, and

relatives, and they face a period of adjustment in their new

country. The gains from migration are also personal as well as

economic. In the case of a move to the United States, for

example, gains may include greater freedom as well as the

expectation of higher income. The economic success achieved by

migrants depends on their ambition and entrepreneurial ability,

on the skills and capital they bring with them, and on the

skills they,develop in the United States. Migrants are

self-selected based on their ability and motivation tosucce ..

in their new country.

National concern has arisen about the effects of

international migration, especially illegal migration, on the

United States. Immigration policy and the ability to control

the country's borders have serious implications for the

definition of national sovereignty. Although many illegal

aliens are productive members of society who have established

strong community ties, their presence violates U.S. law.

Concerns exist as well regarding the social, political, and

environmental consequences of immigration.

Immigration policy is not shaped by economic considera-

tions alone, but immigration has important economic effects.

Immigrants work, save, pay taxes, and consume public services.

At the same time, there is concern that an influx of migrants

might reduce job opportunities for some groups of native-born

workers and reduce wages. Many are concerned that immigrants

may increase the use of public services, including services

67-39 0-87-6
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they are not legally entitled to receive. Examination of these

economic issues is a necessary part of the broader analysis of

immigration policy. Although economic analysis helps illumi-

nate some of the consequences of immigration, it does not

address the fundamental importance of enforcing the law, nor

does it suggest that illegal immigration is condoned.

MIGRATION To THE UNITED STATES

From colonial times until the last quarter of the 19th

century, the United"States was open to immigrants from all over

the world. The first restrictions on immigration were qualita-

tive, barring convicts and prostitutes. Restrictions on immi-

gration by nationality began in 1882 with the exclusion of the

Chinese. Numerical restrictions were first instituted in

1921. These applied to immigration from the Eastern Hemisphere

and were based on the composition by national origin of the

U.S. population. Numerical restrictions on immigration from

countries in the Western Hemisphere were first enacted in

1965.

The 1965 amendments to the Immigration and Nationality Act

of 1952, which remain substantially unchanged, abolished the

national origin system and set an annual ceiling on immigration

to the United States. The worldwide annual ceiling for numer-

ically restricted immigrants is now 270,000, with uniform

per-country'ceilings of 20,000. The amendments also estab-

lished a preference system that emphasizes family reunification

and, secondarily, employment considerations. The immediate

relatives of U.S. citizens are, however, exempt from f
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these provisions and ceilings, as are refugees and persons

seeking political asylum.

The 1965 amendments permitted a shift of immigration from

Europe to Asia. Prior to the 1960s, the majority of immigrants

were European. European immigration first fell bmlow 50 percent

of the total in the 1960s, and it has continued to fall to just

over 10 percent in the early 1980s. Asians represent an

increasing share of total immigration, rising from 13 percent

in the 1960s to about 50 percent in the 1980s. Asian immigra-

tion also increased because of the admission of Indo-Chinese

refugeos, beginning in the 1970s. The proportion of legal

immigrants from Mexico has been stable at 10 to 15 percent for

the past 35 years.

In recent years, legal immigration flows have been about

550,000 per year. These levels are -significantly lower than

they were early in the 20th century. Chart 7-1 shows immigra-

tion to the United States as a percent of the total U.S. popu-

lation. Legal flows in recent years have been less than one-

quarter of 1 percent of the population annually, about half the

historical average. Including the estimated flow of illegal

settlers does not raise this percentage to the historical

average.

Flows of immigrants to the United States are also low

relative to domestic migration. Between 1975 and 1980,

approximately 20 million people migrated to a new State of

residence in the United States. This compares with an overall

inflow of 2.5 million immigrants over the same period.
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The total foreign-born population in the United States in

1980 was 14.1 million. This represents 6.2 percent of the

total U.S. population, which is also low by historical

standards. This percentage fell steadily after 1910, but

increased in the 1970s. Between 1970 and 1980, the foreign-

born proportion of the population grew from 4.8 to 6.2 per-

cent. Much of this increase can be attributed to low U.S.

birth rates and to an increasing flow of immigrants over the

period. Even with this recent increase, however, the foreign-

born proportion of the population in 1980 was less than half of

what it was in 1910.

ALIENS ENTERING THE UNITED STATES

Aliens legally admitted to the United States can be

classified into two broad categories -- immigrants and nonimmi-

grants. Immigrants are admitted to the United States for

permanent residence and are eligible to become U.S. citizens.

Nonimmigrants are admitted for a temporary stay and for a

specific purpose.

Immigrant admissions fall into three classes -- numeri-

cally restricted, numerically unrestricted (mainly immediate

relatives of U.S. citizens), and efugees and asylees.

Nonimmigrants are composed for the most part of visitors who

come to the United States for pleasure or business. They

include temporary workers and students. Although nonimmigrants

are admitted for a temporary stay, many of them, such as

investors and students, remain here for a number of years. InI
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addition, many aliens are in the United States illegally.

Aliens may shift from one category to another during their time

in this country. For example, visitors may apply to remain

here permanently and undocumented settlers may attain legal

resident status.

Table 7-1 shows the number of alien entrants to the United

States in fiscal 1984. The figures vary in precision. Inflows

of immigrants and nonimmigrants are based on administrative

records and are reasonably accurate. Figures for deportable

aliens and return migrants are far less reliable.

Immigrantstand Refugees

A preference system controls the admission of numerically

restricted immigrants. Preferential status is based on either

a family relationship~or a-prospective job. A prospective

immigrant must also prove that he is not likely to become a

public charge. About 80 percent of numerically restricted

immigrants are admitted under family preferences; the rest

receive preference on the basis of occupation. In 1984,

262,000 immigrants entered the United States under this

preference system.

NumericalLy unrestricted immigrants include alien spouses,

minor children, and parents of adult citizens. In 1984 these

'immediate family members and a small number of numerically

unlimited *special immigrants" totaled 190,000.

A separate system determines the admission of refugees.

Under the Refugee Act of 1980, the President, in consultation

with the Congress, annually determines the number and regional
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allocation of refugee admissions. Political asylum may also be

granted to individuals who-are in the United States and are

able to prove to the Immigration and Naturalization Service

(INS) and the Department of State that they are in danger of

persecution on return to their home country. Refugees and

asylees may adjust to permanent resident alien status after a

year. In fiscal 1984, 79,000 refugees and asylees were

admitted and 92,000 adjusted to immigrant status. By

comparison, there are an estimated 10 million refugees

worldwide.

Return migratiQn is estimated by the Bureau of the Census

to be about 133,000 per year, yielding a net inflow of legal

immigrants and refugees in 1984 of about 411,000.

Nonimmigrants

Of the nearly 10 million nonimmigrantS admitted to the

United States in 1984, most were visitors for pleasure (6.6

million) or business (1.6 million). The 69,000 admitted for

employment included temporary seasonal workers, trainees, or

temporary workers of distinguished merit and ability such as

scholars and musicians. More than a million others were in

diverse categories such as foreign government officials and

students.

Deportable Aliens

Millions of aliens cross the U.S. border every year; a

small fraction stay legally, and fewer still stay illegally.

The flow of undocumented migrants has been difficult to

measure. Undocumented aliens, almost by definition, are not
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identified by any administrative system. The Bureau of the

Census estimates that in recent years the net annual increase

of undocumented settlers has ranged from 100,000 to 300,000.

Thus, as many as 40 percent of all aliens who annually settle

in th, United States may be here illegally.

HanjF-people believe that illegal crossing of the U.S.-

Mexican border is the most common method of entry for deport-

able aliens. Ninety-four percent of apprehensions of illegal

aliens are made at the border. Available information, however,

shows that only about half of resident deportable aliens

entered the country illegally. The other half of those

illegally present in the United States are violating the terms

of their nonimmigrant visas by overstaying or working. Because

the annual flow of legal nonimmigrants is so largetalmost 10

million -- even a small proportion of overstayers can amount to

a large absolute number who remain in the country illegally.

The Bureau of the Census estimates that the total number

of illegal aliens in the United States in 1985 was 4 million to

6 million. Estimates are made separately for settlers and

temporary migrants. The Bureau of the Census estimate for

settlers is based primarily on its finding that it counted

approximately 2.1 million undocumented aliens in the 1980

census. This estimate is derived by subtracting the estimated

legal foreign-born population from the 1980 census count of the

total foreign-born population. Other demographic evidence is

used to take into account those undocumented aliens not counted

in the census, yielding a range of 2.5 million to 3.5 million
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undocumented settlers in 1980. Comparing data from a 1983

Current Population Survey with the Decennial Census shows a net

incr-ease of 100,000 to 300,000 per year in the number of undoc-

umented settlers. Assuming the same annual growth between 1980

and 1985 yields an increase in the undocumented alien popula-

tion of 500,000 to 1 500,000 for the 5-year period. This

increase, added to the estimate for 1980, results in an esti-

mated range of 3 million to 5 million undocumented settlers in

1985.

The number of illegal temporary migrants is unknown, but

demographers at both the Bureau of the Census and the INS

believe that their average population is probably less than 1

million. Temporary migrants may work in the United States for

years, months, or every day on a commuter basis.

Unsubstantiated estimates of the illegal alien population

have ranged from 2 million to 15 million people. Some of these

estimates reflect the number of illegal aliens apprehended by

the INS, which increased sharply over the 1970s and reached 1.3

million in fiscal 1985. Apprehensions, however, are not an

accurate basis for estimating the size or the growth of the

illegal population. Apprehensions count incidents and not

individuals. According to INS statistics, about 30 percent of

those apprehended admit to at least one previous apprehension.

Because the INS focuses its enforcement operations at the

border, these counts underrepresent illegal aliens who have

violated nonimmigrant visas. In addition, apprehensions

reflect the effectiveness of enforcement as well as the volume

of attempted illegal entries.
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CHARACTERISTICS OF THE FOREIGN-BORN

The foreign-born population enumerated in the Decennial

Census includes naturalized U.S. citizens as well as aliens,

some of whom live here illegally.

Census data show that newly arrived foreign-born residents

are younger on average than native-born Americans. The median

age of those who entered the country between 1970 and 1980 was

26.8 in 1980, compared with 30.0 for the population as a

whole. The newly arrived foreign-born are predominantly of

working age. Seventy-seven percent of those arriving in the

United States between 1970 and 1980 were 15 to 64 years of age

in 1980, compared with 66 percent of the entire population.

,The Bureau of the Census estimates that illegal aliens are

younger, on average, than legal immigrants.

The 1980 census shows that about half of the foreign-born

who entered the United States between 1970 and 1980 were

female. The proportion of females among illegal aliens,

however, is estimated to be lower.

The recently arrived foreign-born have larger families

than the native-born. On the average, there were 3.8 persons

in families of those who came in the 1970s compared with 3.3

persons in native-born families. In addition, the proportion

of the foreign-born more than 15 years of age who are married

is higher than that of the native-born, and the proportion who

are divorced is lower.

The distribution of educational achievement is much

broader for the recently arrived foreign-born than for the
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native-born. A significant fraction has little education.

Among those 25 year of age and older who entered the United

States between 1970 and 1980, 13 percent completed fewer than 5

years of school as compared with 3 percent of the native-born.

In contrast, 22 percent of the recent arrivals completed four

or more years of college compared with 16 percent of the

native-born.

Although U.S. immigration policy is based primarily on the

humanitarian principles of family reunification and refugee

resettlement, most of the foreign-born, including illegal

aliens, enter the labor force. The employment-to-population

ratio of recent arrivals is higher than that of the native-

born. A higher proportion of the foreign-born work in blue-

collar and service jobs: 39 percent of recent arrivals had

blue-collar jobs compared with 32 percent for all U.S. employed

persons; 18 percent held service jobs compared with 13 percent

of the U.S. total. The incomes of those who entered the United

States between 1970 and 1980 are lower on average than incomes

of the native-born, but incomes of those who arrived before

1970 are similar.

The recently arrived foreign-born are concentrated in a

few States. More than half live in California, New York, and

Texas. Ten States accounted for 80 percent of total immigrants,

and no other States had more than 2 percent of the total. The

vast majority of the foreign-born live in metropolitan areas

one in five of the recently arrived foreign-born live in the

I
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Los Angeles area. Illegal alien residents tend to settle in

the same areas as legal aliens, but they are even more geogra-

phically concentrated. According to estimates based on the

1980 census and INS data, 70 percent of illegal aliens were

living in California, New York, and Texas, compared with 53

percent of legal alien residents.

EFFECTS OF IMMIGRATION ON OUTPUT AND INCOME

Market principles suggest that immigration in a competi-

tive economy increases output and improves productivity.

An increase in the supply of immigrant workers increases the

output and earnings of other factors of production in the

receiving country. Immigration provides increased returns to a

wide range of inputstcapital, land, and Workers with skills

different from those of the immigrants. Inputs to production

can become more effective as they acquire greater quantities of

labor-with which to work. This concept may be illustrated by

several examples. A bulldozer on a road construction project

is more productive if there are workers to keep it running for

multiple shifts, repair it, and redirect traffic away from the

construction site. A scientist is more productive if there are

assistants to wash the test tubes and type manuscripts. A

worker with family responsibilities is more productive if there

are others in the household to help with child care and home

maintenance. Increased economic returns that result from

immigration may also lead to an increase in investment,

producing an additional source of growth in output.
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Although immigrant workers increase output, their addition

to the supply of labor may change the distribution of income.

Whenever the supply of labor increases, either because of

immigration or increased labor force participation of

native-born workers, wage rates in the. immediately affected

market are bid down. Although total employment in that market

will rise, some of those who were initially employed at the

higher pre-immigration wage rate may not accept work at the

lower wage. Thus, native-born workers who compete with

immigrants for jobs may experience reduced earnings or reduced

employment.

Those who are concerned about job displacement caused by

immigration often focus only on this initial effect. Job

opportunities in labor markets where immigrant labor is

complementary with native-born labor, however, are likely to

rise. This increase in labor demand will raise wage rates anq$.

increase the employment of native-born workerstincluding those

who may have been displaced from employment elsewhere. Demand

for labor will also increase because the availability of

immigrant workers encourages investment in industries that

might not have been competitive otherwise. Moreover, the

increased demand for goods and services that results from the

consumer purchases of immigrants also tends to increase

domestic employment. The aggregate effect of immigration

2 depends on the responsiveness of workers and employers to

changing labor market conditions and on the presence of market

rigidities, such as the minimum wage, that may impede normal
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adjustment. As a general rule, increases in output, brought

about by a greater abundance of labor and increased returns to

other factors of production, outweigh reductions that may occur

in the wages of workers who compete with immigrants.

Consequently, the net effect of an increase in labor supply due

to immigration is to increase the aggregate income of the

native-born population.

The economic benefits of immigration are spread throughout

the economy. These include increased job opportunities and

higher wages for some workers as well as the widely diffused

benefits of lower product prices and higher profits. Many

people share in the higher returns on capital because capital

ownership is widespread through personal and pension holdings.

One in four Americans holds stock directly in U.S. firms. In

addition, wage and salary workers own a considerable portion of

productive capital, mainly through assets in pension funds. In

contrast, job losses or wage reductions that may occur as a

result of immigration are likely to be more visible than the

economic gains. Such losses are likely to be concentrated

among groups who compete directly with immigrant labor.

Some have suggested that labor market displacement may be

widespread: In 1980, 6.5 million foreign-born residents held

jobs, while a total of 7.6 million workers were unemployed.

This view implicitly assumes that the number of jobs is fixed

and that- if immigrants find employment, fewer jobs will be

available for the native-born.
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Arguments supporting the restriction of immigration to

protect American jobs are similar to those favoring

protectionism in international trade, which is discussed in

Chapter 3. Restrictions on immigration, however, like

restrictions on trade, are costly. Limiting the entry of

immigrant labor may increase the demand for some groups of

native-born workers, but it will impose costs on consumers,

investors, and other workers.

EVIDENCE ON LABOR MARKET EFFECTS

Studies have examined the effects'of immigration on the

employment levels and wage rates of the native-born.

It is difficult, however, to isolate the effects of imvnigration

from other factors that simultaneously influence job opportun-

ities. These factors include characteristics of the immigrants

themselves as well as industrial and other underlying charact-

eristics of the labor market. A number of studies have

attempted to identify these factors.

Some observers have pointed to immigrants who are employed

in narrowly defined occupations and geographic areas as prima

facie evidence thai immigrant jobholders displace native-born

workers. They cite the growth of ethnic enclaves in several

industries, including agriculture, as evidence of possible

displacement. It has been observed, for example, that the

language of the workplace changes with the concentration of

immigrants and that English-speaking workers may consequently

be excluded from jobs.
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Studies that focus on specific low-skilled occupations or

on small segments of the labor market, however, are likely to

overstate displacement effects by ignoring job and occupational

mobility. Native-born Americans who hold jobs in one sector

may move into other lines of work. This appears-to be con-

firmed by more systematic studies of the labor market effects

of immigration. Studies that take a broad view of the labor

market have found no significant evidence of unemployment among

native-born workers attributable to immigration. Any direct

effects of immigration on domestic employment have either been

too small to measure or have been quickly dissipated with job

mobility. Although existing studies may not be conclusive, the

evidence currently available does not suggest that native-born

American workers experience significant labor market difficul-

ties in areas that have attracted immigrants. Several studies,

moreover, have shown that the presence of immigrants in labor

markets is associated with increased job opportunities overall,

including job opportunities for native-born minority groups.

Some studies of the effects of immigration on wage levels

have revealed evidence of adverse wage effects. For example,

one study concluded that real wages were 8 to 10 percent lower

on average in cities near the Mexican border. Several studies

found a reduction in the wages of unskilled workers in areas

with high concentrations of unskilled immigrant workers.

Other studies, however, have shown that greater concentra-

tions of aliens in labor markets are associated with higher
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earnings of native-born workers. Increased wages have been

found both for broad groups of workers and also for native-born

minority groups with whom immigrants might compete directly for

jobs.

The experience of the Los Angeles labor market in

adjusting to a growing concentration of unskilled immigrant

labor is instructive. One study estimated that more than a

million foreign-born persons settled in Los Angeles County

between 1970 and 1983. During the early 1980s the foreign-born

in Los Angeles County represented close to a third of the total

population. Job growth kn the area was strong# and the new

immigrants were quickly absorbed into the labor market. New

immigrant workers accounted for some 70 percent of the net

growth in employment in the 1970s. Job gains by native-born

workers were predominantly in white-collar occupations, which

expanded rapidly. Job growth among immigrants was concentrated

mainly in unskilled jobs. Wage growth was lower than the

national average for workers in manufacturing, particularly

unskilled manufacturing jobs. In jobs outside manufacturing,

however, including jobs in services and retail trade, wage

growth was higher than the national average. This study also

showed that the unemployment rate in Los Angeles, which had

exceeded the national average in 1970, fell below the average

by the early 1980s. These results were not, of course, the

consequence of international migration alone , but they suggest

a smooth labor market adjustment to the inflow of migrants.
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Legal and Illegal Aliens

Although aliens who are eligible to hold jobs in the

United States are clearly distinct from those who are not,

researchers have not been able to isolate separate economic

effects of illegal alien workers. Demographic differences

between legal and illegal aliens may affect their patterns of

labor market activity, but those differences appear to be

small. Illegal aliens have a higher proportion of males than

legal aliens, are younger, and are less likely to bring family

members with them. Illegal migrants are likely to remain in

the United States for shorter periods of time than legal

migrants. Illegal migrants also tend to have lower levels of

education and to work in jobs requiring lower skill levels.

Illegal aliens may have less incentive to invest in schooling

or other activities that are specifically useful in the U.S.

labor market.

Legal and illegal aliens tend to settle in the same

geographic areas, making it difficult to distinguish their

separate labor market effects. Also, deportation risk

notwithstanding, many illegal aliens have been living in the

United States for a long time; it is estimated that a quarter

have been U.S. residents for more than 10 years. The economic

distinction between legal and illegal aliens is further blurred

by the fact that many legal resident aliens were undocumented

when they initially entered the United States, but later

acquired legal status.
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Labor Market Absorption of the Foreign-Born

Migrants have initial disadvantages in the labor market

because many do nct speak English, lack familiarity with

national customs and institutions, and are not educated and

trained for jobs in the United States. As they invest in

education and develop skills, their labor market experiences

and earnings can be expected to resemble those of the native-

born.

Although the labor market s-access of immigrant groups

depends on their skills and other characteristics, the evidence

suggests that immigrant workers have been readily abs frbed into

the labor market. One dimension of the labor market adjustment

of immigrants is their employment over the year. It has been

estimated that on average the foreign-born catch up with the

native-born in weeks worked in about 5 years; after 5 years

there is no observed difference.

Census and other data show that, although the foreign-born

initially earn less than the native-born, like the native-born

their earnings rise with increased schooling and with U.S.

labor market experience. Some results suggest tbat after 10 to

20 years, the earnings of foreign-born males equ6l and then

exceed the earnings of native-born males with si ilar charact-

eristics. This implies that the disadvantages of foreign

origin diminish, while the favorable effects of self-selection

and motivation remain. Apparently migrants work hard to

capture the benefits of their investment in coming to Lhe

United States.
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Many immigrants are entrepreneurs. One study found that

foreign-born males are significantly more likely to be self-

employed than native-born males with similar skills. Self-

employed workers, both foreign- and native-born, had higher

annual incomes than salaried workers. Returns on capital owned

by self-employed workers may partially explain these differ-

ences in incomes. Self-employment also provides greater poten-

tial for high work effort. The self-employed work more hours

per week than do wage-and-salary workers.

Refugees may not adjust to the U.S. labor market as

rapidly as other migrants. Because economic factors are not

the primary determinants of their migration, refugees are

likely to have fewer of the characteristics associated with

high labor market performance. Some refugees, however, may

bring substantial amounts of physical as well as human

capital. Also, because refugees may not be able to return to

their country of origin, they may have greater incentives than

other immigrants to adapt rapidly to the U.S. labor market.

Limited evidence, based on the experience of Cuban refugees in

the early 1960s, suggests that the earnings of political

refugees approach, but do not overtake, those of comparable

native-born workers.

The children of the foreign-born have better-than-average

success in the labor market. Earnings of children of the

foreign-born are about 5 percent higher than earnings of

children of native-born parents with similar characteristics.

Any disadvantages to the second generation that may arise from
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being raised in a home less familiar with the language and

customs of the United States are apparently outweighed by the

advantages of having parents who are foreign-born. One study

of the children of foreign-born parents found that they have

higher investments in schooling than do children of comparable

native-born Americans, and also better reported health status.

One study of illegal aliens found that their labor market

adjustment patterns were similar to those for legal immi-

grants. Earnings rose with years of schooling and labor market

experience in the country of origin, but especially with U.S.

labor market experience.

A recent study of apprehended illegal aliens in Chicago

showed that they use market opportunities to improve their

economic status. The subjects of the study were able to

benefit from a competitive labor market, with opportunities for

skill improvement and upward job mobility. These illegal

aliens were apparently able to work their way up from entry-

level jobs. Only 16 percent of those in the Chicago study had

wage rates below the Federal minimum of $3.35 per hour, and

some of these were in sectors not covered by the minimum wage.

The average hourly wage of these illegal aliens at the time of

their apprehension, in 1983, was $4.50. The INS reports that

in fiscal 1985, 14 percent of apprehended illegal aliens who

had jobs received wages below the Federal minimum.

One reason for the successful absorption of immigrants

into the U.S. labor market is that overall migrant inflows have

been low relative to the size of the population, to labor force
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growth, and to domestic migration. International migrant

flows, moreover, historically respond to labor market demands.

Before legal restrictions were imposed, immigration increased

when the demand for labor was relatively high and decreased

when labor demand was relatively low. During the Great

Depression, for instance# immigration to the United States

dropped sharply and return migration increased. In recent

years, numerical restrictions have resulted in queues of

potential immigrants waiting for visas and, as a result, have

limited the response of legal migration inflows to U.S. labor

market conditions. Illegal migrant flows may be more

responsive to economic conditions, but are not precisely

measurable on an annual basis. Still, migrant flows appear to

respond to labor market demands.

Perhaps most important for the absorption of immigrant

labor is the strength and flexibility of the U.S. labor

market. Workers and employers are generally free to respond to

market signals, and to negotiate wages and other terms of

employment either directly or through the collective bargaining

process. The absence of significant barriers to change and

growth has enabled the U.S. labor market to adjust easily to

immigrant flows, as well as to other changes in the labor force

and the economy.

Over the past several decades, the United States has

generated tens of millions of new jobs as it accommodated a

substantial influx of new workers. The vast majority of that

influx stemmed from the baby-boom generation reaching working
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age, coupled with sharply increased labor force participation

by women. Roughly 33 million more people were employed in 1980

than in 1960, an increase of about 50 percent. Over the same

period, 2 million-more foreign-born were employed, or 6 percent

of the total increase in U.S. employment. Even allowing for an

increased number of employed illegal aliens over the period,

however, these figures suggest that immigration has been a

relatively small factor in long-term employment growth and in

the adjustment of the economy to changing conditions.

IMMIGRATION AND TRADE

The countries of the world are economically linked by the

exchange of people, goods, and capital. Both parties gain from

trade and, in the absence of restrictions, exchange will

continue until potential benefits are exhausted. The movement

of labor across borders can be a partial substitute for the

movement of goods and capital. When international trade in

goods or capital flows is hindered, pressures are heightened

for people to migrate instead.

Countries that are relatively well-endowed with natural

resources but thinly populated will tend to export products

that have a relatively high natural resource content but

relatively low labor content. Such countries will tend to

Import products that require relatively greater inputs of

labor. Developing countries, similarly, would have a compara-

tive advantage in producing and exporting products that embody

relatively high proportions of low-skilled labor and
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less capital than would be the case for U.S. production and

exports.

Restrictions on trade between developing countries and the

United States provide powerful incentives for the migration of

low-skilled workers into the United States. The presence of

these additional workers in the United States enables domestic

business enterprises to produce goods profitably that would not

otherwise have been produced here. In the absence of trade

restrictions, such goods might have been imported. In the

presence of both trade restrictions and effective restrictions

on immigration, however, such goods may be available to

American consumers only at higher prices.

The production of certain fresh fruits and vegetables in

the United States is a frequently cited example of an industry

that draws heavily on low-skilled alien labor. Many alien

workers are seasonally employed to pick perishable crops.

About 15,000 to 20,000 are legally admitted each year, subject

to Department of Labor certification. This certification is

contingent on a job offer and on a labor market test. Certifi-

cation is granted if it is determined that qualified workers

are not available in the United States and that the wages and

working conditions of the job will not adversely affect

similarly employed U.S. workers. The largest alien work force

in agriculture, however, appears to consist of undocumented

workers who come primarily from countries in the Western

Hemisphere. The inflow of low-skilled alien workers to pick
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U.S. crops has a long history. The bracero program allowed

U.S. employers to recruit large numbers of temporary workers

from Mexico. The bracero program was begun during World War II

to alleviate the labor shortage when rural workers left the

farms for the higher wages of urban factory Jobs. In its peak

years, during the late 1950s, more than 400,000 such short-term

work permits were issued annually. The program was terminated

officially in 1964, but many migrant workers from Mexico still

come to the Uni-ted States without legal sanction.

Although many aliens work on farms illegally, the

availability of such workers may enable U.S. production of

certain fruit and vegetable crops to remain competitive with

that of other nations. The argument is sometimes made,

however, that alien labor benefits agricultural producers

only in the short run, and that it delays shifts toward

mechanization that are necessary to maintain long-run

competitiveness with foreign producers. Although restricting

the supply of alien farm labor would encourage the substitution

of machinery for 4man labor, it would increase the costs of

farm production. Capital-intensive production :methods are not

inherently ore cost-effective than labor-intensive methods.

Steps that would induce scarcity by reducing the supply of

labor to an industry raise costs and prices and reduce output

and growth. A policy of restricting international' migrationf to

improve the long-run competitiveness of the United States would

have the opposite effect.
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FISCAL EFFECTS OF IMMIGRATION

A major concern regarding immigration is the use of public

services such as education and low-income assistance by

aliens. If international migrants use services that cost more

than the taxes they pay, they are a fiscal burden on

native-born Americans. If their tax payments exceed the cost

of services, however, immigrants are a net fiscal gain for the

country. Both the tax payments and the services used are

spread over the years after an immigrant first arrives in the

United States. Consequently, any assessment of the fiscal

effects of immigration must consider whether the present value

of tax payments exceeds that of service costs, measured over

the years the immigrant is in the United States.

As with native-born Americans, an immigrant's use of

public services and the ability to pay for those services

through taxation depend on personal and family characteristics

and, crucially, on success in the labor market. People in

their twenties and thirties and in good health -- both the

nativeborn and immigrants -- are more likely to be working and

paying taxes, and less likely to be dependent on government

assistance, than are children, the elderly, or the disabled.

Immigrants are typically adults arriving near the start of

their working lives. Thus, immigrants, on average, are better

able to support themselves through work than is the native-born

population, which has a higher proportion of dependents.

A great deal of variation can be observed in the labor

market success and consequently the fiscal burden of immigrant
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groups. As immigrants adjust to their new environment and as

their families grow, their demand for public education and

other services -- and their ability to pay for those services

-- increases. As with the native-born population, when

immigrants age and their children mature, their reliance on

government retirement benefits grows but is offset by the entry

of their children into the labor market.

PUBLIC SERVICES USED

International migrants, like the native-born, may use

three major types of public programs: low-income assistance,

social insurance, and education and health. These programs

provide benefits directly to recipients. Other public

services, such as fire and police protection, that provide

general benefit to the community may also have greater demands

placed on them by the presence of greater numbers of people.

In addition, the presence of immigrants in the United States

entails a more intensive use of the country's publicly financed

infrastructure -- its transportation system, recreational

areas, and other facilities.

Eligibility for Services

Legal immigrants to the United States are eligible for

most benefits available to citizens. Aliens admitted

temporarily and illegal aliens are in many cases ineligible for

such benefits.
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The major low-income assistance programs funded by the

Federal Government, usually in conjunction with State funding,

generally restrict eligibility to aliens who permanently and

lawfully reside in the United States. These include aid to

families of dependent children, food stamps, medicaid, supple-

mental security income, and housing assistance. What consti-

tutes sufficient legal standing for benefits varies with each

program; regulations list specific conditions under which

aliens may participate. Some recent court rulings require that

benefits under supplementary security income and other programs

be made available to certain aliens who may be in the United

States illegally.

Eligibility for benefits under social security and

medicare depends on worker and employer contributions

to the programs, and not on immigration status. Social

security recipients may reside outside the United States,

although nonresidents receive less than I percent of total

benefits. Unemployment compensation is generally restricted to

lawful permanent residentr of the United States who qualify

through their previous work experience.

Local public health facilities normally serve patients

KWout regard to their immigration status; elective treatment

in public health facilities is usually limited to persons who

are able to pay for services. Public education at the

elementary and secondary levels is also available to all

, XeSldents regardless of immigration status. Legal precedent

l was established in 1982 by the Supreme Court; which held that
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Texas could not deny free public education to undocumented

alien children. Even prior to this decision, however, most

States did not check the legal status of school children or

their parents. Moreover, many children of illegal aliens are

born in the United States and consequently are citizens

eligible for education services without qualification.

Financial aid for higher education and training programs

under the Job Training Partnership Act are largely restricted

to lawful 'permanent residents and refugees. The Federal

Government funds bilingual education programs that are of use

to immigrants, and it also funds a refugee assistance program.

Benefits Received

Little is known about the use of government services by

immigrants. Most available studies examine disparate immigrant

grCups in various time periods, often focusing on immigrants

living in particular locations in the country. The evidence

that exists, however, suggests that immigrants are not heavy

users of public services. Illegal residents are less likely to

avail themselves of government programs than are legal

immigrants, but the determining factor in service use is not

immigration status. The major reasons why illegal residents -

may receive lower benefits than others is that they are younger

and have fewer dependents, which reduces their eligibility for

programs.

A- recent study shows that some groups of immigrants, 'such

as Asians and Hispanics, have higher participation rates in
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welfare programs than do their ethnic counterparts born in the

United States. Other groups of immigrants, however, use

welfare less than the native-born. For Asian immigrants,

higher participation is due partly to the relocation assistance

offered to political refugees from Southeast Asia in the

1970s. Immigrant groups other than Asians rely on public

assistance less than do the native-born with similar incomes.

A study of Mexican migrants in Los Angeles focuses on

State and local public services. This study, which includes

both legal and illegal residents, finds that these families

have more children and thus place greater demands on public

schools and health facilities than does the average family.

The Mexican immigrant households in this study do not appear to

make disproportionate use of other services.

Direct evidence on public service use by deportable aliens

is sketchy. Deportable aliens are generally ineligible for

Federal and many local benefit programs, but the extent to

which they are actually screened out is unknown. The INS is

developing a project called SAVE (Systematic Alien Verification

for Entitlements), which gives State and local government

agencies access to an automated data system to verify the

eligibility of alien applicants for selected programs. The INS

also provides data on immigration status to many programs and

areas through other channels.

Systematic screening is most cost-effective in areas where

the concentration of illegal aliens is high. California has
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one of the oldest alien verification programs in the country,

having routinely screened alien applicants for social services

for about 10 years. In 1984, almost 30,000 persons or 3

percent of all applicants were denied welfare benefits in Los

Angeles because of immigration status. The figure understates

the full impact of this program, however, because it excludes

ineligible aliens who were deterred from applying by the

knowledge that their immigrant status would be checked.

Several studies suggest that illegal aliens use

below-average amounts of welfare and other social services.

This may be due not only to their demographic characteristics,

but also to a fear of detection by authorities and to

heightened efforts by.some government agencies to limit access

to those eligible. In addition, extended family networks may

provide a partial means of support in emergencies. It is

likely that illegal aliens use public education and health

facilities more than welfare and other services because of

easier access. This imposes a direct fiscal burden on State

and local governments, which provide most of the funding for

public schools; local governments also provide funding for

local hospitals.

A 1976 study of apprehended illegal workers found that

their use of government benefits was very low, reflecting the

----fact that they were typically young, male, and single. Studies

of illegal migrants with longer stays in the country tend to

show higher rates of participation in social programs. A



188

recent study of illegal residents in Texas found very little

use of social and other welfare services, but substantial use

of health and education services. Illegal aliens appear to use

health services more frequently than other services, but most

appear to pay for those services.

The stream of benefits received by immigrants over their

lifetimes has not been directly surveyed. One study suggests

that the benefits received by legal (and some illegal) migrants

are initially well below those of the average native-born

family. During their first 5 years in the United States,

immigrants receive similar welfare and education benefits but

lower social security payments. As immigrants 'remain longer in

the 'country, they receive more education and social insurance

benefits. The study estimates that overall use of benefits

among immigrants equals the average usage by native-born

families only after 15 years of residence.

TAXES PAID

All residents of the United States, regardless of legal

status, are required to pay taxes. Employed migrants in most

cases are subject to Federal and State income tax withholding

and social security taxes. They also pay sales and property

taxes.

The extent of tax payments by illegal aliens has been the

subject of much debate and analysis. Sales taxes and property

taxes, important sources of local revenue, are collected from

illegal aliens without substantial avoidance directly at the

point of sale or implicitly as part of a rent payment. Social
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security taxes are automatically deducted from paychecks and

may not be avoided easily by illegal aliens, although some

employers may fail to make the required payment to the Federal

Government. The amount withheld for income taxes may be

substantially reduced, however, if an illegal alien claims a

large number of exemptions. False exemption claims are

difficult to prevent and, according to some accounts, income

tax avoidance may be pervasive among illegal aliens. The

extent of such tax evasion, however, is not clear.

A study of illegal migrants in Texas found that the vast

majority made substantial payments for Federal income and

social security taxes, as well as sales and excise taxes. The

study did not estimate property taxes, and Texas had no State

income tax. A study of Mexican migrants, both legal and

illegal, in Los Angeles found that migrants paid below-average

State and local taxes (including property taxes), reflecting

their below-average levels of income.

These studies reflect tax payments in a single year and

reveal little about the lifetime flow of immigrants' tax

payments. No survey directly measures the lifetime pattern of

tax payments by immigrants. One cross-sectional analysis'

roughly estimates that the total tax payments of immigrants are

below those of the average native-born family only during the

first few years after entry. With rising family incomes in

subsequent years, immigrants' tax payments rise. Taxes paid by

674-95 0-87-7
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immigrants are estimated to be higher after 10 years in this

country, on average, than taxes paid by the native-born. The

estimated differential continues to grow as the immigrants'

length of stay in the United States increases.

NET FISCAL EFFECTS

Because of differences in their family characteristics and

economic circumstances, immigrant groups may generate greatly

varying net fiscal effects. Political refugees may have

particular difficulties adjusting to life in a new land, and

they benefit from special refugee assistance programs. Those

who arrive without basic educational and job skills may find

initial problems in the labor market, but the evidence shows

that they are able eventually to increase their earnings and

reduce their program dependency. Illegal aliens may find it

possible to evade some taxes, but they use fewer public

services (especially social security benefits) than do other

groups.

On the whole, however, international migrants appear to

pay their own way from a public finance standpoint. Most come

to the United States to work, and government benefits do not

appear to be a major attraction. Some immigrants arrive with

fairly high educational levels, and their training imposes no

substantial costs on the public. Their rising levels of income

produce a rising stream of tax payments to all levels of

government. Their initial dependence on welfare benefits is

usually limited, and they finance their participation in social

security retirement benefits with years of contributions.
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The distribution of these net fiscal benefits is not

uniform. Many of the fiscal costs of migration, such as those

arising from pressures on school systems and hospitals, are

incurred in areas where there is a high concentration of

migrants. Tax collections from migrants in these areas may not

fully cover these additional costs. An increase in population,

however, generally imposes a fiscal burden on local areas,

which is offset by increased local fiscal capacity.

There may also be fiscal spillovers of immigration to

other workers. For example, those who face stronger labor

market competition may experience a reduction in annual

earnings and a corresponding increased reliance on government

benefit programs, such as unemployment compensation. Although

some workers may be adversely affected, the extent of displace-

ment appears to be small. The net spillover depends on the

size of the offsetting reduction in benefit payments to (and

increase in tax payments from) persons whose incomes have

improved because of the positive economic effects of

immigrants. The net fiscal spillover seems likely to be

positive, with greater .tax payments and lower benefit costs

than would occur in the absence of immigration.

CONCLUSION

For much of the Nation's history, U.S. immigration policy

has been based on the premise that immigrants have a favorable

effect on the overall standard of living and on economic

development. Analysis of the effects of recent migrant flows

bears out this premise. Although an increasing number of
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migrants, including many illegal aliens, have entered the

country in recent years, inflows are still low relative to

population and relative to U.S. labor force growth.

International migrants have been readily absorbed into the

labor market. Although some displacement may occur, it does

not appear that migrants have displaced the native-born from

jobs or have reduced wage levels on a broad scale. There is

evidence that immigration has increased job opportunities and

wage levels for other workers. Aliens may also provide a net

fiscal benefit to the Nation, often paying more in taxes than

they use in public services. Immigrants come to this country

seeking a better life, and their personal investments and hard

work provide economic benefits to themselves and to the country

as a whole.

The economic gains provided by international migration,

however, do not justify the presence or employment of aliens in

the United States on an illegal basis. Illegal aliens knowing-

ly defy American laws while their presence establishes claims

to economic opportunity and Constitutional protections. As a

sovereign Nation, the United States must responsibly decide not

only who may cross its borders, but also who may stay.
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Representative SCHEUER. What we are here to find out from you
is the economic effects of immigration, both legal and, more espe-
cially, illegal. We are a country of immigrants, and we have no
question of the fact that legal immigration that is under our con-
trol and under our scrutiny has enormous benefits for our country.

We are especially interested not in the 600,000 or 700,000 legal
immigrants, but the 2 million gate crashers. Obviously they offend
every concept of justice and fairness, as you pointed out and as
Congressman Lungren pointed out. To ask people all over the
world to wait in line and to obey our laws and our requirements,
the rules of the game that we established for achieving access to
our country, while we look the other way and wink at 2 million
people crashing into our country annually across our borders is
monstrously unfair.

So let's lay that aside. There can be no debate about that. Let's
discuss the economic effect of illegal immigration. As I get it, you
sort of lumped together the economic implications to our country of
legal and illegal immigration. I would like to separate those.

Mr. SPRINKEL. I would too.
Representative SCHEUER. Can you do it?
Mr. SPRINKEL. It is practically impossible. I have seen no one

that has been able to break out in a significant test the difference
between the two, for the reasons that I gave: they tend to be in the
same place, frequently in the same kinds of jobs; some of them that
are legal now did not used to be legal.

Representative SCHEUER. Some of them that used to be legal are
no longer now if they are overstayers, if they are on a student or a
visitor's visa. So you have it both ways.

I would like to ask you about your suggestions that these people
have had a positive effect on our country. First of all, the new jobs
that have been created. We have created tens of millions of new
jobs. They have been mostly in low paying service jobs. We see the
deterioration and attrition, as I understand it, in our industrial
sector, in the high wage paying sector of our economy, as we have
seen manufacturing industries exported, one after another, perhaps
1 million jobs a year, 3,000 jobs a day, I think the estimate is, of
industrial jobs going abroad as we deplete our industrial base.

The whole question of whether we can afford to deindustrialize
America and shift our employment pattern from high paid, capital
intensive jobs in production to very low paid, labor intensive jobs in
services is the subject for another hearing, and I hope that we will
have such a hearing and that we will invite you back to be a very
productive and informative witness. But today, looking at illegal
immigrants, virtually all of whom go into low paying jobs, with a
few exceptions of the kind you mentioned, with a considerable
amount apparently of job substitution of Americans-there is a
recent Urban Institute report that indicates that twice as many il-
legal immigrants take jobs from Americans as had been contem-
plated.

Can you state that with the flow of illegal immigrants into low
paid jobs, many of them taken from Americans, that our job oppor-
tunities in this country and economic welfare of our country have
been improved? The job opportunities, certainly in the industrial
sector, have been deteriorating at an alarming pace. The job oppor-
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tunities in the low paid service sector have been improving. Is this
the direction that our country wants to go and is this a healthy
phenomenon?

Mr. SPRINKEL. Although it is a subject for another hearing, I
must say that in the Economic Report published in February we
looked in great detail at the question of whether in fact we are
deindustrializing and concluded there was no evidence to support
that allegation. I hear it frequently. Some of my friends tell me it's
true. But if you look at the numbers, it turns out that there has
been a tendency to move from industrial to service industries over
a long period of time. There is no evidence that it has accelerated
recently, and furthermore, the increase in output in this particular
economic expansion has been a little better in the industrial sector
than has usually occurred in other economic expansions.

Putting that aside, we cannot, as I indicated, distinguish between
the economic effects of legal and illegal aliens.

But what do we know about the effect of immigration? There is
some evidence, certainly, in certain areas that the inflow of immi-
grants has had an effect on the wage rate of certain poorly skilled
groups, an adverse effect. There is not much doubt about that.

There is not, to my knowledge, although you assert the con-
trary-and I would be glad to look at your evidence-good evidence
that it has displaced American jobs.

The GAO report, for example, which suggests that that could
well have occurred, reviewed a large number of studies. They found
one that said it was certainly potentially true. That author, who
went on to complete his study, concluded exactly the opposite after
looking at the data.

There is no good evidence that it displaces American jobs. Fur-
thermore, there is fairly good evidence in the Los Angeles study
that in fact they are not substitutes but are complements, that is,
the more highly skilled jobs tend to improve as a result of the
inflow of the immigrants and wages of skilled workers tend to also
improve.

So I think we should be very careful about concluding that every
time a new immigrant 2omes into the United States an American
citizen loses a job. In fact, we have had an enormous improvement
in jobs, something around 10 million net over the past 42 months,
and we cannot find clear evidence that they are throwing existing
Americans out of jobs.

Representative SCHEUER. My time is just about up. I only have
one more question for you.

You are looking at three Represenatatives, two from the State of
California and one from the State of New York. We have had enor-
mous expenscs in our cities and States serving the compassionate
needs of illegal immigrants, particularly in the field of education
and health. If they are here, we don't want the kids growing up
illiterate and innumerate. If they are here, we don't want them,
adults or kids, running about our economy with communicable dis-
eases, infectious diseases, and so forth. Every humanitarian in-
stinct is, for goodness sake, whatever we do with them in the long
run, let's educate the kids and let's provide all of them with health
services.
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The county of Los Angeles has recently sent you a bill of health

services just for births, I believe, for the cost of maternity services,
$50 million or more. In the aggregate, New York State and Califor-
nia are spending hundreds and hundreds of millions of dollars a
year on education and health costs for these illegal immigrants. It
is a national problem.

I think the three of us would be absolutely unanimous in saying
that we didn't invite them to our States. We welcome them as we
welcome any human being who comes to our country for opportuni-
ty, for a better life. We stand ready to share our proper burden in
doing this. But we think it is basically a national burden that the
whole country should share.

Does the administration have any plans for allocating the costs
of illegal immigrant services, mostly education and health, to the
national treasury and, in effect, bailing out the States like Califor-
nia, the South and Southwest, Florida and New York, New Mexico,
Arizona, I suppose, that bear a very, very disproportionate burden
of caring for these people?

Mr. SPRINKEL. There is clear evidence that certain States and lo-
calities-and you happen to be from two of the most intensely af-
fected-incur more costs in terms of services than shortrun bene-
fits. From the Federal side, the immigrants that are working must
pay Social Security taxes. There is some debate about whether they
pay their income tax or not. Maybe they don't. That doesn't go to
the State. That goes to the Federal Government.

We have supported in the Senate bill, I believe the amount is
$1.8 billion to be distributed to reimburse States that are incurring
these extra costs. So included, in our view of immigration reform is
an effort to make some contribution toward these extra costs in-
curred by those States and localities that in fact bear most of the
burden.

Representative SCHEUER. There is a provision in the bill that I
authored that provided that amnesty, if and when it is passed, will
not be implemented until a Presidential commission, to be created,
certifies to the President and to the Congress that our borders are
under reasonable control. This is to prevent the very existence of
amnesty acting as a magnet that will attract additional waves of
illegal immigration.

Do you support that measure?
Mr. SPRINKEL. I understand that particular aspect differs be-

tween the House bill and the Senate, with the Senate version in-
cluding some provision similar to what you described. It is my un-
derstanding that th6 House bill would make amnesty automatic.

Representative SCHEUER. Would make what automatic?
Mr. SPRINKEL. The legalization. They would become legalized if

they had been here x number of years. There is also a little differ-
ence as to when the time period of required residence starts, 1980
versus 1982.

Representative SCHEUER. Would you support a delay in the effec-
tive date of amnesty until Congress and the President were assured
that our borders were secure?

Mr. SPRINKEL. I must confess you are asking me to be an expert
in the total bill, and I am not.
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Representative SCHEUER. I am simply asking you as an econo-
mist.

Mr. SPRINKEL. It appeals to me intuitively. I understand the
reason you do not want another onslaught during the process. You
would like to make sure that you get control of the borders. It
seems to me that it has the proper incentives, but I would have to
spend more time thinking about it than I can in 1 minute.

Representative SCHEUER. Thank you very much, Mr. Sprinkel.
Congressman Lungren.
Representative LUNGREN. Thank you very much. I guess I find

myself in the usual position these days of sort of being between ev-
erybody, those who testify and the chairman, who happens to be
controlling the hearing.

I keep hearing the phrase "low paying service jobs" reiterated.
Having attended most of the unemployment hearings with the
head of the Bureau of Labor Statistics, I know she has cautioned us
that those may not go together. The fastest growing sector in the
economy in terms of occupation is the business services, which, as I
understand it, includes such low paying jobs as consultants, com-
puter programmers, businessmen, and other high paid profession-
als. I have even been told it includes Congressmen and Congress-
women, surgeons, entrepreneurs, and other types of professionals.

There is also the suggestion that when you take someone who
has been working in the manufacturing sector into a service job
that they don't necessarily stay at the entry level in the service
side or that it is as de minimis an income as has been suggested.

Mr. Sprinkel, you have mentioned the GAO report and other re-
ports. The Judiciary Committee has received the most recent
report from the GAO, which was last month, on the question of il-
legal alien workers. To cite what the Director stated in a letter to
me on April 21:

Our major finding is that illegal alien workers do appear to displace, that is, take
jobs away from native or legal workers. The finding is stated in qualified rather
than conclusive terms because the studies we used to reach it are limited and suffer
from important methodological weaknesses. At present, the information needed to
provide a conclusive answer to the displacement question is not available.

I would probably concentrate on that last statement more than
anything else, "in formation needed to provide a conclusive answer
to the displacement question is not available," because I think we
have trouble finding out what the universe is we are talking about.
I can give you ranges all the way from 500,000 illegal aliens cur-
rently residing in the United States on a permanent basis to 9 mil-
lion. Take your pick. They are all methodologically appropriate
and I think they are all sincere. The fact of the matter is we don't
know, and I think that is why you have said we really have diffi-
culty in determining the economic impacts of illegal versus legal
migrants because we cannot determine what the universe is.

I happen to be one who supports immigration reform but rejects
the idea that people are bad, that economically they cause trouble
more than they provide assistance normally. At the same time, I
agree with your statement that the question of immigration is far
more than economics. The question of who comes here and who
lives here and under what rules and regulations is appropriate to
be made by any country if it is duly constituted.
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Let me just ask a couple of questions, however.
There is evidence, at least arising in the public press-there are

some facts that some of us know but can't divulge because of their
confidentiality-but there is some information that has come to
light that illegal immigrants and perhaps even some elements of
the Mexican police may be contributing to our drug enforcement
and other legal problems. Certainly, if that be true, that does gen-
erate some economic as well as social costs, does it not?

Mr. SPRINKEL. If it's true, it certainly adds to a problem that is a
very serious one in the United States. I have read the newspaper
reports on that debate. I have not looked at the evidence, so I
cannot conclude whether it is true or not.

Representative LUNGREN. I understand. I am just saying if those
factors were to be true, there would be social as well as economic
consequences.

Mr. SPRINKEL., Yes. Furthermore, it has economic consequences
because we are spending a lot of money in the United States bat-
tling that problem.

Representative SCHEUER. Will my colleague yield?
Representative LUNGREN. I always yield to my chairman. I have

learned that.
Representative SCHEUER. I serve on the Select Committee on

Narcotics, and we just 2 months ago completed a trip to the South-
west part of the United States, stopping at a number of border
patrol stations of the Immigration and Naturalization Service, Cus-
toms and the like. We were told instance after instance after in-
stance of times when the Mexican Federal police actually guarded
and assisted drug runners in unloading airplanes just on the other
side of the border, small craft at the innumerable small airports
that dot the border; assisted in supervising the unloading of the
planes and the loading of trucks with hundreds of millions of dol-
lars worth of narcotics of all kinds-heroin, cocaine, marijuana;
and accompanied those trucks, gave them armed accompaniment to
the border, and that they are deeply involved hand in glove with
the drug smuggling rings. Beyond any question.

Representative LUNGREN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I can see one way in which we are having an improved economy

in the Southwest by virtue of illegal immigration. We have con-
gressional study groups going out there on a regular basis, and that
does help part of our industry.

Let me just ask one question. I happen to think it has a bearing
on this. We happen to have a bill that we are dealing with on the
floor right now. Some call it the "I'm mad as hell and I'm not
going to take it anymore press release bill of 1986," better known
as the trade bill. I think it's pure and simple protectionism.

The problem that you articulated with respect to us receiving
many, many immigrants, both legal and illegal-but let's just talk
about illegal immigrants-because of the adverse economic circum-
stances in their home countries: Do you think a blatantly protec-
tionist bill passed by the United States will alleviate the economic
circumstances of those countries that send us illegal immigrants?

Mr. SPRINKEL. I think it will exacerbate the problem. I agree
with your assessment of the House bill. It is undoubtedly the most
protectionist bill that I have seen since I have been watching such
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developments over the past 51/2 years. It will clearly be contrary to
GATT; it will undoubtedly encourage reciprocal action on the part
of other countries to slow down and, rather than promoting trade,
it is going to slow trade. Whenever you slow trade, this tends to
reduce jobs, standards of living. I think it would be a disaster if
that bill became law, and I am hopeful that it won't become law.

Representative LUNGREN. Let me ask you one last question, and
it deals with the legal immigration side of the whole debate on ille-
gal immigration. What I mean by that is this. As we have lost con-
trol of our borders, I have the feeling that it has become politically
difficult, if not impossible, for us to deal with the legal immigration
side. That is, we can't even get a bill out which goes to change the
preference system right now. We say hands off, let's not deal with
that. Even though family reunification ought to be, let's say, the
No. 1 aspect of our immigration policy, we have always set-aside in
our laws a significant percent-although that percentage has
become smaller-of legal immigration slots for what we call seed
immigrants, someone who is not related to somebody who is al-
ready here, like our first ancestor who got here. What we have
done in the past is create categories where people can come in as
seed immigrants who have particular skills to add to this country.
The problem I see is that as we are overwhelmed by the illegal im-
migration problem we tend to diminish the slots that are available
for what we traditionally thought of as seed immigrants.

From an economic standpoint, is there still a need in this coun-
try to be the recipient of seed immigration, and are there any ad-
verse economic impacts if in fact we cut off that opportunity?

Mr. SPRINKEL. There probably are adverse effects. Not all of the
immigrants coming to this country are poorly skilled and poorly
educated. Many of them are. But it turns out. that doctors and
other skilled people frequently come to this country because their
opportunities are much better. From our point of view, obviously
this tends to be similar to a capital inflow. It is advantageous to
our own economic development, but, of course, is contrary to the
development of the country from which they come.

What we are trying to do, through initiatives such as the Baker
plan, through our discussions with commercial bankers, with the
IMF, with the World Bank, with the leaders of the countries in-
volved, is to encourage them to move in a direction which will pro-
vide more jobs and more growth in their home? country. If we can
do that, of course, it will tend to reduce the incentive to come into
this country illegally.

But I agree. We do not want to substitute poorly skilled immi-
grants for highly skilled immigrants, and there is some of that
going on in the categories that you spoke about.

Representative LUNGREN. Thank you very much, Mr. Sprinkel.
Representative SCHEUER. Congresswoman Bobbi Fiedler of Cali-

fornia.
Representative FEDLER. Moving along that line with your last

comment, it makes me think that the concept of simply lending ad-
ditional money isn't necessarily going to create economic health
within those countries. The truth is that the high level of lending
that has been going to many of the countries, particularly in Cen-
tral and South America, has created an economic stress upon them
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to try to repay those debts. So it hasn't necessarily had the results
that we would have liked it to have had in terms of growth and
expansion in those economies.

You made a comment earlier that the illegal immigrants must
pay Social Security taxes. I think that that presumes that these
people are part of the ordinary economy and not the underground
economy. I would really dispute that point with you. Because if
somebody is being hired in the underground economy, and large
numbers of illegals are-it is a way in which many of them get
their start-they are indeed not paying Social Security taxes or
other taxes that the average citizen pays and therefore are a drain
and are taking advantage when they need assistance in an unfair
way upon the resources the average citizens are having to support.

Mr. SPRINKEL. I am sure there is some of that, but the studies
that we reviewed indicate that most of them are paying Social Se-
curity taxes and, in may cases, Federal, but there are undoubtedly
some subgroups that do not.

Representative FIEDLER. I would have to ask you then, if you
cannot break them out, how do you know that about this particular
answer but not know how many there are, where they are, et
cetera? How did you get the information for Social Security pay-
ment proportionally but not have it for the earnings of the foreign
born in other ways?

Mr. SPRINKEL. We did not do any new research on our own. I
haven't done any pure research since I hit this town, and I don't
expect to, because there is not time.

Representative FIEDLER. I'm sorry about that.
Mr. SPRINKEL. I submitted with my testimony 11 pages of the bib-

liography that we used, and it was based on prior studies that we
reviewedand considered competent.

Representative FIEDLER. Also, there was another point. You said
that there is no evidence that they actually displace American jobs.
I don't see how you can say that. If you have hundreds of thou-
sands of people coming in and earning a living, able to take care of
themselves and others, how can you say that they aren't displacing
Amerii-'J~bs?

One other point on that before you respond. Ten million new jobs
have been created after 42 months, you indicated before, but you
said that there is no indication that they are actually "throwing"
Americans out of jobs. I had the feeling in that statement that it
was very qualified and that what you meant is that American
workers are not having illegals come in and take their job. But
what about the replacement or the growth in the job market that
is taking place? To what degree are they impacting that and there-
fore taking jobs Americans might have?

Mr. SPRINKEL. The tendency is to think that, well, if they had not
been here an American would have that job, or if they get a job, an
American doesn't have a job that he otherwise would hold. This
view fails to note that immigrants make a net contribution, there-
by creating additional jobs. For example, there is an unusually
high percentage of immigrants who tend to create their own busi-
nesses and hire somebody else. All of the evidence I have seen sug-
gests that they have not displaced Americans.
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There are a number of studies of the subject, including two of
Los Angeles. There is also a GAO review, and I don't know how
they concluded what they did, because the evidence that they
looked at pointed in the opposite direction. So I just know of no
data that will support that argument. I can't just imagine an
answer. I have to look at numbers.

Representative FIEDLER. Just a final comment. What you are ba-
sically telling us, at least in reference to the specific study, the
study that you have looked at, is that even though they make con-
clusions in one direction, based upon what you saw as the backup
evidence, that did not validate those positions.

Mr. SPRINKEL. I believe you are referring to the GAO study. You
must read that one very carefully. They found one study, I believe
by Professor Simon, that suggested there was a possibility that
they might have caused job displacement, but when you read
through Professor Simon's study, he eventually concludes, after
looking at the data, that in fact they did not displace Americans in
jobs.

Representative FIEDLER. Mr. Chairman, I would venture to make
one brief comment. It seems to me that the information is grossly
inadequate to be able to answer these questions in a factual way.
You are given a variety of different bits and pieces of information,
but I would say our own observation of what is going on directly in
our own community would in large part contradict that.

I made a comment earlier about the necessity of applying eco-
nomic pressure to the Mexican Government. We can only do so
much, but they have to help. I don't care whether it is stopping the
flow of drugs or whether it is stopping the flow of illegal aliens
which is used as a valve to deal with their economic problems in
their own country, Mexico must take a more active role. We must
look at this in a two-pronged way and find a way to apply the nec-
essary pressure to that government as well as try to identify the
necessary policies to try to affect it from our side of the border.

Representative SCHEUER. One last comment. It seems to me there
is a great deal of fog over the question of whether there is econom-
ic displacement.

Mr. SPRINKEL. Yes. Except I know of no study that argues that
there is major job displacement. The overwhelming evidence says
no. Immigration does, however, impact wage increases in certain
groups adversely.

Representative SCHEUER. Whether or not Americans are dis-
placed, doesn't the existence of a large pool of unskilled, easily ex-
ploitable labor, willing to work for very low wages under submar-
ginal working conditions have a tendency to pull down wage levels
and to create a whole new substratum labor market of below mini-
mum wage levels and below minimum working conditions that pre-
vail both for the illegal immigrants and for their low wage, low
skilled American counterparts?

Mr. SPRINKEL. It does tend to keep wages lower among the un-
skilled in certain communities where there is a heavy concentra-
tion. There were several studies that clearly confirmed that evi-
dence. However, it tends to release some of our citizens to move
into higher paying jobs so that groups that have different sets of
skills tend to benefit as a result of having this downward pressure
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on the lowly skilled. So you have to be careful which group you are
talking about. If you are talking about the poorly skilled, it clearly
keeps those wage rates depressed where there is a heavy concentra-
tion of illegal, unskilled immigrants.

Representative SCHEUER. Is that in the national interest?
Mr. SPRINKEL. Well, you have to then weigh whether you are

concerned mostly about the poorly skilled or whether you are con-
cerned with overall effects and with those who are more skilled
and who will benefit from this flow. That is a judgment you would
have to make. All I can tell you is what the economic studies tend
to show.

I don't want to be misunderstood here. I am in no way arguing
that we should open up our borders and let them roll in. I think
that would be a disaster. I firmly support immigration reform. We
have supported the Senate bill, including the provision you re-
ferred to, and that is certainly where I stand. But I don't want to
support it for the wrong reasons. That is the main point.

Representative SCHEUER. Mr. Sprinkel, your testimony has been
thoughtful and stimulating. I am sure all three of us have addition-
al questions to ask you, but the clock is inexorably moving and we
are behind schedule on this hearing.

I would ask unanimous consent that any of the three of us can
put questions to you in writing and we will hold the record open
for 7 or 10 days to give you ample time to answer such questions as
we may submit.

Congressman Lungren.
Representative LUNGREN. I just want to make one statement. I

notice that in the fact sheet that accompanied your testimony you
indicate that among the studies looked at were Donald L. Huddle's
study down at Rice University. He is one person who has done at
least one study. He has done more than one study, but the most
recent study I am aware of does conclude that in fact there has
been a displacement factor. He has it up to a 65 percent displace-
ment factor. I know the Urban Institute study of Los Angeles says
zero displacement factor; I know the Department of Labor said
somewhere between 20 and 40. Maybe that is the best suggestion.
What you said about there being a fog over it is in fact true.

Mr. SPRINKEL. When I see assertions such as the Huddle study
made I then get very inquisitive as to how they came about those
numbers. To my knowledge, there is no extant version of the meth-
odology or the evidence used in documenting and supporting that
particular conclusion. I would like to see it, but it hasn't been pub-
lished. Until I see the evidence, I don't believe it. I'm from Missou-
ri and that has served me well over the years, and I have seen no
evidence supporting the assertion by Mr. Huddle.

Representative LUNGREN. I am from southern California, and I
have seen the evidence.

Representative SCHEUER. Mr. Sprinkel, thank you very much for
appearing with us this morning.

Mr. SPRINKEL. Thank you. It was my pleasure, sir.
[The following written questions and answers were subsequently

supplied for the record:]
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RESPONSE or RON. BERYL W. SPRINKEL TO ADDITIONAL WRITTEN QUESTIONS
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May 27, 1986

The Honorable Beryl Sprinkel
Chairman
Council of Economic Advisers
Executive Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20506

Dear Mr. Chairman:

Again, let me thank you for your thoughtful testimony
before the Joint Economic Committee on Thursday, May 22, 1986.

As I mentioned, I have a few additional questions that I
would like to submit for the hearing record. I would appreciate
your reply at your earliest convenience.

1. Following your testimony, Professor Barry Chiswick suggested
that a solution to the problem of illegal immigration
requires that those who attempt to enter the United States
illegally and are caught should bear a greater penalty than
in now imposed, in order for apprehension to have any
deterrent effect. Professor Chiswick pointed out that a
fine would not work for most illegals because they are
generally too poor to pay. Instead, he suggested a substan-
tial stay in a Mexican prison plus revocation of any right
to enter the United States legally. Could I have your
reaction to those suggestions.

2. On page 221 of the Economic Report of the President, the
following statement occurs:

Job opportunities in labor markets where
immigrant labor is complementary with native-
born labor, however, are likely to rise.
This increase in labor demand will raise wage
rates and increase the employment of native-
born workers -- including those who may have
been displaced from employment elsewhere.



212

If you don't change fiscal and monetary policy in order
to increase real GNP; then how is it that illegal immi-
grants can take millions of jobs in this country without
displacing native workers, let alone new job opportunities
for domestic workers? Isn't it true that the only way to
do this is by lowering the real wage of domestic workers?

3. On page 222 of the Economic Report of the President, the
Council writes that the U.S. labor market may not be able
to adjust to increased immigration if there are "market
rigidities, such as the minimum wage, that may impede
normal adjustment."

Is the Council saying by this that it would recommend
repeal of the minimum wage in parts of the country where
the labor market is affected by illegal immigration?

4. On page 234, you conclude that the net displacement of
domestic workers by illegal immigrants is small. What
kind of statistical evidence can you supply to support
that conclusion?

Sincerely,

James Scheuer
M.C.

JS :bbt



213

THE CHAIRMAN OF THC
COUNCIL OF ECONOMIC ADVISERS

WASHINGTON

June 2, 1986

Dear Congressman Scheuer:

I am happy to respond, for the hearing record, to the
additional questions raised in your May 27 letter. It was a
pleasure, as always, to testify before the Joint Economic
Committee.

(1) Professor Barry Chiswick's suggestion that apprehended
illegal aliens bear a greater penalty.

Professor Chiswick correctly points out that, under
current procedures, apprehension does not generally impose
high costs on those who are in the United States illeg-
ally; thus apprehension has little deterrent effect.
Indeed, many individuals are apprehended multiple times.
A stay in a Mexican prison plus revocation of the right to
enter the United States legally following apprehension
would certainly deter illegal entry. All methods of
enforcement, however, involve costs, and increased penal-
ties would impose costs on government as well as on the
individuals apprehended. We have not examined the costs
and the effectiveness of alternative methods of enforce-
ment. Major enforcement alternatives include employer
sanctions and increased border control, as well as
increased penalties on illegal aliens who are caught.

(2) Statement in the 1986 Economic Report of the President,
page 221, to the effect that job opportunities may
increase as a result of immigration.

The number of jobs in the economy is not fixed. The
discussion in the chapter goes on to indicate additional
reasons -- besides labor complementarity -- why the number
of jobs may increase along with immigration. Demand for
labor may increase because of additional investment in
industries that would not be competitive otherwise; labor
demand may also increase because immigrants themselves
demand goods and services. If immigrants are no more than
substitutes for native-born workers, real wages, of
course, may fall.
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A simple way to illustrate the main point here is to
consider the broad sweep of American economic history.
There are more job opportunities now than there were two
hundred years ago, prior to our large waves of immigra-
tion. The Nation's long-term economic growth is not
commonly attributed to modifications of fiscal and
monetary policy.

(3) Statement in the 1986 Economic Report of the President,
page 222, regarding market rigidities and minimum wages.

The Council has not recommended repeal of the minimum
wage in those areas of the country where illegal immigra-
tion is concentrated.

(4) Statement in the 1986 Economic Report of the President,
page 234, on job displacement.

The conclusion of the chapter allows for the possi-
bility that some displacement may occur. Statistical
studies, however, have found no significant evidence of
job displacement caused by immigrants, legal or illegal.
The studies on displacement that we examined are cited in
the bibliography that was attached to my written testi-
mony. These include work by Huddle, Morales, Martin,
Manson, Simon and Moore, Muller, Muller and Espenshade,
Harrison, and Villalpando.

Sincerely,

Beryl Sprinkel

The Honorable James H. Scheuer
Joint Economic Committee
Hoube of Representatives
Washington, DC 20510
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Representative SCHEUER. We will now move to our panel of wit-
nesses, Prof. George Borjas, Department of Economics of the Uni-
versity of California; Prof. Barry Chiswick, Department of Econom-
ics, University of Illinois at Chicago; and Thomas Espenshade, di-
rector, Program in Demographic Studies at the Urban Institute in
Washington, DC.

We welcome you. Several of you have appeared before us on
other occasions and we are grateful to you for coming this morn-
ing.

Try to limit your testimony to 7 or 8 minutes and then we will
ask all three of you some questions.

We will take you in alphabetical order, B, C, and E, and be
damned to all the after E's.

First, Mr. Borjas.

STATEMENT OF GEORGE J. BORJAS, PROFESSOR OF ECONOMICS,
UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA, SANTA BARBARA, AND RE-
SEARCH ASSOCIATE, NATIONAL BUREAU OF ECONOMIC RE-
SEARCH
Mr. BORJAS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the sub-

committee.
Let me address two questions that I believe that most of the ex-

isting research on the interactions between immigrants in the
labor market has focused on.

The first of these questions is, What is the impact of immigrants
on the earnings and employment opportunities of native-born
workers? This is something we have heard a lot about before al-
ready this morning. In other words, do immigrants "take jobs
away" from native-born workers?

The second question is, How do immigrants do in the U.S. labor
market? In particular, do they adapt rapidly to the structure of the
labor market? Do their earnings increase rapidly over time as they
adapt or assimilate?

Let me take this opportunity to sort of summarize very briefly
what the results of my research and that of others on these key
questions lead to.

Let me first begin with the question of the impact of immigrants
onithelabbr market.

As you have heard already this morning, there are many, many
anecdotes of immigrants arriving in the United States and taking
jobs away from specific groups of native-born workers. Despite the
appeal of such anecdotes, however, there really is very little evi-
dence that substantiates these claims.

The recent research of this problem in economics begins with the
basic concept that the wage of a particular type of labor, whether it
be native-born workers or foreign-born workers, depends on the
productivity level of that type of labor. So the relevant question
really is, What happens to the productivity of native born when
the supply of immigrants increases?

The answer to this question is really not so obvious even at a
theoretical level. On the one hand, immigrants and native-born
workers may h substitutes in the production process. They may
have the same kinds of skills; they may hold the same kinds of
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jobs; and then you would see that an increase in the supply of im-
migrants could lower the productivity of the native-born labor force
and would reduce native-born wages and employment. This is usu-
ally the scenario most frequently assumed in discussions of the
problem.

On the other hand, however, it is possible that immigrants and
native-born workers may be complementary in production. In other
words, they perform complementary jobs and they have comple-
mentary skills, so that the native-born labor force can then gain by
specializing in particular industries and occupations as the supply
of immigrants increases and the wage of native-born workers
would rise.
* Representative SCHEUER. Can you give us an example of that?

Mr. BORJAS. Take college professors and gardeners, for example,
people who do landscaping work in California. It may well be that
as immigrants come in and specialize in gardening I can go to a
university office and do my research and thereby gain, in some
sense. That is a very specific example and my own experience.

Representative SCHEUER. Are you serious?
Mr. BORJAS. There is a sense in which they could be complemen-

tary in production, sure.
Representative SCHEUER. I suppose any kind of low-paid domestic

labor would free up professionals to spend a little bit more time at
their business since they don't have to do any more chores at
home. Are you actually suggesting that a larger flow of illegal im-
migrants is going to enhance the productivity of our professionals?

Mr. BORJAS. Oh, no. I am not suggesting that that may be the
case. I am saying in theory it is possible that that may be the case.
Theoretically, immigrants and native-born workers may be either
substitutes or complements. We cannot predict before we look at
the data which kind of relationship will exist. What I am trying to
say is that the question is really an empirical question, so the data
will have to tell you whether they are substitutes or complements.

Representative FIEDLER. Isn't that the reverse of the trickle-down
theory?

Mr. BORJAS. In what sense? I see. The trickle-up theory.
What I am really trying to say is that it is really an empirical

question that arguments cannot really resolve. We have to look at
the data and find out what happened to the earnings of the native-
born labor force asithe supply of im migrants came in.- When you
look at that data, what happens is that you do tend to find that the
native-born labor force as a whole and immigrants are substitutes
in production. In other words, when the supply increased the
native-born wage rate of productivity was lowered. However, the
numerical amount of that lowering is quite small.

In fact, if you look across some studies, available estimates would
suggest that a 10-percent increase in the supply of immigrants
would reduce the average native-born wage level by about one-half
of 1 percentage point. It is statistically important in the usual sci-
entific sense, but it is a numerically very small result.

The same small effects tend to be found when the native-born
labor force is desegregated by race. In other words, let's look sepa-
rately at the impact of immigrants on white native-born workers
and the impact of immigrants on black native-born workers, since
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the black labor force is usually a major source of concern. Again
the same small numerical effects start to be found. Immigrants
have at most one-half of 1 percentage point adverse effect on the
native-born wage rates.

The studies, however, do find one group that is strongly adverse-
ly affected by the increase in the supply of immigrants, and that is
the stock of foreign-born persons already in the United States. It
turns out that an increase in the supply of immigrants of 10 per-
cent, say, would lower the wage of foreign-born persons already
here by 5 to 10 percent, which is a sizable effect.

Available evidence, therefore, is not really consistent with the
common assertion that immigrants impose a major cost in terms of
reduced earnings on the native-born labor force.

Representative SCHEUER. Excuse me, Mr. Borjas. Nobody is sug-
gesting that the inflow of low-paid workers is going to affect the
wages of college professors and industrial managers or professional
elite in this country. I think the fear is that the inflow of low-wage
earning workers with low skills and low literacy affects the work-
ers at the low end of our scale, of whom there are tens of millions.
We have 20 percent of our adult population without literacy or nu-
meracy skills. They are functionally illiterate. Twenty percent of
our adult population, with the percentage being considerably larger
than that in our black and Hispanic community already here,
many of them here for generations or for hundreds of years and
many of them ultimately originally brought here unwillingly, in-
voluntarily.

Can you summarize the effect of a large flow of low-paid, un-
skilled immigrant labor on the low end of the wage spectrum, at
the low end of the skill and literacy spectrum? That is the fear.
Not that these low-wage, low-skills folk coming in are going to
affect employment of college professors and chief executive officers,
if you understand my meaning.

Mr. BORJAS. I understand. The evidence that exists today is that
the average immigrant coming in has an impact on both blacks
and Hispanics. However, that impact is numerically very small in
terms of reduced wages.

Representative SCHEUER. How about job displacements?
Mr. BOJAS. I have no evidence that that is a major impact

either.
But there is one qualification I do want to make which I think is

very important for the future. There is some evidence, which I will
return to in a couple of minutes, that the more recent immigrant
waves are quite different from the earlier immigrant waves. Most
of the studies that I have discussed just now essentially look at
1970 or 1980 census data, which is really looking at the impact of
the average immigrant who arrived in the 1950's and 1960's on the
native-born labor force. Since the immigrant waves of the 1980's
and late 1970's are quite different from those of the 1950's and
1960's, it may well be that the kinds of impacts that are measura-
ble in data will differ as more data becomes available in the future.

This brings me to the second problem that I want to address:
How do immigrants do in the labor market?

This question by far has really dominated most of the research in
economics, regarding the economics of immigration. These studies
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yPically use what we call cross-section data, which is like a census
ata set, a snapshot of the population at a given point in time, and

they obtained three main results, some of which were mentioned
before in the hearing.

The first is that the earnings of recently arrived immigrants are
significantly lower than the earnings of comparable native-born
workers upon arrival.

The second is that over time the earnings of immigrants tend to
raise at a faster rate than the earnings of the comparable native-
born labor force.

The third one is that, remarkably, after 10 or 15 years or so the
earnings of immigrants overtake and begin to surpass the earnings
of native-born workers.

Again, keep in mind that all these results usually tend to be
found in cross-section data. In other words, in a given census at a
point in time.

The first two of these findings tend to be explained by the argu-
ment that upon arrival to the United States immigrants lack skiTls,
like language, say, that American employers find valuable. As
these skills are acquired immigrants begin to adapt or assimilate in
the labor market, and the adaptation process leads to the result
that over time the earnings profiles or the earnings of both groups
begin to converge, and immigrant earnings will tend to rise at a
faster rate than the earnings of comparable native-born workers.

This does not, however, explain why it is that 10 years or so
down the line immigrants begin to earn more than native-born
workers, and at that point the usual argument is that somehow the
immigrant population is highly select and that it tends to attract
the most able, the most motivated, and in some sense higher qual-
ity work-by quality, meaning a labor market earnings type argu-
ment-than the native-born population in the United States. Given
that selection, then it is not too surprising, if it is correct, that 10
or 15 years down the line immigrants begin to earn more on the
average than the average native-born worker.

Recent research, however, begins to question the validity of some
of these findings. The main form of these findings is that they use
the snapshot of data, the cross-section data set to make inferences
about what happens to immigrant earnings over time.

For instance, a typical finding that the more recent immigrant
waves earn less than the earlier waves of immigrants may have
little to do with the concept of adaptation or assimilation. Instead,
it is completely possible that such a result is generated by the fact
that the more recent immigrant waves are simply of lower labor
market quality than the earlier immigrant waves.

In fact, there is really little reason to suspect that the earnings
of immigrant cohorts of different vintage have remained stationary
during the postwar period.

In particular, the major revisions in U.S. immigration law initi-
ated by the 1965 amendments to the Immigration and Nationality
Act practically ensure that the quality of immigrant cohorts in the
1970's and 1980's differs substantially from the quality of immi-
grant cohorts in the 1950's and 1960's. These amendments in par-
ticular had a major impact on the national composition of the im-
migration flow.
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Prior to the 1965 act the quota system favored immigration of
persons from countries that were essentially in Western Europe.
These countries have labor markets and industrial structures
which greatly resemble those of the United States. So it is not too
surprising that once they get here they are highly valued by U.S.
employers. -

In the post-1965 period the composition of the flows changed
from Western Europe to Latin America and Asia. These newer im-
migrant flows originate in countries that have labor markets quite
different from those of the United States. So it is not too suprising
to expect that these new immigrant flows do very differently in the
labor market than the earlier immigrant flows.

In addition, the 1965 act also shifted the emphasis in the visa al-
location system even further away from occupations and skills and
toward a family preference system.

All these facts would suggest that the quality of immigrant co-
horts probably declined over time and that the finding that the
more recent immigrant waves earn less than the earlier waves may
have little to do with the adaptation concept but may just be re-
flecting differences in cohort quality over time.

In recent research I conducted, the 1970 and 1980 censuses were
used to track specific cohorts of immigrants. In other words, let's
follow immigrants who arrived in this country in the 1960's be-
tween 1970 and 1980 and see how they performed. If assimilation is
really important, you would expect that the same cohort would
have much higher earnings in 1980 comparable to native-born
workers than that cohort had in 1970.

After I conducted an analysis of many of these cohorts over the
10-year period, it turns out that immigrant wage growth over that
decade was really not much larger than native-born wage growth,
So the assimilation experience of immigrants is not really a very
important aspect of the immigrant experience in the labor market.
Instead, what the research revealed was the existence of very large
cohort effects: the earlier immigrant waves earned more upon
arrival and more at every single point of their U.S. life cycle than the
more current immigrant waves are earning in the labor market.

Representative SCHEUER. What does that suggest to you?
Mr. BORJAS. That the labor market quality of immigrant cohorts

had changed substantially over time and has declined in the last 20
or 30 years; the kinds of skills and the kinds of people that we are
getting now are different from the kinds of skills and the quality of
immigration that were getting 20 or 30 years ago.

Representative SCHEUER. What do you attribute that to?
Mr. BORJAS. Part of it may well be due to the fact that the 1965

amendments changed the origin of the flow. Part of it may be due
to the fact that a lot of the people who were measured in the
census, or part of them at least, will certainly be illegal aliens who
-are unscreened by the INS, and part of it may be due to the fact
also that there has been a shift away from occupation and skill
preferences to family preferences, which tends to lead to a different
kind of selection. All these things probably add up to leading to a
different kind of skill immigration, apparently.



220

Representative SCHEUER. Is it your view that shifting away from
occupation and skills preference to family preference reduces the
quality of skills and literacy and productivity of the immigrant
flow that is produced by that change?

Mr. BORJAS. I have no direct evidence that it does, but it is cer-
tainly a plausible argument to make to explain what is observed in
the data, which is that the more current waves simply do not earn
as much in the labor market as the earlier waves did when they
arrived.

Representative SCHEUER. What was the country of origin of the
earlier waves that you described, 20 or 30 years ago? What were
the countries of origin, primarily?

Mr. BORJAS. Prior to the 1965 amendments?
Representative SCHEUER. You compared the productivity and the

earning ability and presumably the literacy and the skill level of
immigrants that came in 30 years or more ago and the immigrants
that are coming in today. What distinguishes those two flows Is it
count% of origin? Is it age? Is it sex? Is it education? What is it?

Mr. BORJAS. I looked only at males. So I cannot say it is sex. And
I looked at some specific countries and also some racial groups. For
example, I looked at Mexican immigration separately, at Cuban im-
migration separately, at whites and Hispanic, at Asian immigra-
tion, and more or less the same kinds of results hold for all these
flows. There tends to be a decline over time in the level of earnings
that the more recent cohorts are earning compared to the earlier
cohorts.

Representative SCHEUER. How do you explain that?
Mr. BoRJAS. As I said before, the 1965 amendments probably

have a lot to do with it. One other thing which I haven t raised
before but which I will raise now is the possibility that when we
were getting immigrants from, say, Western European countries,
those countries tend to have economies and labor markets which
really resemble quite a bit the U.S. labor market. So it is not very
surprising to find these people coming into the labor market and
having U.S. employers value them very highly. We are now getting
immigration from Latin America and Asia, countries that tend to
have labor markets very different from the United States labor
market. When these new immigrants come in U.S. employers may
find they lack some skills that the earlier immigrants have. In that
sense, these newer immigrants would perform worse in the labor
market.

Representative SCHEUER. Do you see any difference in the levels
of skills or level of success in economic integration between the
Hispanic inflow and the Asian inflow?

Mr. BORJAS. There are major differences by country. Not just in
terms of Hispanic or Asian. Within the Hispanic population and
within the Asian population there are major differences as to how
people perform in the labor market.

Representative SCHEUER. Can you describe those? Give us some
details.

Mr. BoRiAs. I conducted one analysis of the Hispanic population
in particular. In that population it was clear that the Cuba migra-
tion tended to do much better than the other Hispanic migrations.
Mexicans tended to do not so well compared to Cubans. Other His-
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panics, meaning Central and South Americans, tended to be in the
middle. For the Asians, I cannot recall exactly what the differences
are at this moment, but there are major differences by country in
how people perform in the labor market.

Representative SCHEUER. I ask that you would give us some addi-
tional information, putting some meat on the skeleton of this prop-
osition of yours, which is interesting to us.

I appreciate your testimony very much, Mr. Borjas.
Mr. BORJAS. Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Borjas follows:]

67-395 0-87--8
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF GEORGE J. BORJAS*

IMMIGRANTS IN THE U.S. LABOR MARKET

There has been a very rapid increase in the number of Immigrants

admitted to the United States in the postwar period. During the

1950s, for example, an average of roughly 250,000 (legal) immigrants

per year were admitted Into this country. This number had increased

to nearly 400,000 (legal) immigrants per year during the 1970s. This

substantial Increase in the size of the immigration flow has again

renewed the debate on the issue of whether or not the U.S. benefits

from immigration.

There are two substantive questions regarding the interactions

between Immigrants and the U.S. labor market that have received

intensive attention in recent research: (l) what Is the Impact of

immigrants on the earnings and employment opportunities of native-born

workers?; and (2) how do immigrants do in the U.S. labor market? The

first of these questions has probably received the most concern from

policy-makers and the popular media. There are endless anecdotes of

immigrants arriving in the U.S. and "taking Jobs away" from specific

groups of native-born workers. Despite the appeal of such anecdotes,

there is little systematic evidence to substantiate these claims.

Certainly, as immigrants enter the labor market in large numbers it

seems reasonable to suspect that these shifts in supply have an Impact

on the earnings and employment of native-born groups. It should be

*Professor of Economics, University of California, Santa Barbara;
and Research Associate, National Bureau of Economic Research.
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noted, however, that economic theory cannot predict the direction of

these shifts. In particular, immigrants may "substitute" for some

native-born workers (as the anecdotal evidence implicitly assumes) or

they make "complement" native-born workers in the production process.

As will be seen below, most economic studies of this question conclude

that immigrants have, at most, a "small" impact on the U.S. labor

market, and not a single study in this literature has provided I

evidence of the large negative impacts traditionally assumed in policy

discussions of this issue. It is Important to note, however, that the

literature on this subject is still in its infancy and that there

remain many difficult technical and substantive issues to be resolved.

The research on the question of how immigrants adapt to and

assimilate in the U.S. labor market is much more developed. These

kinds of questions are important because if indeed immigrants

assimilate rapidly into the labor market, any costs associated with

the transition process (such as increases in social expenditures)

would be short-lasting. These costs may even be offset if immigrants

assimilated successfuly since, in the long run, immigrants would then

contribute both high productivity (and high levels of tax payments) to

the economy. The initial research on the important issue of

assimilation found that the earnings of immigrants adapted very

rapidly to the U.S. labor market. In fact, many of the studies in

this literature found that after 10-15 years in the U.S., the earnings

of immigrants actually began to overtake and surpass the earnings of

comparable native-born workers. Assimilation, therefore, was not only
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rapid, but also was very successfuL Some recent studies, however,

have raised Important technical and substantive problems with these

findings and reach less optimistic conclusions: the adaptation of

immigrants into the labor market is not as widespread as commonly

believed, and, in addition, the earnings of the more recent Immigrant

waves have little hope of "catching up" to the earnings of comparable

native-born workers during the lifetime of the immigrant cohort.

L The Imnact of Immigrants on the Labor Market

The recent analysis of this important question takes the basic

theory of labor demand by profit-maximizing firms In a market economy

as its point of departure. Employers combine inputs in the production

process--such as capital and different types of labor--and produce an

output that consumers desire. A well-known result of economic theory

is that in a competitive market the various inputs in the production

process are paid the value of their contribution to the firm's output.

The wage of a particular type of labor will, therefore, depend on the

productivity level of that type of labor. The relevant question thus

becomes: what happens to the productivity of native-born workers when

the supply of immigrants increases?

The answer to this question, however, is theoretically ambiguous.

On the one hand, Immigrants and native-born workers may be substitutes

in the production process: they perform the same types of jobs and

have the same kinds of skills. Hence an increase in the supply of

immigrants lowers the productivity of the native-born labor force and
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will lead to a reduction in both native-born wages and employment.

This is, of course, the scenario most frequently assumed in policy

discussions of this problem.

Alternatively, Immigrants and native-born workers may be

complements: they perform complementary Jobs and have complementary

skills. The native-born labor force can then gain by specializing in

particular industries and occupations (where It has a comparative

advantage) as the supply of immigrants increases, and hence the wage

(and employment) of native-born workers rises.

The issue of whether or not immigrants and native-born workers

are substitutes or complements is, therefore, an emaLrica2 question.

Hence it should not be surprising If immigrants compete with some

labor groups, and complement others. A number of recent studies have

appeared in recent years which provide some empirical evidence on the

nature of the technological relationships. The methodology in these

studies is basically a comparison of the earnings of native-born

workers across labor markets In the United States. If mmigrants and

native-born workers are substitutes, we would expect that the earnings

of native-born workers would be lower In labor markets where the

supply of immigrants is relatively high (holding constant other

factors which affect wage levels in local labor markets). Conversely,

if the two groups are complements, the earnings of native-born workers

would be lower in labor markets where the supply of immigrants is

relatively low.

The growing consensus in these studies is that the native-born
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labor force asA.a.wole and foreign-born workers are substitutes in

production, but that the magnitude of this effect Is weak. That is,

an increase in the number of immigrants loers the wage of native-born

workers, but only by a small amount. Available estimates suggest that

a 10 percent Increase in the supply of Immigrants would reduce the

average native-born wage level by about half of one percentage point.

The same weak effects are also found when the native-born labor

force is disaggregated by race. This allows the estimation of the

impact of Immigrants on the black and white native-born labor force

separately. Contrary to expectation, these analyses reveal that, if

anything, immigrants and native-born whites are more substitutable

than immigrants and native-born blacks. Again, however, it is

important to stress that the numerical magnitudes of these effects are

quite small.

These studies do identify one group that is strongly and

adversely affected by the Increase in the supply of immigrants: the

stock of foreign-born persons already residing in the U.S. There is

evidence that the earlier waves of immigrants and the never waves of

Immigrants are strong substitutes.' A 10 percent increase In the

number of immigrants admitted to the United States will reduce the

wage of foreign-born workers already here by 5 to 10 percent.

Available evidence, therefore, is not consistent with the common

assertions that immigrants Impose a major cost (in terms of reduced

earnings and lost employment opportunities) on the native-born labor

force. It is important to stress, p6wever, that these empirical
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studies are based on analysis of 1970 or 1980 Census data, and thus

measure the labor market impacts of immigrants who, on average,

arrived in the 1950s or 1960s. There is some evidence that the more

recent immigrant waves are substantially different from these earlier

waves, and thus the existing evidence on the lack of substitutability

between immigrants and native-born workers may not be a good predictor

of the labor market impact of the more recent waves.

2. The Adaptation of Immigrants to the Labor Market

How do immigrants do in the labor market? This question, by far,

has dominated most of the empirical research in the recent literature.

These studies typically use cross-section data (collected at a given

point in time, such as the 1970 U.S. Census) and obtain three basic

results:

L The earnings of recently arrived immigrants are significantly

lower than the earnings of comparable (in terms of education and age)

native-born workers;

2. The earnings of immigrants rise at a faster rate than the

earnings of comparable native-born workers; and

3. After 10-15 years, the earnings of immigrants overtake the

earnings of comparable native-born workers.

The first two of these findings are typically explained by the

hypothesis that upon arrival immigrants lack a variety of skills (such

as language) that American employers find valuable. As these skills

are acquired over time, immigrants adapt or "assimilate" to the labor
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market. This adaptation process leads to the earnings of immigrants

growing at a faster rate than the earnings of comparable native-born

workers. The assimilation hypothesis, however, gAnnt explain why,

after 10-15 years, immigrant earnings overtake those of native-born

workers, since there is no convincing reason as to why immigrants

should acquire more skills than native-born workers. Instead,

researchers typically make an assumption about the selection mechanism

guiding the immigration decision: the Immigration policies of the

United States as well as the emigration policies of the sending

countries generate an immigrant flow that is highly select, and that

is more able, more motivated, and of higher qualityy* (in a labor

market sense) than the native-born population of the United States.

Given this assumption, it is therefore not surprising that, given the

time, immigrant earnings overtake the earnings of comparable native-

born workers. The general conclusion of these studies, therefore, was

that assimilation was important, occurred rapidly, and that due to the

select nature of the foreign-born stock in the U.S., the earnings of

immigrants, after a decade or so, began to surpass the earnings of

native-born workers.

Recent research, however, questions the validity of these

findings. The main fallacy with these conclusions is that they use

cross-section data (which is nothing but a msnapubotm of the

population at a given point in time) to make inferences about what

happens to immigrant and native-born earnings over time. For

instance, the typical finding that more recent Immigrants earn less
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than the earlier waves of mmigrants may have little to do with the

concept of assimilation or adaptation. Instead, it is possible that

such a result is generated by the fact that the more recent immigrant

waves are simply of lower labor market quality than the earlier waves.

There is little reason to suspect that the quality of immigrant

cohorts of different vintage has remained stationary over the postwar

period. If the qualty of immigrant cohorts has declined over time,

the cross-section result that recent immigrants have lower earnings

than earlier mmgrants is generated.

There are two factors which create differences in labor market

quality across the immigrant cohorts of different vintage. The first

factor arises from the fact that many Immigrants eventually return to

their country of origin. Estimates of the emigration rate of foreign-

born persons in the United States range as high as 20 or 30 percent of

a given cohort. It is unlikely that all Immigrants have an equal

chance of emigrating. Instead, Immigrants who emigrate are likely to

leave the U.S. for specific reasons. One such possibility is simply

that things did not work out for them In the labor market. In a

sense, the failuress leave the United States. If so, the earlier

waves of Immigrants will be composed mostly of "successes", while the

more recent waves (who have not yet had the time to emigrate) will

contain both "successes* and "failures" (some of whom will eventually

leave). This kind of sample composition will clearly lead to the

cross-section result that earlier waves earn more, on average, than

the more recent waves even if no assimilation truly eXsa.



230

In addition, even if there were no emigration of foreign-born

persons, It is unlikely that the average quality of the different

waves of immigrants admitted to the United States in the postwar

period has remained constant over time. The major revisions in U.S.

immigration law initiated by the 1965 Amendments to the Immigration

and Nationality Act practically ensure that the quality of Immigrant

cohorts in the 1970s and 19809 is different from the quality of the

immigrant cohorts admitted to the United States in the 1950s and

1960s. These amendments had a major impact on the national

composition of the Immigration flows. Prior to the 1965 Act, the

quota system favored Immigration of persons from essentially Western

European countries. These countries have labor markets and industrial

structures which greatly resemble those of the United States. Hence

It would not be surprising if imrigrants from these countries had

skills and characteristics which are valued by U.S. employers, and

thus would be expected to perform quite well in the U.S. labor market.

In the post-1965 period, the national composition of the flows shifted

towards Latin American and Asian countries. These newer Immigrant

flows originate in countries with economies and labor markets quite

different from those of the United States, and hence these Immigrants

are likely to lack the skills or human capital that U.S. employers

value. It would not be surprising, therefore, If the "quality" of

Immigrants (as defined by labor market earnings potential) declined as

a result of the 1965 Amendments. The 1965 Act also shifted the

emphasis in the visa allocation system away from occupations and
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skills and towards a "family preference* system. These changes,

therefore, suggest that the quality of immigrant cohorts probably

declined over time, and that the finding that the more recent

Immigrant waves earn less than the earlier waves may have little to do

with assimilation, and may instead be reflecting differences in cohort

quality.

In recent research, the 1970 and 1980 U.S. Censuses are used to

test among those competing arguments. Specific immigrant cohorts

(e.g., immigrants who arrived in the United States between 1960 and

1964) are tracked across the Censuses (i.e., ove: the 1970-1980

period), and their earnings growth (relative to those of comparable

native-born persons) is calculated. If assimilation is an Important

aspect of the immigration experience, this calculation should Indicate

immigrant earnings rising faster than native-born earnings over the

period. In fact, this is usually not the case. The tracking of a

large number of immigrant cohorts over the 1970-1980 period reveals

that, in many cases, immigrant wage growth Is no larger than native-

born wage growth, so that the assimilation of immigrants Into the U.S.

labor market is not an Important aspect of the experience of these

cohorts. Instead, this research reveals the existence of large cohort

effects: the earlier immigrant waves earned more at every, golantol

their U.S. labor market exerience than the more recent waves. There

Is some evidence, therefore, that the quality of immigrants admitted

to the United States has decllnod in the postwar period.

I
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3. alma"~y
Recent research on the role that Immigrants play in the U.S.

labor market has provided three important fLMings:

L Immigrants, on average, have had a negative, but numerically

small, impact on the earnings of native-born persons. A 10 percent

increase in the number of immigrants will decrease the average native-

born wage rate by about half of one percentage point.

2. Immigrants do not adapt to the U.S. labor market as rapidly

as is commonly believed. For many Immigrant groups, the rate of

growth of Immigrant earnings does not greatly exceed the rate of

growth of the earnings of comparable native-born workers.

3. The more recent immigrant waves are of lower quality (in

terms of labor market earnings) than the earlier waves. The

relatively low earnings of these new immigrant cohorts implies that

there IS little chance that their earnings will "catch up" with (let-

alone surpass) the earnings of comparable native-born workers.
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Representative SCHEUER. Barry Chiswick. We are operating
under time constraints. Please take 7 or 8 minutes for your oral
testimony, and then I am sure we will have some questions.

STATEMENT OF BARRY R. CHISWICK, RESEARCH PROFESSOR,
DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMICS AND SURVEY RESEARCH LABO-
RATORY, UNIVERSITY OF ILLINOIS, CHICAGO
Mr. CHISWICK. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am pleased to be

here to testify before the subcommittee. And, I am also pleased to
use the microphone that Beryl Sprinkel has just used, because I
think the CEA did an outstanding job in the preparation of the
chapter on immigrants in the 1986 Economic Report of the Presi-
dent.

I am going to focus on the theoretical and empirical research
findings of myself and others in terms of the long-term economic
impacts of immigration.

We have an interest in both the level and the distribution of eco-
nomic well-being in the United States. This is actually a change
from earlier periods in our history. In the 19th century and early
20th century distributional issues were not considered very impor-
tant. Public policy was not explicitly concerned with inequality or
with poverty. But that is no longer the case. Distributional issues
play a key role in public policy through massive income transfer
programs and through policies to aid disadvantaged minorities.

So when we look at immigration impacts, we have to look at im-
pacts on the level of income as well as the distribution of income,
and this is true for all public policies.

Immigrants come in. This increases the labor supply in the
United States. This increases the returns to complementary factors
of production. It increases the aggregate income of the native popu-
lation.

Immigration is not a zero-sum game, as it is so often described in
the media, but is a positive-sum game. The natives as a whole, as
well as the immigrants, gain from the immigration process. Immi-

. grants also increase incentives for capital investment by increasing
the rate of return on investments in capital.

But it is not all a rosy story. Immigrants decrease the returns to
factors of production that are good substitutes in production for im-
migrant labor. The influx of, say, 100,000 professors per year would
clearly have a depressing effect on the wages of professors, and this

...... is true for all immigrant groups. If you have immigrants of a given
skill level, they will tend to have a depressing effect on natives of
similar skill levels that are substitutes in production.

So here it becomes key to differentiate among immigrants. All
too often immigrants are characterized as if they are a homogene-
ous group. Some characterize them as being all hi hly skilled work-
ers. Others characterize them as being all low-sied workers. And
they come up with varying stories as to their impact because of the
differential characterization.

High-skilled immigrants have a very different impact than low-
skilled immigrants. High-skilled immigrants depress wages for
high-skilled natives, but they increase wages for low-skilled natives
and thereby reduce inequality and also reduce measured poverty.
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Low-skilled immigrants tend to depress the wages and employ-
ment opportunities for low-skilled natives in the same geographic
areas, but they tend to raise the productivity of high-skilled work-
ers and capital. This results in an improvement of the aggregate
income, but it also results in a widening of skill differentials and
increases measures of inequality, including measures of poverty.

The U.S. legal immigration system shows very little interest in
the skill mix of immigrants. Only about 5 percent of immigrants
that come to the United States are skill tested. Most of the others
come as relatives of other immigrants or relatives of U.S. citizens,
and still others come as refugees. There has actually been a sub-
stantial decrease over time in the proportion of immigrJnts that
are skill tested.

We do have various studies that suggest that immigrants who
come as kinsmen tend to earn less than immigrants who come with
an occupational preference visa.

The greater proportion of immigrants coming under kinship cri-
teria from various countries of origin correlates well with a lower-
ing of the educational level of immigrants coming from those same
countries.

The 1965 amendments had an interesting impact on Asian irami-
gration. Before 1965 Asian immigration was largely barred. The
1965 amendments opened up immigration to the United States for
peoples from eastern and southern Asia. Very few Asian-Ameri-
cans had immediate relatives in Asia, and so the earliest Asian im-
migrants came mainly under the occupational preferences and
under the investor category. They were a very highly skilled group.
But what we are seeing over time is that these individuals are now
in the United States serving as sponsors of their less highly educat-
ed, less well-skilled relatives in the country of origin. Although
Asian immigrants to the United States still have a very high level
of schooling, there is a decline over time in the schooling level of
successive cohorts.

Immigrants are remarkable people. They seem to have energy,
ambition, and drive. That shows up not only in their decision to mi-
grate to the United States, but also in how well they do in the
United States.

I take exception to the conclusions of my colleague, Professor
Borjas, that immigrants don't seem to adjust more readily than na-
tives in the United States. Longitudinal studies that I know of con-
tradict what he finds, and these studies suggest that immigrants
adjust quite rapidly.

There is an adjustment process. In the early years immigrants,
as do other new entrants to the labor market, such as women and
youths, engage in labor market investments that are specific to the

nited States. Some of these investments include learning the lan-
guage and customs of the United States. With the passage of time
they acquire language skills, information about how labor markets
operate, and modify previously acquired skills to be more produc-
tive in the United States. As v result they experience very substan-
tial, very impressive improvements in their earnings.

But immigrants do differ by skill level. Immigrants who come
under kinship preferences rather than under occupational prefer-
ences seem to do less well. They have less schooling and they do
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less well in the U.S. labor market even when schooling level is held
constant than the immigrants who are brought in because they
themselves are skill tested and enter under the preferences for pro-
fessionals or skilled workers.

I think the United States can develop a very effective nonracist,
skill-based immigration policy that would have even more favor-
able effects on the level and distribution of the economic well-being
of the population of this country than we have under current poli-
cies. I would like to point to Canada and Australia as two countries
that have adopted skill-based rationing systems that are nonracist.

Actually, in some sense the current policy that we have can be
thought of as quite racist. Or perhaps a better term would be one
of "nepotism." Nowhere else in public policy do we say not "who
are you and what are your characteristics?" but ask rather, as we
do in immigration, "who are you related to?" Current policy says:
"if you have the right relatives, we will give you a visa; if you don't
have the right relatives, well, it is just too bad."

It seems to me that that is not only contrary to the American
spirit, but it is also contrary to the economic self-interest of the-
United States. There are not too many times when the American
ideal and economic self-interest suggest the same policy change.
This is one of them. We should take advantage of it.

Thank you very much.
Representative SCHEUER. Thank you very muchlr. Chiswick.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Chiswick follows:]
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The Impact of Immigration
on the Level and Distribution

of Economic Well- Being

Barry R. Chisi'ick

ihis paper is concerned with the ccononic impact of immigration 0i
the population of thc receiving country. The analysis considers the
cffcct of immigration on the level and distribution of income of the
population of the receiving country under altcrnativc assuniplions as to
lhe cliaracucrislics of lhe immigrants anti public policy regarding both
immigration and income transfers. It considers the implications of
variations in the two major policy instruments regarding immigration-
the number of visas issued and the criteria for rationing the visas.

There is a presumption that the immigrants thlenselves gain front
lhe migration, where "gain" is defined broadly to include not only
money income but also country-specific consumption (for example, cli-
mate), personal safety, and freedom.' Indeed, there would be no migra-
lion if the immigrants themselves did not expect the benefits from nov-
ing, net of the costs and risks inherent in the migration, to exceed the
benefits front remaining in the place of origin. The Vietnamese and
Cuban "boat-people" are the most recent examples of groups willing to
inicur high risks, both In terms of their lives and in terms of an uncertain
future, to become international migrants.

The impact of international migration on the economic well-being
or the native population of the receiving country and the remaining
population of the sending country is less obvious. Public policy, often
useful as a guide to actual impacts, may not be useful in this instance.
At various lines, countries have promoted or discouraged either immi-
gration or emigration. in addition, political factors often unrelated to,
or contrary to, apparent economic self-interest have determined Immi-
gration and emigration policies. The virtual prohibition for nearly a
century of immigration into the United States of persons of Asian

I For many, International migration Is reversible, If the actual experience in the
destination falls short of expectalions, many return to their countries of origin.
For others, return milgratlion occurs when target levels of skills, income, or other
assets are acquired, or at retlireniest. Whereas the extent of return migration Is
low among immigtonts to the United States front some couitries (particularly
eastern Europe ani Cuba), It is high for others (particularly Canada and Mexico).

289
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origin and Israel's policy of encouraging the immigr action of Jews, no
nmtter how poor, aged, or unskilled, are but two examples of iimnigra-
lion policies iIIotivated by noicconomnic considerations. in recent years,
the expulsion of persons of South Asian origin from several East

African counties and the restriction on emigration from the Soviet
Union arc two examples of cmigralion policies dictated by political
considerate Jils.

Tlie Ecnomilc Model

The analysis of tile impact of immigration will be based on theoretical
models Iuhtresscd by empirical evidence. Understanding these impacts
is important for reasons beyond intellectual curiosity. It is only when
the costs and benefits of alternative policies can be ascertained that
public policy can Ie based on a rational decision-making process.

For pirposes of exposition, a model of the world in which there
arc only two homogeneous factors of production, labor and capital, is
first developed to present a simple graphic treatment of the issue. This
Is followed by a more complex modcl in which workers are diffcren-
tieted into those with high and low levels of skill. Although most of the
csscnlial elements in the conclusions do not change, this extension is
necessary because much debate regarding immigration policy is based
on the distinction between more-skilled and less-skilled workers.

These models will consider not only the effect of immigration on
the aggiegatc inconie in the economy but also tlie effect on the distri-
bution of this income. An immigration policy that would Increase
average income, but with gainers outnumbered by losers, may not be
adopted in a democratic society unless it Is linked to tIcome redistri-
bution policies that spread the benefits nore widely. The analyses
include summaries of empirical studies of the effects of changes in
labor supply on relative wages, a key assumption of the theoretical
model, and of the Impact of immigration. A welfare and social service
system that transfers income to (lie low-income population is also
incorporated into the theorelical analysis. With the maximization of the
income of the native population as the primary policy objective, the
effect on (lie optimal number of immigrants of alternative nicehanisms
for ratioing visas and alternative treatments of immigrants in the tax
transfer system are considered.

An economic mechanism for rationing Immigration visas that Is
not part of curemit policy is examined. The alternative is a large
(rather than nonial) visa fee or a postimmigration surcharge onl the
Income tax. Under this scheme, the native population would receive
greater economic benefits from tile immigrants and would favor a larger
total immigration than at present.
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FIGURE I
SCIIEMATIC REPRESEN-IATION Op "rlie 1FECr O1; IN'IRNATIONAI.

MIIRAI ION ON iE LEVEL AND DIsTRiU''ION o INCOMFI

wages so., Wages SLY1  St's

D E
Ir -- ---- A F T I'
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)tll),

1 Lo., Ll., Labor 0Of Ll,q .,. Labor

Country X Couintry Y'

Nome Al',, average product of labor
hit',, nmarginial product of labor

Two Factoirs of Production. [it a Ricardian model of tile economy,
there arc Iwo honiogeieous factors of production, capital anid labor,
that arc not perfect substitutes in production. For a given amount of
capital, the marginal product of labor declines tlie grealcr tile antloutit
of labor in the economy, other things the samc. The wage rate is
dcterniincdl by the Intersection of the labor supply curve and the downi-

,ward sloping curve for thie marginal product of labor. 'rhis is shown
schematically in figure I for two countries, X and Y. In thle absence
of international migration, tile supply of labor in country X is S11. and
thle supply of labor in country Y is So., Given their marginal product
curves, thc wage rates are 111%, and IV..,,, respectively. Since aggregate
income In country X call be represented (Iigilrc 1) by thie area tinder

thle inargiiial product of labor curve, total income, is area 0jl)A I.,, of
which labhor receives thle rectangle area () 11V0,,A l..a,,, and thc return to
the owners of the country's capital stock is the triangle arca I'l)A./j [it
country Y, total income is areai 0,71'.9,, which is divided into labor's
share, area 01o.,0 .a,,, andi capital's share, thec triangle area IWn dT.

Thie situation portrayed by labor stipply curves. So., anld S,),, is
unstable if the present value of thie stream of ntial wage dilfercittials

Wo =Wo.,- Wo,.,) exceeds the cost. of migration. If theic were not
cost of migration (including no legal barriers), %Yorkcrs would move

29L
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front country Y to country X until the wage differential wcrc eliminated,
as shown by the ncw labor supply curves S,. and S., in figure 1. As a
result of the migration, wages rise in the sending country and wages
decline in ithc receiving country. At the margin, there is no longer any*
gain front migrating ( IV,., = IV,.v), and the net migration stream
ceases. 'h earnings of the immigrants have increased, from a wage
or 111o.y to IM'.,. Costs of migration, Inchiding information about the
labor market in the destination, can result in a persisting wage differ-
ential even if therc are no legal barriers to migration.

The immigration has raised the aggregate income in the receiving
country X, but it has also Increased the number of workers. Because
the capital stock was assumed unchanged, the marginal and average
product of labor in X has declined. Average income has fallen front
the length I to lhe length l1 .,F. Yet the native population is better
off. The average income of the native population has Increased because
its aggregate Income has risen from area O, DAL., to O,DBCLo,,
(that is, the new aggrcgatc Income less the Income received by immi-
grant workers).

In addition to the increase in the average income of the native
population in the receiving country, there is a change in its distribution
by economic function. The total Income of capital increases (from area
IV.I)A to h5'.,DiJ) and the total income of native labor decreases
(front area 0O,.,AL., to area 0111.,CL,). The rise in the rate of
return on capital provides incentives for more domestic investment and
for the importation -of foreign capital. This results in an outward
movement of the marginal product of labor schedule and lends to
increase wages for both native and foreign labor in the receiving
country. The greater the extent of the increase in the capital stock,
the smaller is the net decline in the wage received by native labor. In
the limiting case, if the capital-labor ratio returns to its original level
anti if there are constant returns to scale in the economy, the wage rate
returns to its original level. The favorable effect on wages of the
growth of the capital stock would encourage additional migration.
These sccond-order effects are not shown in the figure.

Thc effect of the change in the distribution of income by function
on the personal (or household) distribution of income depends on the
distribution of ownership of labor and capital. If each native house-
hold owned the same amount of labor and capital, the Inequality In
the personal distribution of income would not change. At the other
extreme, if all the capital were owned by one household and labor was
the only factor of production owned by the other households, the in-
cquality in the personal distribution of income as measured by the share
of income received by the top wealth holder would experience the
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largest possible increase. Neither cxtrclne characlerizcs lhe American
ecolsnly, ald, depending on how capital is measured, the cnloiy is
closer to one Iihan lite other.2

Thc level and distribution of income in [lie scaiding country also
change in response to (he emigration. As |idicled in figure 1, lite

decline in the supply of labor raises Ihe marginal product of labor fromnl
11 o.v to I',,v and average income increases from , to L,,V. The rise
in average income among those who rcmahia is accompanied by a chaige
in (he distribution of Itcome by function; labor gains and capital loses.
Thc relative decline ii (lie return oil capital would dicouragc invest-
nients in country Y and encourage a flight of capital to country X.
'Thc effect on the personal distribution of income again depends on lie
distribution of ownership of capital and labor sources. The more
highly concenlralcd is tie ownership of capital, the larger is [he decline
in income inequality as a result of lhe emigration. lius, iln this model,
emigration has lite favorable elTects of raising lite level and narrowing
ite inequalily of income.

For those accustomed to Ihinkiig in terms of "zero stim gamess"
in which one party must lose if another party gains, the implication of
the Iwo-factor, two-country model in figure I would appear incon-
sisteit. Ihow can each of the three major groups in (lie international
migration model gain? The gains arise from the movement of some
workers front where they are less productive io where they are more
productive. Because factors of production are not perfect substitules
for each other, marginal products change as factors move; this results
in lte gains to both fie native population of tlie receiving country and
the remaining population of the sending country.

Three Factors of Productlon. Although the two-factor m oel outlines
the overall economic impact of imnnigrns on lhe native population, it
is not useful for analyzing the dilTerential impact oi various groiips In
the labor market. A three-factor model, in which there is capital,
less-skilled labor, and more-skilled labor, provides greater realism
regarding the economy and highlights some impolait issues regarding
[lie distribution of [lie economic Impact between more- and less-skilled
workers.

Recent research suggests tlm the U.S. economy can be well
described by a three-factor consmant-ehsiciy-ofs.stihtio (CFS)
production function.4 The three factors are high-level manpower (pro-
2'lre iicquality In ihe ownership of cnpiamd is smaller if Ilse eqily of owner-
occupied dwellings, uutoniuhiles. and weatlh in asscl-holding pensiu Plans nre
iclded in the household's slock of capilit.

* Using the I)ryincsKitrz gneaatilon of ine conlnla.uliyof-sthuitmtion
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fcssionals, managers, and technical workers), all other manpower, and
physical capital.4 The production function and the algebraic inanipula-
lions needed to obtain the imlplicalions of inimigralion that are sum-
ntrized here are presented In tie appendix.

Within the context of a three-factor model, an increase in the
supply of either type of worker due to immigration decreases tire
niargiual product (wage) of that type of labor and Increases the
marginal Iroduct of both capital and the other type of labor. Since
aggregate income in he economy increases by more than the total
wages of tie imllligrants, (tie aggregate income of tie native population
is illcascd.

Thus, the immigration of unskilled workers widens lhe wage
diflerenlials between the two types of labor, increases the reluin to
capital relativc to thie wages of ite unskilled, raises the aggregate income
of skilled workers and capital, and reduces the aggregate income of
native unskilled workers, if the ownership of capital Is concentrated,
overall hnconic inequality is increased. The immigration increases lthe
rcltr Ito ilivesIntcnIs in bolh physical and human capital. Unskilled
alive workers have a greater economic incentive to invest In schooling
and ont-the-job Iraining, although this may be mitigated by the greater

diflicully of self-fitiancing human capital investments because of their
lower level of wcallh.

Suppose, however, the inmmigrants arc skilled workers. This lowers
wage dilfetenlials betweczt skill levels and lowers the aggregate Income
of the native-born skilled workers but raises the income of unskilled
workers and capital. Tc immigration raises lhe return on investment
in physical capital relative to hunan capital. The aggregate income of
lhe native poI)ilation as a whole also increases. Income inequality in
the lower paut of the personal income distribution declines, but in-
cqual'ity in te tipper part increases. The relative decline in the rate of
return on human capital lowers Ite incentive for native-born Onskilled

(CFS) production fImiction, C. U. Chiswick has shown ihat ihe data for U.S.
Illaiiliitisitiui are consistent with a constant elasticity of substitulion, where the
pals wlc clasicity is aboul 2.5. Site used a two-equatllon supply-aud-demand
model In which the demstand (or professional manpower relative to other factors
0I pioltu , is dci ved front a three-factor production function In which non-
ptufcsshonal ietaisower and cupilal are the other factors. See Carmel U. Chlswlck,
"The Rise of Iliofcs-sitoal Occupations In U.S. Manufactudlui: 1900 to 1973," in
I. Sirageldin, ed.. Resarch its Ilunsaun Capital and Derlopmenl, vol. I (Green-
wich, Conn.: JAI Press, 1979), pp. 191-217.
4 For simplicity of exposition, the terms skilled and unskilled labor shall be used
to designalle high-level nunlpower and oilier workers, respectively. Thus, unskilled
workers In this context are not woikera without skill but rather with a lower level
of skill.
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workers to acquire additional schooling and on-lie-jo) training,
although Ihcir increased wealth facilitates the self-filaincing of ihc
inyciesntns."

The analysis becomes somewhat niore complex if it incorporatCs
lie findisig that the skills of immigrants vary with (lie ninihcr of years
Ihcy have been in the destination.5 As a result, the initial impact of
a cohort of irmmigiants dilfers from its ultimate impact. In an extreme
example, if thc immigrants are initially all skilled when they arrive
at their destination, they lower the eaiinings of unskilled native workers
and widen wage dillereulials. As lite immigrants adjust, Ihcir pioduc-
tivity rises, and in increasing proportion (in an extrene case, perhaps
all) becomieskilled workers. As this occurs, wage dillerenlials tiarlow,
and the earnings of unskilled native voikers increase. I.Illimalely, if
tie ratio of skilled to unskilled wet kets becomes larger aiong the
immigrants than among the native population, relative wage dilferen-
lials between skill levels are smaller, and the earnings of unskilled
native workers are higher than prior to the immigration.

When there is a time path to the skill distribution of a cohort of
immigrants, who gains and who loses among native workers, measured
in terms of (lie present value of future iaconie, tdcpeids on several
factors. Of course, it depends in part on lie initial and ultimate skill
distribution of the immigrants compared with the native wotkers. h
also depends on the limze path of the change in relative skills of (lie
Immigrants. The greater tile initial and ultimate skill level uf (le inimi-
grants relative to native workers' and (ile faster they reach their ullimale
skill level, the greater are (lie gains in income for native unskilled
workers and lite smaller (lie gains for skilled woikets.

The discount rate of native workers, fle tale at which they value
today dollars received in (le future, is also relevant. 'The higher (le
discount rate of unskilled native workers (that is, the smaller the present
value of future income), the smaller is the gain to tlicni front lite type
of immigration just described. Under a high discount rate, ile decliiies
in current income are less likely to be olTset by (lie rise in fIuttic incoines
ns lhe immigrants become skilled workers. On lite other hauld, tle
higher lite discount rate of skilled -workers, (he mote they would gain
from a policy thai raised their earnings initially, eveni though it lowered
them in tle future.

61he pattern of low earnings on arlival In ite United Stales sitd a suibsequelit
rise in ciainisgs with duration of residence is least intense for Inglish.speaL ing
economic migrants, niore Intense for economic iiigrants from non-liglishslnakinlg
counties, and most Intense for noi-.tnlish-speaking refugees. See iusry R. Clhil-
wick, v"the Econonmic Progress of Immigrants: Sonic Appareily |lUiVelsal t'sut-

terns." this volume.
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tiiskilled workers are likely to have a higher discount rate thanl
skilled win kers" lhe difference it discouilt tales may account for the
dilfereoit level of investment lit human capital. In addition, high dis-
count rates may be a consequence of the lower level of wealth of thosc
will less apn capital.

If the divergence in discount rates by skill level is sullicicntly large,
that is, if the unskilled place little value on the higher incomes received
ill lite future while the skilled place little extra value on receiving
higher incomes in the present, it is possible for both skilled and un-
skilled native labor to lose because of the immigration. The income re-
ceived, however, by the native population as a whole and by the owners
of capital would t)e larger in each anid every year; hence the present
valtc of these incomes would also be larger with the imniigration.

Iiinigrnnis aud Investments. Therc is a prcsumption that immigrants
have higher savings and inveslmient rates than the native population.
luiinigiants appear to makc greater invesutncnts in human capital, as
evidenced by their investnienls in migration, including investments made
to adjust for the imperfect transferability of the skills acquired in the
country of origin. These greater investments may aise from a lower
discount rate or from greatel labor market' ability, that is, a greater
productivity of invcslmicts. The hypothesis that immigrants have a
high savings rate and make greater investments in nonhuman assets
is consistent with much folk wisdom regarding immigrants ill the
United States but has not yet been tested empirically.

The impact of immigrants depends In part oil their propensity
for saving relative to that of the native population.' Eiven if immigrants
bring n1o nonhuman resources with then, if they have a higher savings
rate than tite native population, over time the capital stock increases
faster-ihan otherwise, increasing the ratio of iinniigrant-owned to native-
owned capital. '[he Increasing capital stock decreases the return oi
capital, ,ind hence the income of native-born owners of capital and their
incentive to invest in capital. As long as the per-capita capital stock
is increased, however, the earnings of labor nativec and foreign born)
and the total income of the native population increase in response to
the greater savings rate of immigrants.

*(loy S. Itccker, Iuman Cipital (New Yoak: National Bureau of E.conoiihc
Re-eaich, 1964), chap. 3; and David Coplowltz, The Poor Pay More (New York:

_.Jle Fie Press, 1967), chaps. 6-6.
1 See, for example, Carlos Alfredo Rodriguez, "On the Welfare Aspects of Inter-
natlonal 1igration," Journal ql/ 'olkal Economy. vol. 8), no. 5 (October 1975),
lp. 1,065-1.072.
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Al 1ilicnllons of 1he Ecui11ulc .oticls

The two- and three-factor models have been eslimaled empinically aiid
Iave bcen used to analyze the elfects of changes il i'prilalioii size il
lhe level and distribution of income. This section reviews sonic of these
applications.

Two-Factor Model. The two-factor im dl traditionally has been used
to analyze empirically the effects of changes in population size on the
level and distribution of income. Jack Ilirshicifer, for example, used
the model to analyze the impact of the Black Dealh in fourteenth-
century Europe on the income of the remaining population. The plague
sharply reduced the population in parts of Europe but did not destroy
the nonhuman factor of production-land. The cifect would bel the
same as a mass emigration or tie opposite of the impact of a mass
immigration. I lishlcifcr showed that the population changes due to
the plague raised the real wages of labor (the bulk of the population),
while land rents declined. Agricultural production shifted to less labor-
inicisivc methods, for example, froni tillage to pasture.

The two-factor model Is useful for explaining ani apparent paradox
regarding immigration and the rate of growth of a'cragc income.
Inimigration raises the average income of the native popuilatio- m(d, in
coiliparison with their incomes in the country of origin, also the average
income of tie forcign-born population. Because ite average income of
the immigrants is less tliam that of the itlivc population, the immigra-
liomi lowers the average income of the total (native plus foreign)
population. Thus, controlling for otlwr elIcels, an analysis using a
measure of the rate of growth of the income of the total population
(for example, using data from national Incone accounts or household
surveys) could show that it is negatively related to immigration and
lead to the false conclusion that Inigration retards the economic
progress of the population.

Indeed, this may explain part (although probably only a small part)
of the decline In Ihe rate of growth of average real Income as measured
by conventional statistics In the decade after 1965. The 1965 amend-
mefits to the Immigration and Nationality Act resulted in a 25 percent
increase in Inmigration (from about 300,000 per year to about 400,000
per year) and a shift in immigration in favor of those countries from

a Jack Ilishlcifer, "~i. usler and Recovery: The litack deathh In Weslen tiurope,"
Rand Corpoation Memlotandin RN14700-TAh (Satla Monica. Calif., F|ehbmamy
1966). For similar findings, regarding lhe elrccts of 'he 191R-1919 influmenia epi-
demic in India, see T. W. Schultz, ?"ranmtorminlg Traitional ARsiulm;e (New
Haven: Yale University Press, 1964), pp. 62-70.
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which fhe skills of immigrants would be less readily liansferablc to the
Ullited States (that is, Asia). 1olh factors imply that lhe rate of growth
of the average income of he total population would, for a time, lag
behind the rale of growth of ile average income of the native population.

l.dward )enison used he iwo-factor model when lie analyzed the
impact of immigration in his path-breaking volunic The Sources of
It' on)Jd¢ Grow-th.0 lie concluded that "larger immigration is among
the most elTective means available to stimulate the growth of the tolal
)roduct importuntly. It is one of litc few that, if continued, could boost

the growth rates indefinitely, rather Ihon only teniporarily during a
Irtasilional period." lie concludes that, although immigration might
reduce per capila incone, particularly if the Immigrants arc less skilled
than lihe native population. "increased immigration would not reduce
per capital inconi. (of the present population." "

l)nison showed tial, if immigrant labor is as productive as native
labor, therc arc conmstant returns to scale, marginal products are icarly
conislant, mid transitional adjustment costs are ignored, then a 1 percent
increase in labor supply due to immigration would raise national income
by 0.773 percent, that is, by labor's share of national income. If the
supply of capital responds to its increased return so that the capital-
labor ralio cvcntu.'lly returns to its orjinal level, national income
woudl increase by another 0.197 percent (capital's share). National
income would Ihen be higher by nearly I percent as a result of (lie I
percent increase in the labor force." When lie assumes increasing
returns to scale at a rate of 9 percent, a rate suggested by his analysis of
scale economies, the I percent increase in labor inputs raises national
income by 0.84 percent if the capital stock Is not affeclcd and by 1.06
percent if the capilal-labor ratio is restored.

Denison estimated that a I percent increase In labor Inputs due to
immigration, currently about five years' Immigration, would have the
percentage effect on per-capita incomes shown in table 1.

Smith and Newman used an implicit two-factor model in their
study of the effect of differential Mexican immigration on wages in four
Texas standard metropolitan statistical areas (SMSAs), using data from
the 1970 Census of Popuilation.' Controlling for the person's own
9 Fdward Denison. The Srurres (P Econoalc Growlh in the United Shtes and the
Alternatives before Us (Washington, D.C.: Conutittee for Economic Develop-
unent, 1962), pp. 177-179. 27.-277.
10 Ibid., pp. 178.179.
I 'lle Increase would be 0.970 percent. The share of land sites Is 0.03 percent
of national Income, and land sites would not Increase In quntily In response to
imngmiralun.
is halon Sminl and Robert Newman, "Depressed Wages Along the U.S.-Mexlcmn
Donder: An Impirical Analysis," Econmnlc Inquiry, vol. 15, no. I (January 1971),
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TABLE I

Increasing
Returns to Scalc

Capital A ccumulafion Returns to Scale (9 percent)

Rate unaffected -0.20 -0.14

Capial-labor
ratio restored -0.03 -I 0.05

claractcrislics, they found that earnings are a statistically sigilificalit 8
percet' lower inl the ihree border SMSAs with a stubstantial proportion
of Mcxicau-Alericatus than il lo tustoti, which has I small.I poporliol
(9 percent) of Mexican-Americans. I;vei it the Ioder areas, cali wings
are lower il lhrownisville mid Laredo (85 percent Mexicain-American)
than in Corpus Christi (33 percent). [hey allrilmle the outnmigialion of
Anglos from lihe border area to lhe depressing eect oi earnings of the
Mexican immigration.

lhree-IFactor Model. The three-factor model of ite cconwiny, is which
the factors arc unskilled workers, skilled workers, ald capilal, has been
shown it) bc a tisefuil tool for describing lite economy atd recently has
been used inl analyses of inmmigrationi to the United Stales.11 ()ver the
past few decades, it has also beeti used in several sitmilies of lhe labor
market impact of immigrants in Isiacl."4

At the lime of Israel's establishment ill 19,18, its Jewish populaionn
was composed primarily of immigrants from Europe. 'They caine inl large

pp. 51-66. --For similar findings pn earnings and unemployment, see Anna-slina
Fricson, 1he Impact of Commuters on lhe Mexican-American Border Area,"
Monthly Lubor Review, vol. 93, no. 8 (Augustt 1970), pp. 18-27. tairy Morgan
and Bruce Gardner use a miulisector two factor model in their paper "l'olential
for a U.S. Ouest-Wotker Program in Agricutlme: Lessuns (tons the lraceos,"
this volume.
I' See, for example, Jeffrey 0. Williamson, "mmigruntloheccality Trade-O1s in
the Promised Land: Income Dishtibutllon amti Absoiptive Cap:icilty N'iior to Ihc
Quotas," and Kobeit S. Uoldfarb, "Occupational Pieferences in lhe U.S. mitinil-
gration Law: An Economic Analysis," both In this volume.
14 For a summary of lhe literature on mass migration and income dish ibutlion In
Israel, see Harry R. Chiswick, Income Inequality (New Yolk: National Iurcau
of Economic Research, 1974), pp. 97-101. This includes snimul.ics of l;hra
latnoch, "Income Differentlals In Israel," I111h Report, Falk rrolect or iconfn.c
Research In Israel (erusalem: Falk Project, 1961), especially pp. 44-52; and
Uri lahral, The Efec v/ Auass i Algratlh,. on )I'ager It Israel (Jeaussalem: Falk
Project for Economic Reseatch In Israel, 1965).
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,uiters with rclativcly high levels of skill to an economy with a low
calfilal.labtr ratio. 'he result was a low skill dilierential.

The muass Immigration after independence in 1948 consisted of
persons with less schoolig tnim those who came in tihe 1920s and
1930s. The average level of schooling of males aged fiftcen and over
was 6.6 yeais in 1957, but it was 7.8 years for those who immigrated
prior to 1948. The new ininligrants were also at a disadvantage in
other forms of human capital. Maiuy came from refugee camps In
I.uropc and poor countries of the Middle East and North Africa. Their
level of health was lower than that of the preindepcndecite immigrants,
and their posclmool training ind either depreciated in Europe during
Wold War 11 or was of little relevance for Israel's rapidly developing
Cconoilly.

The increased supply of unskilled workers after independence
changed relative scarcities. GJiora flanoch wrote that "from a relative
abudmlaicc of persons with secondary and higher education, and of
experts, there developed a quite serious shortage." 16 Uri Bahral's
analysis of wages shows that "the relative wage differentials of workers
performig different jobs (when comparing high and low-wage groups),
on the average widened during the first ten years of the state." 10 lIe
adds that "this relative price of higher paid labor services in Israel
should be stressed in view of the downward trend of occupational
differentials found in most modern economies and In mandatory
Palestine up to the end of the Second World War."

A study of the response of Swiss employers to the decline In the
nitmber of unskilled guest workers is also Instructive." As a result of
the downturn in economic activity in 1973-1974, the Swiss government
sharply limited the entry of guest workers, who are primarily unskilled.
As a result, about onc-quarter million guest workers who left Switzer-
land between 1973 and 1976 were not being replaced. The employers
responded by raising the wages of unskilled relative to skilled workers
and by "rationalizing production," that is, by Increasing mechanization
and automation.

Income Transfer System

Lct us now introduce an income transfer system that taxcs the population
as a whole to subsidize low-income persons. The income transfer
Is lMiaich. "Income Differentlals," p. 44.
6 Isahral, Erec( ol Alass A figrallon, pp. 5.6.

IT 1). hhillal, C. Jeaureiwnd, and J. P. Widiner, "Reactions of Swiss Employers
to Immigration Freeze," lter,,naional L* bor Reiev, November-Decenber 1978,
pp. 733.45.
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systent includes a welfare program or ncgalivc iconic lax,' social
services targeted to (lie poor, or social overhead capital flt.ancd prior
to ite inlmnigration. It will be assumed that tlic inconie transfer systcmil
is invariant with (lie immigration policy; that is, the criteria for eligi-
bilily ati lite schedule of beuefils do not change as the number and
characteristics of the inunigrants change.

The immigration of unskilled workers can increase the aggrcgale
income transfers in two ways. First, the imnuigranis theniselves niay
qualify for benefits. Second, rs tie immigration depresses the wages
of unskilled workers, a larger proportion of native unskilled workers
qualify for some benefits, anid soic or those already rccciving benefits
may receive a larger transfer.

In thc two-facbor model of the receiving country in figure I,
through a tax on capital, each of the L.o., native workers can receive a
subsidy of AC to raise their earnings to 1V.., with capital still receiving
a net increase in income, although the increase is reduced to area AiS
instead of area IVWoAB. This can occur because aggregate income
among (he native population has increased. Thus, if the inmigrantls
arc excluded from participating in Ite transfer system, income could be
transferred from skilled workers and capital to the unskilled, so as to
make everyone at least as well off as before the immnigration."9

Suppose, however, the transfer system is not permitted to dilferen-
(late between natives and imninigrants.20 If both native and iinurigrait
unskilled workers are to be brought tip to the income level of unskilled

11As a result of food stamps and other cash anti in-kind Income Iransfer pro-
grants, the United States has a negative income ax or n guaranleed annital intcome,
even for two-parent working poor families. For Ihe pil pose of this discussion,
any income- or earnings-contingent public t answer, including uncnploynient con-
pensation, is treated as part of ithe transfer sysicni. Rduced laxalion of low-
income workers has fle samne effct as increasid welfare payniens. i-or a dcscrip.
lion and analysis of the major welfare programs, see Barry R. Chiswick, "Ihe
Income Transfer Sysien: Impacl, Viability and Proposals for Reform," in William
rellter, ed., Contei'mporary Economlc I'roblinas 1977 (Washington, ).C.: A ieri-
call Fnlerprise Instittle, 1977), pp. 347-428.
i his assuntes that there are no adverse labor supply or caplinl formotion effects
of the taxes and income transfers. 1 lie Income of the native popithlion I% lowered
to (ie extent that lhe lax and transfer systems reduce labor supply and clipital
formation. The larger these adverse effects, lhe smaller the optini:d level of
immigration.
"0 Under the current U.S. law, legal resident aliens generally have the s-ame enlille-
Inent to welfare benefits is citizens. The number of illegal aliens receiving welfae
benefits of one formi or nulher is unknown. Temporary (guest) workers in the
United States, as tinder the former bracero program, tre not eligible for welfare
benefits. l:or a discussion of the legal entitlement to welfare htenefils, stcial
services, and access to social oveihead capital as of 1977, see )avid Caliicr,
TIe Rights ol Aiens: The lasic ACLUI Guide to an Alim.'s Righls (New York:
Avon Iomoks, 1977), chap. 12.
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native workers prior to ite immigration, the aggregate income (after
taxes) of skilled workers and capital must be lowered. If all Ls..
workers In figure I are to receive the subsidy of AC, the aggregate
income of capital must be lower than before the migration.

When there is an income transfer system, the impact of immnegiants
can also be considered within lhe context of a three-factor production
funclion. (Sec tie appendix for tie ,nuthematical development.) Sup-
pose the immigrants are unskilled workers and the transfers are to
bring the earnings of unskilled native workers up to the level it would
have ben without the immigration, wit the skilled workers and the
owners of capital made 0io worse off Ihan before. Because the aggregate
income of the native population is increased, this can be accomplished
if the ininigrants are excluded front the Income transfer system but not
if they arc included in it on tie same basis as native workers. Thus, if
the progressive-tax transfer system is invariant with immigration policy,
the greater the extent to which unskilled immigrants are net recipients
of income transfers (welfare benefits, social services, capital dilution),
the smaller the optimual size of unskilled immigration.

If the isntigrants are skilled workers, however, the wages of
ntlive-born skilled workers decline, while the wages of the unskilled
increase. In an cxtresie case, the wage differential between skill levels
becomes snall (as in preindependencc Israel) or even disappears. If
lite structure of ihe transfer system does not change, aggregate net
transfers received by low-income native workers would decline as their
camings rise. The additional revenues from the taxation of the higher
income of capital and lower transfer expenditures cq"ld be used to
lower the lax rate paid by skilled labor. lit principle, native-born skilled
workers could be made at least as well off as before the immigration,
without climinaling the net gain to the other factors of production.

The transfer system itself may serve as a ncans of attracting
immigramtls,. For some, tle calculus of the costs and benefits of uigrt-
lion to the United States is the comparison of earnings in the country of

21 As far as immigrants are concerned, it Is largely Immaterial whether the higher
income in tie destintion is oblained from better job opportunities or a more
genemous tranarer system. "rime recent Increase In return migration from the main-
land to l'nerto Rico, for example, tis been attributed to tie 1974 extension to the
island of the food stamp plogrummm with essentially the same income test And
beiiefit structure is on tie mainland. Using a simullaneotms equations model,
Richard ('ebtila foud fhnt nonwhite inicr-ShISA migration between 1965 and
1970 was signifcstittly positively related to the level of welfare benefits. See
Richud J. Cebula, "Public Welfare and Non-White Migration: A Note," Review
of Ilu.ie m. atd Econmomlc Researc, vol. II, no. I (Fall 1975), pp. 97-101. For
similar Aindimgs, using 1960 census dale, see Robert Reischauer, "lhe Impact of
tle Welfare System on Black Migration and Marital Stability" (Pl.). diss.,
C(ulmmubll Universily, 1971).
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origin with income transfers in the llilcd States. For others who
intend to work in the United States, the potential availability of trans-
fers acts as an Insurance that cushions the loss of income due to
unemployment.

The guest-worker programs In several European countries may
have been designed with the foregoing nmdcl in mind. Under these
programs, unskilled workers enter the country, but they do not bring
their families with then anti they are generally not eligible for inconc
transfers.'2

In the United Slates, the Braceo Program (1942-1964) and other
temporary worker programs prohibit participants front receiving welfare
benefits and most social services. The same situation exists de jure
(although perhaps not de facto) for illegal aliens in the United Slates.
If their status were "regularized" ad they were allowed to bring their
families with them, their greater use of welfare benefits and social
services would reduce their net contribution to (he economic well-being
of the native population.23 For illegal aliens with low levels of skill
and nonworking dependents, tlie net impact ol the native population
is likely to change front positive to negative if they bring their dependent
family members. This scenario may explain the r~luticlance of the
political system to "regularize" the immigration status of illegal aliens
currently in the country, while at the same linic devotig so few

22 As an alternative to exclkling guest workers from the income transfer system,
Melvyn Krauss and William launmol consider an additional lax on their employ-
mcnt. In principle, this can provide guest workers with access to the social hlisur-
ance programs without this access having adverse net effects on the native POptil-
lion. This alternative Is likely to be easier to administer for stot-leani gucst
workers who do not bring dependent family nenebers than foa perull;cll immi-
giants. If dependent family members nie isicluded, sinless the lax tise will) family
size, lite prograul would encotiage woliels to bring a larger s vcl-age lilh.er of
relatives, thereby decrcasing the likelihod that tie migration is lenim)rary. lite
eniployer-tax approach is not opera alive for gioest workers who become tmem-
ployed but are disconra~cd fiom leaving the country by Ilse availaility of income
transfers. See Melvyn B. Kraiss and Williaims J. Utimsnl, "iest Wijkcis nnd
Income iansfer Progranis Financed by Host (Joveromncnts," KyAlo.., vol. 32
(1979). pp. 36-46.

,S1 Most studies of illegal aliens working in lhe United States suipgcst thal they
are disproportionately young inales who leave their families in the home comntry
and who make little rise of income trnnsfers and social services for fear of lWciumg
apprehended. See, for example, David North and Maton T. I ltloWmn, "'lie
Characteristics and Role of Illegil Aliens ini the U.S. Labor Miikct: Aii Ixplhmn-
tory Study." mineographed (Washington, ).C.: ILiiion and Co., 19761. Fkor an
ec€onometric analysis of ihe earnings of Illegal allies. using lite Noth.lhoshotill
data, see Darry R. Chiswick, "Illegal Aliens in the U.S. Labhor Markel," I'oievd.

aigs, 61h Wlorld Contmrgess. Inte.rniona l Iconm "nk .ssm-hodmi, Alhco (dly,
Atugusl 1910 (In press).
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resources to enforcilug Iminlgration law that the Mexican border Is
porous.

liniuigranws consume a share, as a first a)proximatlon a propor-
tionate share, of social ovcicad capital such as roads, schools, and
flood control projects. In their analyses of thc impact of inmigrants,
both )an Usher and Julian Simon assume that this capital is paid for
by the native population when it is constructed rather than by the total
population when it is consunted.21 The greater the magnitude of the
"capital dilulion," that is, the greater tihe extent to which immigrants
receive becnefils from social overhead capital without contributing to
its cost, the smaller the net gain (or the larger the net loss) to the native
polulatimio, from immigration. Most social overhead capital is financed,
however, by bonds that are retired by direct and indirect fees levied
oil tle users (for example, gasoline taxes, water taxes), or through gen-
eral taxes as the capital is consumed. Thus, immigrants pay for their
colsunmiption of social overhead capital. Social overhead capital that Is
paid for by the taxpayers as it is constructed can be subsumed within
the income transfer system.

in summary, if immigrants are not included in the income transfer
system, the increase in the aggregate income of the native population

means that appropriate income redistribution policies can be devised
to transfer some income from tle native groups that gain, to the native
groups that lose, so that no native group loses from the immigration.
The welfare and tax systems can be tile mechanism for this transfer.
This cannot be accomplished, however, if the immigrants themselves
are- to be substantial recipients of income transfers, that Is, if they
receive an ilicome substantially in excess of their productivity.

Hiven if inmigrants are not recipients of any net income transfers,
mmnskillcd immigrants decrease the earnings and employment of un-
skilled native workers, thereby increasing the aggregate resources that
flow though the income transfer system. Tie inceased administrative
costs and tle adverse labor supply and capital forniation cffecls of al
enlarged tax transfer system reduce the aggregate net output of the
native population. Thus, in terns of maximizing the income of the
native poplation, the optimal level of immigration would be largest
if the immigrants are skilled, smaller if they are unskilled but do not
receive net Inconic Iransfers, and smallest if they are unskilled and
receive income transfers on the sane basis as the native population.

24SCe [),Im Usher. "Public Property and the Effects of Migration upon Oilier
Residenis of the Migrants' Countries of Origin ad Destination," Iourrnal ol
I'olitical Evonomly (October 1977), pp. I,001.,020; and Julinn Sinion, "rhc
()vi all ircct of Inimnigranis on Natives' Incomes," i lids volumnie.
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The economic Progress of Inmigranlts

The findiiigs from recent research on the economic progress of immi-
grants have important implications for iinmigration policy." Oilier
things the same (including deniographic characteristics and levels of
schooling), the earnings of econornic inigrants generally catch up to
the native born after eleven to fifteen years for mien, and sooner for
womeil, and then exceed the earnings of the native born. The native.
born children of immigrants earn 5 to 10 percent more than the children
of native-born parents. These patterns cinerged for nearly all of the
race/elinic groups studied, with the exception of refugees, who tend
to have lower earnings than economic migrants. *Fhe findings suggest
that economic migrants are favorably self-selected in ternis of ability
relevant for the labor market and motivation for personal econontic
advancement. These characteristics would also tend to increase their
favorable net effect on the overall economic well-being of the native
population.

Refugees take longer to reach the earnings of the native born, if
they ever catch up. Apparently this arises from the weaker transfer-
ability of their skills and the less intense favorable self-selection of
refugees. This Implies a less favorable net economic *effect on the
native population of refugees than of economic niigrants with otherwise
sinmilar characteristics. Refugees are admitted, however, primarily for
nonecononic reasons, such as humanitarian considcratlios and pronto-
lion of U.S. foreign policy objectives.

For reasons that are not yet understood, some immigrant groups
are snot as successful economically as others. In particular, persons of
Filipino anmd Mexican origin, nearly exclusively economic migrant s,
apparently earn less in each Imindgrant generation thnit persons of
Canadian, European, Japanese, and Chinese origin.2'

Under current U.S. immigration law, less than 10 percent of the
immigrant visas issued each year are allocated on the basis of the
person's skills or economic opportunities in this country." Nearly 90
percent of the visas are Issued on the basis of kinship with a U.S. citizen,
resident alien, or kinship with a new immigrant entering under tie kill-
ship, refugee, occupational, or nonprcference categories. Even the small
number of immigrants who receive an occupational preference visa for

24 Time empirical findings reported in this section are drawn front ChlIswick,
"Economlic Progress."
s For a history and analysis of the economic problems of Mexican imisrants,

see Walter Vogel, "Twentieth-Cenlury Mexican Migration to ihe United States,"
Ibis volume.
if See Otdfarb, "Occupational Preferences," this vohime.
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their skills are not selected on the basis of their productivity in the
United States. Indeed, it is difficult to rationalize the favorable treatment
under current regulations of persons with advanced degrees in physical
therapy and dietetics compared with others whose skills are more highly
rewarded in U.S. labor niarkets. The economic success of a cohort of
imnmigrants, and their favorable impact on the income of the native, popa.
lalion, would be even greater if (nonrcfugee) visas were issued primarily
on the basis of the person's likely productivity in the United States rather
than uiearly exclusively on the basis of kinship criteria.

Property Highls and Political Rights

The rise in the average income of tie native population as a conse-
quence of immigration depends, of course, on the ability of the native
population to retain its "property rights" to the nonlabor factors of
production that it owned prior to the immigration. If the immigrants,
either by themselves or in a coalition with native labor, can ellect 'a
nonreimbuised redistribution of the ownership of land and capital
through force or the political process, the native owners of land and
capital would incur a reduction in income. if this reduction is suffi-
ciently large, the native population as a whole miay lose. The greater
this potential threat, the less inclined the owners of capital would be
to favor immigration or to favor giving recent immigrants rights to
participate in the political process.

These concerns are quite realistic. For several centuries, the
American IndiaIs were not able to enforce their property rights against
the encroachment of iuropeans/Americans and therefore lost much of
their potential gain from the migration of whites. Mexico lost Texas,
u(Hd suhseqently what is now the southwestern part of (lie United
States, as tie result of the migration into rexas of foreigners (that is,
U.S. cilizens). The first federal legislation regarding lmnnigration was
the Allen and Sedition Act of 1198, which gave the president authority
for two years to deport "undesirable aliens," that is, radicals who
threatened the stability of the current economic order. It is not by
coincidence that anarchists were included with criminals, professional
beggars, prostitutes and procurers, and carriers of contagious diseases
when the list of categories of persons barred front entry was lengthened
li tite early twentieth century. The adoption of guest-worker rather
than permanent immigration programs in western Europe and the
greater dilfictilty in acquiring citizenship In some of these countries
(for example, France, Germany, and Switzerland) may be interpreted
as an attempt to reduce the role of thie foreign born In the political
decislon-mnaking process, *
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'lic simple econonlic model also sliggShs why deniocralic govern-
inents arc iore likely to limit immigration l;il they aie t) lifiit cilli-
gration. Inmnigralion results in a lowering of [lie ilncolie of la.bor, while
capital gains. if capital is colcntrated l| li hands of a minority,
inre voters lose than gain, unless compcuisating income ,edisluibulion
programs are linked to ai easier inmmigration policy. [.migraiion, hlow-
ever, enelits tie more numerous voting grouIp that includes two sets of
gainers, workers who expcct to remain and thosc who expect to emigrate,
while it is the less numerous group of owners of capital who loseyN On
the other hlanl, regimes that have a larger aggregate income as a policy
objeclive, cilher because they can supporl a larger military establish-
mnew or for other reasons, lend to discourage emigration.

I lislorically, the immigration policy of thc tiited Slates has been
consistent wilh this ecoionic model. In the eighlcnlh and nilicemIth
centuries, there was little conccnlraltio of ownership of capital child )
among hose eligible to vote. Those who had only labor services to
offer were thc native-born poor, recent imlnigrants, anl blacks (first as
slaves, then as free people), many of whom were largely disenfranchised
through property, literacy, and citizenship requircueiuts for voting,
Jim (row laws, and itimidalion. Immigration restrictions were inlro-
dhuced only after nn industrial labor force became sulliciently large and
had sufficient voting strength to form an effective anti-iinmigration
coalition will xenophobic nativist clements Ihat had ineffeclually
opposed immigration for a century prior to Ihc restrictioms.

During the 1870s, in the absence of federal legislation, various
states allenpled to limit immigration directly, patticuhaily the imini-
gialion of Asians to (lie Pacific Coast states. l'hese state laws were
ruled unconstitutional by the Suprenc Court. Yet, frotm this period,
and pimlicularly from (lie 1890s, uniil the first major federal immigra-
lion restriction against easter alnd southern LEturopeans (the quota
law of 1921), those who opposed immigration were gainiiig political
slrenglh and alempting to. use slate legislationu regarding I)ropelly
right as l indirect method of limiting immigration. Along the West
Coast, for example, persons ineligible for citizenlship were barred
front owning land or fioni acting as trtstces oif lind owned by their
nalivc-boin children. Sice only Asians were barred froii citiimishi1l,
the clear intent of Ihse laws was to discourage 'Asian immigralioi.

l3-lisabeth iLandes reports that the nmmber of states wilh lcgislalion
limting the hours that women could work increased fhom eleven in

ZT'lhis Is an addition to (or an allenlative to) Jagdish N. Ilhagwali's Social class
hypolhcsls as to why the educated elites In the I)Cs %hiv do not ecrd to eml-
grate would oppose a lax ihat would discolnagc the euigalioii (ii ilI.10 witli higth
levels of skill. See the geieral discussion, prui oise, Ihls vliiic.
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19(0) to lorty (of to' ty-ciglt) and tile District of Columbia by 1919.2"
Because of [lie lower income of their husbands, recent immigrant Women
wamied t woik tmore hours thni niative-born women. Landes suggests
ihat the hours legislation was introduced on a statc-by-state basis (o

seduce the cniploymtent opportunities of forcign-born women and,
hence, as a miieans of discouraging immigration.

Ail Allernallve Rationing Mechnism

As an alternative, or an additional policy, to increase the gains to the
native population from immigration, innigrants could be subject to
either entry fees or dillerential tax rates.30 'he U.S. immigration visa
Is a scarce resource that substantially enhances the wealth of the lucky
few who can qualify under the kinship criteria in current law and ilie
even smaller number who cuter under the refugee, occupational, and
nonlprcfercncc categories. Indeed, substantial resources are sotnlimes
Cxpcudcd to increase ihe probability of qualifying for a visa, and some-
times marriages occur that would otherwise not take place.,'

The net impact of immigration (n the overall income of the native
)opulatioi could be made more favorable if immigration visas, wcre
"sold" rather thall rationed on the basis of nonpecuniary criteria. Then
persons with the greatest expected increase in prodtictivity from mi-
grating to the UnitcdStates would have the incentive to pay the largest
ctrry fees and hence would be more likely to immigrate. This would
not end lhe immigration of the relatives of U.S. citizens and resident
aliens, as lhe U.S. relatives could pay for all or part of the visa fee it
the innigrants themselves were unable to do so. It would, however,
offer a tnni ket lest to the value tif family reunificilion by rcnoving the
kinship preference issue fronk the political arena and lacing it lit an
economic context. Ilndced, in an earlier era when International migra-
liom was relatively more expensive and there were no public Income
transfers to assist imnnigrants during their adjustment, relatives who
had arrived in earlier waves were an Important source of financial
assistance.
211 lilabell I.. l.andes. "(lhe Effect of Stale Maxinaiu Iours Laws on the
llilohymtten of Voien in 1920," Journol of I'oliical Economy, vol. 88, no. 3
(Junie 1980), pp. 476-494.
-0"lhis section was not included in the version of the paper presented at the
conferice, but it was slimulatled by the conference discussion.
'I'tlic large econontic rents mue one of the Issues of concert In J. PlBngwati,
'"Taxion and Internallonal Migration: Recent Policy Issues," this volne.
tUohlfu, ib, "(ccupatlunal Irefcences," this volume, discusses. clorls made Io

a2 As a valisiml, dill'eiedial prices could be lntloduiced wheic the entry fee Is
lower Ilic closer the kinship to a U.S. citizen or resident alien.
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Several objections may be raised against using visa fees asa mICatls
o~f rationing admlissiolns. Onlc is tIle capital inurkel coii.trrint. lccause
our inslitulitnal arr-igelnisl prohibit the cofrorcenci of conlracts
creating slavery (including a fixed-pcrilod indcnlurcd service contract),
humall capital is poor collateral for a loan. Many productive inini-
grants would have diliculty linallcilg a large eiliry fee. A second
objeclion has to do willi refugees Wilt) flee thcir holnc country, oftel
because or personal danger, and lose their nonluman assets. We would
IOI wain tO bar persons whose lives or freedom are in danger because
a hostile government in [ie country of origin hais confiscated their
asscts.'g A third has to do with the revcrsibilily of migration. Many
potential productive immigrants who are uncecrtain that their immigra-
lion is permanent would understandably be relctant to pay a large
visa fee, unless it were partially rcfundable upon return to tlie country
of origin.

These concerns could be addressed by allowing innigrants it)
sisttoile an annual surcharge on their rederil income tax us an
alternative to the large entry fee." To prevent Ihe surcharge front
entcouraging unskilled migration and to reduce adverse labor supply
incentives, the surcharge on earnings should be largely on a pcr-capila
basis, although sonic component may be proporlional to earnings as a
partial insurance.

The visa fccs could be set so as to maximize the nct aggregate
income of tIle native population. If this were done, the supply of Inlini-
grants would be smaller than under a laissez-faire immigration policy
(under which anyone could enter), as time nct gain from inmigruting
would be smaller. Under the visa-free system , however, the demand for
immigrant labor by tIle native population would bc greater and the
number of visas would be larger tlan under the current monpiice ration-
ing system. Under current policy, nictch of the gain from iiligration

1-1 Oise of the objections raised separately by ilarry Gilman fid Andrew (reeley
at Ihe conference to U.S. pamiicipation.in Ilhagwali's proposal for a bltai drain
tax is hat reftogees would object to making payments to a regime that oppressed
them for political, religious, or racial ieasous or to a foreign occiopyig regime.
This objection would piestniably not apply lo fhe tax proposed htei, as it wotol
be levied by ile county the refugee Is willing to enter.
2i " he annual income lax suicharge would fise another objecion, thal it is
unconslitltional. It is not obvious that lite Suprcme Comr would sile It unta,og:.
stitilional, as it would tie a voluntary subslitule for the viSA fee. If it Weae riled
unconstilutional, however, It could be inalitlnled after a constfililolal amtmenulnacool.
Failure to pay the stlsucmlarge would prestinmably be lt.tied i lte list saume mailer as
failte to pay edelal income laxes In general. Jlutian n m''s ioo lerp iC ak0 of

1I~1~iiefto tuife iiiiivc population irons tife socia Isecimltfy tss~hi~i~
araills Is consistent with tle pmuuosed annual income lax s ichmlm91e. See Sinmon.
"Effect of |mmlgrants," tis vblume.
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is ictdaiiccl by persons who (14 not partieil)ate diilclly i tihe poilical
decision-liiaking process, the iiniiiigranlis thnIselvcs aiid their iclalives
it lite Uniled Slates, many of whom are iot citizens. 'ihe visa-fec
ratioiliiig system would enable tihe native l)(Ll;l ifl to Captile linac

uf the gains and hence favor a Lurger inunig1'ationl, that is, provide a
larger number of visas. It is not obvious that a vist-free rationing
system is less equilablc than the current policy, as it substitutes aWillingness to pay (by (he immigrant or sponsors) for [lie kinship
ctiteric that currently form [h basis of immigration policy.

Overall Effects of Immigration

Itimigrants do not have a uniforn efTec on the native population.
Some' native groups gain and others lose. The level and distribution
of the cledepelldl on tie relative skill characteristics and property
lights of the immigrants and natives.

Although immigrant workers Ild to raise lte overall income of
itih native population, the incomes of native workers that are close
substiltiles in production for immigrant labor decline, while the incomes
of otlier factors of production Increase. If the immigrants are not sub-
slaitial recipicls of income transfers either owing to lcir high level
of skill or io dcial of access to these benefits, income redistributiona
programs can be designed to transfer resources from the native groups
that gail to the native groups that lose, so that after the transfers no
alitive groupl loses by the immigration. This cannot occur, however, if
(lie immigrants themselves are Io be substantial recipients of these trans-
fers, whether they ire welfare benefits, social services, or social over-
heal capital financed p ior to the immigration.

Skilled immigrants tend to raise the level of income of the native
population, reduce income inequality, and arc not likely to be substan-
lial recipients of income transfers. Unskilled Immigrants tend to in-
crease incomic inequality, are more likely to be substantial recipients
of income iasfcrs, aid, as a comscluence, have it smaller favorable
effect (or a negative net effect) on the overall income of the native
population. It Is perhaps for this reason that several countries have
developed gucst-worker programs under which uinskilled foreign labor
cal work for limited periods of lime, but the participants are not eligible
for most Income transfers and are not pcrrnittcd to bring their
deledent ifmily nicmmbers.

The ciTect of immigrants on the native population changes with
teiirdurationt of residence, aqs_ they acqlluire more skills specific to their
country of destinatton. That is, as the average skill level.of the hmiI-
gralts relative ito lhe iatlive pop)ulation rises lhe longer lhe duration of
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icsilfciice, lite ininligrain|s have a similler adverse efrct (ior a larger
fI1viral ,I,l' ldfect) o illife wages of miiiskil lcd tiie l ViIkes s, alnd they
1i1ake smallerr use of inicole. transfeis (r- lihe poor.

Almoig political econmillic migrants, Ilioie .eL'd il life basis
4)f ihcir likely poltictivity in the dcstlillalion will leind it) have a more
favorable iia);ic( than immigrants selected inder rationing mechanisms
based oi kinship (currently the primary criteria) or a first-conic, lirst-
served system. Iconomiic migrants arc likely to have u more favorable
impact oil life llativC population [fiail rflugecs of ihc Salie demnographic
characleristics and level of schooling, as life former lcnd to liavc higher
earnings. This situation presumably uriscs from the grcatcr international
Iransferabilily of skills and he iorc favorable self-selection iii ternls of
labor market ability and motivation for personal economic aidvancemennt
among economic niigrants. lefligec preferences aidi the eilhasis (in
kinship are included in the immigration policies of many coltries
because (if humanitarian and foreign policy objectives and domestic
social anild political considerations. These objectives, however, arc Iot
without their economic costs.

As an alternative to (lie current policy of ralioning imliralion
visas oil he basis of nonpecuniary criteria, a large (rallher than nominal)
visa fee or, ias a substitute at the immigrant's ojl)ion, aii annual illmi-
grant income lax surcharge is considered. llhe overall productivity of
iliniigrants would be likely to increase, as productivily cilleria would
increase 'in relative Importance li allocaling scarce visas. This change
in rationing criteria is likely to increase the net gain to tie slitivo
population from immigration both directly from (lie visa fee and in-
directly froin ihe Increased lroductivily of lniiigrants. Tise Increased
benefits to natives frmil niigration would provide a-l economic
incentive for an lcreasc i the number of visas issued annually.

Thc change in ralioiing criteria would not cld immigration niloli-
valed by a desire for family reunification bllt would place it in an
economic context rather than Its current political context, as the U.S.
kinsnci who would presuinably gain by Ile migration could assist lie
liimigrant I ligying tie fee. The annual surcharge oin Ihfc immigrait's

ilncoie tax as a voluntary substitute for lie visa fee has tie advantage
of avolding problems of (he capital market financing cmtilrailns. It also
provides greater flexibility in terms of reenigraioli, although lithe visa
fee should be partially rcfuidable if reeiigration occurs.

If the objective of imniigration policy is to imaximizc (lie income
of (lie nalive population, the oplimiail number of visas per year (ihit is,
. ..lintllannual imiratioi) would be greatest und J !i thlt
favored skilled immigrants (particularly If it were c(ilpled will the
annual Inigrait surcharge), smaller uider a policy (liat was nelUtial
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with respect to skill but with immigrants denied access to the income
transfer system, and smallest tinder a policy that was neutral with
respect it) skill but with immigrants given access to the income transfer
systcni oin the same basis as the native born. 11 is the last of these three
allc:inatives that is the basis of current immigration policy.

Appendix: Aggregate Production Funcilon Analysis
(if the hlipacl of haimigranls

Aggregale production functions are a useful means of describing the
economy. The U.S. economy can be described by a three-factor constant-
elasticity-of-substitution (CES) production function. The three factors
are high-level inanpowcr (professionals, managers, and technical work-
ers), other manpower, and )hysical capital, and the pair-wise elasticities
arc consistent with a CI]S (or) equal to about 2.5.85

Aggregate output (Q) may be written as

Q = [P,11-" + 1321' + pK-,]-'I (I)
where I, = low-level manpower, H2 = high-level manpower, K =

capital stock, and I = elasticity of substitution.

The marginal product of each factor of production is

MPI1 ) = ,

MJ'1 2 = P2 2

MPK = p (2)

An increase in the quantity of unskilled labor, /i,, increases output
Q, bit at-a smaller rate tn II, so that QiI, declines. Thus, an in-
crease in i, due to the immigration of unskilled workers decreases the
marginal product of unskilled labor, MPlI, and increases the marginal
product of skilled workers, AlP11g, and capital, AIPK. If [lie nunlhcr of
unskilled woikers increases from Ill, to Ill.., aggregate income lit the
cC(')ijpy increases by the integral

&r. Cwrniel i. Chiswick, "The Growith of Professionl Occupations in U.S. Maimu-
factitring: 191X).1973," in I. Sirageldin, ed., R.se ech In llman Copi, ald
Ih'rrh.J'Inent (Gicenwich, Cona.: JAI Press, 1979), pp. 191-217; and Carniel U.
C'hiswick "sooic Trite-eies Evidence on the Afgaegaie I'oduiclion Funclion

Siy of Illinois at Chicngo Circle, 1981).
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f (Q/i,) '1 dll,

"i.0
After the n immigrants arrive, the marginal product of unskilled
workers is MI'iI,., = 11, (Q./t1,,) Ile and their aggregate wages are
(MIPII,.) Ill. Because of the decreasing marginal product of uiskillcd
labor, lie Increase in aggregate income exceeds the total wages of ihc
immigrants. The change in the aggregate income of thc native popula-
lion Is

f lil (Q1111) ,1o _ p (Q /II,.) 11 dill (3

I1,.0

which is Iecessarily positive for any elasticity of subsliltution hItwel
zero and infinity.

Thus, immigration of unskilled workers widens wage differentials,
increases [lie return to capital, and raises the aggregate income of native-
born skilled workers, capital, and the native population. The aggregate
income of native-born unskilled workers declines. Parallel chliges occur
it the Immigrants are skilled workers.

if the unskilled Inunigrants are excluded from participating in the
welfare system and if there are no adverse labor supply or capital forna-
lion effects of income transfers, enough income could be transferred
from skilled workers and capital to unskilled native workers so as to
make everyone at least as well off as before the i-mmigralion. This can
occur because aggregate income among the native population has in-
creased.

The rise in the aggregate income of skilled workers and capital
exceeds the transfer that would return native unskilled workers to heir
preimmigralion income but not the transfer required to bring all
unskilled workers up to this level. That is, the gain in income exceeds
lite transfer of

but not the transfer of
p, (QIl,.),1, (. /11 , '" I;,;, 4b)

that would be *needed to bring ihe'unskilled native workers and imini-
grants to lhe preimnigralion level of earnings for unskilled n~aive-horn
workers. Thus, if both native and imnigrant unskilled workers arc'l
be brought up ito the income level of nalive-born unskilled workers prior

and capital must bx lowered.
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Representative SCHEUER. Mr. Espenshade, please take the same 7
or 8 minutes and then hopefully we will have some questions for
you.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS J. ESPENSHADE, "DIRECTOR, PROGRAM
IN DEMOGRAPHIC STUDIES, THE URBAN INSTITUTE, WASHING-
TON, DC
Mr. ESPENSHADE. Good morning. My name is Thomas Espen-

shade. I am the director of the Program in Demographic Studies at
the Urban Institute.

I would like to thank the Joint Economic Committee for this op-
portunity to testify on the economic consequences of immigration
to the United States.

Let me say at the outset that any views that are expressed in
either my prepared statement or my oral statement pre solely
those of the author(s) and do not necessarily represent the opinions
of the Urban Institute or any of its sponsors.

Undocumented immigration raises, four specific concerns about
the impacts on the U.S. economy.

First there is the issue of jobs. Some fear that undocumented im-
migrants take jobs away from native workers and contribute to un-
employment because immigrants are assumed to be willing to work
for wages below those received by native or legal immigrant work-
ers.

Second, there is the issue of wages. Even if undocumented immi-
grants do not take jobs away from others, they may depress wages
and working conditions.. Third, there is the issue of fiscal impacts. Many feel that undocu-
mented immigrants because of their generally low incomes and
large family sizes receive more in tax-supported public services
than they themselves pay for in taxes.

Representative SCHEUER. I believe your prepared statement indi-
cated that they receive approximately twice as much in public
services as they pay in taxes.

Mr. ESPENSHADE. Yes, when one looks at the State and local
levels of government alone. We did not consider the Federal layer
in that analysis.

Fourth, there is the broader set of issues related to job creation,
effects on price levels and standards of living and U.S. competitive-
ness in world markets. By relying on inexpensive sources of labor,
some companies may be enabled to remain in business in this coun-
try whereas they would otherwise have to move offshore or cease
production.

Much of the available recent evidence on these four issues comes
from an Urban Institute examination of the economic, fiscal, and
social effects associated with Mexican immigration to southern
California during the 1970's and early 1980's. This study, entitled
"The Fourth Wave: California's Newest Immigrants," was pub-
lished in December 1985. --- R-~i ~ -fetth- ft-of-these-iwtues;we-have ....
chosen to focus our attention here on the impact of Mexican immi-
gration on black unemployment, not only because blacks constitute
a sizable population in Los Angeles, but also because blacks have
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had below-average income and above-average unemployment and
poverty rates in southern California and may therefore be vulnera-
ble to the presence of Mexican immigrants.

From 1970 to 1982 unemployment rates in the United States
more than doubled for adults as well as for teenagers and for all
persons as well as for blacks. However, unemployment rates in Los
Angeles rose over this same period by just 27 percent for black
adults and by 35 percent for black teenagers.

We also examined the determinants of black unemployment
rates in two large city samples, one -based on 247 metroplitan
areas throughout the United States and another restricted to 51
metropolitan areas in California, Texas, New Mexico, and Arizona.

Neither of these analyses provided support for the contention
that Mexican immigrants take jobs away from blacks. Black unem-
ployment rates are not increased and, if anything, are lowered by a
rise in the proportion of Mexican immigrants in a local labor
market. Most of the variation in, black uemployment rates among
metropolitan areas can be attributed to differences in black educa-
tional attainment, in the rate of population growth, in the degree
of durable goods manufacturing and construction, and in general
labor market conditions.

In discussing the wage effects of immigrants, the second of the
economic issues, the impact of immigrants on average wage levels
of particular occupations and industries must be distinguished
from their impact on the wages of individuals within those occupa-
tions and industries. To the extent that immigrants are paid a
wage rate lower than the average wage rate, they could bring down
average wages in a given employment sector simply by becoming
more numerous without necessarily having an adverse spillover
effect on the wages of nonimmigrants in that sector.

Perhaps the most striking example in southern California of the
widening wage gap is between production and nonproduction work-
ers in the apparel industry, one of the industries with a high con-
centration of Mexican workers. Between 1969 and 1977 production
apparel workers' wages in the United States as a whole went up by
nearly 80 percent compared with less than 65 percent in Los Ange-
les.' The wages of nonproduction apparel workers in the United
States also went up by about 80 percent, but in Los Angeles the
wages of nonproduction apparel workers rose by 100 percent. Thus
wages of production workers in the Los Angeles apparel industry
lagged behind the wages not only of their counterparts nationwide
but also of nonproduction workers in Los Angeles.

But what this analysis has so far failed to address is whether the
wages of individual workers were depressed by the influx of immi-
grants. Many of the policy disputes focus on whether there is any
evidence for the existence of worker-specific wage depression, and I
turn next to this important issue.

Earlier we reported the results of an analysis based on 247 cities
nationwide and on 51 metro litan areas in 4 Southwestern Sta

-d -6d'-W impad-fofVrmg share i eof Hispanics mn
local labor markets on black unemployment rates. These same
samples have been used to examine whether blacks exhibit worker-
specific wage depression as the proportion of Hispanics in metro-
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politan populations increases. In these analyses, the key variable is
average black family income in the metropolitan area.

In the U.S. sample, increasing the proportion of Hispanics in an
area decreases average black family income, suggesting that
worker-specific wage depression does indeed exist. However, this
effect is not very important quantitatively. Raising the share of
Hispanics in an area from an average of 5 to 7.5 percent, for exam-
ple, produces a fall in average black family income from about
15,800 to $15,700 a decline of actually less than $100.
In the Southwestern sample, increasing the proportion of Mexi-

can immigrants in a local labor market actually raises average
black family income, but the effect, again, is not very significant.

Taken together, these results point to the general conclusion that
the presence of Hispanics in local labor markets has little effect,
positively or negatively, on black family income.

Representative SCHEUER. Can you distinguish legal Hispanic im-
migrants from illegal His panic immigrants? In other words, when
you get a large flow of illegal Hispanic immigrants, presumbly of
lower skill, as Mr. Chiswick indicated, probably of lower literacy
skills and job skills, does that have a more depressing effect on
black employment than a comparable increase in legal Hispanic
immigration.

Mr. ESPENSHADE. That is a good question. Unfortunately, in most
of the samples that are collected by the Federal Government the
distinction between legal immigrant and illegal immigrant is not
one that is or can be made.

Representative SCHEUER. It can be. It may not be, but it can be.
Mr. ESPENSHADE. It isn't being made.
Representative SCHEUER. It seems to me that is a distinction with

a very real difference and has important public policy implications
for us.

Mr. ESPENSHADE. In the case of southern California it turns out
that well over half of the Mexican immigrants are undocumented
Mexican immigrants-approximately two-thirds in the Los Angeles
metropolitan area. The overall conclusion of our prepared state-
ment as I will mention in just a minute, is that there are, on bal-
ance, net economic benefits conferred not only to the immigrants
themselves but to the native population in the Los Angeles metro-
politan area as a result of Mexican immigration. The majority of
that immigration is undocumented immigration. Whether the ben-
efits would be even greater if the undocumented share were larger
or smaller I cannot say.

Concerns over the economic effects of immigrants are focused not
only on employment, wages, and income, but also on public sector
revenues and expenditures. What effect do Mexican immigrants
have on State and local governments in California? Do Mexican im-
migrants receive more in public services than they pay in taxes?

Estimates of the fiscal effects of Mexican immigrant households
in Los Angeles County were confined to State and local govern-
._n in Californ. Taxes paid to and services provided by the

Federal G government were not included, but the i
taxes and revenues could alter the picture dramatically.

For Mexican immigrant households in Los Angeles in 1980, the
gap between services received from and taxes paid to State and
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local governments is quite pronounced. Estimates of the combined
fiscal effects at the State and local levels show that each Mexican
immigrant household received an average of $4,800 in Government
services in 1980 but paid just $2,600 in taxes. Thus, benefits re-
ceived outweighed taxes paid by a factor of nearly 2 t 1, producing
a fiscal deficit of $2,200 per household.

Fourth and finally, our analysis included some of the broader
economic effects associated with Mexican immigration to southern
California during the 1970's. More than one-quarter of the 210,000
jobs held in 1980 by recent Mexican immigrants to Los Angeles
probably would have disappeared or never have materialized had
there been no immigration. Most of these jobs would have been in
low-wage manufacturing, for example, in apparel, and some owners
would have been forced to go out of business or to relocate outside
the United States unless they could have found substitute low-cost
labor here.

The Mexican immigrant presence in Los Angeles has meant
lower prices for some goods and services, slower price increases,
and less rapid escalation in the cost of living in Los Angeles than
in the rest of the country. Despite the lower incomes of Mexican
immigrants, their presence in Los Angeles did not prevent gains in
per capita income that exceeded gains nationwide. In addition, the
presence of 220,000 Mexican immigrant households in Los Angeles
County in 1980 meant a fiscal stimulus to the county arising from
the transfer of $261 million in State revenue from other parts of
California. California residents outside Los Angeles County have
shouldered most of the burden of the fiscal deficits engendered by
Mexican immigrants in Los Angeles, but non-Mexicans in Los An-
geles also have had to pay higher State and local taxes.

Taking all these factors into account, the additional jobs for
Mexican immigrants and allied workers, the slower increases in
prices and in the overall cost of living, the fact that living stand-
ards kept pace with the growth in the United States, the fiscal
stimulus to the Los Angeles economy, and the higher taxes paid by
Los Angeles residents, we conclude that the economic benefits ac-
cruing to the average Los Angeles household from the presence of
Mexican immigrants probably outweigh the economic costs of fiscal
deficits.

Thank you.
Representative SCHRUER. Thank you very much, Mr. Espenshade.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Espenshade follows:]
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BACKGROUND

The United States is known as a nation of immigrants. Since the

country's founding two hundred years ago, millions have come to our shores in

search of a better life. Recent estimates suggest that the United States is

now accepting nearly twice as many migrants and refugees as all other

nations combined and that legal and illegal im migration together make up about

one-third of annual U.S. population growth.

Until the last quarter of the 19th century immigration to the United

States was open to practically anyone who wanted to come. Restrictions

against particular nationalities were first applied in 1882 with the Chinese

Exclusion Act, and numerical limitations were instituted in 1921. The most

recent major revisions to U.S. immigration laws occurred with the 1965

amendments to the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952. These amendments

abolished the national origin system, set an annual worldwide ceiling of

270,000 for numerically restricted migration, and established a preference

system emphasizing family reunification for determining priorities for entry.

Largely as a result of the 1965 amendments, legal immigration to the

United States has shifted away from Europe toward Asiaand Latin America.

Prior to the 1960s immigration from Europe constituted a majority of U.S.

immigration, but it had fallen to just over 10 percent of total legal

i migration by the early 1980s. In contrast, Asian immigration rose from 13

percent of the total in the 1960s to one-half the total in the early 1980s.

Legal immigration from Mexico has been relatively constant at around 10 to 15,

percent of the total.

In recent years legal immigration to the United States has ranged between

annual totals of 550,000 and 600,000. These levels are substantially below

those during the first decade of this century when over a million immigrants
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came each year. Current flows are also below historical averages when viewed

as a percent of total population. Although this percentage has been rising

somewhat in recent years, it is still no higher than 0.25 percent. This is in

sharp contrast to legal immigration in the period 1900-1910 which averaged

about 1.5 percent of total population each year. The 1980 Census of

Population for the United States enumerated 14.1 million foreign-born

persons. Such persons made up 6.2 percent of total U.S. population. Low

birth rates during the 1970s coupled with growing levels of legal and illegal

imigration resulted in an increase in this percentage from 4.8-percent in

1970. Nevertheless, even by 1980 the foreign-born proportion of the total

population was less than half its 1910 level.

RECENT CONCERNS

Paralleling the recent growth in the importance of immigration to U.S.

population size and changes in its racial and ethnic composition, there has

been a rising concern about the impacts of this immigration on the U.S.

economy in particular and on U.S. society in general. Much of this concern

has been sparked by the apparent increase in illegal or undocumented

immigration to the United States. The U.S. Bureau of the Census, for example,

estimated that it enumerated 2.1 million illegal aliens in the 1980 census,

three-quarters of whom-c-me to the United States between 1970 and 1980 and

one-half of whom were in California. Estimates of the total number of illegal

aliens in the United States vary widely, but the most reliable of such

estimates put the number in the range of 2 to 4 million in 1980. Since 1980,

undocumented immigration to the United States has continued. The Census

Bureau's estimate puts it at 200,000 per year. Recent troubles with the

Mexican economy coupled with the fall in world oil prices may have accelerated

illegal immigration from Mexico.
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Undocumented immigration raises four specific concerns about the impacts

on the U.S. economy. First, there is the issue of jobs. Some fear that

undocumented immigrants take jobs away from native workers and contribute to

unemployment because immigrants are assumed to be willing to work for wages

below those received by native or legal immigrant workers. Second, there is

the issue of wages. Even if undocumented migrants do not take Jobs away

from others, they may depress wages and working conditions. Third, there is

the issue of fiscal impacts. Many feel that undocumented immigrants, because

of their generally low incomes and large family sizes, receive more in tax-

supported public services than they themselves pay for in taxes. Fourth,

there is the broader set of issues related to job creation, effects on price

levels and standards of living, and U.S. competitiveness in world markets. By

relying on inexpensive sources of labor, some companies may be enabled to

remain in business in this country whereas they would otherwise have to move

offshore or cease production.

A REVIEW OF THE EVIDENCE

Much of the available recent evidence on these four issues comes from an

Urban Institute examination of the economic, fiscal, and social effects

associated with Mexican immigration to southern California during the 1970s

and early 1980s. This study, entitled The Fourth Wave: California's Newest

Immigrants, was coauthored by Thomas Muller and Thomas Espenshade and

published by The Urban Institute in December 1985.

Employment Effects

In June of 1983, not long after unemployment in southern California had

reached 10 percent and unemployment among blue-collar workers exceeded 15

percent, The Urban Institute commissioned a poll of southern California

residents to obtain their perceptions of Immigration and its effects. Nearly
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half our respondents believed that illegal immigrants take jobs away from

other southern California residents and contribute to unemployment. Among

blacks in the survey, the proportion was over half-59 percent believed that

jobs were threatened. What is the evidence? Do immigrants take jobs away

from Americans?

We have chosen to focus our attention here on the impact of Mexican

immigration on black unemployment, not only because blacks constitute a

sizable population in Los Angeles but also because blacks have had below-

average income and above-average unemployment and poverty rates in southern

California and may therefore be vulnerable to the presence of Mexican

immigrants.

A good starting point is to analyze trends in labor force participRLion

rates during the period 1970 to 1982. A decline in the labor force

participation rate of native workers, other things equal, may suggest the

presence of discouraged workers-potential workers who become so discouraged

at not being able to find work that they no longer look for a job--and

therefore a possible loss of jobs for native workers.

Blacks generally, and black teenagers especially, do not appear to have

been harmed by immigration in the period from 1970 to 1982. During the 1970s

and Into the 1980s, adult labor force participation rates increased in the Los

Angeles metropolitan area and in California, reflecting a national pattern of

rising labor force participation. Throughout the period, participation rates

in Los Angeles continued to exceed the national average and maintained a

fairly constant lead. Teenage labor force participation rates also Licreased

over the period, and the rates for black teenagers in Los Angeles and the

state showed gains relative to the rate for black teenagers in the nation. By

contrast, participation rates for all teenagers in Los Angeles declined,
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relative to the national average, dropping below the national labor force

participation rate for teenagers by 1982.

Short of dropping out of the labor force, native workers who fi'd their

jobs jeopardized by immigrants may experience higher rates of unemployment.

From 1970 to 1982 unemployment rates in the United States more than doubled--

for adults as well as teenagers, and for all persons as well as blacks.

However, unemployment rates in Los Angeles rose over this same period by just

27 percent for black adults and by 35 percent for black teenagers. Therefore,

trends in unemployment rates also fail to provide evidence of sharp job

competition between immigrants and blacks.

We also examined the determinants of black unemployment rates in two

large-city samples-one based on 247 metropolitan areas across the United

States and another restricted to 51 metropolitan areas in California, Texas,

New Mexico, and Arizona. Neither analysis provided support for the contention

that Mexican immigrants take jobs away from blacks. Black unemployment rates

are not increased-and if anything are lowered-by a rise in the proportion of

Mexican immigrants in a local labor market. Most of the variation in black

unemployment rates among metropolitan areas can be attributed to differences

in black educational attainment, in the rate of population growth, in the

degree of durable goods manufacturing and construction, and in general labor

market conditions.

Wage Effects

Another concern that emerged in our 1983 poll of southern California

residents was that undocumented workers brought down the overall level of

wages in selected occupations. Over two-thirds of all respondents and more

than four-fifths of black respondents expressed this belief. Overwhelmingly,

respondents identified unskilled jobs as those most affected.
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In discuRsing the wage effects of immigration, the impact of immigrants

on average wage levels of particular occupations and industries must be

distinguished from their impact on the wages of individuals within those

occupations and industries. To the extent that immigrants are paid a wage

raA. w r-t-han the average wage rate, they could brig dognaverage wages in

a given employment sector simply by becoming more numerous without necessarily

having an adverse spillover effect on the wages of nonimmigrants in that

sector.

Perhaps the most striking example in southern California of the widening

wage gap is between production and nonproduction workers in the apparel

industry-one of the industries with a high concentration of Mexican

workers. Between 1969 and 1977, production apparel workers' wages in the

United States as a whole went up by nearly 80 percent compared with less than

65 percent in Los Angeles. The wages of nonproduction apparel workers in the

United States also went up by about 80 percent. In Los Angeles, however, the

wages of nonproduction apparel workers rose by 100 percent. Thus, wages of

production workers in the Los Angeles apparel industry lagged behind the wages

not only of their counterparts nationwide but also of nonproduction workers in'

Los Angeles.

There can be little doubt that the relative wage decline characterizing

unskilled manufacturing jobs in Los Angeles is related to the presence of

immigrant labor in large numbers, particularly Mexicans and Central

Americ-ans. Because immigrant workers tend to be paid less than native workers

in the same industry, a growing preponderance of immigrant workers lowers the

average wage rate received by all workers in the industry.

What our analysis has so far failed to address is whether the wages of

individual workers were depressed by the influx of immigrants. Many of the

//J
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policy disputes focus on whether there is any evidence for the existence of

worker-specific wage depression. We now take up a brief consideration of this

important issue.

Earlier we reported the results of an analysis, based on 247 cities

nationwide and on 51 metropolitan areas in four southwestern states, designed

to assess the impact of varying shares of Hispanics in local labor markets on

black unemployment rates. The same samples have been used to examine whether

blacks exhibit worker-specific wage depression as the proportion of Hispanics

in metropolitan populations increases. In these analyses, the key variable Is

average black family income in the metropolitan area.

In the United States sample, increasing the proportion of Hispanics in an

area decreases average black family income, suggesting that worker-specific

wage depression exists. However, this effect is not very important

quantitatively. Raising the share of Hispanics in an area from an average of

5 percent to 7.5 percent, for example, produces a fall in average black family

income from $15,818 to $15,733, or by just $85. In the southwest sample,

increasing the proportion of Hexican immigrants in a local labor market

actually raises average black family income, but the effect is not

significant. Taken together, these results point to the general conclusion

that the presence of Hispanic im grants in local labor markets has little

effect, positively or negatively, on black family income.

Fiscal Effects

Concerns over the economic effects of immigrants are focused not only on

employment, wages, and income but also on public sector revenues and

expenditures. What effects do Mexican imigrants have on state and local

government in California? Do Mexican imsnigrants receive more in public

services than they pay in taxes?
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Estimates of the fiscal effects of Mexican immigrant households in Los

Angeles County were confined to state and local governments in California;

taxes paid to and services provided by the federal government were excluded,

although inclusion of the federal level can alter the picture dramatically.

For Mexican immigrant households in Los Angeles in 1980, the gap between

services received from and taxes paid to state and local governments is very

pronounced. Estimates of the combined fiscal effects at the state and local

levels show that each Mexican immigrant household received an average of

$4,842 in government services in 1980 but paid Just $2,597 in taxes. Thus,

benefits received outweighed taxes paid by a factor of nearly two to one,

producing a deficit of $2,245 per household, nearly four-fifths of which arose

at the state level.

This substantial gap between revenues and expenditures for Mexican

immigrant households is traceable to several factors, but the two most

important are low Mexican earnings and large Mexican families. An analysis of

households in Los Angeles County, for example, shows that about 220,000

households-one out of every twelve households enumerated in Los Angeles

County in 1980-were heAded by a Mexican immigrant. The average size of these

Mexican immigrant households was 4.25 persons, considerably larger than the

average (2.54) for non-Mexican immigrant households. The average income of

the Mexican immigrant households was $15,256, two-thirds of the $22,480

average for all households in Los Angeles County. I

It is worth emphasizing that, because these deficits are largely the

product of the low socioeconomic status and above-average sizes of Mexican

imiigrant households rather than of their immigrant status per se, households

with similar demographic and economic characteristics and having native-born

household heads could be expected to have similar fiscal impacts. Moreover,
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there is some evidence suggesting that the fiscal deficit attributable to

Mexican immigrant households decreases with length of stay in the United

States. Barry Chiswick, for example, has shown that immigrant wages reach the

level of naAvp wages ten to fifteen years after immigrants arrive in this

country.

It is also'important to note that the exclusion from the study of

undocumented persons not counted in the 1980 census could affect the fiscal-

balance picture for immigrants. Because many of these undocumented persons

are single, have Jobs, and demand fewer public services than other immigrants,

they probably produce a small fiscal surplus. Including their contribution in

the estimates, however, would probably not change the deficit balance produced

by Mexican immigrant households in 1980, particularly at the state level.

Broader Economic Effects

Finally, our analysis included some of the broader economic effects

associated with Mexican immigration to southern California during the 1970s.

More than one-quarter of the 210,000 Jobs held in 1980 by recent Mexican

immigrants to Los Angeles probably would have disappeared or never have

materialized. Most of these jobs would have been in low-wage manufacturing

(for example, in apparel), and some owners would have been forced to go out of

business or to relocate outside the United States unless they could have found

substitute low-cost labor here.

The Mexican immigrant presence in Los Angeles has meant lower prices for

some goods and services, slower price increases, and less rapid escalation in

the cost of living in Los Angeles than in the rest of the country. Despite

the lower incomes of Mexican immigrants, their presence in Los Angeles did not

prevent gains in per capita income that exceeded nationwide gains. In

addition, the presence of 220,000 Mexican immigrant households in Los Angeles
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County in 1980 meant a fiscal stimulus to the county arising from the transfer

of $261 million in state revenue from other parts of California. California

residents outside Los Angeles County have shouldered most of the burden of the

fiscal deficits engendered by Mexican immigrants in Los Angeles, but non-

Mexicans in Los Angeles also have had to pay higher state and local taxes.

Sumary

Taking all these factors into account-the additional jobs for Mexican

immigrants and allied workers, the slower increases in prices and in the

overall cost of living, the fact that living standards kept pace with the

growth in the United States, the fiscal stimulus to the Los Angeles economy,

and the higher taxes paid by Los Angeles residents-we may conclude that the

economic benefits accruing to the average Los Angeles household from the

presence of Mexican immigrants probably outweigh the economic costs of fiscal

deficits.

These conclusions parallel those in a chapter on "The Economic Effects of

Immigration" contained in the 1986 Economic Report of the President:

For much of the Nation's history, U.S. immigration policy has been
based on the premise that immigrants have a favorable effect on the
overall standard of living and on economic development. Analysis
of the effects of recent migrant flows bears out this premise.
Although an increasing number of migrants, including many illegal
aliens, have entered the country in recent years, inflows are still
low relative to population and relative to U.S. labor force growth.

International migrants have been readily absorbed into the labor
market. Although some displacement may occur, it does not appear
that migrants have displaced the native-born from jobs or have
reduced wage levels on a broad scale. There is evidence that
immigration has increased job opportunities and wage levels for
other workers. Aliens may also provide a net fiscal benefit to the
Nation, often paying more in taxes than they use in public
services. Immigrants come to this country seeking a better life,
and their personal investments and hard work provide economic
benefits to themselves and to the country as a whole (p. 234).
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POLICY OPTIONS

Immigration to California and to the total United States is likely to

accelerate between now and the end of this century. Job opportunities and the

large number of immigrants already in this country will continue to attract

new immigrants. In addition, in many of the developing countries that send

migrants to this country, rapid population growth combined with economic and

political difficulties act as a powerful incentive for migration.

The most effective policy response to these trends is not clear,

especially because the accumulating evidence suggests that the economic

benefits of recent immigration (including undocumented immigration) are

positive. One obvious response is stepped-up enforcement of our current

immigration laws. However, stronger measures designed to restrict the flow of

undocumented workers to the United States have been introduced into the 99th

Congress. The two bills receiving the most attention are sponsored by Sen.

Alan Simpson (R-Wyo.) and Rep. Peter Rodino, Jr. (D-N.J.). Both bills contain

provisions to penalize employers who knowingly hire undocumented workers. The

intent of the employer sanctions' is to reduce Job opportunities for illegal

aliens in the United States, thereby removing a major motivation for workers

to enter without proper documentation.

Although similar in intent and scope, the bills differ in several

respects. For example, amnesty for certain undocumented aliens living in the

United States since 1982 would be automatic under the Rodino bill. Simpson's

amnesty clause contains provisions for the legalization of undocumented aliens

residing in the United States since 1980 three years after enactment of the

bill or after it has been determined that employer sanctions are working.

Moreover, Rodino's bill requires all employers to verify the legal status of

prospective employees whereas employer verification procedures are optional in
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Simpson's reform proposal and only apply to employers of four or more

persons. The employer sanction provisions of the Rodino and Simpson bills are

similar; both bills provide for civil and criminal penalties against

employers who knowingly hire undocumented workers.

The inclusion of criminal penalties in the Rodino and Simpson reform

proposals is important from the standpoint of increasing the ability to

control undocumented immigration. The experience of other aations-West

Germany, for instance-suggests that fines alone have little effect on the use

of undocumented workers. Many employers consider the fines part of "the cost

of doing business." Even with stiff employer fines and criminal penalties, it

would be virtually impossible to police millions of employers. Enforcement of

employer sanctions will rest ultimately with the employers themselves.

CONCLUSIONS

In concluding this presentation, we must return to the fundamental issue

of whether there is a need for U.S. immigration reform. 'There are two reasons

for asking this question. First, 88 percent of the more than one thousand

respondents included in The Urban Institute's opinion survey of southern

California residents interviewed in the summer of 1983 described the problem

of illegal Immigration as serious or somewhat serious. Moreover, close to 70

percent felt the influx of illegal immigrants into the southern'California

region had either a very unfavorable or a somewhat unfavorable effect on the

state as a whole. But survey respondents were hard pressed to identify

specific disadvantages attributable to undocumented immigrants. For example,

survey respondents were about evenly divided on whether illegal Immigrants

took jobs away from other residents.

Second, at the time our survey was conducted, both houses of Congress

were engaged in a debate over the various provisions of the Simpson-Hazzoli
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immigration reform proposal. We asked southern California residents whether

they had heard of the Simpson-Kazzoli bill. Only 20 percent were familiar

with the bill, and about 7 percent thought they might have heard of it but

were not sure. Of the 20 percent of survey respondents who had some knowledge

of the Simpson-Mazzoli bill, nearly half (42 percent) knew only the name and

could not recall anything more specific. Therefore, despite the general

impression conveyed by public opinion surveys that there Ls overwhelming

public support for U.S. immigration reform, the sobering statistics cited in

this paragraph make one wonder just how deep this support is.

Finally, many different interest groups are battling over the provisions

of the Simpson bill, and the House has yet to vote on the Rodino bill.

Whether either of these proposals will actually curtail the flow of

undocumented immigrants depends not only on the specific provisions of the new

legislation but also on the rigor with which they are enforced. The danger is

always that any new legislation will be simply cosmetic-that legislators will

think they have solved the problem because a new bill has been paqsed-and

that no real change will be implemented because of insufficient'follow through

on the enforcement side. This outcome is perhaps all the more likely in the

wake of the Gramm-Rudman-Hollings bill and the renewed sensitivity to

increased government spending.



283

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Connor, Walker (ed.), Mexican-Americans in Comparative Perspective.
Washington, D. C.: The Urban Institute Press, 1985.

de la Puente, Manuel, and Marc Bendick, Jr., "Employment and Training Programs
for Migrant and Refugee Youth: Lessons from the United States
Experience." The Urban Institute, August 1983.

de Leeuw, Frank, "The Economic Effects of Immigration: Specification of a
Model." Urban Institute Policy Discussion Paper PDS-85-3, December 1985.

Economic Report of the President, transmitted to the Congress February 1986.
Washington, D. C.: Goverment Printing Office, 1986.

Espenshade, Thomas J., and Tracy Ann Goodis, "Recent Immigrants to Los
Angeles: Characteristics and Labor Market Impacts." Urban Institute
Policy Discussion Paper PDS-85-1, Hay 1985.

Koss, Margo, and Harry Hatry, "Human Services Needs and Resources in Long
Beach." Urban Institute report to the City of Long Beach, May 1985.
Also available from City Manager's Office, City of Long Beach,
California.

Hanson, Donald M., Thomas J. Espenshade, and Thomas Muller, "Mexican
Immigration to Southern California: Issues of Job Competition and Worker
Mobility." Urban Institute Pdlicy Discussion Paper PDS-85-2, August
1985.

Huller, Thomas, The Fourth Wave: California's Newest Immigrants. A Summary.
Washington, D. C.: The Urban Institute Press, 1984.

Huller, Thomas, and Thomas J. Espenshade, The Fourth Wave: California's
Newest Immigrants. Washington, D. C.: The Urban Institute Press, 1985.

Taylor, J. Edward, "Selectivity of Undocumented Mexico-U.S. Migrants and
Implications for U.S. Immigration Reform." Urban Institute Policy
Discussion Paper PrS-85-4, December 1985.



284

Representative SCHEUER. All three of you have given us a great
deal to chew over.

I am going to ask a question to all three of you, to separate legal
from illegal immigration and tell us whether your conclusion
would still stand, Mr. Espenshade, and whether you would agree
with the conclusion of the Council of Economic Advisers in their
report that the economic pluses, the economic benefits exceed the
economic detriments or the economic costs. I am only talking about
illegal immigration.

Mr. ESPENSHADE. I think I would agree that the benefits would
still outweigh the costs if one restricted attention to undocumented
Mexican immigrants, because they constitute the majority of Mexi-
can immigrants in southern California, and I do find myself in
agreement with chapter 7 of the 1986 Economic Report of the
President.

Representative SCHEUER. Mr. Chiswick.
Mr. CHISWICK. We have recently completed a large study in the

Chicago labor market on illegal aliens and their employers. Quite
interesting findings emerged having to do with the employment
patterns and wage rates of illegal aliens. The view that illegal
aliens are locked into dead-end jobs with little prospect for im-
provement seems to be completely at variance with the data for the
Chicago labor market.

We are soop going into the field for a nationwide study sponsored
by the Immigration and Naturalization Service. We will be able to
then speak more intelligently about the country as a who'_e.

As a direct answer to your question, I would like to separate the
illegal aliens into two groups, those who come by themselves as
workers-and those who come with dependent family members. We
don't have hard data on this, but putting together various pieces
and trying to construct a puzzle, it seems that illegal aliens who
come without dependent family members are probably a net plus.
Low-skilled illegal aliens who come with dependent family mem-
bers may well be a net minus.

The difference has to do with the impacts on the income transfer
system. The greater the use of the income transfer system and var-
ious social services, including educational services and health serv-
ices, the more negative would be the impact of illegal aliens who
come with dependent family members.

One of the concerns I have about amnesty is that it not only pro-
vides legalization to the illegal aliens, but it also provides legaliza-
tion to their dependent family members, not simply those here in
the United States, but also, because of the provisions of our immi-
gration law, dependent family members back home. If this is, as
seems to be the case, a low-skilled population, then the negative
impact on the income transfer system might be quite significant.

Representative SCHEUER. All right. I am going to call on Mr.
Borjas to answer that same question, but I am going to give all
three of you notice that my next question is going to be.on-the....
bottom line to tell us what public policy recommendations you
would have for this Congress. This is cutting through all the fog
and the fuss and feathers. Basically, we are here to learn what we
need to know to legislate better, more wisely.
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So tell us, Mr. Espenshade, Mr. Chiswick, and Mr. Borjas, after I
get to you on this other question, Mr. Borjas, as succinctly as you
can, what public policy recommendations, what legislative recom-
mendations you would have as a result of your synthesis of the
very interesting, very stimulating testimony that you have given us
today.%

Mr. Borjas, on the previous question.
Mr. BORJAS. Most of the studies that have been conducted on the

impact of immigrants on the labor market have really used census-
type data, except for the study that Professor Chiswick just alluded
to. The overwhelming evidence really is with the census-type data,
and that shows a small impact.

It is really very hard to jump from that kind of evidence to any
kind of evidence that says let's separate those people into legal and
illegal aliens, because the data simply will not allow you to do that.
So I am very skeptical of any kind of jump or leap of faith in some
sense that one has to make from those studies to any kind of gener-
alized statement as to the separate impact of legal' and illegal
aliens on the labor market. I do not think we have enough evi-
dence really to address that question intelligently yet. I would
really have to wait for the results of these more specialized surveys
on illegal aliens before I could answer something like that.

Representative SCHEUER. In Congress every day that we don't act
we do act, and all of us in our personal lives, in our professional
lives act on the basis of imperfect knowledge. We never have a per-
fect knowledge base before making not only day-to-day decisions,
but important decisions. Our military makes decisions involving
life and death without a perfect knowledge base. Are you telling
me that with all of these 46 studies, with all of the millions of dol-
lars that have been spent on research right now, we don't have
enough information to come to any value judgments of the results
on our economy between legal immigrants and illegal immigrants?

Mr. BORJAS. I am saying that we have less than imperfect infor-
mation here.

Representative SCHEUER. I know We do. You can take that as a
given on any matter on which we legislate.

Mr. BORJAS. I myselfAm; not willing to say, from the studies that
I have conducted or the-studies that I have seen that are scientifi-
cally conducted in a reasonable sort of way, that any of those stud-
ies really that look at census-type data has anything to say about
the impact of legal or illegal aliens, because we just don't have the
data to separate out the pool of immigrants, whether they be Mexi-
cans or Cubans or Chinese, into these categories, into these legal
categories. SO we have the net impact, and the net impact is small.
'that is consistent with a variety of scenarios as to what the sepa-
rate impacts are.

Representative SCHEUER. Very good.
Now I would like to hear from all three of you, reasonably suc-

cinctly, as to what the public policy implications are of your testi-
mony and the testimony that you heard of your colleagues and the
discussions. If you can, tick off any recommendations you have,
one, two, three.

Mr. Espenshade.

67-395 0-87- 10
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Mr. ESPENSHADE. Let me try to be brief and let me also say that I
am speaking in a personal capacity.

Representative SCHEUER. No more disclaimers are necessary. You
have made that quite clear.

Mr. ESPENSHADE. Point No. 1. I believe that it would be prudent
to mount a stronger enforcement of our current law.

Representative SCHEUER. Are you talking about hardening up
the borders?

Mr. ESPENSHADE. Yes. I think that it is preferable to enforce the
policy at the border rather than the place of employment, and I do
not think that in the long run a reliance on employer sanctions is
going to work.

Representative SCHEUER. Is an employer sanction factor a rea-
sonable complement to enhanced border security? In other words,
is turning off the magnet a part of lessening the flow of people over
the borders? We can make it more difficult for those who want to
come over and we can reduce the flow of those who want to come
over by turning off the job magnet. Are these complementary pro-
grams.

Mr. EsPENSHADE. I would agree they are complementary, and
really it is not an either-or choice; it's a question of emphasis.

Point No. 2. 1 would favor bringing all legal immigrants under
one numerical ceiling rather than having certain legal immigrants
come and not be subject to numerical limits. I

Representative SCHEUER. You are talking specifically of the
family preferences that don't come under any numerical limit.

Mr. ESPENSHADE. Yes.
Point No. 3. I think it is important to pay more attention to the

processes of immigrant adjustment and adaption once legal immi-
grants do come into this country. There is a tendency in the cur-
rent law, I believe, for the Iolicy to concentrate on deciding who
can and who cannot come to this country, and once immigrants are
in this country, lesser concern is shown about policies that can pro-
mote their incorporation and integration into U.S. society. So I
think that in some general way more attention to this process of
immigrant adjustment is warranted.

Representative SCHEUER. Specifically, just tick off a laundry list
of the kind of things you are talking about.

Mr. ESPENSHADE. I am hard pressed at this point to come up with
some specifics. I think the Swedish policy toward immigrants goes
some way in the right direction. I would be happy to provide some
comparative information.

Representative SCHEUER. I wish you would. Yes; provide informa-
tion about the Swedish experience and also your own recommenda-
tions of a specific laundry list of things that we could do to ease
and enhance the economic integration as well as the social integra-
tion of immigrants into our society.

Mr.-Chiswick.
Mr. CIswicIK. Thank you. Let me offer two major themes as my

wish list for changing policy. One has to do with illegal aliens and
the other has to do with legal immigrants.

For illegal aliens, I think the enforcement of current policy is
pretty much a waste of resources. We have a large number of ap-
prehensions at the border, but the deterrent effect is very, very
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small. The reason the deterrent effect is very, very small is because
of what happens to an illegal alien apprehended at the border. He
is put on a bus; he is sent back over the border; and he tries again
the next night. That is the way to get a lot of apprehensions per
dollar but very little deterrence per dollar.

Representative SCHEUER. And very little interdiction per dollar.
Mr. CHISWICK. Studies of the economics of crime indicate that it

is not just apprehension; it is penalties that matter. What we need
are meaningful penalties on the apprehended illegal alien.

Representative SCHEUER. What kind of penalties?
Mr. CHISwICK. For higher skilled illegal aliens, the penalties can

take the form of monetary fines, as well as deportation and the loss
of future rights to immigrate legally. For lower skilled illegal
aliens, monetary fines obviously would not work. Detention facili-
ties would work. A 3-month detention during the on season, be-
cause much of this illegal immigration is seasonal, would have a
very substantial deterrent effect, as would the imposition of mean-
ingful penalties like barring apprehended illegal aliens from
having future rights to immigrate legally to the United States.

Representative SCHEUER. Do you mean 3 months of detention in
a Mexican penal facility or in an American penal facility? There is
a heck of a big difference in deterrent effects.

Mr. CHISWICK. In terms of the costs, it would depend upon who is
financing the penal facility.

Representative SCHEUER. Let's assume that we were willing to fi-
nance it and the option was having the incarceration here or in
Mexico.

Mr. CHISWICK. I think incarceration in a Mexican facility would
have a greater deterrent effect.

Representative SCHEUER. I thoroughly agree with you.
Mr. CHISWICK. Without penalties on those who violate the law,

the illegal aliens, there is no hope, no matter what else is done, of
having a significant deterrent effect in our policies.

One of my very great concerns about employer sanctions is that
sanctions are effectively a turnover tax on employment. It's like a
hiring tax. Every time an employer hires a worker it has to go
through some process to protect itself. There are certain groups of
workers for whom this tax is relatively more burdensome: the
lower wage, lower skilled workers, particularly those who have a
high rate of job turnover.

Representative SCHEUER. More burdensome on who, the employ-
er or the employee?

Mr. CHISWICK. If it is more burdensome on the employer, it
shows up in its effects on the employee.

Representative SCHEUER. How?
Mr. CHIswIcK. Let me give you an example. Suppose I can choose

between two production processes. One involves 100 low-skilled
workers and they turn over frequently, every week. The other in-
volves putting in a machine and one skilled worker. Suppose the
cost of checking legal status is $10. For 100 workers per week at
$10, there is an extra cost of $1,000 per week from using this pro-
duction technique, compared to the $10 extra cost for using the
other production technique that uses a machine and a skilled
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worker. So the low-skilled workers will pay the price even if the
tax is levied on the employer.

Representative SCHEUER. Supposing it is just one phone call. Sup-
posing we invoke the system that has been suggested whereby each
legal alien would be given a number that would go into a computer
and that each prospective employer would call an 800 number and
the employer would give the number and say is that person legal.
That probably wouldn't cost $10.

Mr. CHISWICK. Even if it is $1, so we are comparing $100 versus
$1, and for workers with low wages in high-turnover jobs that is a
high proportion of wages. These are jobs that youths and women
and minorities are more likely to be in than prime-age adult males.

Representative SCHEUER. The next public policy question I would
ask you to consider when you submit additional remarks is, from
the public policy point of view for our country, is our economy and
our society better off eliminating 100 high-turnover, very low-paid
jobs that do constitute a magnet for illegal immigration, which pre-
sumably we want to bring under control, and substituting these
high-turnover, low-paid jobs with a far better paid worker who has
the benefit of a significant capital investment behind him so that
he or she is much more productive in the American tradition that
has gone on for well over 100 years?

Mr. CHISWICK. I think the ones who would pay the greatest price
would be the very same native low-skilled workers who you want
to help by reducing the illegal flow. It is not clear that they would
have a net gain when you impose this kind of system as a mecha-
nism for reducing illegal immigration.

But let me go on to talking about legal immigration. I think
there has been much too little attention given in Congress to modi-
fying the current system for legal immigration.

I think that we can reduce the degree of nepotism in our current
immigration law and get greater economic benefits if we would
ration nonrefugee visas-I am not talking about refugees; that's a
separate category-on a point system where the heavy preponder-
ance of points were allocated on the basis of the individual s skills
and likely productivity in the United States. We can reserve a very
small number of points for immediate relatives of U.S. citizens.

In the current system, even those who are brothers and sisters of
citizens, some of whom came to the United States only 5 years ear-
lier, have rights to immigrate to the United States regardless of
their likely economic impacts on the U.S. economy.

A skill based point rationing system can be implemented in a
race neutral manner. I am not talking about using this as a back-
door way to return to a racist or national origin system. I think it
is less subject to those problems than the current system, and it
has been implemented very successfully in other countries. I think
it could be implemented very successfully and would actually gain
a great deal of public support as an essentially fair and equitable
system that judges people on the basis of who they are.

Thank you.
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Representative SCHEUER. Thank you, Mr. Chiswick. I would re-
quest that you give us additional information on the details of how
this would operate and the experience of other countries that have
used such a system.

Mr. CHIswIcK. I shall do that.
Representative SCHEUER. Thank you.
[The following additional information was subsequently supplied

for the record:]
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The Honorable James H. Scheuer
Joint Economic Committee
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Dear Congressman Scheuer:

I was pleased to have the opportunity of testifying before your
Joint Economic Committee subcommittee on May 274d.

In response to your request for further details regarding my
proposals for immigration reform enclosed are my papers:

1. "Guidelines for the Reform of Immigration Policy"

2. "The Illegal Alien Policy Dilemma"

3. "Illegals Should Pay for Breaking the Law"

Also enclosed is a bibliography of my research on immigration and
racial and ethnic groups.

The approach to immigration reform adopted over the past decade is
trapped in a legislative deadlock. I believe that this reflects the
inconsistancies inherent in the Simpson-Mazwli approach. My papers
develop a consistent, humane and economically sound alternative.

Let me know if I can be of further assistance in the development of a
sound immigration policy.

Sincerely,

BryR.Chiewick
Research Professor
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'Illegals' Should Pay
for Breaking the Law

By BARRY I. CHEMWlCK and CARMEL U. CHISWICK
Megal immigrants to the United States

ae apprehended at a rate of mere than
I million a year, mostly along the border
with Mexico, Current enforcement policy
involves immediate deportation without
penalty. sc the w uld-be immigrants are
free within a day or two to try again.

It is obvomw that any attempt to enforce
the immigrdon laws with vtrtually no cost
to the lawbreaker is destined to perpetuate
the revotvng-door along our southern
border. Yet poeymakers have been slow
to recognize this and all of the recently
proed legislation for Immigration re-
form suffer from the same fatal flaw,
Punishments are meted out to accessories
.(employer sanction), but the lawbrteakers
-hemsetve are rewarded amnestyy).

Thi is uagloou to t yg to reduce
tette highway driving seeds by pun-

istg the automakers for selling cars that
go mre than 55 m pJ. without Imposti
any penalty on afendlngdrive

Of course, we do mpoe penalties on
drivers who violate the speed limit.
th i doll armes%- "mw fnes" (the
dela wh t oped. court appease

.dtention for repeat offenders), and ad-
nimnttive penaldes (ulpensioa or revo-
caton of the drive's license). Similar
penalties are imposed for lawbreakers in
every other category. Why t Illepl
immigrants?

Why an we as a nation so reluctant to
impose an illegal border-or ose the typ
of penalties that we routinely accept for
ourselves when we violate the law of the
land?

Pat of the answer lies in an outdated but
persistent stereotype of Third World peo.
ple, especially those from "peasant" back-
grounds, a innocts tempted by the lure
of high conmumptf (One prominent wit-
ness before a Senat subcommittee drew
the analogr of the "kid in a candy shop'
when ezolainin why so may people from
the Third World want to come here.) To
the extent that we hold this view, we tend
to be tolerant of this chldlke heplessmesm
in the face of teamtati and are or-
spoodingly reluctant to hold the offender
fully responsible.

Yet there Is no question that the people
crossing our borders are mature, decison-
aking individual and should be respect-

ed as such. They have more information
about our society, about our working
conditions, about our border enforcement
policy, and about their chances of obtaining
legal entry than any previu generation of

e emigrants.
Even if this information Is imperfect,

there is every reason to emet that an

Increase in the penalty associated with
aprehenson, as well as the probability
of beng qrehended, would lead to a
reduction in the number of people trying to
.5 m our borders illegally. It is patronizing
In the extreme to hold the employer
aCCouMNbe for an immigrant's behavior.

.The key to reducing illegal immnigr-
ton-aid to more efficient use of Immigra-
to reMures-is to sthp te revolving
door by imposing penalties on apprehended
wegal"AM

Of course, money fines would be in.
appropriate for the poverty-stricken. but
temporary detention would be a deflnip
deterrent, an agricultural worker,,.
Missed a key harvest season and -v L;
home empty-handed would tUunk twice
about attempting to cross legly again.

This proposal for detention is not to
conjure up images of barbed wire and

ncentration camps Pew apprehended
illegals would require more than the
minb.Im-security facilities that we main-
tam for our own citizens, and we can
a0me that the media and other concerned
VOoP would continue their current inter-
est in the humane treatment of detainees.

Once meaningful penalties were im-
posed, the number seeking illegal entry
would fall to a small fraction of the present
volume.

In contrast. the current proposals of
amnesty combined with employer sanc.
tons actually would reward those who
enter Illeglly, delaying further the entry
of law-abiding foreigners who are eligible
but are till waiting for viMa

Anesy and sanctions camnot possibly
have a deterrent effect. As long as the
standard of Uving in the United States is so
much higher than that of the illegal
Immig r home countries, the possibility
of another amnesty in the future would
spy eom-age them. And the prospect
of sanctions would give employers Incen-
tive to burrow deeper into the underground
economy, beyond the scrutiny of federal
authorities the media and private watch-
dog groups, to a level of working and living
conditims that are bound to be considera-
bly less "humane" than that of federal
detentim facilities.

With such a combination of perverse
incentives, an increase in enforcement

resources would be needed merely to keep
up with the revolving door.

Bon and Ccrme Chiimolk are in the
deparmwM ofeconomcso IaO Unvrift ol
lidecis. 0iicago. They recently were isitna

rosat fta Hoote IMMatitvn, statord
Uftive"14t.



292

March 21, 1985
Revised
June 14, 1985

THE ILLEGAL ALIEN POLICY DILEMMA

Barry R. Chiswick
Visiting Scholar

Hoover Institution
Stanford University

and
Research Professor

Department of Economics and
Survey Research Laboratory

University of Illinois at Chicago

Presented at Lecture Series on "The Economics of International
Migration" Department of Economics, Western Michigan University,
February 27, 1985

Note: The views expressed in this lecture are solely tho3e of the
author. A revision of this lecture was presented as testimony before
the Senate Subcommittee on Immigration,June 17, 1915, Washington, D.C.

0



293

THE ILLEGAL ALIEN ?CLICY DILEMA

Barry R. Chiswick

Introduction

A lecture ana seminar series on the Economics of In'.-?national

Migration, and a public lecture on illegal aliens, are very timely. As

a research topic immigration has long bee-, the concern of nistorians and

sociologists. It is only in recent years, about a decade ago, that

economists returned to this topic.

Economists were concerned with the issue at the turn of the century

and up to the early 1920's until the enactment of the "national origins"

quota system. From then until the 1960's there was little public policy

concern or debate over general immigration issues, and this is reflected

by the virtual absence of interest on the subject by economists. The

1965 Immigration Amendments abolished the "national origins" quota

system and substituted a "preference system" which placed greatest

emphasis on Kinship with a U.S. citizen or resident alien. 3ut this was

done witn surprising little public debate and with a continued virtual

vacuum in t e economic literature.

It was only in the 1970's tn~t there ;as a renewed public policy

interest in immigration issues. Although the policy interest focused on

illegal imnigraticn, economic research tcok a broader approach,

exploring all dimensions of immigrant adjustment and impact, fcr both

legal and illegal aliens.

After a decade of hign energy prices, sharply flict-udtng rates of

economic growth, hiin and erratic rates of inflation, and increased

concerns for tne 4uality )f the environment, there is now a greater
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realization that resources are limited and that continued economic

growth is not a gift from the gods, but rather is dependent on a public

policy that fosters rather than hinders economic growth. All public

policy issues once thought outside the realm of economic thinking or

economic consicerations are coming under closer scrutiny, including

immigration policy.

Economists have demonstrated that immigrant flows are, in part, the

consequence of economic forces. They have also demonstrated that

immigrants play an important and complex role in the economy in general

and in the labor market in particular. In addition, economists have

demonstrated that immigrants impact on the well-being of the economy and

the American population.

This lectura will be on the contradictions and dilemmas inherent In

forming public policy toward illegal aliens. In so doing it will point

to the direction of sounder policy solutions.

The Illegal Alien Debate

The most recent public focus on immigration has been with respect to

Illegal aliens. From the last days of the Ford Administration to the

present, each session of Congre3s has given serious consideration to the

enactment of legislation to grant amnesty to illegal aliens living in

the J.S., tc impose for the first time Federal sanCtions orn employers of

illegal aliens, and to strengthen enforcement at the border. In 1934

both houses of Congress passed such legislation, by a lar3e majority in

the Senate and by a hancfull of votes in the House. Because of minor

differenCes the legislation went to a louse/Senate conference committee

where it died, in no small part because of tne newly expressed
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opposition of both Presidential candidates.

The persistence with which the legislation is brought forward, the

heated debate, the widely divergent support in the House and Senate, and

the periodic changes in position of Presidents and Presidential

candidates suggests that illegal aliens are a difficult policy issue.

Illegal aliens exist because workers are attracted to the United

States by jobs provided by the economy and because there is an

incomplete enforcement of immigration law by the government. They

impact on the labor market by decreasing the earnings and employment

opportunities of some U.S. workers and increasing them for other U.S.

workers. The size of the illegal alien population iz, believed to be

large and growing. It has recently been estimated by three Census

Bureau statisticians that there were 3 to 6 million Illegal aliens

residing in the Unites States in 1980. (Siegel, Passel and Robinson,

1921). It is also estimated that half of these illegal aliens are

Vexican nationals. Every indication su6gests that the continued

deterioration of the :Mexican economy and political upheavals in Central

and South America will be further spurs to illegal immigration.

Yet, we know surprisingly little about illegal aliens. Why is there

such a large illegal alien population? Why is there so little researon

on the topic? Indeed, the Select Commiosion on Immigration and Refulte

Policy, which issued its report in 1931, was establiseno Primarilj to

analyze policy regarding illeEal aliens an! the Commission devoted most

of its recommendations to this issue, Yet, it funded no research.

relatin; to the characteristics or impact of illc-ml aliens. Zs

reaearcn program played no apparent role in its policy decisions.

There is a ltgislatIve 3talemdtz in Wasfirtun. Too few resources
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are budgeted to enforcement for the Immigration and Naturalization

Service (IPS) to have any substantial impact. Yet, there is an

unwillingness to publicly acknowledge this "lack of will" and offer

amnesty. This public ambivalence has been quite obvious for at least a

decade.

The legislative stalemate may not represent a lack of will, but

rather may be interpreted as a "rational" short-run response to a policy

dilemma. We want foreign workers, but not thoir dependents. We allow

illegal migration but keep the probability of arrest and deportation

high enough to discourage the entry of family members. Amnesty, of

course, would allow erstwhile illegal aliens to bring their dependents

-- spouse, minor children, hged parents -- to the United States. This

would give them access to our system of free public education as well as

to the generous welfare and social service benefits that were designed

to help Americans disadvantaged through no fault of their own. (The

welfare benefits include Aid to Fhmilies with Dependent Children (AFDC),

Food Stamps, Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and Medicaid.) Because

we want the workers but not the dependents, and we find it awkward to

say so openly, we perpetuate a cat-and-mouse Same between the

immigration authorities and illegal allies.

If tnis interpretation is correct, we need not be concerned witn

more Information cn illegal aliens. We prefer continued obfuscation of

the Issues to the emb&rnassmsnt tnat clarification Ight bring. It is

apparently better to let the monster sleep. Unfortunately, tne monster

will eventually wake up, and more massive social an economic probleirs

may be at hand -- a large, restless and low-skilled illegal alien

population.
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Characteristics of illegal Aliens
1

To put these matters in historical perspective, it is important to

indicate that the illegal alien issue is not new. In this decade we

"celebrate" the 100th anniversary of illeZal aliens in the United

States. The first illegal aliens were Chinese because the first

barriers to legal immigration were imposed against unskilled Chinese

workers in the 1880's. There was a racist fear of the "Yellow Peril",

of hoards of unskilled Chinese workers flooding California and

depressing wages for similarly unskilled whites. It is unlikely that

the feared massive migration would have taken place even if there were

no barriers. Perhaps more intriguing, data from recent Censuses

indicate that the descendants of the Chinese workers have achieves

higher levels of schooling, occupational status and earnings than the

descendents of the whites who a century ago believed the Chinese could

never be anything but unskilled laocrers.

In the twentieth century, however, tre main focus has teen on

::exican illegal aliens. A cyclical pattern has emerged. During periods

of political turmoil (e.g., 1910 Revolution) or econc nic slaCk irl ":exico

large migration streams flow northward, and the size of these streams

seems to have accelerated in recent oecaces. Cn. the other han, during

periods of economic slack in tne U.S. the northward flow is slowed or

stopped, and sometimes reversed. In the 192C'3 in the recession

following the ;orld War I boom, during tne early 1930's, and during the

ITne Statistical Yearbook of the Immigration and naturalization ServiCe
is an invaluable source of data on legal and illegal immigrants. (U.S.
Dept. of Justice).
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early 1950's the net flow may have been toward Mexico, that is, the

number of Mexican nationals who left the U.S. may have exceeded the

number who entered this country. These reverse flows have sometimes

been generated by wholesale arrests and deportations of persons who

"look Mexican".

Even in the. 1980s, Mexican nationals form tne bulk of the illegal

alien population. The data on apprehensions indicated that 90 percent

are Mexican nationals. But this statistic overstates the proportion of

Mexicans in the illegal alien population. INS concentrates its

resources along the Mexican border, perhaps (as some allege) because it

is relatively inexpensive to catch people sneaking across the border and

deport them. In addition, many Mexican Illegal aliens work in the

United States only part of the year and they return to Mexico during the

slack season. Since apprehensions are most likely to take place at or

shortly after entry, this to and fro migration also raises the

proportion of Mexican' nationals in the arrest data relative to the stock

of illegal aliens residing in the U.S.

It is believed that about half of the illegal alien population

living in the United States are Mexican nationals, and that the other

half come from a wide range of countries and all parts of the globe.

West Indians, Central and South Americans, East Asians, South Asians,

Africarns, Hear Easteners, Europeans and Canadians are all represented

among illegal aliens. Of the Mexican illegal aliens, about 70 percent

originate in six states of :4exico's Central Plateau. This is a poor

area which served as a battlefield during the revolutions and rebellions

earlier In this century, and whien has been passed over by whatever

benefits emerged from the Green Revolution of the 1950s and the
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short-lived~oil bcanza irv the 19703 (Cross and Sandos, 1981).

There are reasons why Mexico provides the largest number of illegal

aliens. We share a border about 2,000 miles long which runs through

wilderness areas. lere rivers form part of the border they are often

shallow and easy to cross. Hence, "entry without inspection" is

relatively easy for Mexican nationals. Illegal aliens from most other

countries either use fraudulent documents to enter the U.S. or have to

violate a leg31 visa, such as working in violation of a student or

visitor visa, or overstaying their visa. Increasingly, nationals of

other countries are using Mexico and Canada for the purpose of

surreptitiously entering the United States.

Ease of entry may be a necessary condition for illegal migration,

but it is not a sufficient explanation. After all, the border with

Canada is as easy to cross as the border with Mexico, yet there are

relatively few Canadian illegal aliens: less than one percent of

apprehended illegal aliens are Canadian nationals. Nor are legal

immigrants more numerous from Canada than from Mexico. In recent years

there have been fewer than 15,000 Canadian immigrants annually, while

legal immmIgrants from Mexico have exceeded 55,000 annually.

The U.S.-Mexican border is unique. There is no other border

separating two countries that differ so sharply in average income. The

temptation to go north to "strike it rich" working as a bus-boy, a

dishwasher, or fruit picker is just too strong to resist. Mexico's

economy has not done well in the 20th century in spite of its abundance

of natural resources. High fertility rates combined with falling death

rates, particularly infant mortality rates, have generated large cohorts

of youths. Government development policy has focused on capital
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intensive rather than labor intensive sectors of the economy.

Mismanagement of the economy has retarded the rate of economic growth.

The poverty and absence of job opportunities, particularly in the rural

areas, have generated a massive migration to Mexico City, the border

towns, and the United States.

Many Mexican farmworkers gained experience working In the United

States In the bracero program. This was a contract farm labor program

started in 1942 to augment war-time labor supplies and was terminated in

1964. As a result of the experience gained in the bracero program

hundreds of thousands of Mexican farm workers had their appetites

whetted for the good life up north. They, their younger brothers, their

sons became Illegal aliens when the bracero program ended and other

opportunities for.legal migration were reduced. Indeed, in the face of

a growing supply of immlgrants from Mexico the imposition of the

numerical ceilings on Western Hemisphere immigration In 1968, and the

country ceilings in 19?7, reduced avenues for legal migration, thereby

generating pressures for increased illegal immigration.

There Is little solid data on the demographic or labor market

characteristics of illegal aliens (Chiswick, 1984). The data on

aprehensions Suggest that are predominately low-skilled, young aault

(age 18 to 30), males from Mexico. While It is undoubtedly true that

the apprehensions data can be expected to exaggerate these very

characteristics, it seems reasonable that qualitatively these

characterizations are accurate.-Illegal aliens tend to be unskilled in

part because workers in higher skilled jobs may nave more difficulty in

making their 18legal status, and in part because an occupational

license, certification or union membership may be required. In
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addition, because of the existence of skills that are specific to the

country in which they are acquired, apprehensions and deportations may

be more costly for skilled illegal aliens than for workers with few if

any skills. Thus, among unsuccessful visa applicants (or potential

applicants) those with few or no skills have the greater incentive to

attempt an illegal entry.

The skewed demographic composition of Illegal aliens and the high

rate of to and fro migration, particularly with respect to Mexico, are

consequences of illegal alien workers leaving their wives, young

children and aged parents in the home country. This does not arise from

their preferences, but from the circumstances of their illegal status.

Dependent family members are costly to move to the United States,

particularly if illegal means are to be used. Once in the U.S., the

dependents may not confere the eligibility for welfare and social

service benefits that legal residents may receive. Indeed, the

dependents may increase the probability of the entire family being

apprehended and deported. In addition, their presence makes deportation

more costly.

Alternative Policies: Amnesty versus Strict Enforcement

If illegal alien workers were granted avmnesty and could bring their

dependents to the U.S., the demographic characteristics of this

popIlation would change. The extent of to and fro migration would

decline, the Patio of dependents to workers would increase, and, because

or the low skill level, the family members would be eligible for a

variety of welfare (income transfer) and social service programs. In

addition, the incentive for even more families to move north would
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increase under the realistic view that if amnesty is granted once it

will be granted agair. Henoe, the case against amnesty.

But what about a more vigorous enforcement of immigra ion law? The

trends have, if anything, been in the opposite direction (Chiswick,.

1981). The number of permanent positions in the Immigration and

Naturalization Service increased from 7,000 in 1960 to nearly 11,000 in

1979, a 60 percent increase. During the same period, however, the

annual number of legal immigrants doubled from one-quarter of a million

per year to one-half of a million. Nonimmigrant admissions of aliens as

tourists, students, etc. increased eightfold from 1,1 million to 9.3

million per year. And, the number of apprehensions or illegal aliens

increased 14-fold from 70,000 to about one million. Clearly a

tremendous strain has been placed on INS resources.

.To try to close the floodgates INS his concentrated its resources on

border enforcement at the expense of interior enforcement. However,

there is a revolving door at the border In which large numbers of

illegal aliens are apprehended one night, to be deported the next day,

to try again on a subsequent night. Except for deportation, there are

no penalties imposed on illegal aliens, even those who are flagrant

-repeat offers. But apprehensions and deportations at the border inpose

relatively little cost on illegal aliens, particularly those from

Mexico. The cat-and-mou3e game along the border increases apprehensions

per million dollars of budget expenditure, but may have little deterrent

effect.

Benefits of Current Policy

That are the benefits of current policy? The teneflts come in the
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form of the increase in income to the native population of tha U.S. from

a larger pool of low-skilled immigrant workers. An increase in the

supply of low-skilled foreign workers depresses tne wages and working

conditions of low-skilled native workers, and this receives much public

attention. What receives less public notice is that the increase in the

number of low-skilled workers increases the productivity of

"complementary factors of production", that is, higher skilled workers

and capital. Any factor of production is more productive the more of

other factors with which It can work. A bulldozer on a road

construction project is more productive if there are more workers to

keep it running 24 hours a day, repair it when it breaks down, and

redirect traffic away from'the construction site. A scientist is more

productive if there are assistants to clean the test tubes, run simple

experiments, do bibligraphic research, type manuscripts, etc.

The Zains in income to skilled workers and capital from the

migration of low-skilled workers are likely to exceed the losses to

native low-skilled workers. This means that as a result of low-skilled

illegal migration the income of the native U.S. population is increased!

The Policy Dilemma

Thus, I have outlined the policy dilemma. As a result of

restrictions on immigation there are a large number of people in the

U.S. illegally, perhaps 3 to 6 million people. They are

disproportionately unskilled young adult males from Mexico. Indeed, It

is largely because of their illegal status that they co not bring their

dependent family members. These workers are productive and they

increase teie income of the native U.S. population.
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On the other hand, If they brought their dependent family members

with them they would be eligible for a variety of welfare, social

service and educational programs. Since the workers are low skilled

their use of these benefits could exceed the increased Income of the

native population. That is, the Increase in taxes needed to pmy for

these programs for the dependents of the "illegal aliens" might easily

exceed the gains in income to the native population.

By legalizing the status of Illegal aliens they could bring their

dependents to the U.S. and claim benefits from the variety of public

programs ,that subsidize the poor, the young and the aged. And, amnesty

encouragA further illegal immigration because of the realistic

expectation that if offered once It will be offered repeatedly. Hence,

amnesty is perceived as an unacceptable solution.

Strict enforcement of immigration law is also perceived as

unacceptable. The costs of strict enforcement may be very high In terms

of civil liberties and of resources devoted to enforcement activities.

A greatly enhanced and better equipped staff of INS agents would be

required to increase the effectiveness of Interior enforcement as well

as border enforcement, but this would be more costly. Sanctions against

employers wo knowingly hire illegal aiens are frequently proposed,

although for employer santions to be effective a national identity

system (or registration) of one sort or another would be required. It

seems inappropriate to compel employers to enforce a law that the

Federal authorities Show little w1 *- %nfore..

Employer sanctions are the equivalent of an employment tax. This

tax raises the relative cost of labor, particularly for low skilled,

high turnover Jobs. The imposition of sucn a tax may furtar worsten
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the Job opportunities of low-skilled workers legally in the U.S.,

particularly youths and minorities.

But perhaps the greatest cost of strict enforcement would be the

loss of the income the native population gains from the work of illegal

aliens.

Conclusions - An Alternative Policy
2

From the short-run perspective the current legislative stalemate may

be "optimal" given that we do not want a legal system that sanctions a

two-class society -- one eligible for welfare and social service

benefits and the other not. We can view amnesty and a stringent

enforcement of immigration law as polar approaches to solving the

problem, but for different reasons they are viewed as too costly. The

consequence of current policy, however, is the presence of a large and

apparently growing segment of the population that lives at the margin of

or outside the law. As this population grows, and as increasing numbers

of children of Illegal aliens are born in the U.S., and hence are U.S.

citizer.s, the political and social pressures will also grow. A policy

that looks optimal in the short run may thus not be so attractive In the

long run.

This discussion suggests that as a society we need to more clearly

delineate our priorities and policy options regarding illegal aliens. A

partial solution to the dilemma is to restore a modest guest worker

prQgram. To discourage "temporary workers" from evolving into

2For a fuller discussion of the policy altern3tLves see Cafferty,

Chlswick, Greeley and Sullivan (1983).



306

"permanent workers" outside the regular immigration system entry would

be permitted only for the guest workers and not for dependents, the

contracts would be for a short maximum number of months (say 6 months),

and only for Jobs with clearly defined seasonal patterns. Returing to

the home country would be required before a worker could receive a new

contract, and a limit might be placed on the total number of contracts

that a worker could receive.

Under current policy there is some probability that an illegal alien

will be apprehended. But the penalty If one is apprehended is very low,

particularly for Mexican nationals apprehended at the border.

Deportation to the other side of the border involves virtually no cost

for Mexican nationalS apprehended at or near the border. Thep'e is no

deterrent effect from apprehending individuals who violate the law if

there Is also no penalty when they are apprehended. Hence, current

policy regarding apprehended illegal aliens has little or no deterrent

effect, particularly regarding Mexican nationals.

To induce compliance two types of penalties could be imposed on

those who enter the country illegally, who violate the condition of a

legal entry, or who violate the terms of their temporary worker

contract. One penalty would be a probation period during which a legal

entry is barred, whether as a temporary worker or otherwise. The other

would !e detention of the illegal worker for a period of several months

prior to deportation.

Detention may be the only mechanism for reducing the extent to which

the border is treated as a revolving door. Pecuniary fines are

inappropriate for the low-income illegal alien population because the

fines could not be collected. However, a fine i terms of time --
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detention A for several months would be ostly to the alien and have a

deterrent effect. Since much of the illegal immigration is for seasonal

employment a two or three month detention for a first apprehension could

have a major impact on the incentive to seek work in the U.S. As a

further deterrent the length of the detention period could be Increased

with the number of times the individual has been apprehended.

The major orticism of detention is usually expressed in terms of the

high cost of incarcerating "one million apprehended illegal aliens."

But this exaggerates the problem. Because the revolving door at the

border results in multiple apprehensions of the same person, the number

of different individuals apprehended is much smaller than the number.of

apprehensions. With the imposition of penalities the number of

attempted illegal entries would fall. As a result, the same border

enforcement resources would mean fewer apprehensions but would raise the

probability that an attempted illegal entry would result in an

apprehension, further discouraging illegal migration. Indeed, with the

imposition of meaningful penalties greater deterence could be obtained

even with fewer border enforcement resources. Finally, low cost minimum

security detention facilities could be constructed in rural areas near

the Mexican border.

These policy recommendations will not end all illegal Immigration.

However, by providing both the opportunity and incentives for operating

within the legal framework, they offer a better hope than current

policy, and the most frequently advocated alternatives (employer

sanctions and amnesty), for retaining many of the benefits, while

reducing many of the costs, of the current illegal immigration. The

recommendations offer a better prospect for regaining control over the

U.S, borders.
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with a United States citizen or resident alien as the criterion
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mal and has declined in both real resources and effectiveness in
recent years. The result of limited enforcement and the empha-
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The author proposes a skill-based rationing system for
visas as an alternative to current policy. Under this proposal,
the applicant's level of skill would be the primary determinant
in deciding whether to issue a visa. Except for the immediate
relatives of United States citizens, kinship would play a minor
role. This policy, combined with more stringent enforcement of
immigration law, would raise the skill level and favorable eco-
nomic impact of immigrants. In contrast, the recommendations
of the Select Commission on Immigration and Refugee Policy
(SCIRP) would favor low-skilled immigrants. Also, the SCIRP
proposals would shift the burden of enforcing immigration law
from the appropriate government authorities to employers, who
would be forced to screen all workers regarding their immigra-
tion status.
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I. INTRODUCTION

United States immigration policy may have a substantial long-
term impact on the economic well-being of the country as a whole,
and on its various demographic groups. It is, however, an issue on
-which there is much public confusion, primarily because people ap-
proach immigration policy in an emotional rather than a rational
manner.

This article provides a framework for the analysis of immigra-
tion policy-the policy of granting permanent resident-alien sta-
tus.' The framework focuses on both the overall economic impacts
of immigration and the distribution of these impacts. This ap-
proach evaluates the economic costs and benefits of alternative im-
migration policies.

Immigration policy includes the laws and regulations regard-
ing who may enter the United States. It also addresses for what
period of time and for what purposes (i.e., work, study or travel)
people may immigrate. The enforcement of immigration laws and
regulations is equally important. A policy of stringent criteria for
entry combined with lax enforcement is a policy of relatively easy
entry for persons willing to violate the law.

As with most other social regulations, the original intent of
immigration restrictions was to protect the health and safety of the
resident population.' Restrictions created in the nineteenth cen-
tury were intended to bar criminals, indigents, persons with conta-
gious diseases, and other social misfits. Quantitative restrictions
were then introduced, first against East Asians, and then against
eastern and southern Europeans, partly because of racial and reli-

1. This article deals with permanent resident aliens or Immigrants, and not foreign stu-
dent&, visitors, or temporary workers

2. For a brief review of the history of United States immigration law and trends, see
Chiswick, Immigrants and immigration Policy, in CommoRav ECONOMIC PRoSaMS 285
826 (W. Fellner ed. 1978) (hereinafter cited as Chiswick, Immigration Policy). The major
isgiulative development since 1978 is the Refugee Act of 1980, Pub. L No. 96-212, 94 Star.
102 (codified as amended in scattered sections of 8 U.S.C.).
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gious prejudice and xenophobia, and partly to protect the wages of
low-skilled native workers from the competition of unskilled immi-
grants.3 The 1965 amendments to the Immigration and Nationality
Act (INA)' eliminated most of the racism and ethnocentrism im-
plicit in U.S. immigration policy.8 These amendments, and the
1978 amendments pertaining to the Western Hemisphere," substi-
tuted kinship with a U.S. citizen or a resident alien for country of
origin as the primary criterion for obtaining immigration visas.

Immigration policy has widespread economic implications be-
cause of its direct and indirect impact on the labor market. The
current kinship-based policy, although superficially appealing on
humanitarian grounds, has generated substantial dissatisfaction.
Adopting this policy in 1965, at a time of seemingly unlimited
prosperity, may have been essential for eliminating the pernicious
quota system based on national origins. But in the current era of
slower increases in productivity, it is even more appropriate to ask
who bears the burden of immigration policy, and whether alterna-
tive and equally nonracist policies could have a more favorable
economic impact.

In formulating immigration policy, the effect of immigrants on
the U.S. labor market, and consequently on the income and em-
ployment of the native population, is an important consideration.
Because immigrants vary widely in their employment skills, their
impact is not unidimensional. Even if all immigrants shared the
same skills, their impact on the native population would not be
uniform because of the heterogeneity of the native population. In-
sights into the productivity of immigrants add a new dimension to
the policy debate. They suggest that it is not only the number of
immigrants that is relevant, but also the characteristics of those
immigrants. The characteristics of an annual stream of immigrants
are not exogenous; they largely can be determined by immigration
policy.

Two alternatives to current policy will be discussed in this ar-
ticle. One is a skill-based rationing system in which productivity
characteristics are the primary criteria for rationing visas. The
other is the set of recommendations from the Select Commission

3. Chiswick, Immigration Policy, supra note 2, at 292.
4. Act of Oct. 3, 1965, Pub. L. No. 89-236, if 8, 24, 79 Stat. 916, 922 (1965) (current

version at 8 U.S.C. 11101 (Supp. V 1981)).
6. See infra notes 8-10 and accompanying text.
6. Act of Oct. 5, 1978, Pub. L. No. 95-412, 92 Stat. 907.



313

896 UNIVERSITY OF MIAMI LAW REVIEW (Vol. 36:893

on Immigration and Refugee Policy,' which would increase the role
of kinship in issuing immigration visas and granting amnesty to
illegal aliens. This article concludes that a skill-based rationing
system better satisfies the objectives of promoting economic
growth and reducin- the relative size of income transfers in the
economy.

II. CURRENT IMMIGRATION: POLICY AND FLOWS

Current immigration law has its basis in the 1965 amendments
to the 1952 Immigration and Nationality Act.$ The 1965 amend-
ments abolished the discredited national-origins quota system in-
stituted in the 1920's, as well as the emphasis on skill or productiv-
ity introduced in 1952 for rationing visas' In their place, the
amendments created a "preferences" rationing system that heavily
emphasized kinship with a U.S. citizen or resident alien.10 Skill

7. See infra text accompanying notes 61, 70-88.
8. Act of Oct. 3, 1965, Pub. L. No. 89-236. 11 8, 24, 79 Stat. 916, 922 (1965) (current

version at 8 U.S.C. 1 1101 (Supp. V 1981)). The 1952 Act primarily was a recodification of
existing law.

9. See Chiswick, Immigration Policy, supra note 2, at 293.98.
10. The Refugee Act of 1980, Pub. L. No. 96-212, 5 203, 94 Stat. 102, 107 (codified as

amended in 8 U.S.C. 1 1163 (Supp. V 1981)), which further amended the Immigration and
Nationality Act, revised the refugee admission procedures. See infra text accompanying
notes 33-37. The current system of the "preferences" rationing system provides,

Allocation of immigrant visas
(a) Categories of preference priorities; per centum limitations; waiting lists

(1) Visas shall be first made available, in a number not to exceed 20 per
centum of the number specified in section 1151(a) of this title, to qualified immi.
grants who are the unmarried sons or daughters of citizens of the United States.

(2) Visas shall next be made available, in a number not to exceed 26 per
centum of the number specified in section 1151(a) of this title, plus any visas not
required for the classes specified in paragraph (1) of this subsection, to qualified
immigrants who are the spouses, unmarried sons or unmarried daughters of an
alien lawfully admitted for permanent residence.

(3) Visas shall next be made available, in a number not to exceed 10 per
centum of the number specified in section 1161(a) of this title, to qualified immi-
grants who are members of the professions, or who because of their exceptional
ability In the sciences or the arts will substantially benefit prospectively the na-
tional economy, cultural interest, or welfare of the United States, and whose
services in the professions, sciences, or arts are sought by an employer in the
United States.

(4) Visas shall next be made available, In a number not to exceed 10 per
centum of the number specified in section 1161(s) of this title, plus any visas not
required for the classes specified in paragraphs (1) through (3) of this subsec-
tin, to qualified immigrants who are the married sons or the married daughters
of citizens of the United States.

(5) Visas shall next be made available, in a number not to exceed 24 per
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and refugee -status were given relatively minor roles.
The basic features of current immigration law, including the

changes introduced by the Refugee Act of 1980," are outlined in
Table 1. The number of immigrants "admitted" to the United
States under various categories is shown for two years in Table 2."2
The worldwide, country, and preference category quotas indicated
in Table 1 refer to ceilings on the number of visas issued per year.
The data on immigration refer to the number of persons entering
the United States with an immigrant visa, or receiving a change in
status to permanent resident alien. Immigrant visas need not be
used in the fiscal year they are issued. Some are never used.

A person may receive immigrant status (permanent resident
alien status) under one of three general categories: (1) as an imme-
diate relative of a U.S. citizen; (2) by other kinship criteria, or (3)
by occupation (skill).' Also, the Attorney General may grant refu-

centum of the number specified in section 1161(a) of this title, plus any visas not
required for the classes specified in paragraphs (1) through (4) of this subsec-
tion, to qualified immigrants who are the brothers or sisters of citizens of the
United States, provided such citizens are at least twenty-one years of age.

(6) Visas shall next be made available, in a number not to exceed 10 per
centum of the number specified in section 1151(a) of this title, to qualified immi-
grants who are capable of performing specified skilled or unskilled labor, not of a
temporary or seasonal nature, for which a shortage of employable and willing
persons exists in the United States.

(7) Visas authorized in any fiscal year, less those required for issuance to the
classes specified in paragraphs (1) through (6), shall be made available to other
qualified immigrants strictly in the chronological order In which they qualify

(8) A (minor) spouse or child. . . shall, if not otherwise entitled to an immi-
grant status and the immediate issuance of a visa under paragraphs (1) through
(7) of this subsection, be entitled to the same status . . . if accompanying, or
following to join, his spouse or parent.

8 U.S.C. 1 1153 (Supp. V 1981).
11. Pub. L. No. 96-212, 94 Stat. 102 (codified as amended in scattered sections of 8

U.S.C.).
12. Of the 601,000 immigrants "admitted" in 1978, 230,000 were already in the United

States and received on "adjustment of status." Of these, 122,000 were Cuban and In-
dochinese refugees (28,000 and 94,000 respectively) whose adjustment of status outside the
numerical limitations was made possible by legislation in 1976 and 1977. Of the 101,000
adjustments made under section 245 of the Immigration and Nationality Act, the official
status at entry of nearly 60% was "temporary visitors for pleasure." Another 18% were
students. An Immigration visa often Is easier to obtain from inside the United States than
from outside. U.S. IMMIGRATION & NATURALIZATION SZRvIcs, 1978 STAISI'CAL YlSuaooK 5-6,
10-11 (hereinafter cited as 1978 INS Y3 sooK].

13. "Private bills" are enacted in a small number of cases (138 In the 95th Congress) to
grant immigrant status to individuals who otherwise would not qualify. The Federal Bureau
of Investigation used bogus bribes to congressmen for introducing private immigration bills
in its ABSCAM investigation of congressional corruption.
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gees asylum or parole status.'4 This enables them to enter and
work in the United States indefinitely, although most eventually
obtain an adjustment of status and become permanent resident
aliens."' Obtaining permanent resident alien status is the first step
toward acquiring U.S. citizenship.

14. See 8 U.S.C. I 1158;(Supp. V 1981).
15. Id. For example, in' , 122,000,Cuban and Indochinese refugees became perma-

nent resident aliens outside of the preference and quota system under legislation enacted in
1976 and 1977. 1978 INS YEAiBmox, supra note 12, at 10.
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TABLE I
SUMMARY OP THE IMMIGRATION PREFERENCE SYSTEM

UNDER THE 1965 AND SuuszquaNT AMENDMENTS
TO THE IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY AcT

1. Immigrants Not Subject to Numerical Limitation
Spouse and minor children of U.S. citizens and the parents of U.S. citizens over age 21

2. Immigrants Subject to Numerical Limitation in the Preference System

QUOTAS (visas per year)

Eastern Hemisphere&
Western Hemis here
Country ceiling

1965-1978
170,000
120,000
20,000

1979-1980

290,000

20,000

1981-present

270,000

20,000
PREFERENCE SYSraMc

Characteristic
Unmarried adult children
of U.S. citizens
Spouse and unmarried children of
permanent resident aliens
Professionals, and scientists and
artists of exceptional ability
whose services are sought by a
U.S. employer
Married children of U.S. citizens

Siblings of U S. citizens provided
that such citizens are at least 21
years of age
Workers in occupations for which
labor Is scarce in the U.S.
Any applicant not entitled to a
preference
Spouse and minor children of a
preference applicant can be classi-
fled with the same preference if a
visa is not otherwise available

Maximum proportion
of visas

20 percent

26 percent plus any not required
for first preference
10 percent

10 percent plus any not required
for first three preferences
24 percent plus any not required
for first four preferences

10 percent

Amount that Is not required for
preference applicants
Charged to appropriate preference

aThe hemisphere quotas were converted to a combined world ceiling of 290,000 visas by the
1978 amendments and reduced to 270,000 visas per year when the Refugee Act of 1980
removed refugees from the preference system.
bCountry ceiling applicable to the Eastern Hemisphere under the 1965 amendments and the
Western Hemisphere since the 1977 amendments.
cPreference system applicable to the Eastern Hemisphere under the 1965 amendments and
the Western Hemisphere under the 1977 amendments. Prior to 1977, Western Hemisphere
visas issued on a first-come, first-served basis.
dIncrease from 20% with the passage of the Refugee Act of 1980. The six percent previ-
ously was allocated to a "refugee preference." This preference was dropped with the passe
of the Refugee Act of 1980, which established a quota of 50,000 visas for refugees outside of
the preference system, and gave the President authority to admit additional refugees. The
Act changed the definition of "refugee" to a person with a well-founded fear of religious,
political, or racial persecution regardless of country of origin, whereas refuges status was
previously applicable only to persons fleeing a communist country or the general area of the
Middle East.
SOURCK- Immigration and Naturalization Service.

Preference
First

Secondd

Third

Fourth

Fifth

Sixth

Nonpreference
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TABLE 2
IMMiGRANTs ADutrrD To THE UNro STATUS

FIscAL YEARS 1975 AND 1978

Immigrant Category 1975 1978

Total Immigrants 386,194 601,442
Immigrants exempt from numerical limitation 104,633 260,333

Immediate relatives 91,504 125,819
Immigrants Act of 122,441

October 12, 1976, and
October 30, 1977 a

Other 13.129 12,077
Immigrants subject to limitationb 160,460 165,743
Eastern Hemisphere 160,460 165,743

Relative preferences 95.945 123,501
First preference 871 1,120
Second preference 43,077 44,116
Fourth preference 3,623 5,954
Fifth preference 48,374 72,311

Occupational preferences 29,334 26,295
Third preference (professionals) 8,363 4,822
Sixth preference (other workers) 16,724 17,706
Their spouses and children 14,247 13,768

Refugees--seventh preference 9,129 9,724
Nonpreference, private bills, 26,052 6,223

and others
Western Hemisphere 121,101 175,361

Relative preferences 66,796
First preference . 2,572
Second preference 33,631
Fourth preference 6,450
Fifth preference 25,143

Occupational preferences
Third preference (professionals) 466
Sixth preference (other workers) 1,183
Their spouses and children -- 2,934

Refugees-seventh preference 585
Nonpreference, private bills, and others 47,987
Natives of Western Hemisphere and Immigrants Act of 196Wc 121,101 65,411

Nos Dashes indicate category is not applicable.
aThese acts provide for Cuban and Indochinese refugees adjusting to resident alien status in
the United States.
bExcept for the occupational preferences, spouses and minor children are included in the
totals for the preference category of the Immigrants.
eRefers to immigrants who obtained visas prior to the extension of the preference system to
the Western Hemisphere.
SOURC= U.S. IMMIGR ON & NATURALIZATION Savics, 1978 STATISTICAL YEARBOOK 1, 6.

67-5 0-87-11
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A. Kinship Criteria

The immediate relatives of United States citizens, i.e., the
spouse, unmarried minor children, and parents of adult citizens,
may enter the United States without numerical limitations.' Al-
though the number of persons entering the United States in this
manner had fluctuated around 100,000 per year since 1965, re-
cently it has increased to about 125,000 per year because of the
increased immigration of spouses and parents of citizens.'

Among the visas subject to numerical limitation, at least sev-
enty-four percent (prior to the 1980 Refugee Act) were reserved for
relatives of U.S. citizens and resident aliens.' In 1978, of the
165,743 immigrants from the Eastern Hemisphere subject to nu-
merical limitation, seventy-five percent entered under the kinship
preferences, as reflected in Table 2. Little use was made of the first
preference (unmarried adult children of U.S. citizens and their
children) or the fourth preference (married children of U.S. citi-
zens and their spouses and children). To the extent that these
preferences were undersubscribed, additional persons entered
under the second preference (spouses and unmarried children of
resident aliens and their children) and fifth preference (siblings of
adult U.S. citizens and their spouses and children). During the
1960's and early 1970's, the kinship preferences were not sub-
scribed fully, and "nonpreference" visa applicants were allowed to
immigrate. The rapid increase in the use of the fifth preference,
however, has eliminated this alternative."

For the Western Hemisphere, until 1977, visad were issued on
a first-come, first-served basis. As of 1978, new visas were issued

16. The statute provide.,
The "immediate relatives".. shall mean the children, spouses, and par-

ents of a citizen of the United States: Provided, That In the case of parents, such
citizen must be at least twenty-one years of age. The immediate relatives speci-
fied in this subsection who are otherwise qualified for admission as immigrants
shall be admitted as such, without regard to the numerical limitations In this
chapter.

8 U.S.C. I 1151(b) (1976).
17. 1978 INS YUAMOoK, eupra nte 12, at 5-6.
18. See Table 1, supra p. 899. The six percent quota for refugees was shifted to the

second preference (a kinship prefernce) when the Refuges Act of 1980 removed refugees
from the preference system. Refuge Act of 1980 if 201, 203, 8 U.S.C. if 1163, 1157 (Supp.
V 1981); see inlra text accompanying notes 33-37.

19. "Nonpreference" applicants must obtain a labor certificate (demonstrating they
have a "needed" skill and a job waiting for them), invest money in a business in the United
States, or satisfy some other criterion to demonstrate their economic value to the United
States.
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under the preference system. In 1978 more than 55,000 Western
Hemisphere immigrants entered with first-come, first-served visas.
Of the nearly 120,000 immigrants who entered in that year with
preference system visas, fifty-six percent immigrated under the
kinship preferences. Of these, immigration under the first and
fourth preferences was small, in contrast to immigration under the
second and fifth preferences.'0

B. Occupational Criteria

The 1965 amendments reserved up to twenty percent of the
visas in the preference system for rationing on the basis of occupa-
tion. The third preference provides for the immigration of profes-
sionals and persons of exceptional ability in the arts and sciences.21
The sixth preference provides for the immigration of skilled work-
ers whose services are needed in occupations for which U.S. work-
ers are in short supply." In either situation, the immigrant and the
U.S. employer are required to complete a cumbersome application
administered by the Department of Labor's Office of Labor Certifi-
cation."s In general, the employer must demonstrate that appropri-
ate workers are not available in the United States at the prevailing
wage for that job."

The Office of Labor Certification has predetermined that a
shortage of workers exists for some jobs.6 These jobs, referred to
as Schedule A jobs, include: (1) physicians in a geographic area
that the Department of Health and Human Services has deter-
mined to have a shortage of practitioners in the physician's partic-
ular specialty; (2) nurses who are already registered in the state of
intended residence or who have passed the examination adminis-
tered by the Commission on Graduates of Foreign Nursing
Schools; (3) physical therapists qualified to take the state licensing
exam; (4) persons in the sciences and nonperforming arts with ex-
ceptional ability, including college teachers; (6) religious practi-

20. The very large proportion of immigrants in the nonpreference category in 1978 was
a transitional phenomenon; the preference system was introduced too recently for the kin-
ship categories to be filled.

21. 8 U.s.C. 1 1163(a)(3) (1976); see supra note 10.
22. 8 U.S.C. 1 1153(a)(6) (1976); see supra note 10.
23. For the current regulations, see Labor Certification Process for Permanent Employ-

ment of Aliens in the United States, 20 C.F.R. 1 656 (1982).
24. Id. If 656.20-.32. This requirement is meaningless because for a sufficiently high

wage--a new prevailing wage--fewer workers would be demanded and more workers already
in the United States would be available to the occupation or employer.

25. 20 C.F.R. 1 656.10 (1982).
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tioners; and (6) managers in multinational corporations.ss
The Labor Certification Office has "determined" that other

occupations are not to be used as a basis for labor certification,
although labor certifications are given on occasion to applicants in
these occupations.'" These "Schedule B" occupations include many
that provide employment for immigrants who enter the United
States under other criteria, including personal service attendants,
cleaning staff, kitchen workers, laborers, nurses' aides, taxicab
drivers, and gardeners."s

Although up to twenty percent of the visas subject to the pref-
erence system are reserved for occupational preferences, the sys-
tem's imjpact-ohthe skill distribution of immigrants is smaller than
might appear. First, the spouse and minor unmarried children of
workers receiving an occupational preference visa generally are
charged to that preference."" Of the 26,295 persons from the East-
ern Hemisphere who entered under an occupational preference in
1978, fifty-two percent were spouses and children, many of whom
subsequently will enter the labor force."0 Of the 4,582 persons from
the Western Hemisphere, sixty-four percent were spouses and chil-
dren.31 Second, when a worker obtains a visa through a labor certi-
fication, he is not legally obligated to work for the employer or in
the occupation. The extent of this "leakage" is not known. Third,
there is a tendency for the occupational preferences to be used by
persons who are already in the United States with nonimmigrant
visas, and who are seeking an adjustment of their status. Of the
14,175 occupational-preference visas in 1978, sixty-five percent re-
ceived an adjustment of status."s That is, foreigners were in the
United States under a student, tourist, or other visa, or were in the
United States illegally, but were able to obtain a labor certifica-
tion. Finally, the cumbersome certification process, which generally
requires considerable employer cooperation, gives a decided advan-
tage to persons who already are working in the United States.

In spite of these limitations on the size and scope of the num-

26. Id. Physicians and nurses, who were removed from the Schedule A list in 1976,
rejoined the list in 1980. Dieticians were removed from the list In 1980, apparently because
the national association asserted that there was no shortage. There is apparently no research
basis for the Office of Labor Certification's determinations.

27. 20 C.F.R. If 66.11, .23 (1982).
28. Id.
29. 8 U.S.C. 1 1153(a)(8) (Supp. V 1981); see eupra note 10.
30. 1978 INS Y WuooK, supra note 12, at 18-23.
31. Id. at 16.
32. Id.
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ber of immigrants who may enter under the occupational prefer-
ences, the preferences are an important source of professional.
workers in the immigration stream. Among immigrants in 1978
who reported a profession on their visa application, nearly one-
fifth of the professionals were beneficiaries of an occupational pref-
erence. As shown in Table 3, of the engineers, nurses, physicians,
research workers, scientists, ard college and university teachers
who immigrated, more than one-quarter did so under an occupa-
tional preference. As would be expected, only a very small propor-
tion of immigrants in other occupations received an occupational
preference, with the notable exception of cooks.
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TABLE 3
BzNEFmcI AJuS Of OCCUPATIONAL PRERMENCES

BY IMMIRANT STATUS AND OCCUPATION, FISCAL YWa 1978

THIRD PRzcRENs SIXTH PRERENcs
ADJUST- ADJUST.

ADws. mINS or ADws- mmS or PERCENT-
OCCUPATION SONS STATUS SONS STATUS TOTAL AGEA

PROFESSIONAL,
TECHNICAL, AND
KINDRED

ENOINEERS
NURSE

PHYSICIANS
RESEA=H woRKERs

(NOT SPECIFMD)
SCIENTISTS

(LIFE AND
PHYSICAL)

TEACHER
(COUSou AND

Wihrrzs,
ARTISTS, AND

MANAGERS
EXCEPTT FARM)

SALES, CLERICAL, AND
KINDRED

CRAF.smEN AND
KINDRED

OPERATIVE
(INCLUDING
TRANSPORT)

(vXC,' FARM)
FARM (LARRSu,

FORMEN, AND
MANAGES)

SERVICE (EXCEPT
PRIVATE9 HOUSEHOLD)

COOKS

PRIVATE Houmo
WORWER
TOTAL

2,091
35
731
146

3,181
454
238
743

736
197
45
23

21 369 8

2,968
646
479
159

8,976
1,653
1,493
1,071

18.4
24.8
30.2
24.1

179 577 43.4

108 237 45 144 634 29.6

47 195 47 180 469 25.3

43 99 112 211 465 9.4

10

2

0

0

0

0

0
0

0
2.103

NOT: All detailed occupations with
are listed separately.

3 466 1,286 1,764 M

0 146 299 446 1.3

0 519 399 918 3.3

0 119 139 268 0.6

0 61 61 112 0.5

0 27 90 117 1.0

0
0

604
399

0 263
3.184 2.830

501
364

1,006
763

4.0
14.3

5.5
5.7b

316 579
6.068 14.175

460 or more beneficiaries of an occupational preference

aPercentage of total number of immigrants reporting that occupation.
bpercentage of immigrants reporting a labor-market occupation. The figure is .4% if ex-
pressed as a percentage of all immigrants, including housewives, youths, students, the aged,
and others
Souuc U.S. ImnoRActoN & NATuRAAON SEnviCE, 1978 STATISTICAL YaumoK 18-23.
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-In summary, there are many features of the current occupa-
tional preferences that substantially reduce the program's ability
to facilitate the immigration of high-productivity workers. But the
preferences are an important source of high-level manpower. That
there are queues for obtaining an occupational-preference visa sug-
gests that even more high-productivity workers would immigrate if
the preference quotas were increased, country ceilings on these cat-
egories were removed, and the requirements of both prearranged
employment and the burdensome application procedure were
eased.

C. Refugees

The 1965 amendments to the INA53 and the 1980 Refugee
Act 4 have attempted to regularize the flow of refugees. But events
have shown this to be difficult. The 1965 amendments allocated six
percent of the visas within the preference system to refugees, and
did not change the requirement that a refugee must be fleeing
from either a communist country or the Middle East.35 The 1980
Refugee Act increased the annual quota of refugees from 17,400 to
50,000 visas .3 The Act defined a refugee as any person with a well-
founded fear of political, religious, ethnic, or racial persecution
(whether from a communist country or otherwise), and who was
already in a country of first asylum."

The 1980 Refugee Act was based on the desire to be even-
handed in the treatment of persons fleeing communist and
noncommunist government persecution; it was also based on the
experiences of the Vietnamese boat people. The Act can be criti-
cized for inadequately defining refugee. Moreover, the first asylum
provision penalizes refugees from countries in close proximity to
the United States. For example, Haitians seeking asylum in Flor-
ida claimed they were refugees from poverty and, having fled,
could not return without being persecuted by an authoritarian re-
gime. The Cuban boat people-the more than 120,000 persons who

33. Act of Oct. 3, 1965, Pub. L. No. 89-236, 79 Stat. 916 (current version codified in
scattered sections of 8 U.S.C.).

34. Pub. L. No. 96.212, 94 Stat. 102 (1980) (current version codified in scattered sec-
tions of 8 U.S.C.).

35. 8 U.S.C. 5 1153(a)(7)(1976) (amended 1980); see supra note 18.
36. Refugee Act of 1980 1201 (codified at 8 U.S.C. I 1167(a) (Supp. V 1981)); see supra

note 4. The President may admit additional refugees If the situation requires. 8 U.S.C. I
" 1167(b) (Supp. V 1981).

\37. Refugee Act of 1980 5 201(a) (codified at 8 U.S.C. I 1101(a)(42) (Supp. V 1981)).

,
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entered the United States in 1980-technically were not eligible
for admission under the Refugee Act because the United States
was the country of first asylum. Although the Cubans were admit-
ted under the Attorney General's ad hoc authority to parole per-
sons into the United States, the status of the Haitians remains
uncertain.

D. Illegal Immigration and Enforcement Resources

The enforcement of immigration law is minimal, in terms of
both the magnitude of the resources and the deterrent effect of the
deployment of these resources. The limited, but not negligible, en-
forcement of immigration law tends to attract low-skilled illegal
aliens.

The number of immigration law violations is, of course, un-
known." The number of illegal immigrants in the United States
has been estimated at between two and twelve million persons, but
a recent view of these estimates by three statisticians at the Bu-
reau of the Census suggests a range of 3.5 million to 6 million per-
sons, of whom about half are Mexican nationals." Dhta exist, how-
ever, on the number of apprehensions of illegal aliens. Table 4
illustrates that the number of deportable aliens located increased
from 70,000 in 1960 to more than 1,000,000 per year since 1977.ea
Of the more than one million deportable aliens located in fiscal
year 1978, nearly 950,000 Were Mexican nationals who entered
without inspection, as summarized in Table 5. About 28,000 Mexi-
can nationals entered the United States under other statuses, and
slightly more than 81,000 were persons of other nationalities.

38. A person may become an illegal alien by violating the condition of a legally ob-
tained visa (such as unauthorized employment under a student or visitor visa, or remaining
In the United States beyond the date specifed in the visa), entering the United States with
a fraudulent visa, or making a surreptitious entry.

39. See J. Siegel, J. Passel & J. Robinson, Preliminary Review of Existing Studie of
the Number of Illegal Residents in the United States, in Smute Comm'm ON IuMORAION &
Rarucoi Poucy, 97TH CONo., Is? Ss., U.S. IuMowATmON POUCY Amo Tm NATIONAL INTR-
Ur app. a (Comm. Print 1981).

40. The decline In apprehensions in fiscal year 1980, see Table 4, supra p. 908. has been
attributed to the three-month moratorium on interior enforcement, which was intended to
Increase compliance with the 1980 Census, and to the diversion of Immigration and Natural-
ization Service (INS) resources for the registration of Iranian students aid the Cuban boat
people. There are no data on the extent to which the same Individual is apprehended more,,
than once in a year.
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TABLE 4
IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SERVICE PEIRONNL,

IMMIGRANTS, NONIMMIORANTS, AND DEPORTABLE ALIENS LOCATED,
FIscAL YzARs 1960-1980

INS Personnel Workload
Average Total Non- Deportable

Permanent paid compensable immigrants aliens
Year positions employment work yelab Immigrants admitted located

1960 6.895 6,622 - 266,398 1,140,736 70,684
1966 7,043 6,747 --. 296,697 2,075,967 110,371
1970 6.920 6,672 -.. 373,326 4,431880 345,363
1976 8,020 7,992 -.- 386,194 7,083,937 768,600
1976 8,832 -.- 9,227 398,616 7,664,419 876.915
1977 9,473 .- 9,706 462,316 8,036,916 1,042,215
1978 10,071 --- 9,804 601,442 9,343,710 1,067,977
1979 10,997 -.. 11,666 460,38 -.- 1,076,418
1980 10,943 - 9,885 ..... 910,361

Nwm Since 1977, the fiscal year runs from October 1 to September 30, prior to 1977, it was from July 1
to June 30. Dashes under INS Personnel Indicate data not included In the source. Dashes under Work-
load Indicate data not availalIe.
fte data Include the full-time equivalent of nonpermanent portions.
binludes the fu-time equivalent of overtime and holiday hours worked. This accounted for the
equivalent or 1,484 compensable work years in 1979 and 1,771 compensable work years in 1980.
SOURcs U.S. IMM3ORATION & NATURALIZATION Swavcu, 1978 SrAyISTICAL Yrmumoox 62.

TABLE 5
DzrorTAnsz ALIENS LOCATED sy STATUS AT ENTRY AND NATIONALITY,

FISCAL YuA 1978

Nationality Status at Entry
EWI Visitor Student Crewman Other Total

Europe 296 6,621 686 6,317 1,263 13,981
Asia 138 6,008 2,969 4,940 1,720 14,776
North America 968,219 33,498 944 828 9,234 1,012,719

Mexico 948,891 21,484 349 40 5,903 976,667
South America 2,708 5,67 66 919 962 10,801
Africa 28 998 1,135 607 242 2,910
Other 68 1,699 628 p31 218 2,791

Total 971,456 62,281 6,813 13,1 e8 13,639 1,057,997

NoT= EWI - entry without inspection.
SOURCE U.S. IMMIGRATION & NATURALIZATION SnVICE, 1978 STATISTICAL YLuAtooK 72.

The increase in apprehensions reflects a large increase in ille-
gal immigration, which has been caused by five factors: (1) the end
of the bracero program for temporary farm workers in 1964, (2) the
introduction of numerical limits on Western Hemisphere immigra-
tion in 1965, (3) the prospect of amnesty as proposed by the Carter
administration in early 1977, (4) improved transportation and in-
formation networks, and (5) increased competition for jobs among
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low-skilled workers in the major sending countries.
The data on apprehensions reflect, in part, administrative de-

cisions on the allocation of enforcement resources. These decisions,
however, do not necessarily achieve their desired result. For exam-
ple, although more apprehensions per dollar of enforcement expen-
diture occur if there Is a relative concentration along the Mexican
border, this may not be the maximum deterrent for a given en-
forcement budget. Apprehensions along the border may have a
minimal deterrent effect if, as many believe, most illegal aliens who
are apprehended and deported while entering without inspection
simply try again a few nights later. Apprehension and deportation
may have a greater long-term deterrent effect if they occur after an
illegal alien has penetrated the border and incurred costs in locat-
ing a job and residence. Even though the cost per apprehension
away from the border is higher, it is not necessarily less cost-effec-
tive in deterring illegal immigration." The large and increasing
number of apprehensions along the Mexican border suggests that
the border is porous and that the cost of being apprehended is low
for the illegal alien. If the probability and cost of apprehension
were high, few persons would attempt illegal entry, and the num-
ber of apprehensions would be small.

Little is known about the characteristics of illegal aliens.
There are reasons to believe, however, that they are not a random
sample of persons desirous of, but unable to obtain, a legal immi-
grant visa. Rather, they are disproportionately low-skilled workers.
There is a probability greater than zero that these immigrants will
be apprehended at the border or in the interior. The probability of
detection in the interior is greater for those who come into contact
with the authorities-e.g., the police, an occupational licensing
board, or the personnel department of a government agency or
large firm. Persons with high levels of skill, particularly profession-
als who require a certification of some sort, are likely to be de-
tected. In addition, the cost of deportation is greater for immi-
grants with higher levels of skill. If deported, unskilled workers

41. David North estimated that in 1979, border enforcement, interior enforcement, and
antismuggling activities by the border patrol cost $108 per apprehension, while interior on-
forcement by the Investigations unit cost $156 per apprehension. The cost per apprehension
for just border-control patrol activities is even less than the cost for over-all border patrol
activities. See D. North, Enforcing the Immigration Law. A Review of the Options 17 (Sept.
1980), reprinted in Suziwr COMM'N ON IMmaATION & RPiwon POUCY, 97TH CONo., 1&T
Su&, US. IMMIGATION Poucy AND TI5 NATIONAL IrmazaT app. B (Comm. Print 1981).
North's study Includes several Ideas for increasing the efficiency of the enforcement of im-
migration law at the border and In the interior.
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(and workers with skills that are readily transferable internation-
ally) do not lose the value of their training in the United States.
Country-specific investment in training tends to rise with the skill
level. A deported skilled illegal alien finds that investments in
United States-specific training are not relevant when he returns to
his home country, and that some of the skills specific to the coun-
try of origin acquired prior to the illegal migration have subse-
quently depreciated.

The resources devoted to the enforcement of immigration are
relatively small and have not kept pace with the workload." The
number of permanent positions in the Immigration and Naturali-
zation Service increased nearly sixty percent from 1960 to 1979."
During the same period, the annual number of immigrants more
than doubled, nonimmigrant admission of aliens increased eight-
fold, and the number of apprehensions of illegal aliens increased
fourteenfold. Not all of the increase in permanent positions reflects
more resources devoted to direct enforcement activities, particu-
larly in recent years. For example, from fiscal year 1977 to 1979 the
INS operating budget increased eleven percent in real dollars, and
the real resources devoted to service to the public, support opera-
tions, and program direction increased forty-seven percent during
the same period. In contrast, border enforcement resources in-
creased one percent, detention and deportation resources de-
creased four percent, and interior enforcement resources decreased
fifteen percent." This reallocation of resources within the Immi-
gration and Naturalization Service away from enforcement activi-
ties, particularly interior enforcement, reflected a decision by the

42. In addition to screening persons entering through legal gateways (a function shared
with the Customs Service), and other immigration law enforcement through patrols along
the border and interior enforcement, the INS administers exclusion and deportation pro-
ceedings. The State Department's Visa Service administers visa applications, and the Labor
Department's Office of Labor Certification issues labor certificates. North estimated that in
fiscal year 1980 there were 11,869 "immigration law enforcement positions." Of these, 8,433
were In the INS (including 2,694 in the border patrol and 1.019 in interior enforcement),
2,287 in the Customs Service, 907 in the State Department, and 242 in the Labor Depart.
ment's Employment Standards Administration (enforcement of minimum-wage and farm-
work regulations). Id. at 13.

43. See Table 4, eupra p. 908. The INS publishes detailed tables, including tables that
chart immigrants, nonimmigrants, apprehensions, and naturalizations, in its annual reports
and in its 105.page 1978 Statistical Yearbook. But the annual reports, the 1978 Statistical
Yearbook, and the INS Reporter do not include data on the INS budget, number of person-
nel, or number of personnel in enforcement units. Apparently, the only published informa-
tion on these matters is included in the Appendix to the United States Budget.

44. The percentage increase in nominal expenditures was adjusted by the deflator for
federal nondefense purchases of goods and services, which increased 14% during the period.
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Carter administration to grant de facto amnesty for illegal aliens
already living in the United States. Congress showed no interest in
the administration's 1977 legislative proposal for amnesty.4'

III. HETEROGENEITY AMONG IMMIGRANTS

The American public commonly views immigrants either as
unskilled and poorly motivated workers, or as highly successful
and aggressive achievers. These characterizations focus on the ex-
tremes. The average immigrant is at neither pole, but is apparently
closer to the latter than the former. More striking is the heteroge-
neity among immigrants. Immigrants differ almost as much as na-
tives in their earnings, occupational distribution, schooling, and
on-the-job training. They also vary widely in country of origin. Al-
though there is a tendency for most immigrants to be adults in
their twenties at the time they immigrate, this is more the case for
economic migrants than for refugees.

Analytically, the productivity of immigrants is considered
most fruitfully within the context of two models-the transferabil-
ity of skills and the self-selection of migrants. Immigrants from
English-speaking countries at a similar level of economic develop-
ment as the United States are more likely to have readily transfer-
able skills than are immigrants from other countries. This implies
that they have higher earnings at arrival, and experience a smaller
rise in earnings with duration of residence. Because of the greater
economic incentive for migration among the most able and ambi-
tious, if other factors are the same, immigrants, particularly eco-
nomic immigrants, tend to be favorably self-selected for labor mar-
ket success. Because labor market considerations are less relevant
in the decision to move among refugees and tied movers (those
who move primarily as a consequence of the immigration decision
of a family member) in comparison with economic migrants, the
latter would tend to have more readily transferable skills.

The productivity of immigrants, as measured by their labor
market earnings, varies systematically with several readily measur-
able variables.46 For example, earnings are higher for immigrants

45. The Carter administration's proposed 1982 budget included a further decline in real
resources for the INS. "Mr. Crosland (Acting Commissioner] said that the new budget
would maintain the strength of the border patrol, but cut the number of Investigators who
look for illegal aliens inside the country and trim the number of inspectors who screen trav-
elers at ports of entry." Wall St. J, Jan. 9, 1981, at 4, col. 6.

46. See B. CHIswicx, AN ANALySIS Or Til ECONOMIC Piociws AND ImPAcT or |um-
oRAwe (report prepared for the Employment and Training Administration, U.S. Depart-
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with more schooling, whether the schooling was acquired in the
United States or in the country of origin. The effect of schooling
on earnings is greater for immigrants with highly transferable skills
(e.g., economic migrants from English-speaking countries), and is
least for refugees (e.g.,, Cubans). Earnings also are related posi-
tively to the number of years of labor-market experience in the
country of origin prior to immigration. Again, this effect is greater
for economic immigrants from English-speaking countries, and
least for refugees.

Most striking is the generally positive effect of duration of res-
idence in the United States on the earnings of immigrants. The
effect is curvilinear: earnings generally rise very sharply during the
first few years, and then continue to rise at a decreasing rate with
the duration of residence. The magnitude of the rise in earnings
with duration of residence is greater for those who must undergo
the greatest economic adjustment on arrival (refugees), and weak-
est for those with the smallest economic adjustment (English-
speaking economic migrants). Although on arrival male economic
migrants have lower earnings than their native-born counterparts,
if other factors are the same, economic migrants reach earnings
parity after eleven to fifteen years. Thereafter, the immigrants
have higher earnings.

Earnings also are related to the cause of the migration. Earn-
ings are greater for economic migrants than for political refugees,
presumably because noneconomic factors influence the migration
decision of the latter, and because refugees have fewer transferable
skills. Earnings on arrival are very low for refugees (again, assum-
ing other variables are the same); although the gap narrows with a
longer residence, it does not close. The-data also suggest that tied
movers, who base their decision to migrate primarily on the migra-
tion decision of a family member, have lower earnings than the pri-
mary economic migrant. The 1970 Census of Population evidenced
that, if other forces are the same, women who married prior to im-
migration consistently had lower hourly earnings than those who
married after immigration." Tied movers had lower earnings and
higher unemployment rates at their destination than similarly situ-
ated internal migrants who were not tied movers.' It also has been

ment of Labor) (available from National Technical Information Service, NTIS No. PB 80.
200464) (hereinafter cited as B. CHISWICK, EcoNoMIc PRoRnUsS1. The data are from the U.S.
Bureau of the Census, 1970 CENSUS Or PoPULATION.

47. See B. ClMwIcK, ECONOMIC PRooIna, supra note 46, at 182, 200.
48. Mincer, Family Migration Deciuions. 86 J. POL. EcON. 749 (1978).
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found that, other things being equal after seven years in the
United States, persons admitted under the kinship immigration
criteria had lower earnings than occupational-preference and non-
preference immigrants.4' The superior performance of primary eco-
nomic migrants in comparison with those whose migration is influ-
enced by kinship ties, even when other measured variables are the
same, is presumably related to the transferability of skill, ability,
motivation for personal labor-market advancement, and continuity
of attachment to the labor market.

There is a substantial difference in earnings between immi-
grants from advanced industrialized societies and those from less
developed countries. This difference is partly attributable to the
latter's fewer years of formal schooling. Even so, some substantial
and significant differences remain. For example, when other factors
remain constant, including area of residence in the United States
and-marital status, immigrants from Mexico earn about twenty
percent less than European immigrants., Perhaps this arises be-
cause the earnings gain from migration from Mexico is so substan-
tial that it is worthwhile, even if earnings are lower than average in
the United States. But immigration from the higher-income coun-
tries is profitable only if higher than average earnings can be ob-
tained in the United States."

IV. ECONOMIC IMPACT

The formation of immigration policy, as with other types of
public policy, would be simpler if the native population were ho-
mogeneous. Then the average impact of immigrants on the native
population would be the impact on each and every native person.
However, natives are heterogeneous in both their human and non--
human assets. Consequently, in policy debates the distribution of
the impact can be as important as, if not more important than, the
overall impact.

A. Unemployment Myths and Realities
Much of the public debate regarding immigrants is expressed

49. See D. NORTH, SVEN YwAwS LATR. THU ExPzRiNmc or rHz 1970 COHORT OF IMM!-
GRANTS IN mu U.S. LABoR MARKuT 102-04 (report prepared for the Employment and Train.
Ing Administration, U.S. Department of Labor).

60. For reasons that remain unclear, if other variables are constant, the earnings differ.
entlal of about 20% between Mexican.Americans and Anglo. also exists among second gen-
oration Americans (native-born but with at least one foreign-born parent) and higher-gener.
ation Americans (both parents born In the United States).
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in terms of unemployment. Recently, there has been bipartisan po-
litical support for the immigrant-unemployment connection: Both

.the Secretary of Labor in the Carter administration and the Com-
missioner of the Immigration and Naturalization Service in the
Ford administration attributed the unemployment of at least two
to three million Americans to illegal aliens.61 The economic fear is
that immigrants take jobs that natives would otherwise have,
thereby contributing to unemployment.

It is important to distinguish between taking a particular job
"slot," and depriving a native worker of a job. For example, if an
immigrant takes a particular job washing dishes in a restaurant,
then that job slot clearly has not been filled by a native-born
worker. This visible effect generates resentment. It is, however, the
availability of jobs that attracts workers into the U.S. labor mar-
ket, both from the household sector (outside the labor force) and
from other countries. The absolute growth in employment in the
United States consistently has exceeded the growth in the numbers
unemployed. There is no fixed number of jobs in the economy; the
extent of employment generally increases with increased immigra-
tion, although relative wages may change.

Suppose an immigrant takes a job that otherwise would have
been occupied by a fiative worker. The immigrant either may
hoard his earnings, spend all of his earnings, or do something in
between. If the immigrant hoards his earnings, the natives gain the
benefit of his production, giving nothing in return but green pieces
of paper that are inexpensive to produce. The effect is deflation-
ary-it is as if the Federal Reserve System reduced the money sup-
ply by the amount hoarded."" Natives as a whole would have
greater income. Native workers would allocate themselves among
jobs in the labor market, and the rate of increase in the price level
would be lower than otherwise. As long as there is some flexibility
in wages, and workers can change jobs, no permanent unemploy-
ment is created.

More likely, the immigrant spends his earnings either in the
United States or by emigrant remittances to his home country.

51. See Illegal Aliens Take Jobs of Citizens, Marshall Declares, L.A. Times, Dec. 2,
1979, 1, at 1, col. 2; Chapman, "Silent Invasion" that Takes Millions of American Jobs,
U.S. Naws & WORLD Rap., Dec. 9, 1974, at 77-78. This view is not confined to the United
States. "One and a half million unemployed is one and half million immigrants too many,"
is also the slogan of anti-immigrant elements in France. French Directing Anger at Immi-
grant Workers, N.Y. Times, Dec. 30, 1980, at A3, col. 5.

52. The deflationary effect, of course, could be offset by appropriate adjustments in
monetary policy.

)
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There is no deflationary effect, as the extra output produced by
the immigrant is matched by the increase in the aggregate demand
for goods and services. Employment is generated as workers pro-
duce the goods and services purchased by the immigrants.

In either instance, immigration per se does not result in a per-
manent net loss in jobs to natives, even if immigrants take particu-
lar job slots that native workers otherwise would occupy. There
are, however, three circumstances in which immigration could re-
sult in increased measured unemployment, although they are not
what proponents of the immigrant-unemployment connection ap-
pear to be discussing: (1) the unemployment of immigrants per se;
(2) frictional unemployment among the native population; and (3)
structural unemployment arising from wage rigidities.

Recent entrants to the labor force-whether they are youths
leaving school, women entering or reentering the labor market, or
new immigrants-engage in a job search. It takes time to find a
job, and one way of learning about occupations and employers is to
experience a variety of jobs. Higher than average voluntary job
turnover is therefore a characteristic of recent labor force entrants.
Recent immigrants, in particular, experience substantial upward
occupational mobility, presumably often accompanied by periods
of voluntary unemployment as their skills adjust to the American
labor market. Recent labor-market entrants may also experience
greater involuntary separations from employment since their em-
ployers had less information about them when they were hired and
the workers have less seniority. Moreover, their employers have
made smaller investments in their firm-specific training.

Data from the 1970 Census and the 1976 Survey of Income
and Education (SIE) suggest that, other factors being equal, the
number of weeks worked by adult white men in a year was lower
among recent immigrants than among the native-born and long-
term immigrants." In the 1970 Census, which recorded year of im-
migration in five-year intervals, the foreign-born in the United
States for less than five years worked three weeks less than the
native-born. Immigrants in the United States five to nine years
worked one week less. For immigrants in the United States for ten
or more years, there was no difference from the native-born.
Among the foreign-born, those in the United States for less than
five years worked about three weeks fewer than others, with no

k

53. The empirical analyses reported in this paragraph and the next are based on B.
CHISWICK, THU Em, oymu or iMmoIRAm m TH UmrtD STATts (1982).
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significant differences among the six cohorts identified in the data
who were in the United States for five or more years. Although the
sample sizes in the 1976 SIE are smaller than in the one-in-a-hun-
dred sample from the 1970 Census, the greater detail on specific
year of immigration for those in the United States for five or fewer
years is illuminating. The SIE data suggest that most of the
smaller number of weeks worked among those in the United States
for five or fewer years is concentrated among the very recent arriv-
als; the difference in weeks worked narrows rapidly, virtually dis-
appearing by the end of three to five years.

As is true among the native-born, the number of weeks worked
is greater the higher the level of schooling and the greater the ex-
tent of labor-market experience (both before and after immigra-
tion) for the foreign-born. The number of weeks worked is also
greater for those whose skills are more readily transferable to the
U.S. labor-market. Other things being equal, immigrants from
Cuba, Southern Europe, and the Balkans worked one week less
than immigrants from the British Isles, while immigrants from
Mexico worked two weeks less, and those from other Latin Ameri-
can countries worked 1.5 weeks less.

An influx of workers due to immigration will generate fric-
tional unemployment among native-born workers. Frictional un-
employment will arise whenever there is a change in the demand
for or supply of labor that affects relative wage opportunities.
Some workers will quit their current jobs in search of new higher-
paying jobs. Employers in sectors where workers' marginal produc-
tivity has fallen below their wages will lay off some workers. Given
the change in labor market opportunities, both workers and em-
ployers invest more in information regarding the labor market, re-
sulting in frictional unemployment. Given the immigration, the
frictional unemployment represents an efficient process through
which workers identify and gravitate to what is currently their best
employment opportunity, and through which employers adjust
their work force to the new economic conditions.

Only a small proportion of native-born workers will experience
frictional unemployment arising from immigration. Additionally,
this unemployment will be short-lived; it will dampen as workers
find their best employment opportunities in the new environment.
The extent of frictional unemployment will be less the greater the
extent to which immigrants are attracted to the United States and
particular occupations or geographic areas by expanding job oppor-
tunities. Frictional unemployment will be greater if immigrants are
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entering stagnant occupations or economically stagnant regions.
Thus, for a given size of a cohort of immigrants, frictional unem-
ployment among the native population will tend to be smaller if
the immigration is predominantly economic in nature rather than
based on kinship or other criteria.

Wage rigidities, whether instituted by a legal minimum wage,
a union wage, or social convention, can result in unemployment
among the native-born if immigration would depress the market
wage below the wage floor." If the wage floor exceeds the market
wage, more workers will offer their labor services than there are job
slots. One solution is, of course, to eliminate the wage floor. A "sec-
ond best" solution is to implement an immigration policy that
would favor the immigration of high-skilled workers. This would
cause the productivity of low-skilled native workers to rise and
would reduce the pressures against the federal minimum wage. Al-
though this policy would have particularly favorable impacts on
the employment opportunities of native-born youths and disadvan-
taged minorities, it would also place downward pressure on the
wages of the high-skilled workers.

B. Impact on Income

For simplicity of exposition regarding the impact of immi-
grants on the level and distribution of income, assume that there
are two types of workers, low-skilled and high-skilled, that within
each type all workers are homogeneous, and that the only other
factor of production is physical capital."" Assume also that the
three factors of production are substitutes for each other, and that
the production function approximates one with constant elasticity
of substitution. Even in such a simplified situation, the impact of
immigration is difficult to determine because of the potential for
immigrant cohorts with quite different productivity characteristics.
Although partially determined by external forces-such as a reces-

64. Some of the high unemployment or low number of weeks worked among immigrants
during their first few years may be a consequence of such wage rigidities. On arrival, immi-
grants tend to be relatively unproductive. But with the passage of time, and the increase in
job experience, immigrants acquire skills that will help them obtain higher-paying jobs in
the United States. By reducing the option of working in very low wage jobs that provide
substantial training, the minimum wage may be Impeding the upward economic mobility of
immigrants.

55. The discussion In this section is based on a theoretical analysis developed in detail
in Chiswick, The Impact of Immigration on the Level and Distribution of Economic Well.
Being, in Tns GAT1WAY: U.S. IMMIGRATION ISSUtS AND POLICi9s (B. Chiswick ed. 1982)
(hereinafter cited as Chiswick, Immigration Impact).
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sion in one country or a revolution in another-under current cir-
cumstances and immigration quota ceilings, the characteristics of
immigrant cohorts are largely determined by the United States im-
migration policy over a period of years.

Again, for purposes of exposition, consider the implications of
two polar cases: a cohort of low-skilled workers and a cohort of
high-skilled workers. The immigration of low-skilled workers
reduces the marginal product of low-skilled native workers, but
raises the marginal product of high-skilled workers and capital.
The former effect arises from the greater labor supply of low-
skilled workers, who are good substitutes in production for native
low-skilled workers. The latter arises from the principle of comple-
mentarity-that the marginal product of a factor increases when
the quantity of other factors of production with which it works in-
creases. Although one native factor loses and the other native fac-
tors gain, the overall income of the native population increases.
This is because the losses to native low-skilled labor are more than
offset by the gains to native high-skilled labor and capital. Thus,
average income among the native population increases, but the dis-
tribution of this income becomes more unequal.

The increase in the average income of the native population
contrasts with the decline in the average income of the total popu-
lation (natives augmented by immigrants). This decline arises from
the assumption that low-skilled immigrants have lower incomes
than the native population's average income. Thus, if the native
population's average income is a variable of primary interest for
determining the appropriate immigration policy, changes in the to-
tal population's average income may be a misleading indicator.

The decline in the earnings of low-skilled native workers as a
result of low-skilled immigration is partially mitigated by the in-
come tax and the mix of income transfers. Many of the recipients
of income-contingent transfers, particularly recipients of Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), Medicaid, and Supple-
mental Security Income (SSI), and most of the aged recipients of
Social Security and Medicare have little or no attachment to the
labor market and hence do not suffer a direct adverse impact.
Those who do suffer a direct impact-the working poor-may be
eligible for food stamps, and, in the case of single-parent families,
AFDC. If they become unemployed, the poor may be eligible for
state unemployment compensation and AFDC-UP (Unemployed
Parents' component of AFDC). Because the native population's ag-
gregate income has increased, at least in principle, sufficient in-
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come can be transferred from the gainers (high-skilled workers and
owners of capital) to the losers (native low-skilled workers), so that
all groups among the native population are at least as well off as
before the immigration.

A dilemma arises, however, because by tradition as well as by
law, legal immigrants (resident aliens) are eligible for the same in-
come-transfer benefits as similarly situated natives." The theoreti-
cal model indicates that if the low-skilled immigrants are to receive
transfers that bring their incomes up to the pre-immigration in-
come of native low-skilled workers, then the aggregate transfers
will exceed the increase in income of high-skilled workers and capi-
tal. Thus, the native population as a whole can be made worse off.

With the immigration of a cohort of high-skilled workers, the
wages of native high-skilled workers decline, while the wages of na-
tive low-skilled workers and the returns to capital, increase. The
aggregate income, and hence the native population's average in-
come, increases. The change in the total population's average in-
come cannot be determined, however, without knowing whether
the average income of the high-skilled immigrants is higher or
lower than the income (earnings and return to capital) of the na-
tive population. The narrowing of skill differentials would appeal
to those who dislike inequality in labor-market outcomes.

The rise in the wages of native low-skilled workers increases
their tax payments and lowers their receipt of income-contingent
transfers. Because of these resources, as well as the higher taxes
paid by capital and the positive taxes paid by high-skilled immi-
grants, the marginal tax rates on the earnings of native high-skilled
workers can be lowered. Thus, net of the tax-transfer system, high-
skilled workers can be made at least as well off as before the immi-
gration, without eliminating all of the gains of native low-skilled
workers and capital. With high-skilled immigrants, equal treat-
ment of immigrants and natives can be maintained in the income-
transfer system, and all native groups can be made at least as well-
off as before the immigration.

Recent empirical research has examined the relation between
the characteristics of immigrants and the earnings of the native-
born.6 The analysis has been done for adult white non-Hispanic

56. The Social Security Act, 42 U.S.C. j 301 (Supp. V 1981), limits an immigrant's
receipt of Supplemental Security Income benefits during the first three years in the United
States, unless an unanticipated disability arises after immigration. SSI provides cash bene-
fits for low-income aged and disabled persons.

57. B. Chiswick, The Effects of Immigration on Earnings and Employment in the



337

920 UNIVERSITY OF MIAMI LAW REVIEW [Vol. 36:893

native-born men, using the 1970 Census. Holding constant the na-
tive-born person's human capital and demographic characteristics,
weekly earnings among the native-born rise with an increase in the
level of the foreign-born's schooling and labor-market experience.
In addition, using immigrants from the English-speaking devel-
oped countries as a benchmark, earnings among the native-born
rise with an increase in the proportion of immigrants from Europe
and a decrease in the proportion from Cuba and other less-devel-
oped countries, while there is no differential effect for the propor-
tion from Mexico. Thus, more highly skilled or more productive
immigrants are associated with greater earnings among the native-
born.

An often-expressed concern is that immigrants can take ad-
vantage of society's investment in public capital. By using roads,
schools, dams, and parks that have been constructed before their
immigration, immigrants "dilute" the public capital available to
the native population, thereby decreasing the native population's
income. Highly skilled immigrants would be substantial benefi-
ciaries of income transfers broadly defined to include the consump-
tion of public capital.u This point, however, confuses the timing of
the construction of public capital with the financing of this capital.
The construction of most public capital is financed not from cur-
rent tax receipts, but rather from bonds that are retired with reve-
nues raised from user-fees or taxes as the capital is consumed. To
the extent that the public capital is paid for as it is consumed,
immigrants do not gain, and there is no dilution of the natives'
public capital even if it is constructed prior to the immigration,

V. ALTERNATIVE IMMIGRATION POLICIES

The review of current United States policy has shown that
kinship is the primary criterion for rationing immigration visas,
and that the visa applicant's skills or productivity characteristics
play a relatively minor role. There is a considerable difference be-
tween the skill levels and earnings of immigrants admitted under
the kinship criteria and under the productivity criteria. More
favorable impacts on the level and distribution of the native popu-
lation's income arise from higher-skilled immigrants than from

United States, Part B, (1981) (available at University of Illinois at Chicago, Survey Re-
search Laboratory).

68. This Is one of the arguments discussed in Usher, Publi Property and the Eflects of
Migration upon Other Residents of the Migrants' Countries of Origin and Destination. 86
J. POL. ECON. 1001 (1977).
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lower-skilled immigrants.
This section reviews two very different approaches to the re-

form of immigration policy.5 ' The first is a skill-based rationing
system in which an applicant's skill level, and hence the likelihood
of his economic success in the United States, are the primary de-
terminants of whether a visa is issued." A point system is pro-
posed for administering the program. The second approach is the
set of recommendations from the Select Commission on Immigra-
tion and Refugee Policy? for modifications of the current system.
The Commission's recommendations apparently would: (1) reduce
the already small role of productivity characteristics in issuing im-
migration visas, (2) grant amnesty for illegal aliens, and (3) in-
crease the relative and absolute number of low-skilled workers in
future cohorts of immigrants.

A. A Skill-Based Rationing System

The current immigration policy could be shifted radically by
focusing on productivity characteristics instead of kinship criteria.
Under a productivity or skill-based policy, the primary criterion
for rationing admissions would be the person's estimated produc-
tivity in the United States."j Research indicates that an immi-
grant's productivity, as measured by earnings and employment, ap-
pears to be related to the level and transferability of pre-
immigration skills, including the level of schooling, vocational and
on-the-job training, occupation, and knowledge of English. Prear-
ranged employment also may be an aid to increased productivity.

In aproductivity-based immigration policy, there is a tempta-
tiotn to grgnt visas to applicants in narrowly defined occupations in
which there are "shortages," and to deny visas to applicants in
"crowded" occupations. Indeed, in the occupational preferences of
current immigration law, this approach has been adopted with ab-
surd consequences. Physicians, nurses, physical therapists,
dieticians, and others, are added to or withdrawn from the list of

59. Policies regarding refugees and temporary (guest) workers are beyond the scope of
this section.

60. For a detailed analysis of this approach, see P. CAP&RJTY, B. CHISWICK, A. GRwa.y
& T. SULLIVAN, THs DILJMA or AMuIcAN IumIORArioN: BEYOND TH3 GOLDEN DOOR (in
press).

81. The Commission was established by the Act of Oct. 5, 1978, Pub. L. No. 95-412, J 4,
92 Stat. 907-09 (1978), amended by Pub. L. No. 96-132, 1 23, 93 Stat. 1051-62 (1979).

62. Productivity or sklil characteristics and a point system form the basis for rationing
visas In Canada, Australia, and New Zealand.
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the most favored (Schedule A) occupations on the basis of political
pressures of interested parties rather than on labor market stud-
ies. 3 Studies are not done to determine whether other occupations,
such as engineering, are in equally "short supply." The economic
aspects of the issues, including the subsequent occupational ad-
justments of the immigrants and the change in the occupational
structure of the native-born labor force as a consequence of immi-
gration, appear to play no role in the rulemaking process.

The granting of visas on the basis of narrowly defined occupa-
tions invites efforts to subvert the system. If the occupational cate-
gories are defined more broadly, however, then the adverse impact
from a cohort of immigrants will be more diffused. This might help
to avoid the manipulation of a skill-based rationing system by nar-
row occupational interests. Also, there will be less incentive for any
one occupation to attempt to close their occupational category.

It is difficult for planners to know where there will be labor
"shortages" and where there will be labor "surpluses" in the com-
ing years. Occupational adjustments occur not only through the
immigration of persons in the occupation but also through the sub-
stantial occupational change of immigrants after they arrive in the
United States, and through the occupational change of natives.
The focus in a skill-based rationing system should be on an appli-
cant's skill level, rather than on his narrowly defined occupation.

To combine the multidimensional aspects of skills into ration-
ing criteria, it may be necessary to adopt a point system rather
than a preference system. In a preference system, as formulated
under current law, a person must meet a minimum standard under
any one of several categories to be eligible for a visa. There is no
possibility for combining equities under each of two or more cate-
gories to raise one's rank in the queue. But under a point system, it
is the sum of the points obtained from several categories that is
relevant, rather than crossing a threshold in any one category.

Under a point system, points could be earned for various pro-
ductivity traits, and a visa would be issued to persons who received
a minimum number of points."5 Each year of schooling may be
worth, for example, two points. Apprenticeship, vocational train-

63. See supra notes 23-26 and accompanying text.
64. See supra note 10.
65. Persons exempt from the point system would be the immediate relatives (spouse

and minor children) of U.S. citizens, refugees and their immediate relatives, and the imme-
diate relatives of persons given an Immigrant visa if they accompany the immigrant or come
within a certain time (perhaps one year).
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ing, and on-the-job training also would be worth a certain number
of points. Points could be earned, possibly on a scale of zero to
five, for fluency in English. Other points could be awarded for pre-
arranged employment. To preserve the nonracist character of im-
migration policy, points should not be granted on the basis of race,
ethnicity, religion, or country of origin."

Evaluating skills and awarding points should be the responsi-
bility of a single agency-the Immigration Service. To have this
function performed in either the Department of Labor or the De-
partment of Commerce would be to invite efforts by interest
groups entrenched in either agency to subvert the system for their
own purposes. As an independent agency, the Immigration Service
would be subject to influences from many sources, and thus might
be better able to steer a middle course."

To reduce variations in the annual number of immigrants, a
worldwide annual quota could be retained, with visas issued to
those with the largest number of points among those who satisfy
the threshold. To -reduce the uncertainty concerning when permis-
sion to immigrate will be granted among those in the queue, addi-
tional points (that do not count toward the minimum threshold)
might be given for waiting in the queue. Of course, if the queue
gets too long, either the minimum threshold number or the annual
quota should be increased.

The point system can be flexible to provide greater immigra-
tion opportunities for persons with relatives in the United States.
This should be done without violating the rationing system's con-

66. Canada uses a point system similar to the one suggested here for persons who are
not the immediate relatives of citizens. In addition to the criteria indicated in this section,
Canada gives points for the intention to settle in a geographic area that the Canadian gov.
eminent wishes to populate. The policy is of limited effectiveness because internal geo-
graphic mobility after immigration is not restricted. Because specific residential location
would not be enforceable in the United States, and because the United States does not have
a clearly defined regional policy, this would appear to be an inappropriate criterion for U.S.
policy. Indeed, efforts by the federal government to disperse the Indochinese refugees geo-
graphically have been ineffective. There has been substantial internal migration from the
community of first settlement to California, their preferred state of residence. See Gordon,
Settlement Patterns of Indochinese Refugees in the United States, I.N.S. Rap., Spring
1980, at 6.10.

67. There is no compelling reason for immigration matters to be part of the Depart-
ment of Justice. The immigration and naturalization functions are separable, and the latter
only may be an appropriate function for the Department. As anr independent agency, the
new Immigration Service would be less constrained by Justice Department interests in mak-
ing its case for more resources for enforcement, and would be in a better position to insti-
tute regulations and recommend policy changes based on overall economic considerations.
The agency shall not have cabinet status.
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cern for the economic impact of immigrants. A small number of
points may be awarded, for example, to applicants with relatives in
the United States who will guarantee their financial support for a
certain length of time. In this manner, persons who do not satisfy
the general productivity criterion, but whose presence is of "con-
sumption value" to their relatives in this country, would be more
able to immigrate legally.

History provides some examples of what the proposed immi-
gration policy's effect would be on the occupational distribution of
immigrants. In 1962 Canada shifted from a kinship-based immi-
gration policy, not unlike current United States policy, to a system
with kinship criteria for immediate relatives of Canadians and a
primarily skill-based point system for others. The proportion of
professional and technical workers among the immigrants in-
creased from an annual average of twelve percent in 1956-1960 to
an annual average of twenty-six percent in 1962-1971. The annual
average proportion of unskilled workers declined from thirty-six
percent in 1956-1960 to sixteen percent in 1962-1971."

Some may argue that the productivity criterion outlined above
is antifamily-that such a dramatic change from the current sys-
tem would end the humanitarian goal of family reunification. This
is not so. Foreigners with more kinsmen in the United States
would still be more likely to apply for an immigrant visa, because
immigrating to the United States is more attractive to them than
to others in their home country. Additionally, the immediate rela-
tives of United States citizens would still be eligible for admission
without numerical restrictions. For other applicants, those who
have sufficient points to immigrate could do so, and could be "re-
united" with family members. A person with kinsmen in the
United States would have two advantages: his relatives could help
him prearrange employment, and they could guarantee his
financial support for the first five years. Willingness to engage in
these activities is one test of the relative's interest in his kinsmen's
immigration."a

Many aliens can immigrate under the current kinship criteria
but not under the productivity criteria. Their immigration is at the
expense of the native population, since the United States will be

68. Parai, Canada's Immigration Policy. 1962-74, 9 INT'L MiGRATtoN Rav. 449, 469-72
(1975).

69. Voluntary family dislocations that arise from economic migration are a lees compel-
ling reason for special "family reunification" visas than are the involuntary separations and
dislocations often arising frotn situations that create refugees.
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accepting a less productive worker instead of a more productive
worker. The largest adverse impact under the current system is ex-
perienced by native-born low-skilled workers. These workers face
greater competition in the labor market and in the allocation of
income-contingent transfers from a larger number of low-skilled
immigrants. The current system provides the largest benefits to
the relatives of immigrants entering under kinship criteria, many
of whom are themselves recent citizens and resident aliens. This
inequity would be removed under the productivity criteria.

The political support for admitting a larger number of immi-
grants each year would be more broadly based under a skill-based
rationing system than under the current kinship system. This is
because of the more favorable impact of immigration on both the
level and distribution of income. The extent to which the optimal
number of immigrants would increase as a consequence of the
change in criteria is an empirical question that warrants further
study.

B. The SCIRP Recommendations

The Select Commission on Immigration and Refugee Policy
(SCIRP), created by an act of Congress in 1978,70 released its rec-
ommendations in February 1981.7' The Commission's recommen-
dations focused on a modification of the preference system for le-
gal immigrants, amnesty for illegal aliens in the United States, and
policies to control future illegal immigration. The apparent thrust
of the Commission's recommendations is to: (1) increase the role of
kinship, (2) decrease the already small role of skill 6r productivity
in rationing immigration visas, (3) increase immigration of low-
productivity workers, and (4) shift much of the burden of the en-
forcement of immigration law onto employers through a require-
ment that they screen all workers for their legal status.

SCIRP recommended retaining the current policy of allowing
immigration without numerical limit for the spouses, minor un-
married children, and parents of adult citizens. It also recom-
mended adding adult unmarried children (currently the first pref-
erence) and grandparents of adult citizens to the exempt list.
Under current regulations, there is little binding constraint on

70. Act of Oct. 5, 1978, Pub. L. No. 95-412, 1 4, 92 Stat. 907-09 (1978), amended by
Pub. L. No. 96-132, 1 23, 93 Stat. 1051-52 (1979).

71. SmCT COMM'N ON IMMIGRATION AND REUOE POLICY, 97TH CONo., 1.T Sus, U.S.
IMMIGRATION POLICY AND THE NATIONAL IN TRwT (Comm. Print 1981) hereinafter cited a
SCIRPI.
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first-preference visa applicants from most countries, with the ex-
ception of Mexico.'$

The Commission endorsed a worldwide numerical limit and
country quotas for other relatives and "independent immigrants."
The recommended worldwide limit is 350,000 visas per year, with
an additional 100,000 visas per year for five years to reduce the
visa backlog.' The categories for other relatives would include the
current second, fourth, and fifth preferences. A new category, the
unmarried adult children of resident aliens, would also be in-
cluded. The Commission further recommended that a "substan-
tial" number of visas be set aside for the spouses and unmarried
children of resident aliens, that there be no country ceilings for the
spouses and minor children of resident aliens,' and that these
visas be issued on a first-come, first-served basis. The second-pref-
erence country ceiling is severely binding only for Mexico and the
Philippines. As of February 1983, second-preference applications
by Mexican nationals filed in February 1974 were at the top of the
queue." The recommendations regarding the current second pref-
erence are related to the Commission's proposal of amnesty.

SCIRP views the independent immigrant category, which
would replace current occupational and nonpreference categories,
as a means of creating new kinship immigration streams ("new
seed" immigrants), rather than as a mechanism for selecting work-
ere with the greatest productivity in the United States."6 The inde-
pendent category includes a numerically limited number of persons

72. As of January 1, 1980, Mexican nationals totaled 38% of the first preference visa
backlog. Id. at 146.

73. Id. at 149. As of January 1, 1980, there was a backlog of 1.1 million visa applica.
tions, an increase of 100,000 over the previous year. Id. at 148. The Commissioners called for
reducing the visa backlog as quickly as possible. Although no formal vote was taken, the
report notes that "many Commissioners are of the view that per-country and preference
ceilings-although applied to new applicants under the proposed system-should not apply
to those in the backlogs." Id. at 160. Much of the backlog is concentrated in a small number
of countries, Including Mexico (26%), the Philippines (23%), and Korea (7%). The backlog
exists primarily In the kinship preferences and nonpreference categories (5% in the second
preference, 50% in the fifth preference and 26% In the nonpreference category), with only
7% In the occupational preferences. Id. at 146.

74. Id. at 14&
75. 6 Bureau of Consular Affairs, Visa Office, U.S. Dep't of State, Immigrant Numbers

for February 1983 (No. 33, 1983).
76. "It is the Commission's hope that this category will provide Immigration opportuni-

ties for those persons who come from countries where immigration to the United States has
not been recent or from countries that have no immigration base here." SCIRP, supra note
72, at 16.
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with "exceptional merit and ability in their professions."7 None-
theless, the Commission also stated,

The Commission's intent is not to provide a separate category
for highly trained or needed professionals (for example, nurses,
doctors, engineers), artists or other persons of merit unless they
are exceptional and qualify under specific established guide-
lines.. .. [T]he Commission further cautions against the crea--
tion of a significant channel which could deprive other nations
of the highly skilled persons they need."'

A presumably larger category of other independent migrants is also
proposed, to "allow the entry of persons without family ties in the
United States and of persons whose family ties are distant ...
One possible benefit will be the increased proportion of immi-
grants screened for labor market impact; this will both protect U.S.
workers and enhance economic growth.'""

SCIRP recommended amnesty for illegal aliens in the United
States as of January 1, 1980.50 Once given an adjustment of status,
these persons could serve as sponsors for their relatives. Amnesty
would increase the number of low-skilled workers in the United
States in three ways. First, the prospect of amnesty would en-
courage the illegal immigration of other low-skilled workers with
the expectation that, once granted, amnesty would be offered re-
peateatly. Indeed, illegal immigration increased sharply when Presi-
dent Carter made his proposal for amnesty in 1977. Second, am-
nesty would increase substantially the demand for immigration
visas by the spouses and children of those given amnesty, and
many of these soon would enter the labor market. The recommen-
dations mentioned above for more favorable treatment of this cate-
gory of immigrant, especially for Mexican nationals, would allow
the system to satisfy much of this increased demand for visas.
Third, many illegal aliens who return home during periods of sea-
sonal and cyclical slack in employment would remain in the United
States, as their families would be with them and they would be

171'.Id. at 130.
7X Id. The Commission's view regarding the immigration of professionals is exempli-

fied by its statement on nurses:
The Commission concludes that the continuing shortage of practicing nurses In
the United States justifies the admission of foreign nurses while that shortage
continues, but urges that efforts be intensified to make nursing a more attractive
career to induce more Inactive U.S. nurses to return to that profession.

Id. at 223.
79. Id. at 135 (emphas added).
80. Id. at 76-77.
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able to receive income transfers legally.
SCIRP proposes to control future illegal immigration through

increased resources for border enforcement, and through employer
sanctions.5 ' The Commission favors border enforcement more than
interior enforcement by the immigration authorities: "It is both
more humane and cost effective to deter people from entering the
United States than it is to locate and remove them from the inte-
rior."8 Border enforcement may be more cost effective per appre-
hension, but it is not necessarily more cost effective per deterred
alien. A recommendation is made for a "substantial increase" in
funding and personnel for the border patrol," but no parallel rec-
ommendation exists for interior enforcement. There are no recom-
mendations for penalties, other than deportation, against appre-
hended illegal aliens, even for those who engage in flagrant and
frequent violations of the law. SCIRP also endorsed the Attorney
General's ruling that "state and local law enforcement officers
should be prohibited from apprehending persons on immigration
charges, except in alien-smuggling cases."0 This ruling limits the
effectiveness of interior enforcement.

In spite of this hands-off policy for official law enforcement
agents, the Commission has endorsed civil penalties against em-
ployers who knowingly employ illegal aliens, and criminal penalties
against employers who engage in"flagrant and extended violations
of the law following the imposition of civil penalties."" The Com-
mission was vague about the mechanism through which employers
could verify a worker's legal status, stating simply that it "sup-
port[s] a means of verifying employee eligibility that will allow em-
ployers to confidently and easily hire those persons who may le-
gally accept employment."" The report does not indicate the
magnitude of these costs of employee verification, their effects on
the employment opportunities of high-turnover, low-skilled Ameri-
can workers, or whether such verification is feasible without a na-
tional identity card. Employer sanctions are not likely to reduce
employment opportunities for illegal aliens without both a reason-
ably foolproof means of checking a person's legal right to work,
and vigorous internal enforcement.

81. Id. at 4652.
82. Id. at 47.
83.Id.
84. Id. at 256.
86. Id. at 64.
86. Id. at 67.
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Although there is much public concern about the use of wel-
fare and subsidized medical care by illegal aliens, the Commission
did not offer any recommendations on this issue. It did not, for
example, endorse or even vote on proposals that have been made
to alter current regulations of the Department of Health and
Human Services that bar welfare and other public aid agencies
from reporting suspected illegal aliens to the immigration authori-
ties. Indeed, it is curious that SCIRP endorsed extending the bur-
den of enforcement to employers, while favoring the current re-
strictions on referrals by state and local law enforcement
authorities and welfare agencies.

The overall thrust of SCIRP's policy recommendations is to
increase both the number and proportion of low-skilled immigrants
while decreasing the number of high-skilled immigrants. This em-
phasis presumably arises from the Commission's concern for
"global inequities,"'' and what appears to be a desire to increase
substantially immigration from Mexico. In nearly every instance,
recommended modifications of current policy would favor Mexican
immigrants over immigrants from other countries. These policies
would deprive the United States of many highly productive foreign
workers, depress the earnings of low-skilled American workers, and
result in increased taxes to pay for an expanded income-transfer
system. The economic impacts of SCIRP's recommendations ap-
pear to have been of minor concern to the Commission."

VI. CONCLUSION

Immigration will continue to play an important role in Ameri-
can economic life. The public policy issue is not simply whether
immigration per se is beneficial, but rather whether increased ben-
efits to the United States can be obtained from changes in the
number of immigrants and the rationing criteria. In an era such as
the nineteenth century when public policy showed little regard for
the income-distribution impacts of immigration, and when there
were no public income-transfer systems to mitigate the losses to
groups for whom the impact was adverse, an open-door or laissez-
faire immigration policy was politically acceptable. These condi-
tions no longer prevail, and an open-door immigration policy is not

8?. Id. at 20. I
88. This perhaps was foreshadowed by the Commission's research agenda, which virtu-

aly ignored research on Illegal aliens and the labor market Impact of immigrants. See id. at
436-3?.
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politically viable. If there are to be limits on immigration, then
there must be a rationing mechanism. A mechanism that would
provide more rapid growth in the income of the native population
and a relatively smaller transfer system is generally preferable to
one that offers opposite effects.,

Current immigration policy is characterized by a rationing sys-
tem based on kinship and by lax enforcement of immigration law.
This policy has encouraged larger numbers of low-skilled immi-
grants to arrive in the United States than would have been here
had the rationing criteria focused on the level of skill. SCIRP ap-
parently would increase further the role of kinship, and decrease
the already small role of the productivity characteristics or skills of
the visa applicants. Rather than endorsing a major strengthening
of the enforcement of current immigration law, the Select Commis-
sion proposes legalizing the status of illegal aliens in the United
States, and shifting much of the enforcement responsibilities to
employers through sanctions against those who employ illegal
aliens. The Commissioners equivocated, however, on the crucial is-
sue of how employer sanctions were to be administered. Also, they
did not address the adverse impact of the additional cost of em-
ployer screening of workers upon employment opportunities for
native workers in low-wage, high-turnover jobs.

As an alternative, a two-pronged policy approach could be
adopted. One prong would be the more stringent enforcement of
current immigration law-not only at the border, but also in the
interior. Under this approach, 'there would be no blanket amnesty
for illegal aliens, and the responsibility for enforcing immigration
law would not be shifted to employers. The second prong would
involve shifting the focus in rationing visas from kinship to the ap-
plicant's level of skill. As skill is not unidimensional, a point sys-
tem should be adopted to combine the diverse elements into a sin-
gle number. With the exception of the immediate relatives of adult
U.S. citizens, whose entry would not be subject to numerical limi-
tations, visas would be issued tAhosewithtbe greatest humbsr of
points, i.e., to those with the greatest potential productivity in the
United States. Points also could be given for less immediate kin-
ship relationships, but this should not be allowed to overwhelm the
productivity criteria. These proposals would better satisfy the twin
objectives of increasing the productive potential of the economy
and reducing the relative size of the income transfer system than
would either the current system or the Select Commission's
recommendations.
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Representative SCHEUER. Mr. Borjas.
Mr. BoRjAS. Let make two brief comments. First of all, the

United States should try to secure its borders. We have not only a
right to decide who gets into this country, we also have a duty to
make sure that the people who get into this country are the people
that national interest in some sense has decided are the ones who
should be let in. Once that border is secured, then I also would
stress changing the system away from a family preference system
toward -one that counts skill and occupational preferences a little
more heavily.

Representative SCHEUER. You would agree substantially with Mr.
Chiswick.

Mr. BoRjAs. Yes; that's exactly right.
Representative SCHEUER. This has been a remarkably stimulat-

ing panel. We are now well past 12 o'clock. The House is in session.
You have been very patient. You have been extremely forthcoming
in your testimony. We are very, very grateful to you.

The subcommittee is hereby recessed.
[Whereupon, at 12:30 p.m., the subcommittee recessed, to recon-

vene at 9:30 a.m., Thursday, May 29, 1986.]



ECONOMIC AND DEMOGRAPHIC
CONSEQUENCES OF IMMIGRATION

THURSDAY, MAY 29, 1986

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON ECONOMIC RESOURCES,

COMPETITIVENESS, AND SECURITY ECONOMICS
OF THE JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE,

Washington, DC.
The subcommittee met,_pursuant to recess, at 9:35 a.m., in room

2359, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. James H. Scheuer
(member of the subcommittee) presiding.

Present: Representative Scheuer.
Also present: William Buechner, professional staff member.

OPENING STATEMENT OF REPRESENTATIVE SCHEUER,
PRESIDING

Representative SCHEUER. The Subcommittee on Economic Re-
sources, Competitiveness, and Security Economics will come to
order.

Today we are holding the third of three hearings dealing with
the effects of immigration, both legal and illegal, on American soci-
ety, and over the next Several months, we ,hope to hold additional
hearings on the overall question of how demographic changes will
affect America as we enter the 21st century.

Of course, in connection with the subject of today's hearing,
namely immigration, legal and illegal, we have never to forget that
we are all immigrants and, of course, it is incumbent upon us, an
instinct in our Judeo-Christian heritage, to be generous in continu-
ing to accept our fair share and more than our fair share of immi-
grants, as indeed we do. We accept more than half of all the immi-
grants around the globe who have crossed transnational lines.

What concerns us is not the level of legal immigration, but the
explosion of illegal immigration that threatens dramatically in a
very few years to change the very fabric, the intricate and sensitive
interplay of balancing forces and groups in American society.
Every aspect of our society, the economy, the labor market, the
education system, our health programs, to name a few are threat-
ened by this tidal wave of illegal immigration.

And as a matter of basic equity, basic fairness basic elemental
justice, we have to consider that those who play by the rules who
wait for years to gain legal entry into our Nation stand by watch-ing millions of others crash into the United States illegally and
delay and frustrate the process of entry by those waiting to take

(349)
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their legal place in our society and who have the legal process
which we have established.

It seems to me that our Nation must take steps to cope with this
massive influx of aliens who by their illegal status dwell in the
shadow world of fear and exploitation.

Looking ahead, one can only see an ominous growth, an exponen-
tial growth, in illegal immigration. The rapid advances in the in-
dustrialized countries, the improvements in per capita living stand-
ards steady year by year in the United States and other Western
countries, coupled with severe developmental problems in almost
all of the Third World, accentuated by a horrendous population ex-
plosion in Central America and in Mexico, have led to large dis-
parities in per capita living standards between ourselves in this
country and our neighbors to the South-Mexico and Central
America. And each year this increasing gap has increased the in-
centive to crash through our borders. It has increased the push fac-
tors sending people out-the push factors of instability, political
chaos, unemployment, underemployment, disease, malnutrition, ill
health-and has increased the pull factors that attract people up
across our borders as if by a magnet-the hope not only of jobs and
a better standard of living in economic terms, but those character-
istics of our Nation that for over 200 years have drawn us by equal-
ly strong magnets, the parents and grandparents and ancestors of
the people in this room-liberty, freedom, individual dignity, the
worth of every human being. These, too, are the magnets that draw
people across our borders, in addition to the almost primordial
magnet of a job and "empleo"-employment. As they say when
your cross the border from Mexico and ask those people hovering
about the border waiting to walk across, "Why are you coming to
America?" "Empleo, empleo, empleo." -

Of course, on our southern border we have a unique experience
with a 2,000-mile border virtually unguarded, substantially out of
control, without military protection, and we thank the Lord for
that, that that hasn't been needed. We've been at peace with
Mexico literally throughout our history except for the very short
interval of the Mexican War.

But here on one side we have a prosperous, highly industrialized
society that's getting richer, while on the other side we have a
Third World nation that because of its population explosion and
other factors is getting poorer and faces huge and growing levels of
unemployment and underemployment. Mexico has upward of
600,000 new entrants into its job market coming on in the next
decade or so, infants that are already born, Who will be coming into
the job market. They have never produced more than 200,000 or at
the most- 250,000 jobs at the heyday of their prowess as an oil-rich
developing nation, and the exponential increases in the income
gap, in the standard of living gap, can only produce exponential in-

)creases in the pressures _to migrate, and there's only one way to go
and that's north. -

"And the informal communications network has spread the word
like wildfire that it's easy to crash across our borders, that there is
very little deterrent. If you fail the first time, if you fail the second
time, if you fail the third time, if at first you don't succeed, try, try
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again and ultimately you will make it, as the overwhelming pro-
portion of these would-be illegal immigrants eventually do make it.

The problem is only compounded by the plummeting oil prices
which have exacerbated conditions in Mexico and left that country
teetering on the brink of not only financial collapse but of political
disintegration too.

Mexico, in terms of its stability, its survival as even a one-party
state, which it has been for a half a century, is teetering and one
can only hope and pray that that tenuous situation, that political
situation down south of our border doesn't collapse and we can
only pray that we don't see a collapse of the social contract in that
country.

At the present time, the Immigration and Naturalization Service
estimates that approximately 2 million illegals are crossing our
border every year. Some of them go back. So that the net immigra-
tion is probably less than that, but it's essential that our country
finally begin to consider how we cope with this problem that's a
horrific problem now and can only increase in the years ahead.

Hopefully, today's witnesses will help us find answers to these
all-important questions. Our first witness, Gov. Richard Lamm of
Colorado, over the past several years has established a clear and
firm reputation as a thoughtful and outspoken activist in the na-
tional effort to control illegal immigration. He is one of the leaders
in the emerging consensus that something must be done and done
quickly, and we look forward to his testimony with a great deal of
pleasure.

I want to say finally that this hearing was scheduled at a time
when this week was supposed to be a congressional work week.
Only a couple weeks ago Congress extended the Memorial Day
recess to include this week. So we were faced with a Hobson s
choice-do we cancel today's hearing and delay it to a time when
other Members of Congress would be in town or, in deference to
the very tight and busy schedules of witnesses, do we keep this day
and hope that my colleagues on the committee would read the
record and familiarize themselves with the testimony?

After conferring with Governor Lamm and other witnesses, I fi-
nally decided that since they had made plans to come to Washing-
ton at great effort and rearranged their schedules to do this, it was
fair to hold the hearing as scheduled.

I would like to thank the Population Resource Center and the
Population Reference Bureau for the Pnormous help they have
given us in planning and organizing these hearings and I want es-
pecially to pay tribute and express my gratitude to Leon Bouvier
and Nancy McConnell for their unflagging support and their wise
counsel at every point along the road in preparing for these excel-
lent hearings.

Governor Lamm, we're delighted to have you here today. We
very much appreciate the fact that you made yourself available in
our capital city in this 90-degree weather when you could have
stayed and enjoyed the pleasant breeziness of Colorado.

Your testimony will be printed in full in the record and we invite
you to take such time as you may need in presenting your testimo-
ny to us. We'll keep it nice and informal and I may ask you a ques-
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tion from time to time. I will certainly ask you some questions
when you finish your testimony.

STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD D. LAMM, GOVERNOR OF THE
STATE OF COLORADO

Governor LAMm. Mr. Chairman, thank you, and let me take off
where you left off. I very much agree with your opening statement.
I think that it did give the overall cosmic view of the problem that
this country faces.

I would like to summarize my testimony. I also have an adden-
dum that I would like to put in the record where I've tried to go
through and show some of the empirical evidence about the ques-
tion of assimilation, which I would suggest to you is one of the
bottom-line questions in the question of immigration.

Like you, I recognize that immigration has been good for this
country. Like you, I believe that in limited numbers immigration
will continue to be good for this country. But I believe that there
are certain conditions that we have to make sure accompany that
immigration.

I think massive immigration, particularly massive illegal immi-
gration, involves serious and profound risks, but I think the bottom
line question here, sensitive as it is, is: Is the melting pot continu-
ing to melt?

I believe that that question of assimilation is of immense impor-
tance. Can we have today's immigration virtually out of control
and still remain that one nation indivisible that is so important to
a nation's history?

I believe that it's a closer question than most people recognize.
Now just as a company must be concerned about the success of its
employees and a general has to be concerned about the fitness of
his army, and a captain about the state of his crew, so also a coun-
try must be concerned about the success and state of its new citi-
zens. If they succeed, the Nation will succeed. If they fail or do not
assimilate, then I believe that that country is given a destiny shat-
tering blow.

No society can take anything as important as immigration on
blind faith. Demography is destiny. A nation succeeds only if a vast
majority of its citizens succeed. Thus, with immigrants accounting
for approximately 40 percent of our Nation's growth rate, the
future success of this country is inextricably bound to the success
of these new immigrants.

And, Mr. Chairman, I believe we cannot just simply blindly hope.
We can't just simply look at the Statue of Liberty and say, "Terrif-
ic." We must realistically know. I wrote a book with Gary Imhoff
entitled "The Immigration Time Bomb: The Fragmenting of Amer-
ica," which in fact warns-it isn't so much a prediction as a warn-
ing--that if this assimilative process does not continue at historic
levels, if both immigrants and this country don't make much
stronger efforts to make sure* that the assimilation and integration
into our society and economy go on, then this country is in real,
real trouble.

In other words, we have to ask the hard questions about the de-
mographic future of our country. I think there are two basic re-
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sponsibilities involving the question of immigration. One, that im-
migrants will come in and observe our laws if they enter the
United States through legal channels; and two, that they become
Americans. We only ask that they harmonize with American socie-
ty. They don't have to necessarily homogenize, but they have to
harmonize.

We know that a country needs to consistently assure that it re-
mains one nation. A country needs a common purpose, a genuine
community of values. There s a very powerful theme of this unity
throughout all of history.

In our own history we are told 100 years ago, 120 years ago, that
united we stand, divided we fall. The Bible tells us that if a king-
dom is divided against itself that kingdom cannot stand.

So without successful assimilation we could, in my opinion, build
into this country's future a deadly disunity. America, in short,
must make sure that its social glue is in place or we risk our
liberty.

We have always been a diverse people and the reforms of the
1960's were intended to promote diversity and pluralism among
legal arrivals. It has succeeded. The United States receives more
immigrants from India than it does from Italy and Greece com-
bined. It receives fewer from West Germany than it does from
Thailand. It receives fewer immigrants from Ireland than it does
from Egypt. The United States takes more legal immigrants from
Mexico, with 76 million people, than it does from all of Europe
with 450 million people. It takes more legal immigrants from Haiti
than it does from Italy, France, Ireland, and Norway put together.

So we have succeeded brilliantly in reversing the national origins
concept of immigration, but we must ask ourselves, are we succeed-
ing as well in that assimilation and integration?

Historically, America was a New World, a place where many na-
tionalities- and many languages could come together and live in a
kind of harmony while the assimilation took place. We accepted
people of many cultures, but they learned English, the language of
the new country. They became a new people, not merely an exten-
sion of their countries of origin. That assimilation was absolutely
essential both for the new country and for the new immigrants.

The melting pot did not demand a total meltdown, but it clearly
tolerated a full range of melting rates. And it did require the new-
comers to fully enter into the social contract.

The history of countries of two or more languages or two or more
cultures is a history of disaster. Quebec, Belgium, Lebanon, Sri
Lanka-the list goes on and on and on of countries that are simply
torn apart when you do not assimilate, when you allow these com-
peting languages or competing cultures to develop within it. There
has to be a social glue that holds a people together.

Our country did not demand, nor should it demand uniformity,
but it does demand a certain elemental level of unity.

I believe there are certain trends-and Gary Imhoff and I wrote
about them in our book-which I think are ominous-that's one of
the words I heard you use earlier-to the future of the social and
political unity of this country.

One is immigration, as you pointed out, legal and illegal, is at
the highest level in our history. Two, for the first time, a majority
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of immigrants speak one language, Spanish. The majority concen-
tration of Spanish speakers among the new immigrants has al-
ready lasted for more than a decade and shows no sign of changing
in the foreseeable future.

Three, there is a developing pattern of linguistic ghettos. Grow-
ing concentrations of immigrants to this country live in ethnic en-
claves so large that migrants can live in the United States and
never learn to speak English and assimilate into our culture.

Four, there has been a breakdown of that institutional support
for assimilation.

Five, some of the largest immigrant groups are not succeeding
economically.

Now America can and should accept people from many lands,
but we have a great stake to make sure that they eventually
become Americans. We have a great stake to see that they speak
English, assimilate into our culture even while changing it-we're
not afraid of changing our culture, but they also have to assimilate
into our economy.

Now living in a nation that accepts many people from many cul-
tures requries hard work. To me, it's like a marriage. It's not some-
thing that you take for granted. Both sides have to work on it. But
immigrants and society must reach out toward one another. Both
parties, in my opinion, are inadequately performing these tasks.
More and more immigrants are living in America separated by lan-
guage, geography, ethnicity, and class.

Mr. Chairman, this is a social time bomb. We have a hubris in
this country and seem to feel that blindly we can accept unlimited
numbers of people living in ethnic ghettos, separated by all of these
things that I mentioned. It flies in the face of all that history
teaches us.

I believe that there are warning bells that tell us that the
normal assimilative process is simply not working. I believe that
we have to ask the kind of hard questions that you were asking,
but we don't seem to ask them in this country.

I think there are some real distinctions that I tried to put forth
in my testimony of what the new experience in immigration or the
vast majority of our immigrants, though not all of them by any
means. Let me point out some of the distinctions, the significant
differences.

One is distance. Immigration used to involve a clear separation
,. ~ from the old land. A great effort was taken to get to the United

States. They came a long way over a big ocean to get here and it
,-was impossible to get, home. They were here. They had to cut off

almost all their ties.
Now today the cost in time and effort to get here and return is a

fraction of what it was from any place in the world. It's because of
transportation and because so many immigrants are from this
hemisphere. It's no coincidence that the two groups with the lowest
rate of naturalization in this country are Mexicans and CA nadians.

Two is diversity. In our early history there was a series of waves
of immigrants from different places. There was an incredible diver-
sity of people. It might be that it was heavy from Italy or Greece or
Germany at a particular time, Ireland after a famine, but there
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were wavelets and, overall in our immigrant history, there was a
terrific diversity of different people.

So that broad diversity of linguistic groups, ranging from Chinese
to Polish, from Spanish to Swedish, came and sought that common
language that we had. Furthermore, the concentrations that did
occur proved to be short lived. Sure, there were linguistic ghettos
in the 1900's, you bet there were, but in fact they were all on the
road to assimilation.

Today, over half of our legal and illegal immigrants come from
Spanish-speaking countries and, as I try to put forth--

Representative SCHEUER. Excuse me. Over half of the illegal im-
migrants come from Spanish-speaking countries; is that what you
said?

Governor LAMM. Yes. I said that actually half of our legal and
illegal immigrants come from Spanish-speaking countries.

Representative SCHEUER. It seems to me that of the illegal immi-
gants, we have close to 2 million of them crashing across our
Mexican border, that an overwhelming percentage, verging on 100
percent, of the illegal immigrants except those coming from-well,
there are some coming from Asia and the Middle East-but the
overwhelming percentage of them would be coming across our
Mexican border and would be Hispanic, far more than half.

Governor LAMM. Far more than half. The figures that the Immi-
gration Service give-I was in San Diego in the 12th day of Sep-
tember in the Chula Vista area and 27 people from Mainland
China had been apprehended. There's a number of Sikhs. There's a
number of people from Bangladesh. But you definitely are right, a
vast majority of our illegal immigrants come from Spanish-speak-
ing countries.

The third point that I would like to make as distinguishing the
historic immigrant experience is this discontinuity. We tend to re-
member early immigrants as a constant flow, but the truth is it
was a series of waves that came in different areas and then
stopped. The great immigration of 1885 to 1925 was followed by 40
years of virtual moratorium forced by a restrictive flow and the
Great Depression and the two World Wars. It appears that today's
immigrant communities will receive simply uninterrupted flows.

Now what do I bring from that? I tried to look at saying, "OK,"
and tried to look at this as objectively as possible. What's happen-
ing out there?

Now it's very difficult to tell. I am not a social scientist and I
recognize how difficult it is to tell, but I really believe that some-
thing different out there is happening economically, something dif-
ferent is happening educationally, something different is happen-
ing linguistically.

I would suggest to you and try to support it in my addendum
that I've made part of this record that there are a number of stud-
ies that raise these concerns. And the full answers aren't in, be-
lieve me. The Greeks say, "To know all to ask is to know half."
And I believe it's very important that this committee, and you par-
ticularly, Mr. Chairman, are asking the right questions. We do not
have all the right answers, but you are asking the right questions.

Three of our largest new immigrant groups, Mexicans, Filipinos,
and refugees, are not advancing economically at a rate comparable
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to previous immigrant groups. I try to support what studies we
know in my addendum.

Too many children are not succeeding in school. We're losing 50
percent of our Hispanic students-they never graduate from high
school. That, again, is an unbelievable social time bomb. My grand-
father was a bricklayer. Education has been historically the road to
success and we're finding increasingly that too many of these chil-
dren aren't succeeding. Certainly not all-obviously here's where
you come into great istinction. A number of the Indochinese are
succeeding, as you know beyond all measure. So we have to be
exact and careful with what we're saying.

Representative SCHEUER. Well, now in your opinion, as an elect-
ed official and therefore as a social scientist-it s my opinion that
all elected officials are social scientists or they wouldn't be elected
officials. [Laughter.]

But anyway, as a pretty sensitive, sophisticated, perceiving guy
who has his antennas up, to what do you attribute this difference
in the success rate or the integration rate or the assimilation rate
or the upward mobilit rate of these various groups?

Governor LAMM. I think that people succeed in American society
almost in direct correlation to how well they assimilate, and I
would suggest to you that the reason that these children are not
succeeding as much is that they are not assimilating as much.

Representative SCHRUER. And what explains the relative degree
or the relative success in their assimilation?

Governor LAMM. I think, again, it's because people can come to
the United States, they can live in a Spanish-speaking community,
they can read a Spanish-speaking newspaper, and they can watch
television in Spanish. Unlike the kids in'the 1920's and the 1900's
where they in fact had to learn English, today they can come and
live their complete lives and never learn English. That obviously is
retarding their ability to compete in American society.

Representative SCHEUER. Governor Lamm, I don't want to inter-
rupt the flow of your testimony, but I want to follow this up. And if
you would like you can continue the testimony and I'll wait.

Governor LAMM. This is what I would like.
Representative SCHEUER. OK. I represent Flushing, NY. And

Flushing, by some magical chemistry, has an enormous Asian pop-
ulation. We have more Chinese now in Flushing than we do m
Chinatown, and more in Queens than we do in Chinatown. We
have an enormous Korean population, Indian population, Chinese
population Japanese population, and they are in their little en-
claves in Flushing and they have their own little restaurants and
boutiques and fraternal organizations and all of that. But yet,
when the national merit scholarships are announced and the West-
inghouse science scholarships are announced it's as if only Asians
are succeeding in our school system.

Nationally, if I'm not mistaken, the Asian students took No. 1, 2,
3, 4, and 5 laces in the Westinghouse science scholarships.tin~~d harve heir-1ittle -enc-lavms and thvd.lv eir-fra-
ternal groups, but somehow or other there's another element there
that makes them succeed like gangbusters and integate like gang-
busters and assimilate like gangbusters.

What distinguishes them from other groups? /
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Governor LAMM. They do speak English. Not only do they speak
English, but they speak English brilliantly.

Representative SCHEUER, I would say their language skills aren't
as great as their cerebral skills. In other words, most of their out-
standing achievement has so far come in mathematics, science, and
the arts, including the performing arts where language skills are
less important than they would be in English literature or history
or the social sciences. They are learning English; of course, they
are; but there has to be a seed of something else that explains their
success.

Governor LAMM. Sure. As we both know, there are cultural dif-
ferences. Certain cultures simply demand success of their children
in much larger measure than other cultures.

Representative SCHEUER. It may be that something in their cul-
tural background and their family background is very supportive of
education, more so than perhaps other groups, that they get more
support for achieving educational success at home from their par-
ents, more guidance, more counseling, more direction, more role
models.

Do you have any feelings about that?
Governor LAMM. Again, not only are these sensitive areas, but

they're very difficult to generalize on. Even family size. It's inter-
esting to see that the groups with the smallest family size in the
United States are Jews and middle-class blacks. That's really fasci-
nating. They are people who have tasted discrimination and recog-
nize that it's better to educate fewer children and educate them
well because you can percolate up through the system. So even in
some of the studies, there are cultural differences about how differ-
ent cultures value learning and value this assimilative process.

I certainly would say that your constitutents, the ones that you
describe, have a different experience from illegal immigrants who
live in Los Angeles, speaking Spanish, not learning English, living
as an extension of Mexico.

Representative SCHEUER. You're describing what. I'm asking why
the difference?

Governor LAMM. I know and I don't know.
Representative SCHEUER. I'm not looking for any simplistic an-

swers. It's a question that baffles all of us because if we had the
answers we could eliminate these differential success levels.

Governor LAMM. I do think that one of the aspects is the rate of
assimilation. There is some evidence that in fact that when you
have a Hispanic American who has no linguistic impairment, in
fact has assimilated, that there is no distinction in their wage
levels than there are other Americans in the wage level.

In other words, I think that some of the "discrimination" against
Hispanics is really in fact a linguistic impediment, a cultural im-
pediment. We have a Hispanic mayor in Denver. The society will
take all as. talented.as-he1s.anytime.-TIthink1isjat I0__._a_
to fimd out the answer to your question and I don t pretend to
know it, but I do suggest to you that there is strong evidence that
in Hispanics who do assimilate, who do learn English skills, that
their road to success does follow the normal immigrant pattern.

Ii
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It is when they don't assimilate and don't learn English that
they bring on themselves a burden that prevents them from being
full participants in our society.

Representative SCHBUER. Please go ahead with your testimony. I
apologize for the interruption.

Governor LAMM. There is no issue more sensitive and more im-
portant than the one you raised. Why is it that different groups
succeed beyond others? And I just hope we both keep asking those
questions, even though I can't fully answer them.

Let me say that in my addendum I have referred to a John
Garcia study, very fascinating, from the Immigration Review,
where he found that the annual rate of naturalization from Mexi-
can origin immigrants was one-tenth of that of the other immi-
grant rates. Now that in fact again is also a small part of the
answer to your question, though not all of it.

Significantly, that pattern has not changed over the years.
Garcia found that Mexican immigrants simply did not identify
themselves as Americans, that they in fact kept, different than
what we all keep, a certain memory of the old country. That's ter-
rific, a certain memory of the old country. But I do think that you
have to play by the rules of your new society, speak its language,
and thereby start that assimilative process.

So being American is more than a question of just being here.
For instance, Mario Oblito-the former president of the League of
United Latin American Citizens, LULAC, originally founded to-
help Hispanics learn English and enter the American main-
stream-said recently, "Spanish should be included in commercials
shown throughout America. Every American child ought to be
taught-in both English and Spanish."

The mayor of Miami, FL, says that citizenship is what makes us
all Americans. Language is not necessary to the system. Nowhere
in the Constitution does it say English is the language.

Well, I believe that we have to answer that question. Is being
American just a matter of being here or does it involve a common
social glue of some sort, including language, that will make us
truly one Nation?

I think if we decide that language and other common agendas
are necessary to prevent America from having two or more cul-
tures growing up separately in our midst, then we must make new
moves to assure the success of our newest immigrants. We should
stop illegal immigration, but we simply must also maintain respon-
sible limits on legal immigration.

In finishing, let me cite one scholar, Seymour Martin Lipset, that
I think is very terrific. He says:

The history of bilingual and bicultural societies that do not assimilate are histo-
ries of turmoil, tension, and tragedy. Canada, Belgium, Malaysia, Lebanon-all face
crises of national existence in which minorities press for autonomy, if not independ-
ence. Pakistan and Cyprus have divided. Nigeria suppressed an ethnic rebelion.
France faces difficulties with its Basques, Bretons, and Corsicans. In Spain, Basques
and Catalina demand -linguistic rights and greater-autonomy,

So, Mr. Chairman, in ending, I think the United States is at a
crossroads. We have to either move toward greater integration or
more fragmentation. Either we move toward a unified country
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which gains strength through diversity or we move to a bitter divi-
sion which will result in perpetual tension and strife.

The United States faces a staggering social agenda already. We
have not adequately integrated blacks into our society. We have an
education system that is described as a rising tide of mediocrity.
Fifty percent of our Hispanic students never graduate from high
school. We're the most violent society in the industrialized world.
We have startling high rates of illiteracy, illegitimacy, and welfare.

I think that it is an incredible hubris to madly rush with these
unfinished social agendas into blindly accepting more immigrants
and more refugees than all of the rest of the world combined and
still hope we can keep that common agenda.

Now we can accept additional immigrants, but we must make
sure they become Americans. We can be a Joseph's coat of many
nations, but we must be unified. We must have English as one of
the common threads that hold us together. We should be color
blind, but we can't be linguistically deaf. We should be a rainbow,
but not a cacophony. We should welcome different people, but not
adopt different languages.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Governor Lamm, together with an

addendum, follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON. RICHARD D. LAMM

Imuigrationt historically. has been good for America. It can# in

limited numbers. continue to be good for Aerica. But massive immigration

Involves serious and profound risks. Ethnic, racial and religious

differences can become a wedgel they can grow and eventually splInter a

society. Our own society has been the exception to this historical pattern.

But it Is a mistake to bel ive that our success has been serendipitous or

that it will continue to defy history without our work and care.

The Select Committee on Immigration and Refugee Policy found "If it Is

a truism to say that the United States Is a land of immigrants, it is also a

truism that it is no longer nor can it become a land of unlimited

immigration .... The nation must continue to have soae limits on

immigration."

I believe that Is the bottom line question that America has to face.

We can accept additional Immigrants, but the question Is how many. and

how are they chosen? That in turn leads us into the kind of inquiry

that this committee Is conducting. What are the effects of legal and

illegal immigration Is the melting pot continuing to melt? Can we have

today's immigration, virtually out of control, and still remain "one nation,

indlvisible"? I believe this is a closer question than most realize.

Just as a company must be concerned with the success of Its employees,

a general with the fitness of his army, and a captain the state of the crew#

so also a country must be concerned with the success and state of Its now

citizens. If they succeed, the country will succeed If they fall or do not

assimilates, then the country Is given a shattering blow.
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No society can take anything as Important as immigration on blind

faith. Demography is destiny. A nation succeeds only if a vast majority of

its citizens succeed. Thus with immigrants accounting for approximately 40%

of the growth rate, the future success of the country is Inextricably bound

up with the success of these new immigrants.

We must not blindly hope# we must realistically know.

I bel leve there -is reason for concern.

I believe that America's national unity is threatened by massive levels

of legal, and certainly, illegal Immigration. Along with Gary Imhoff# I

wrote a book called Th IMIT aIgLti en Bmb! The Framenting of hAerica.

I believe that we must ask hard questions about the demographic future of

our country. Toynbee warns that the same elements that build up an

institution eventually lead to its downfall. Because something was good in

the past does not necessarily mean that it will continue to be good In the

future. I believe that one of the key unanswered questions in the

immigration debate Is the question of assimilation and integration.

The successful society that we have built, and which we ought to

preserve, is one that welcomes immigrants but on our terms.

In a society that has become more concerned with civil rights than

civil responsibility, I% has become taboo to talk about the resporsibilities

that immigrants have to America. I think there are two basic

responsibilities for immigrants:

1) That they observe our laws, i.e., that they enter the United States

through legal channels and
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2) That they become American. We ask only that they harmonize with

American society, not that they become homogenized.

It is true that each group of immigrants has changed the character of

this nation and for the most part, the results have been positive. But in

the end, it was our similarities not our differences that made the formula

work. We became one nation.

We also know a country needs to constantly sure it remains one.

nation. A country needs a sense of common purpose. A genuine community of

values.

There Is a very powerful theme of unity throughout all history. In our

revolutionary times we were told "We shall hang together# or most assuredly

we shall hang separately." In the time of the Civil War we were told

"United we stand, divided-we fall." These were not quaint time period

statements, but elements of profound tVh, that a country needs social glue

to hold itself together. It finds itsel"f In the warnings of St. Mark in the

Bible, "And if a kingdom be divided against itself# that kingdom cannot

stand."

Without successful assimilation, we could build into this country's

future a deadly disunity.

America must make sure its social glue Is in place or we risk our

liberty. This issue relates to the symbolism that the Statue of Liberty has

had with immigration. The Statue of Liberty has always symbolized values

which transcended and thus bound together diverse groups of people.

The reform of our immigration laws in the 1960's was intended-to

promote diversity and pluralism among legal arrivals. It has succeeded.
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The United States receives more immigrants from India than it does from

Italy and Greece combined. It receives fewer from West Germany than it does

from Thailand; it receives fewer immigrants from Ireland than it does from

Egypt. The United States takes more legal immigrants from Mexico, with 76

million people than it does from all of Europe, with 450 million people. It

takes more legal Immigrants from Haiti than it does from Italy, France,

Ireland and Norway altogether. We have succeded brilliantly in -reversing

the "national origins" concept of immigration. But are we succeeding as

well in assimilation and integration?
f

Historically# America was a new world; a place where many nationalities

and many languages would come together and live in a kind of harmony while

they assimilated to the national norm. We accepted people of many cultures,

but they learned Engl Isho the language of the raw country, and they became a

new peoples not Just merely an extension of their countries of origin.

The assimilation was absolutely essential, both for the new country and

for the new immigrants. American-born citizens showed a tolerance for the

newcomers' differences as long as they Americanized. There was sort of a

covenant; the immigrant would learn English and a useful skill in the United

States and he would participate in the political system by becoming a

citizen, a voter, and - if necessary -- a soldier. In return he would be

accepted as a political equal. He would become an American.

The Immigrants received liberty and tangible economic rewards. But

they had to make an irrevocable comment to the language and political

system of America. The melting pot did not demand a total meltdown, and it

clearly tolerated a full range of melting rates, but it did require

newcomers to enter fully Into our social contract.
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The reason that this has worked so well Is that people honored that
covenant; they truly became Americans. It Is important inma historical
sense that this process continue. The history of countries with two or more

languages, or two or more cultures, Is a history of disaster: Quebec,

Belgium, Lebanon, Sri Lanka. On and on goes the mournful list of conflicts,

tensions, and disunity. There has to be some sort of social glue that holds

people together. Our country did not demand uniformity, but It did demand

certain elemental levels of unity.

There are certain trends that I believe are ominous for the future

social and political unity of this country.

1) Immigration# legal and Illegal* is at the highest level in our

history.

2) For the first time, a majority of immigrants speak Just one

language -- Spanish. The majority concentration of Spanish

speakers among the new Immigrants has already lasted for more than

a decade and shows no signs of changing In the foreseeable future.

3) There is a developing pattern of linguistic ghettos. Growing

concentrations of immigrants to this country live in ethnic

enclaves so large that migrants can live in the U.S. and never

learn to speak English'or to assimilate into our culture.

4) There has been a breakdown of institutional support for

assimil ati on.

5) Some of our largest Immigrant groups are not succeeding

economically.

~, ,,
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America can and should accept people from many lands, but we have a

great stake to make sure that they eventually become Americans. We have a

great stake to see that they speak English# assimilate Into our culture

(even while changing It), and also.are absorbed Into our economy.

Living in a nation'that accepts many people from many cultures requires

hard work. Like a marriage, it requires sensitivity, dedications

understanding# and continuing effort. Both the immigrants and the society

much reach out toward ore another.

Both parties are inadequately performing their historic tasks. More

and more immigrants are living In America separated by language# geography#

ethnicity and class. This Is a social time bomb.

I believe there are some warning signals that tell us that the normal

assimilative process in America is not working. I believe that we have to

ask the kind of hard questions that this committee is asking. I do not have

a comfortable or simple answer to the questions, but I know that they are

too important to Americals future to be left to chance. We cannot assume

that the effects of today's immigration will be identical to that of the

Past# for there are significant differences. Among then area

i) Istanc. Immigration used to involve a clear separation from the

old land. A great effort was taken to get to the United States and

It was difficult or Impossible to go home., Today, the cost in time

and effort to get here and to return home Is a fraction of what it

once was. It Is no coincidence that the two groups w'th the lowest

rates of naturalization are Mexicans and Canadians.
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2) Diversity. Immigration was in our early history a series of waves

from different places. While there were substantial

concentrations of t particular language group In past decades

(e.g. 28 percent German-speaking In 1881-90 and 23 percent

Italian-speaking In 1901-10), previous Immigration flcos generally

were characterized by a broad diversity of linquistic ,roups

ranging from Chinese to Polish to Spanish to Swedi sh.

Furthermore, those concentrations that did occur proved to be

short-lived. Today, over half of our legal and Illegal immigrants

come from Spanish-speaking countries.

3) Disco ntinuia. We tend to remember early immigration as a constant

flow but the truth Is that It was a series of waves that came from

different areas and then stopped. The great immigration of

1895-1925 was followed by 40 years of a virtual moratorium

enforced by restrictive law, the Great Depression, and two

world wars. It appears that today's immigrant communities will

receive uninterrupted flows.

Thus, current immigration is in a different setting aftd in a different

context and a different time. We have to ask ourselves, Is the current

generation of immigrants assimilating in the same or similar patterns to our

early Immigrants? What is happening to them bconomically? Are their

children making It in school?

I do not have the answers to these questions, but I bel ieve that there

Is some very serious evidence that the normal assimilative process Is not

working.
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I have summarized some of the studios on which my concerns are based at

greater length In the written addendum which accompanies this testimony.

Put briefly, the evidence suggests that

1) Three of the largest new uwmigrant groups -- exicans. Filipinos,

and refugees -- are not advancing economically at a rate_

comparable to previous immigrant groups.

2) Too many of the children are not succeeding In school, yet

education has historically been the door to opportunity for

immigrants.

3) Use of public assistance and the presence of crime -- often vith

immigrants the victims -- are too high.,

4) Naturalization rates of Mexican immigrants are very low, and

studies suggest a disturbing alienation toward American society

among second and third generation Hispanic-Americans.

In additions, a number of Hispanic leaders conclude outright that the

United States must become a bil ingual and bicultural society. Mario

Obledo, former president of the League of United Latin American Citizens

(LULAC), which originally was founded to help Hispanics learn English and

enter the American mainstream, now says "Spanish should be Included In

commercials shown throughout America. Every American child ought to be

taught both English and Spanish. The mayor of Miami, Florida# says

"Citizenship Is what makes us all Americans. Language is not necessary to

the system. Nowhere does the Constitution say English Is our language."
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I be1 leve. America has to anger that question. Is being American

merely a question of being here, or does It involve a common social glue,

Including language, that will make us Into truly one nation? If we decide

that language and other common agendas are necessary to prevent America from

having two or more cultures growing up separately in our midst, then we must

take new efforts and must move to assure the success of our newest

immigrants, we should stop Illegal immigration, and we must maintain

responsible limits on .lgal Imnigration.

I would suggest that future liberty requires the historic assimilative

process to continue. One scholar, Seymour Martin Lipset, put it this way:

"The history of bil ingua and bicultural societies that do
not assimilate are histories of turmoil, tension, and tragedy.
Canada, Belgium, Malaysia. Lebanon -- all face crises of
national existence In which minorities press for autonomy, if
not Independence. Pakistan and Cyprus have divided. Nigeria
suppressed an ethnic rebellion. France faces difficulties with
its Basques, retons, rid Corsicans. In Spain, Basques and
Catal Ins demand linguistic rights and greater autonomy."

The United States, in my opinions is at a crossroads. It must move

toward either greater Integration or toward more frarnantation. It will

either move toward a united country# which gains strength through

diversity, or bitter division, which will result In perpetual tension and

strife.

The United States already faces a staggering social agenda. We have

not adequately Integrated blacks into our economy or our society. We have

an education system rightly described as a "rising tide of mediocrity."

Fifty percent of our Hispanic students never graduate from high schools we

have the most violent society of the Industrialized world; we have

startlingly high rates of ilIiteracy, Illegitimacy, and welfare. It takes
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an incredible hutkris to madly rush, with these unfinished social agendas.

Into bl indly accepting more immigrants and refugees than all of the rest of

the world put together# and still hope that we can keep a common agenda.

America can accept additional immigrants, but we must be sure that

they become American. We can be a Joseph's coat of many nations, but we

must be unified. We must have English as one of the common threads that

hold us together. We should be color blinds but not linguistically deaf.

We should be a rainbow, but not a cacophony. We should welcove different

people# but not adopt different languages.

The demographic future of this country Is too important to leave to

chance or to the special interests. In 1986 It may be illiberal, even

tab4o, to discuss the consequences of major racial and ethnic changes in

our society. Unfortunately our dream of a country where race and

ethnicity are irrevelant is still an ideal toward which we are striving.

In the meantime, we must discuss the unspeakable because Ignoring reality

Is always the worst of all possible options.
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ADDENDUM TO THE PREPARED STATEMENT OF HON.--RICHARD D. LAMM

Mr. Chairman, ! welcome the opoortunity to add to my

statement a few additional facts about the effects of large-scale

immigration or tte Uniteo States. Whije writing The 1@isq[aiqn Time

Bomb, : researched the impact of massive legal and illegal

immigration on education, on law enforcement, on government services,

an assimilation, and on economic competition with native Aterican

wor .ers. Since completing the book, I have continued to examine

these iMDacts. The conclusions I reached on these subjects have been

strengthened nv -ecent stL'dies and by the information that has

subsequently become available.

EDUCAT!ON

New immiarants w0o are able to learn this country's

language and cLItire mill oe able to advance more rapidly. This

country helps new immigrants assimilate chiefly through the American

edcational system. And it is becoming increasingly obvious that our

courtev's schools are being overwhelmed by the size of this task. I

criticized bilingual educat:o- programs in av book. I wrote that

Americans

think that America is a great country with a rich culture -- ano
migrants who come here, who choose this countr', must think so
too, or they woulo not have undertaken the difficult job of
uprooting themselves from their homes and moving to a foreign
ian.d. If immigrants do not feel that they are fully a part of
this society, as American as everyone else, then we are failing.
We should ree amire the methods we use to integrate immigrants
ipto our country and the goals of those methods. Languages are
social cement. If bilingual-bicultural education encourages a
feeling o4 separateness and difference among its students, it is
simolt inappropriate for this country.'
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Aside from the question of language, I did not research the

difficulty of educating new immigrants in American school systems --

or of educating immigrants who are too old for formal primary or

secondary schooling. But it now seems to me that this difficulty

deserves serious attention. Next year, at least fifteen percent of

those students who will be beginning their schooling in the United

States will be immigrants who speak no English.2

The disparity between the school performance of Hispanic

and non-Hispanic students is large, and the disparity is not being

narrowed. The Ur'an Institute's study of new Hispanic immigrants in

southern California, The Fourth Wave, reports that:

Taking the level of education of the household head as an
indicator of a family's social and economic standing, for
example, we see that among Hispanic students ages fourteen to
twenty living in households headed by a person with less than a
high school education, 27 percent are two or more years below
expected grade level compared with 16 percent for comparable
non-Hispanic students. As the level of education of the head of
household rises, the percentage of students lagging behind in
school decreases for both groups, but the disparity between
Hispanic and non-Hispanic students continues. Among Hispanic
students ages fourteen to twenty living in a household headed by
a person who has attended college, 17 percent lag behind in
school compared with 7 percent for comparable non-Hispanics.3

The Urban Institute study also founo disturbing evidence

that forty percent of Hispanic immigrants who have lived in the

United States for more than ten years still cannot speak English:

Nearly half of all members of Spanish-speaking households in Los
Angeles are classified as "not speaking English well." The
figure is still higher (71 percent) among recent Mexican
immigrants. Even among many of those who have lived in the
United States for more than ten years, the ability to speak
English is limited: only 60 percent of these longer-term
Mexican residents speak English well. Such figures collected by
the 1980 census for adults in Spanish-speaking households
contrast sharply with the fluency in English of members of Los
Angeles households where non-English languages other than
Spanish are spoken; only about one-fifth of these adults do not
speak English well.'
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The seeming inability to teach English to many new Hispanic

immigrants has dramatically increased the incidence of illiteracy in

the United States. The Census Bureau survey of literacy in America,

made in 1982, deliberately defined literacy very conservatively and

measured it by an easy test. Yet it found that 13 percent of the

adults living in the United States were illiterate in English. This

widespread illiteracy is largely, though certainly not wholly, a

result of immigration:

About 37 percent of [illiterates] speak a language other than
English at home; among that group, 82 percent are immigrants and
21 percent entered the United States in the last six years.'

In The 1@jigration Time Boib, I uncritically accepted the

argument that bilingual education programs lowered the school drop-

out rate of non-English-speaking students. But I have since found

that not a single study has demonstrated this supposed effect. On

the contrary, studies have shown that the school drop-cut rate of

Hispanic students in the United States is disturbingly high,

seemingly regardless of any special programs aimed at retaining them.

As Joan Moore and Harry Pachon have written:

A survey taken in the middle of the 1970 s showed that 45
percent of Puerto Ricans and 55 percent of the Mexican Americans

/- eween the ages of 14 and 30 who were born outside the mainland
United States were not enrolled in school and were not high
school graduates. This contrasts to !6 percent of the Puerto
Ricans and 18 percent of the Chicanos born in the United States
who were neither in school nor high. school nor high school
graduates. In other words, birth in this country creates a 30
to 40 percent difference. Obviously, U.S. schools are better
able to educate young people born in the United States. Yet the
Hispanic population contains a high percentage of immigrants --
and it is very likely that this trend will continue.'

I

Early drop-out rates are shown by the following chart, compiled by

the American CoL'cil on Eaucation.
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Individuals 25 Years and Older with Less Than Five Years of'School'

National Northeast West South
White 2.7% 2.1X 2.4% 4.IX
Black 9.6 4.7 4.5 14.0
Hispanic 17.6 12.6 17.3 2!.0

The Urban Institute reported that, "Nationwide, 55 percent

of Mexicans are high school graduates, compared with 72 percent of

blacks and 83 percent of whites."O (It should be noted that

throughout the Urban Institute study, the authors use 'Mexican" to

designate Mexican-Americans as well as Mexican-origin legal and

illegal immigrants.)

The Rand Corporation's report on "Current and Future

Effects of Mexican Immigration in California4 cites statistics about

school drop-out rates that are very similar to those found 6y Moore

and Pachon. It also cites dro.-cut rates of about 20 percent for

American-born HispanYcs and over 50 percent for new imgrant

Hispanics. But the Rand Corporation researchers and I reach

different conclusions from these figures. Even Rand agrees that,

"given the importance of education in moving immigrants up the

occupational ladder, this (20 percent] rate should be a so*irce of

deep concern to both policymakers and the Latino community."' But

the Rand report seems to say that, because there is improvement over

generations, the 50 percent dro:-out rate of new Hispanic immigrants

should be of little concern. I cannot agree.

LAW SFRCEMENT

I wrote that, "The relationship of immigration ano crime is

by general, unspoken agreement a taboo subject for researchers aid

• . '.

V|
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for the popular press."to But that taboo is now being broken.

Crime by new immigrants is becoming increasingly important throughout

the nation. Certainly, most new immigrants are law-abiding. That is

not the point. The point is that our Present methods of screening

legal immigrants entering this country and of barring illegal

immigrants from entering this country allow large numbers of criminal

aliens to come into the United States and to remain here. I shall

present only a few examples.

Marielitos commit at least a third of all inmate-on-inmate

and inmate-on-guard attacks in the federal prison system. The Mariel

Cubans immigrated to the United States in the 1980 boatlift. A large

percentage of them were hard-core criminals who were placed on the

boats by the Castro Administration. All of the 1,850 current

residents of the Atlanta Federal Penitentiary are hard-core "ariel

Cuban riminmls -- and a third of all attacks by inmates on guards

and on other inmates in the entire federal prison system occur in

that single penitentiary. It has the highest rate of orison violence

in the nation."l Mariels comprise just one hundredth of the

population of Las Vegas. Two years ago, when I researched my book, a

tenth of all-homicides In Los Vegas were committed by Pariels; tcdAy,'

one quarter of that city's homicides are committed by them.

Illegal immigrants are an important element of street crime

in southern California. Bob Burgreen, Assistant Chief of Police in

San Diego, has said, "The lack of a meaningful and enforceable

federal immigration policy between the United States and Mexico is

having a major impact on crime in San Diego." More than twenty

percent of the suspects Yn that city's burglaries and auto thefts are
/
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illegal immigrants, and "police officials are convinced the number of

robberies, rapes, and homicides along the border would be even higher

if it were not for the iork of the Police Department's joint task

force with U.S. Border Patrol agents.1"2

Aliens under order of deportation -- even aliens who have

previously been deported -- have been shown to commit numerous cries

in New York City. In March of this year, the General Accounting

Office wrote that,

in the lt-month period ending September 30, 1985, the New York
City Police Department reported that 12,306 aliens were arrested
on felon? charges (about 10 percent of the total felony charges)
and 11,1( aliens were arrested on misdemeanor charges.1

3

and that,

As of November 20, 1985, NYDO (the INS New York District Office)
had about 200 potentially deportable alien cases awaiting
assignment to investigators. These aliens were to be located
and apprehended for deportation. An estimated 84 percent of the
cases had been awaiting assignment for more than 3 months, and
about 31 percent for more than a year. The aliens involve n
these cases continued to be arrested and convicted for cries
after NYDO had identified them as potentially deportable. For
example, 77 percent of the aliens were arrested at least once
after being identified as potentially deportable, 45 percent
were arrested sore than once, and 11 percent were arrested five
or more times. Twenty-one percent of the aliens had been
deported at least once and were arrested at least once after
returning to the United States."

And, perhaps most worrisomely, entire organized crime

rings are immigrating to the United States from Asia. In October

1985, Attorney General Wifliam French Smith testified before the

President's Commission on Organized Crime that the Mafia and the Cosa

Nostra were being brought under control, that after several decades

of law enforcement efforts, "we may be witnessing nothing less than

the beginning of the end of the traditional organized crime that has

plagued our nation for so many decades." But at the same time, he
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said that *new crime cartels' from Asia were being established in the

United States by new immigrants.'0 The Commission found that

organized crime groups like the Yakuza of Japan and the Bamboo Gang

of Taiwan are advancing in the ranks of American organized crime and

could someday become more powerful than the Mafia.'' The Commission

has turned up evidence that the Chinese Triads are responsible for 20

to 30 percent of the heroin being smuggled into the United States.''

GOVERNMENT SERVICES

I wrote that, "the United States, with a gigantic federal

deficit and too many claims on existing social service and welfare

programs, cannot ignore the growing burden caused by large numbers cf

immigrants, particularly illegal aliens. Illegal aliens are not the

chief cause of the rise of welfare costs in Aserica, but they do

constitute a significant part of the cast of welfare in many areas

and states."'* Recent studies of the exten: to which illegal aliens
f

use government services have not altered that conclusion. But recent

studies have stressed that the burden of paying for illegal

immigration is now being borne by local governments.

Almost all public services provided to illegal aliens are

the responsibility of local city and county governments. Researchers

Sidney Weintraub and Gilberto Cardenas directed the Undocumented

Workers Policy Research Project at the University of Texas at Austin.

In their 1984 study of illegal aliens' use of public services in

Texas, they concluded that the state of Texas received more money in

tax revenues from illegal aliens than it paid to provide j-'ect

services to them. The state received tag revenues that were t.75 to

2 times its cost for services. But they also found that Texas cities
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and counties paid 1.8 to 2.7 times more to provide services to

illegals than they received in tax revenues from the.1"

The Rand Corporation study mentioned above made similar

calculations, though its statistics have not yet been published. The

Rand report omitted the cost of educating illegal alien children from

all its balances, and found that -- when education is excepted --

illegal aliens in Southern California paid more in taxes than they

received in direct government services. But Rand found that the

costs of government services are rising i

the cost of providing public servics to Mexican ismigrarts seems
likely to be rising as the number of permanent immigrants
increases and more of them make use of public services such as
education. At the same time, the tax revenues collected from
migrants are increasing as the proportion of them working in
jobs where social security and income taxes are collected
increases. However, given the progressive nature of
California's income tax structure, the low income levels of most
Mexican immigrants, and the likelihood thai the fraction of
permanent immigrants is growing, the costs may well be rising
faster than the revenues.21

Rand also found that local government bear the burden of providing

these services:

The two services most likely to be used by Mexican immigrants,
education and health care, are disproportionately financed by
local and state governments, while two of the major sources of
tax revenues, federal income and social security taxes, are
collected by the federal government. Indeed , to the extent that
the costs to local governments of providing services to
immigrants exceed the revenues received from those immigrants,
those local governments are subsidizing other parts of the state
and the country.21

The Urban Institute analysis of Mexican-origin immigrants

in southern California also found widespread use of public services,

although it did not attempt to make a uniform distinction among

illegal aliens, legal aliens, and Mexican-Asericans. Again, the

Urban Institute found that the two most costly public services



378

provided to illegal aliens are education and health care. One out of

every six children attending school in Los Angeles is a member of a

Mexican immigrant household, and Los Angeles Count-i spends $77

million a year on health care f~r illegal aliens.

The Urban Institute found that in 1980, on average, Los

Angeles County households paic $:,598 in state taxes, tut Mexican

immigrant households paid just S1,425. As a result, tne state

treasury faced a deficit of $1,779 per Mexican iamigrant household,

compared with an average defic:t of S13? per Los Angeles tousehold.

When state and local government expenditures were combined. Mexican

immigrant households in Los Angeles received an average of $4,342 in

government services in 1980 and paid S,597 in taxes. The cost of

benefits received by Mexican immigrant households were nearly twice

the taxes paid by them. The combined state and local government

deficit was $2,245 per Mesacan isnigrant household.
2 2

ASSIMILATION

In Tht i uEgion Time Bomb, I wrote that 'it is notable

that we as a country have been unsuccessful in integriting many

Hispanic -- particularly Mexican -- immigrants into our oolitical and

cultural life. '23 Assimilation :s not an automatic process. It is

something which requires work and effort by both the host culture and

the new immigrants themselves. Wien immigration is at today s

massive levels, assimilation -equires even more attention.

In my book, I calle attention to a study by James Lamare

of the identification of Mexi:cn-Aterican children with the United

States. Lamare tested seven hundred Mexican-American children, aged

nine to fourteen, who lived in £1 Paso, Texas, in 1978. The children

-i
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represented first through fifth generation-immigrants. Lamare found

that:

Overall, Mexican American children, regardless of generation,
show only limited commitment to the American political
community. To be sure, each generation professes a preferene
for living in the United States, but only the mixed and second
generation consider this to be the best country. None of the
five cohorts prefers the label *American" over identification
tags more reflective of their national origin. Lastly, no
generation exhibits a strong sense of trust in others.' 4

Further evidence of this balkanization is presented by

Gerda Bikales and Gary lahoff in their booklet, "A Kind of Discordant

Harmony."" The following examples are fromithat booklet. Iamare's

findings of alienation are reinforced by the low rate at which

Mexican-origin immigrants chose to accept American citizenship. In

1981, John A. Garcia studied the political integration of Mexican

immigrants into U.S. society since 1920. He found that annual rates

of naturalization for Mexican-origin immigrants varied between 3.89

and 5.88 percent, as opposed to naturalization rates between 30.23

and 50.57 percent for other nationalities. Garcia found that:

consistently few Mexicans chose to become naturalized when they
satisfied the eligibility requirements. . . . The average rate
of naturalization is one-tenth of that of other immigrants'
naturalization rates, and this pattern has not changed
significantly over the years."6

Garcia, like Lamare, also found that Mexican immigrants did not

identify themselves as Americans, and he stressed his concern about

this

Not too surprisingly, the most critical variable for Mexican-
born respondents proved to be the extent of social identity with
being American for not identifying as an American) ...
Individuals with continued attachme,its to Mexico are more than
likely to remain non-naturalized."

The Southwest Voter Registration Education Project of San

Antonio, Texas, and the Hispanic Population Studies Program of the
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Center for Mexican-AericanStudies at the University of Texas at

Austin have cooperated on a series of studies if the Mexican-American

electorate. Robert R. Brischetto and Rodolfo 0. de la Garza, in one

of their works, found a high degree of political alienation among

American citizens of Mexican origin. Over 71 percent of their

citizen respondents agreed with the statement that 'politics is too

complicated," and fewer than 32 percent ever attempted to talk others

into voting a certain way. They also found an extremely strong

correlation between low English-language ability and alienation from

political involvements

First, Spanish monolinguals participate less1 regardless of age,
on all measures of political involvement, . . . Second, Spanish
monolinguals -- regardless of age -- are less interested in
politics and generally more alienated from the political system
than are bilinguals and English monolinguals . .. Third,
Spanish monolinguals -- both younger and older -- are less
likely to identify with one of the two major political parties
than are English spmakers.2m

The tilli tCi1. conducted an extensive survey of Dade

County, Florida, residents in October and November of 1983. It found

that an overwhelming majority -- 78 percent -- of Cuban-Americans in

Miami wanted official brochures and signs to be printed in Spanish.

It also found that only 39 percent of Cuban-Americans said they

frequently had a social conservation, ate together, or played sports

together with people of other races or ethnic backgrounds -- well

below the 50 percent of Dade County whites and blacks who answered

that question affirmatively."9

Yankelovich, Skelly & White, a nationally known marketing

research fire, conducted a study of the Hispanic market for SIN, the

Spanish International Network, in 1981 and again in 1984. It found
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that *in 1984, compared with 1981, more Hispanics think of themselves

as Hispanics first, and Americans second."3° This survey also

showed that 'there was a significant increase in the desire to

perpetuate Hispanic traditions through succeeding generations,'"3

and that, 'From 1981 to 1984, there is no sign of increased

commitment to mastery of English, at the possible expense of Spanish;

the commitment to Spanish is stronger if anything. '2

ECONOMIC COMPETITION

In Th 11qrC1grao 111 tgq. I wrote that:

Illegal immigrants have two orimary effects on American workers:
they can make them lose their jobs because an employer prefers
illegal immilrant workers, and they can make their wages and
working conditions go down because illegals will accept lower
pay and worse working conditions.33

The studies that have been released in the past year confirm this

conclusion.

The Rand Corporation's report on California contends that,

"Immigrants appear to have provided a net benefit to the California

economy by supporting industrial and manufacturing growth."= But

tis conclusion is belied by the evidence Rand provides for it. The

support that immigration provided for growtN aas this: 'Our

evidence suggests that Mexican immigrants may actually have

stimulated manufacturing employment by keeping wage levels

competitive."3 'Competitive' here is a euphemism for "low.4

Compared with the United States as a whole, wages an California grew

12 percent more slowly during the 1970'Sl wages in Los Angeles grew

15.percent sore slowly. The wages of Latino workers in Los Angeles

grew 40 percent more slowly. 'The net effect of this slower growth

has been that Latino wage levels in Los Angeles, which ten years

67-396 0-87-15 1
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earlier were 25 percent higher than the national average. are now at

that average."'3 The Rand Corporation downplays this wage

depression, and concludes that it is a minor negative labor market

effect. I assess it differently: it is a serious matter when the

wages of workers are depressed to this extent.

The Urban Institute's study of irnegrants in California

reinforces these conclusions. The Urban Institute found that

relative wages for unskilled workers in Los Angeles declined from 2

percent ghgyg the U.S. metropolitan average in 1969 to 12 percent

kggQ the average in 1980.

*he statistics in the Urban Institute study also show that,

in the southern California labor market, immigration from Nexico is

substituting for internal micration from the rest of the United

States. Immigrants absorbed more than two thirds of the 645,000 jobs

added to the Los Angeles economy during the 19"0's. In Los Angeles

County alone, some 55,000 manufacturing jobs that were once filled by

native workers have gone to recently arrived imeigrants. An

additional 24,000 immigrants have taken jobs in Los Angeles service

economy -- during a decade when that sector l1st 7,400 jobs.

The authors of Tbg EQVuCb glyt contend that they found

little evidence that American workers were directly displaced by

immigrants in the southern California labor market. The problem with

their analysis is that they limit it to those American workers who

have survived within that labor market, Between IVV' and 1980, while

the 'oretgn immigrant population of Los Angeles County grew by a

aillion, the native-born population of the County fell by a million.

Touring the 1970's, over one million native-born Americans left Los
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Angeles County for other parts of California and the United States.

This is a strong indication that massive immigration is not just

displacing Americans out of )obs in southern California -- it is

displacing American workers out of the region and out of tne

state."

The evidence of job displacemert was strengthened last

month by an important General Accounting Office survey of the major

studies in the field. The SAO reviewed 46 studies of possible

displacement and twelve studies that attempted to assess displacesert

directly. The reports conclusions are stated carefully:

Our major finding hire is that illegal alien worvers appear to
displace native or legl workers.3 6

The research . . . is inconclusive but consistent with the
possibility that displacement occurs .... Taken together, the
three [best] studies suggest that-

-- imaigratior rates could affect unemployment rates and
-- some employers prefer and recruit illegal workers.3"

As part of its stuov, the GAO reviewed the data in Julian

Simon's and Stephen Moore s unpublished 1984 study of immigration and

unemployment. Sim66 and Moore had concluded that there was no

demonstrable connection between immigration rates and unemployment

rates in American cities with large nueber4 of immigrants. The GAO

analysts graphed the figures over t:ie and found that, en the

contrary,

For 12 of the 16 years, higher immigration rates in a city were
related to increases in local unemployment rates. . . . When
unemployment rates here high t(from 5 to 9 percent. immigration
was associated with increases in unemplovment.40

In conclusion, I oant to mention three disturbing economic

implications of the current large-scale immigration to the United

States.
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First, one implication became obvious when the March

unemployment rate was announced an April lth. That rate was 7.1

percent, only 0.1 percent less than in February, and that fall was

much less than most economists had expected. Economist Sam Nakagama,

of the firm of Nakagama & Wallace, Inc., had an explanation for why

joblessness did not go down faster. In January, illegal immigrants

began to be included in the calculations for unemployment. 'With

falling oil prices devastating the Mexican economy," Nakagama said,

"Mexican workers have been pouring into this country." As a result,

'The jobless rate will rise to 7.5 percent or more this spring and

possibly stay there.'4' Including illegal aliens in the

unemployment rate will have an effect, therefore, on the nation's

most important economic indicator. But it also has a symbolic

impact: it dramatically demonstrates how, by tolerating illegal

immigration, this countri has made Mexico's unemployment our own.

A second implication is that illegal immigrants, who are

less educated and less skilled than American workers, will become

increasingly ill-matched with the needs of this country's

technological economy. As the National Alliance of Business pointed

out in its projection of job needs in the year 2000:

During the late 1970's and early 1980's, 20 million new jobs
were created; only 5 percent were in the service and information
industries. By the end of the century, an estimated 5 to 15
million manufacturing jobs will be restructured. An equal
number of service jobs will probably become obsolete. While the
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics estimates l million new jobs
will replace lost jobs between 1984 and 1995, nine out of ten of
these new jobs will be in the service sector. Figures projected
for the rest of the century for the entire economy point to
disr upt~ons'in the labor market many times more severe than
previously. '

There is a third disturbin implication for the future.



385

Historically, new immigrants have equalled the economic performance

of native-born Americans within several years of their entry into

this country. But the single largest nationality group aaong current

immigrants, Mexicar,-origin immigrants, have had a disappointing

record of economic advancement. Researchers at the National Opinion

Research Center have written:

Perhaps the most puzzling and disturbing research finding about
Mexican immigrants has been their relative lack of success in
the U.S. labor market. They are not the first group to have
entered the country with relatively few educated members;
previous racially identifiable groups, including the Chinese and
Japanese, also started with mostly low-paid, low-skill
employment. But the Mexicans are the only recent large
immigrant group to have such low levels of education,
occupation, and income, not just in the first generation in the
U.S., but even in the second and third generations.

43

The NORC researchers, Cafferty, Chiswick, Greeley, and Sullivan, find

that no explanation of this poor record of economic advancement is

satisfactory -- and therefore they can make no policy recommendation

to remedy it.
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Representative SCHEUER. Well, Governor Lamm, you have given
us all a great deal to chew on and it's a matter of deep regret to
me that ever member of this committee couldn't have heard your
testimony. I hope through the marvelous magic of telecommunica-
tions, printed and visual, that the word will get out to the Ameri-
can public and that they, through their elected representatives,
will respond.

I have a few questions that I'd like to ask you.
You talked about the 50 percent of the Hispanic students who

never graduate from high school and the lesser degree of assimila-
tion.

Let me be the devil's advocate. What we're pointing to here is a
two-tiered society. We already have a two-tiered society. In our
country, somewhere between 20 percent and a third of our adults
are illiterate. That means all they can do is the scut work. We're
not the only country in the world that has brought in guestworkers
hoping to solve a temporary labor shortage and found that we had
created what we call in my district a "Finklestein."

The English have had a terrible problem with their Pakistanis
and with their Caribbean immigrants. The French have had terri-
ble problems with the Algerian guestworkers. The Germans have
had terrible problems with the Turks. They have found that the
Turks speak Turkish at home and therefore the Turkish kids never
learn to speak German, and they are destined to failure the
moment they hit the schoolhouse doors.

And so the list goes on and on and what you're talking about
here is sort of a rerp:ition of that.

We in our count-%- traditionally have absorbed immigrants. In
the last century we absorbed millions of immigrants from Europe
and I suppose a lot of them were illiterate without language skills
and without jobs skills, but somehow we absorbed them in the
mines, building railroads, in the steelmills, and so forth.

What is different about it now? Why can't we absorb them now
and hope that either they or their sons or their grandchildren will
be making it? What makes that process of immigrants who don't
have literacy skills or language skills or job skills more of a prob-
lem than it was 100 years ago or 50 years ago? Why should we be
more concerned about it now than we were then?

Governor LAMM. It's not only the United States that's starting to
have a growing concern. It isn't only you. It is, of course, other
countries. The thing that bothers me in this country is you and just
a handful of other people even ask these questions.

Canada has recently set up a new body that is going to look in
great detail at the success of its immigrants. And you can't blindly
hope. I think part of it is we just have been so blinded by the
Statue of Liberty-it has been such an overpowering symbol, that
we simply adopt a lot of this stuff on blind faith.

As you point out, we have to recognize that blind faith is not
enough. We also have to know.

Now I think that you get different answers for different cultures.
In terms of Spanish-speaking people, as we said before, the ease
with which they can maintain contact with their old culture is one
of the answers. I think that with the Mung people that we brought
in, the Indochinese, there is a different answer. I don't know what



390

that one is, but it simply was a stone age culture that in fact took
an awful lot more to indoctrinate them into the American dream.

I think that the Turks in Germany share somewhat the same
problem that we have in the Southwest where the critical mass of
immigrants is so large that they don't have to assimilate. They can
continue to speak Turkish.

In other words, there's certainly not one factor that is preventing
this assimilation, but you really are getting four or five different
factors at work.Representative SCHEUER. Is part of its perhaps that in the last
century and perhaps up to World War II, if you had a strong back
and willing heart, you could find a place for yourself in this coun-
try and gradually work up. But now, with an automated, cybernat-
ed, computerized economy, there are simply far fewer no-skill or
very-low-skill jobs. Machines have taken over that, and if you don't
have a fairly respectable level of literacy and numeracy and lan-
guage and job skills, then society really doesn't need you and,
frankly, it doesn't want you.

Could that be part of it?
Governor LAMM. Mr. Chairman, the most terrifying, scary, horri-

ble book that I have read in the last 2 years has been by a woman
by the name of Gale Garfield Schwartz, who wrote a book with the
innocuous title "The Work Revolution," which I will put in the
mail to you the day after tomorrow.

Representative SCHEUER. I wish you would.
Governor LAMM. I say it's a horrible book-it's horrible only in

its message. She really-and it doesn't mean that she's right-but
she points out that the scarcest resource of the future is going to be
a job and she points out that the world needs creativity, ingenuity,
scientists, and technologists but we don't need strong backs any
more. It used to be we had an empty frontier. When the Statue of
Liberty was built we had what-56 million people, and we had a
frontier and we had an agricultural economy. Now we have a cash
wage economy. We have 230 million people. The physical frontier
anyway is over and we don't need simply strong backs and strong
arms.

Representative ScHEUER. Let me ask you a question of where
you're leading now, the whole question of job displacement.

We've had testimony here over the past week in our first two
hearings about whether illegal immigrants displaced low-skilled
Americans in the job market, whether illegal immigrants created a
substratum in the job market, and were really effectively displac-
ing our low-income workers, particularly our minority workers, our
own Hispanics, our own blacks.

What has been your experience as Governor of Colorado, your
hands-on experience, as a public policymaker? Do you think that
illegal immigrants are taking jobs that would otherwise be filled by
Americans at the low end of our wage structure?

Governor LAMM. I think without question that they are. I believe
that illegal immigrants are coming into Colorado and the South-
west in large numbers, that they are .in fact an abused form of
labor. It's growing. It's interesting to see of a lot of our employers.
Why should they hire an American worker when they can hire an
illegal immigrant who they don't have to pay health benefits to,
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who they don't have to pay workmen's compensation. They pay
them in cash and they don't have to provide any of the benefits to
them.

I think that an illegal immigrant is a new form of abused labor
that you can in fact--

Representative SCHEUER. Would you say that some employers
choose to hire illegal immigrants over Americans because they're
afraid, because they're easily exploitable, manipulatable, because
they won't complain to official government bodies that are there to
protect workers?

Governor LAMM. You bet. But let me give you a dynamic. Let's
say that you abolutely feel very strongly about hiring American
workers and I don't and so I in fact pay my people about half of
what you pay. Now no matter how idealistic and honorable you
are, at a certain point I'm going to drive you out of business.

Representative SCHEUER. Yes. Can you think of any businesses
that couldn't survive without these substandard workers in terms
of their wages and their working conditions? For example, are
there any industries in Colorado that depend on illegals that would
go out of business if they had to pay the minimum wage and hire
American labor in Colorado, legal immigrants and American-born
labor?

Governor LAMM. Mr. Chairman, I would hope that you would ask
that question of the panel that follows me. I know those people
and, frankly, they are much more experienced and they have a
broader background in this.

I can only answer for Colorado. I can't answer for Los Angeles. I
don't know what's happening in that garment industry that they're
developing there.

Representative SCHEUER. I understand.
Governor LAMM. But in Colorado, the effect of illegal immigra-

tion has been to drive wage scales down, that existing jobs in the
packing industry let's say or the roofing industry-we caught 100
illegal aliens doing a roofing job. It isn't that these jobs were new
jobs. They were in fact displacing American workers because of the
dynamics we just talked about.

I can think of no industry, no factory even, that exists simply be-
cause of the illegal immigrant labor.

Representative SCHEUER. Given the fact of the growing per capita
income disparity between Mexico and Central America and the fact
that that is-likely to increase geometrically, if you accept that as a
given-and I think I could prove that demographically and if I
can't prove it I think Mike Teitelbaum out there can prove it-
what is there that we can do. to staunch the explosion of illegal im-
migration across our borders? Assuming increasing pressures to
come and increasing pressures to leave, and increasing magnet to
come, and there's nothing really that we're going to do much about
the push to leave. What can we do to turn off the manet and what
can we do to harden the border and staunch the flow?

Tell me as a public policymaker.
Governor LAMM. Mr. Chairman, I think first of all that we have

to recognize that we can't wait until all the rest of the world has
developed into a land of milk and honey before we control our bor-
ders. There's the argument that we are the escape valve for
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Mexico. The numbers that you gave in your initial testimony,
that's demographic insanity.

If we have to accept all of Mexico's surplus population, we are
dooming our children to lesser jobs, lesser wages. I think we have
to decide how many additional immigrants can be productively em-
ployed in the United States.

So let me go through it. I think the single most important thing
is employer sanctions. There is no immigration reform without em-
ployer sanctions. I very much admire Senator Simpson and Con-
gressman Mazzoli for pushing for this idea. There's going to be a
heavy burden of history on the people that are in this House that
are preventing that from passing.

I think there should also be some caps on legal immigration. I
would really suggest your staff summarize what Canada has done.
Canada is a big-hearted country like we are, a generous, nondis-
criminatory country. But they in fact have come to the conclusion
that you have to look more at the potential success of an immi-
grant you take into your society. I don't believe-never did be-
lieve-that you can say give me all your tired, your homeless, your
yearning to breathe free. You have a great stake in whether the
immigrants you bring in are succeeding.

I think we should control our borders. I think you could do that
simply by some additional resources to the Immigration Service
help on that.

I believe very much in the SAVE Program that Commissioner
Nelson has done, and I'm trying to promote it among other Gover-
nors.

I have brought here for you some of the evidence that we have of
the abuse. These blue cards are from Denver General Hospital-
taken from illegal immigrants-these are the health cards for
them for just a short period of time. There are massive amounts of
illegal immigrants tying into our social programs. I have here a
whole bunch of other confiscated drivers licenses and everything
for people with drunk driving criminal records. I'm not saying that
they are all. But the fact is, we have already undertaken a signifi-
cant social burden.

Because of Gramm-Rudman, Mr. Chairman, I am engaging in
public policy triage. I am closing well-baby clinics. I am closing
rural health clinics right now. I do not have enough social service
money for our own people, let alone for a medical clinic for Mexico.
It's crazy.

Last, I think we have to close some of those loopholes within the
law which in fact encourage fraud-marriage fraud, the idea of
changing your status when you come into the country on a visitor's
visa--

Representative SCHEUER. Overstaying?.
Governor LAMM. Overstaying. But most important and overshad-

owing everything else is that question of employer sanctions.
You've just got to do that.

Representative SCHEUER. Well, we have kept you for over an
hour, Governor, and I'd like to keep you for another hour, but you
have a schedule and we have a schedule. I want to thank you for
your absolutely wonderful testimony. It was stimulating. It was
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brilliant and we're very grateful. We will go off the record for a
moment.

[Discussion off the record.]
Representative SCHEUER. We are very grateful to you, Governor.

Thank you very, very much.
Would the next two witnesses come up to the witness table: Prof.

Otis Graham, Center for Advanced Studies, Stanford University;
and Michael Teitelbaum, program officer of the Sloan Foundation.

We are delighted to have you both. Gentlemen, your prepared
statements will be printed in full in the record. Why don't you
each take 10 or 12 minutes as you wish and perhaps present your
testimony informally to us, referring to anything that you've heard
this morning from Governor Lamm, and then I'm sure we will
have some questions for you after that. Mr. Graham.

STATEMENT OF OTIS L. GRAHAM, JR., PROFESSOR, CENTER FOR
ADVANCED STUDIES, STANFORD UNIVERSITY

Mr. GRAHAM. Thank you, Congressman. I appreciate being invit-
ed but I don't appreciate being asked to speak after Governor
Lamm and before Michael Teitelbaum. That's like a sandwich.--

Representative SCHEUER. Well, going off the record.
[Discussion off the record.]
Representative SCHEUER. Going back on the record.
Mr. GRAHAM. Thank you. May I add to your introduction that I

am also the chairman of the policy board of the Center for Immi-
gration Studies, through my remarks today express my views and
not those of any institution.

And I'll just summarize some points that I make here in my pre-
pared statement.

Immigration can change a society in fundamental ways and more
rapidly than we suspect. I think the Israelis know that. I think the
Arab Palestinians know this. The American Indian knows this and
Americans know this when they visit Miami. If those changes
aren't beneficial, a sane society modifies the forces making those
changes.

Immigration should meet two tests, the test that medical doctors
start with; first, do no harm; second, it should promote the national
interest. That sounded like a truism, I'm sure. It is a truism, and
yet those aren't the operating principles of American immigration
law. They were at one time.

Recently, within your lifetime and mine, we essentially shifted
from a set of immigration policies which tried to promote the na-
tional interest in a number of ways to a different standard of selec-
tion.

One could say we changed in 1940 when the Immigration and
Naturalization Service was moved out of the Department of Labor,
a location which was symbolic of the attachment of immigration
law to the economic needs and the labor force needs of the Ameri-
can economy, and was shifted into the Department of Justice.

You could say certainly that the change was made in 1965 when
we shifted the fundamental law toward family reunification mas-
sively. You know the figures now and the proportions. Family re-
unification now accounts for upward of 90 percent of the decisions
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to bcome a citizen of this country on the legal side and, on the ille-
gal side, 100 percent of those decisions are made privately.

These are changes in the law that wouldn't have made much dif-
ference if immigration weren't so important, but it has become in
recent years a factor making a huge impact. You know the figures.
Over 1 million persons arriving a year, half of our population
growth contributed by immigration, and 80 percent of it now from

tin America and Asia which are different source countries for
our immigration going back 200 years, of course, and some 93 na-
tions now represented.

In my prepared statement, I summarize very briefly my views of
what the evidence is on the economic questions that we first start-
ed to ask as a policy community and an academic community about
the impacts of immigration-is it serving the national interest?

We approached the economic question because it was in some
sense more tangible and not as difficult emotionally and the evi-
dence is better on the economic impacts than on the so-called non-
economic impacts which I'm going to turn to.

In my own view, the chapter in the CEA's 1986 report is a lam-
entable chapter, a standing embarrassment to the economics pro-
fession, if that's what it represents, and I have tried to put my rea-
soning on that matter in terms of the job displacement which the
GAO report of April generally confirmed. We know-even those
who do studies know, let alone those who walk in the streets and
live in this society know that there is some cost paid by American
workers directly and indirectly. Importantly, immigration tends
now to prevent structural change which is an important require-
ment of a modern economy. There are fiscal impacts. There s re-
source depletion which, of course, many economists seem to leave
entirely out of the equation.

Well, those are economic questions and the burden of my pre-
pared statement and your interest I think go importantly in an-
other direction.

As Ronald Muller and his associates in the Urban Institute
report did correctly say at the end of their analysis of economic
questions, these are important but they really are becoming subsid-
iary in the public mind. The American people may not know very
much in a detailed way about the precise impacts of immigration,
legal and illegal, on macroeconomic questions and the macroeco-
nomic direction of the American economy. It's hard to know a lot
about that. They certainly know a lot about life in their communi-
ties and they are beginning to speak. Your willingness to listen is
very commendable.

Politics in California, a State I know better than others, is begin-
ning to reflect the grievances, the concerns, some of them eniotion-
al, some of them not fully thought through, of people who recog-
nize that the noneconomic impacts of immigration should be given
attention. Governor Lamm spoke of some of them.

The policy community has begun to respond.
Representative SCHEUER. Are you going to dilate a little mbre on

that subject of the noneconomic implications of immigration?'
Mr. GRAHAM. Yes.
Representative SCHEUER. If you don't, I can ask you about it in

the question period.
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Mr. GRAHAM. I think I will address that. If after I have, there's
something that I should clear up, I will.

Representative SCHEUER. I particularly want to know from you
and from Mr. Teitelbaum how do we even start thinking about the
noneconomic implications? How do we, as people who are decent
and as people who are seeped in a liberal egalitarian tradition, our
Judeo-Christian background, how do we cope with the change of
migration from one that was almost predominantly European-I
remember there was a lot of upset in this country when it changed
from northern European to southern European. Now it's changed
from European to Asian and Hispanic.

How do we deal with that? How do we deal with the fact that the
four largest States in the Union as of 1992, as a New York Con-
gressman I feel this very deeply because we're going to lose three
or four congressional seats because of this-New York is going
from No. 1 a decade or so ago to No. 4-California, Texas, Florida,
and New York. Those will be the ranking of the four major States
in 1992.

Not one of them will have a white majority shortly after the year
2000. We aren't racists. We aren't nativists. We believe in the
democratic ideals, the equality of all mankind under one God and
so forth.

How do we deal with that? What are our value judgments? What
is the criterion by which we judge this shift in immigration from
northern Europe to southern Europe a half a century ago and now
to Asia and Latin America?

These are the noneconomic components, especially of illegal im-
migration, that are agonizingly difficult and emotionally charged.
What kind of components can you give us?

Mr. GRAHAM. I think it's an important question and I have some
thoughts on it which I hope will take me at least a few inches for-
ward.

I was living in the State of California in the 1970's when the
then Lt. Gov. Mervyn Dymally, now Congressman, used to go
around and make comments about how in 1986-I don't know
where he got 1986 but that was the figure-California would
become the first, he called it, third world State. I think Lieutenant
Governor Dymally was trying to start a discussion but it could't get
started. People were not ready to talk about it, and he was only
raising the political implications and he didn't dilate upon them
very much. I think he meant that California is going to be a better
State for the political future for black people and of brown people
and I hope that's true, but it's interesting that in the policy com-
munity and the media no one wanted to touch the question.

Well, some academics of a rather admirable and pioneering sort
have now started to step out on the terrain. There was a pioneer-
ing study by Leon Bouvier in 1981 on the implications of immigra-
tion for population size. That's just a start. That doesn't #et to
some of the questions you're opening, but certainly it indicated
that by race and by ethnicity patterns are going to dramatically
change. California will become not the first State-Hawaii is the
first nonwhite majority State-but the first mainland State with a
nonwhite majority, and in many ways California is a harbinger.
That has implications that go beyond the political, but Bouvier in-
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dicated that as far as the population size is concerned, a nation
that would otherwise stabilize at around 265 million people will,
with current estimated rates of immigration, reach 409 million in
100 years and still be growing. It will be a very different country.
Forget about the color of the people and the rest of it, the impact
on population size alone is very great.

Now Bouvier followed up with Philip Martin in a publication in
1985, "Population Change in California's Future." It's another pio-
neering study. I wish it were four or five times as long, but they
began to try to sketch some of the implications for education and
for politics.

Now part of my answer to your question as to how do we begin
to talk about this is, we begin to listen. We have a tradition in this
country of being ashamed of the voices of the people on questions
of this kind who occasionally, much too frequently, speak emotion-
ally and bigotry finds its way into public discourse on this question.
Certainly that's true in our history. We are afraid of our emotions
in this area and we are afraid of the American people in this area,
and perhaps with some partial reason, but it's important I think to
begin to listen to what people are saying at the grassroots. Of
course, Congressmen know how to do that better than professors.

As I live in California, I find laced through California politics in-
creasingly these days are verbal, explicit statements of what is
really bothering people about immigration trends. There are multi-
ple pathologies that people are attesting to in their own lives and if
you listen to the pattern you see a mosaic of concerns. It's a mix-
ture of things and various people put it in different ways.

There is a concern about a border open not only to illegals but to
drugs, terrorism, and whatever might want to come across the
border in the wa of criminality or public health problems. And
then in communities there are questions about schools, the lan-
guage question is now injected into California politics, the larger
assimilation question being an overarching concern above all of
these. I am on the board of a national organization interested in
the immigration question. I read our mail. It is written sometimes
on tablets in pencil, written crudely sometimes, misspelled. But it
is the American people or a piece of it speaking from the heart.
They don't always speak dispassionately, but they are trying to
communicate. And I think this overarching concern is with nation-
al cohension and the cultural identity of the country, as the Gover-
nor and yourself have both spoken.

Now we have a history in this country which we interpret. Let
me approach this by stating that I am a southerner. The South was
for much of the industrial era the third world of the United States
of America. It was the place where you have large families, rural
people, underdevelopment. You had in that region high fertility
rates, poor nourishment. You had poor educational systems. And
its citizens emigrate. I did. Migration is a strong tradition among
southerners, white and black, and it raised the question about
whether the society could assimilate us. Sometimes the Nation
didn't like us, it didn't like the way we talked, especially if your
face was black. But even as a white southerner I found when I
went to New Haven, CT, and around the country there was a cer-
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tain amount of resistance, wondering if we could ever fit in. Well,
the society assimilated us, most of us, pretty well.

Now that history is one which is replicated on a vaster scale by
American Jews who faced severe discrimination, and by many
others.

We interpret our national history in these matters as meaning
that whenever questions of assimilation are raised, they are falsely
raised. They betray a lack of confidence in the society which has
superbly assimilated immigrants on the whole. We've still got a
long way to go with some groups, especially Afro-Americans. But
on the whole, the record does not justify the occasional hysteria
and certainly the strain of alarm which runs back through our his-
tory all the way. That is one kind of history lesson.

It is not the history lesson I would like to bring, not my own in-
terpretation of what our history in the fullest sense offers as a
guide to the circumstances we now face.

In my testimony I tried to suggest three reinterpretations of our
own history in order to steady us and to guide us in a contempo-
rary setting. Very briefly, if you went back to school now and read
the best American history you would be reading authors whose
work was not available 25 years ago-Joel Silby, Paul Kleppner,
Robert Kelley, and others-and they tell a different history now.

It's a history of an America whose ethnocultural conflicts have
always been at a reasonably high level. People have always had
these concerns about immigrants, both internal and external, new-
comers and their ways. To some extent it has been nativism and
misunderstanding and bigotry, but to a very great extent these
have always been legitimate concerns of people who live in a coun-
try which places staggering ethnocultural strains upon its citizens,
giving rise to important differences over law, public education, in-
dustrial relations, and much more.

As American historians we teach and write a history in which
these questions have a deep legitimacy, which is not to say that
one approves of every expression of them. They are a mixture of
the unjustified and the fully justified. That's the first general state-
ment.

Second, the success that we've achieved-and we have achieved
considerable success at assimilating 20 to 30 million people who
came in about three decades before World War I, as well as inter-
nal migration from the South, white and black came in a very dif-
ferent world, and I would make two points about that world which
I've tried to elaborate in my prepared statement.

In the first place, we gave ourselves a breathing space. On this
Hill, not in this building I suppose, but in an adjacent building, in
1921, we decided to sharply curtail the flow. That brought a breath-
ing space lasting through the Great Depression and the war. In
that breathing space we were able, with an economy that was very
different, to perform that task of assimilation which we know as
something which we can do any time in the 1980's and in the
1990's without the breathing space and without that economy.

My point on the economy is that the cutting edge of the emerg-
ing economy, the economy that was going to vault this country to
unchallenged, sustained decades of economic preeminence, was an
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industrial economy based in industrial cities. Entry level jobs were
abundant.

Those industrial cities of the late 19th century and the early
20th century were an engine for assimilation and for upward mo-
bility. We're in a very different economy now. I will say nothing
more about that because I believe you and the Governor have ad-
dressed the matter that our labor force needs are now very differ-
ent, and that should be seen as fundamental.

Now, more insistently than at any time in my recollection, we
hear that the assimilation process my be faltering this time be-
cause conditions have changed. This time apparently the Congress
of the United States--I hesitate to say, sir, but correctly speaking
the House of Representatives-apparently refuses so far to give us
the sort of breathing room from unchecked access to Third World
manpower that is a fundamental economic and policy requirement
for the assimilation that we want.

I then have something to say about the assimilation process itself
and I will severely compress what I had to say. The assimilation
process is a chemistry that is arranged by institutions. An open
economy is an assimilation machinery. Public schools are funda-
mental institutions for that purpose. The political process, the
media, voluntary associations of a bridging character rather than a
narrow and ethnocentric character, intermarriage, and also univer-
sal military service.

If you had time and I had time and we looked at those institu-
tions, we would find them all faltering in differing degrees, or at
least we would find evidence of that. We would also find evidence,
which I won't go into, of a very subtle shift in the attitudes of the
whole society toward the legitimacy of our received culture.

I just came from the bay area where at Stanford University the
western civilization history component of the curriculum is under
severe attack for some reasonably good reasons and some reasons I
don't care for. I cite that only to indicate that history as a part of
the American educational curriculum has been declining for 20
years in its importance in local school districts, one small piece of
evidence that as a society we are losing our sense of how firmly we
should insist that a received cultural tradition be transmitted to
our children.

On the other side, there are the attitudes among entering immi-
grants, and the Governor tried to generalize some about the His-
panic attitudes and I will add nothih~g to that, though I've tried to
address it in my prepared statement.

Let me conclude. All of those questions about the assimilative
process and its vigor are important questions, and when the an-
swers begin to be glimpsed they are not reassuring.

Finally, I recently had the privilege of being with a group of
thoughtful people, academics, professional people, public officials to
sit down and privately to talk about the impact of immigration on
the future of the country and especially the State of California,
where the academic literatu is getting better than it is for any
other State or any other r gion in the country. And out of that dis-
cussion there emerged a very interesting pair of scenarios which
I'd like to share with you as my final contribution.
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In today's America, if you try to assess which direction it's going
it qives you multiple signals. Mr. Reagan's "It's morning in Amer-
ica' is one formulation. It is available to uncompromising opti-
mists, but one knows that he's left out a lot in that view from the
white affluent apex of things.

He has left out the urban underclass, teenagers having or beget-
ting and abandoning children. He's left out the dependencies on-
chemical substances or welfare, the ghettos that do not yield to the
strategies of Democrats or Republicans as we wish they would.

Uncontrolled immigration makes its own contribution to these
strains upon our social order and fabric.

In a recent meeting in San Diego, as I said-by the way, this
meeting included the late Theodore White-a vividpair of scenar-
ios emerged from our discussion of the way we see the future
played out in California.

California in the year 2000 or 2020, a society of 40 to 50 million
p people and apart from some crowding in Yosemite, was envisioned
as a happy checkerboard of ethnic enclaves offering the best of the
world's cuisine, a composite of the Pacific basin, where thousands
of rural peasants moved northward across the Mexican border each
day to take up the menial chores which were shunned by the suc-
cessive preceding groups. That scenario was the optimistic one.
Faith in that scenario required a suspension of belief for everyone
there. Really, after we stated it, nobody believed in it, but it is at
least one possibility.

The scenario which seemed attractive-that is, plausible-to the
rest of us was a very different scenario. It was built in part upon
Phil Martin's insightful summation which runs as follows:

If the immigration status quo persists, the United States will develop a more un-
equal society with troublesome separations * * * the California work force will be
mostly immigrants or their descendants by the year 2010. These working immi-
grants, mostly nonwhite, will be supporting mostly white pensioners with their pay-
roll contributions. Is American society resilient enough to handle the resulting ten-
sions?

That's from Philip Martin in a little contribution published just
this year.

And other elaborations on that theme came forward at this meet-
ing. It would be a two-tiered society, the one young, overwhelming-
ly Hispanic and black and low income, the other largely older
whites and Asians, affluent, with a woefully small intermixing of
thesecategories. It is a segmented society, a nation within a
nation, the rich who work in high-technology enterprise or who are
retired in Palm Springs moving uneasily among a mass population
with low-educational attainments and income levels; those who
own businesses communicate to the work force through foremen
who translate from English into foreign languages.

Now if we are to evade this second scenario in California and the
Southwest, in New York, in Detroit, in the rest of the country 'in
their own turn, it will not be because immigration ceased of its
own accord to drive us in this direction. We must make an inter-
vention. I like to remind myself in ending that that scenario in
California may sound good to the people who live, retired, the
white affluent or Asian affluent in Palm Springs. The chief victims
in that scenario, the bearers of the social cost of a continuation of
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the immigration status quo are pretty clear. They are clear in the
academic literature and they are clear to people with common
sense. They will not be in the short run the affluent who are
secure in their minor enjoyments of the fruits of continued illegal
immigration. That is to say, it reduces the cost of motel rooms and
of tomatoes and of restaurant meals.

The summary I like to end with is the summary of Richard Rod-
riguez in the Los Angeles Times just 4 days ago: "The poor have
the most to lose from uncontrolled immigration," and the evidence
we have is that this is the American poor at the bottom of our soci-
ety.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Graham, together with addition-
al material, follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF OTIS L. GRAHAM, dR.

The test of a nation's immigration policy is, does it serve the

national interest? That statement sounds like a truism, but in the U. S.

it is not the principle upon which we operate. Approximately 902 of the

decisions about who will be allowed to immigrate, on the legal side, and

100% on the illegal side, has bqen turned over to individuals and families.

Immigration serves their interests, as they see them. We do not ask, in

the normal course of events, and at the levels of government or national

discussion, whether this adds up to a policy which is in the national in-

terest. We assume it, or ignore the question.

But these are not normal times. Immigration levels in absolute terms

match or exceed the great volume of Immigration which came across our shores

in the half century prior to World War 1. With Immigration now contributing

half the nation's population growth, more than half of that immigration

illegal, the policy and academic communities have begun to ask if Immigration

as currently experienced and immigration policy as now feebly enforced serve

the national interest. They began this questioning with something tangible

in which the nation has an obvious interest, a healthy economy.

The economic impact of immigration is a very complex matter, imch

studied but elusive, since half or more of immigration is illegal and re-

sists accurate assessment. The answer to thiw-question is, however,

reasonably clear in broad outline. Immigration, as the U.S. experiences

it in the contemporary setting, is on balance injurious to the economic

well-being of the nation.

This reality has eluded some, who for reasons either of ideology, a
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trained incapacity to see things in wholes, or out of identification with

those few groups or sectors which derive short-term benefits, have reported

that current immigration has beneficial impacts for society at large. The

theoretical basis for such a conclusion seems to be the notion that more

(and therefore, cheaper) labor of any kind is a benefit without costs, or

at least exceeding any costs. This astonishingly narrow view of how an

economy works has received official endorsement in the most recent report

of the President's Council of Economic Advisors. Much is made of some em-

pirical evidence that large scale immigration into the state of California

in the late 1970s and 1980s has coincided with expanded employment and small

business formation, two signs of economic vigor.

But there is too much on the other side for this optimistic view to

withstand scrutiny, either as a valid conclusion for California or the larger

society. One cost of this process is significant job displacement among

resident and potential resident citizens, as a recent GAO report concluded

from a review of 51 relevant studies (GAO, 1986). This displacement, often

operating across entire industries by a process of "network recruitment,"

in economist Phillip Martin's phrase, enlarges the pool of what is now

more than 7 million unemployed Americans who draw upon public assistance

without finding a productive economic role (Martin, 1986)..The demographic

and educational characteristics of immigrants vary enormously, but the

largest segment of the illegal population is composed of young, low-skilled

Mexicans and Central Americans, a labor supply which is good economic news

for some employers but whose broader labor force impact is to retard the
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structural evolution of the U. S. economy toward higher technologies and

a higher value-added labor contribution. Even in California, aeegab*

expansion of certain jobs under the impact of immigration couldiedw be

called a form of economic growth. It would be hard to call it economic

progress, and it seems on the whole to impede economic innovation.,#

Beyond these issues, immigrants enlarge the U.S. population, doubling

the domestic population growth rate, thus adding to the current and future

numbers of residents of a nation ,9i- leds the most environmentally damaging

and resource-depleting lifestylef in human history. Economic well-being

is not in the long run compatible with endless population expansion. As

against such Zosts, the economic gains from infusions of entrepreneurial

energies, or financial and education capital brought in from abroad are

only minor offsets, and do not make immigration's net impact positive.

Not all reasonable people reach exactly these conclusions, and the

economic impact of immigration will and should continue to be a matter of

study and discussion. But immigration is much more than an economic force.

It changes the host society in multiple ways--not just its demography, but

the racial and ethnic composition of the population, indeed its culture in

the broadest sense. Since the 1965 immigration act, legal as well as

illegal immigration flows overwhelmingly from non-European and from the

lesser-developed or 3rd and 4th worlds. We can readily project U.S.

Immigration to continue in these channels, and with increasing volume

and momentum, for at least the three generations which demographic science

allows us to peer ahead. The U.S. will surely be transformed in important

respects. But what changes are we to expect, and are they good for the

40
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nation--a standard to which immigration should be held?

The policy and academic communities do not have the habit of asking

such questions, especially when the issues go beyond labor-market impacts.

Indeed, there exists among the intellectual and political elites in this

country a conviction that one should not ask such questions. This curious

faith that the future will take care of itself, that the nation should not

ask if forces transforming it into something else are what is desired by a

self-governing polity, is of course a legacy of our own history (and has

not always been so strong as in the past decade or two). Social engineering

is surely an impulse which can run to excess, but our excess in contemporary

America is a sort of mindless optimism joined to an ideology which resists

any public management of the national future.

Fortunately, outside the policy community at the national level, and

outside of intellectual circles, average citizens continue in ever-growing

numbers to do what they have always done, speak out bluntly about things

that do not seem to them to be going well in their communities, which they

often see as the nation itself. Average citizens may not be knowledgeable

about the macroeconomic impacts of immigration on that abstraction, the U.

S. economy (though they know a good bit abopt the local fiscal impacts of

immigrants upon public services, and especially the schools). But they do

have first-hand knowledge of what might be called the broader socio-cultural

impacts of immigrants from abroad (or from other parts of the U.S.) who

settle in their neighborhoods. I am a board member of a national organi-

zation working on the immigration issue (the Federation for American Immi-

gration Reform), and I read our mail from some of these citizens. It conveys
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many grassroots complaints about the impacts of immigration. The issues

raised by these citizens, not always in unemotion terms, do not often get

responsible attention. I take these hearings to be a welcome deviation

from that tradition. It is often said that Congressmen have (at beat) a

two year horizon for policymaking, and a mid-term Senator perhaps adds one

year to that. This is said to be a fatal defect in our governance, for it

consigns middle and long-term issues to other institutions. This hearing

is welcome evidence otherwise. Members of the Joint Economic Committee and

their staffs have perceived that forces are at work, through immigration,

whose impact on the nation is and will continue to be substantial, though

they work so slowly as to be almost imperceptible in *one Congressional term

and do not affect two-thirds of the country so immediately as the other

one-third. These impacts deserve scrutiny and debate. Your hearings come

hard on the heels of several pathbreaking academic studies of the long-term

impacts of immigration upon American society in general and California in

particular--studies by Leon Bouvier (1981), Bouvier and Phillip Martin (1985),

Martin (1986), Thomas Huller and associates (1984), and others of less

quality. This committee is to be commended for expanding the inquiry.

It was Bouvier who, in 1981, looked ahead to tell us that immigration

alone, if it continued for another century to add 1 million people a year

to the U. S. population (a number which is certainly below current totals,

which are in any event increasing), would prevent the population stabili-

zation which would otherwise occur at approximately 260 million (assuming
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a TFR of 2.0). It would force population growth by 2080 to 409 million,

with considerable momentum to continue climbing (Bouvier, 1981). Then

Bouvier and Martin, in a pioneering work, were the first scholars (known

to me) to take up the issue which as a resident of California I heard then

Lt. Governor Mervy Dymally raise so frequently in the 1970s, the Inevitable

transformation of California into "America's first Third World State."

Dymally clearly thought this was a good thing, though he was apparently onl

interested in its political ramifications. In any event, he could nojget

any discussion going. Bouvier and Martinpcalculate! that "minorities" w 4-

be a majority in California by 2010, and as their assumptions about immigration

totals were extremely conservative, probably underestimating immigration

flows by a factor of two, the future they sketch is nearer than their

estimate (Bouvier and Martin, 1985, 1986).

In brief concluding passages, they went beyond economic impacts to

consider the likely implications for educational systems, politics, and

social cohesion. They tended to see problems. In Martin's words, from

his study of this year: "If the immigration status quo persists, the U.

S. will developfa more unequal society with troublesome separations."

(Martin, 1986) In the concluding passages of another recent study of

California, the state which is the harbinger of tomorrow in terms of

immigration's impacts, Thomas Muller and associates acknowledge that large-

scale Hispanic and Asian immigration is "contributing to an increasingly

bilingual society in the Southwest," creating substantial problems in the

schools and generating much resentment that the national identity may be
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changing in unwelcomed ways. "Social, political, and cultural issues,"

the Urban Institute authors judged, are now "uppermost in the minds of many

Americans concerned with the consequences of immigration." (Huller et al.,

1984).

Thus the research comanity has discovered what ordinary citizens have

long been saying, that immigration is altering the society and that these

alterations deserve discussion. One naturally expects them to be a blend,

though hardly an equal blend, of that which is welcome and that which is

unwelcome by residents; one also expects disagreement about these categories.

It is, of course, difficult to generalize about the complex impacts made

by 600,000 legal immigrants arriving each year from abroad, along with the
32 o S

unknown number of illegals who come (judging byAapprehension data a4the

Gh"&& Viske . t....., .t.. .zi'' baL .., ,.z ,, *9) from ?3 different

countries. Some positive impacts are generally agreed upon: the delights

of a more international cuisine, the evidence of entrepreneurial energies.

What impacts may be negative,= dtheconomic? If scholars have had

little to say on the matter, citizens have been a source of information we

have been reluctant to use. They communicate through letters to immigration

reform organizations such as FAIR, notes to Congressmen and local public

officials, calls to radio talk shows, letters to newspaper editors, and in

public forums. And in time the American people always project their deepest

concerns into electoral politics. In recent months, public concern about

immigration has surged strongly into political campaigns in Texas, Florida,

and especially now in California. Resentment at the impacts of large-

scale immigration was the overriding and decisive issue in recent elections
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in Monterrey Park, the absence of border control has been a major theme

in the current race for the Republican nomination for U. S. Senate, and

the trend toward bilingualism is responsible for the statewide initiative

by U. S. English to make the English language the official language of

the state.

f Listening to what is said at all levels, one hears an over-arching

fear of a society becoming Balkanized, deeply divided along ethno-cultural,

and to some extent corresponding class lines.O In California, with a sub-

stantial Asian population, this perceived division is complex. There are

fouA major and several numerically less significant Asian nationalities

which are to some degre physically and culturally distinct. But still

the decisive ethno-culi:ural stratification in California, and even more

decisively in the rest of the Southwest and in Florida, is the visibility

of the large and growing Hispanic community, diverse in many ways but knit

together by a common language, cultural inheritance, and the sizeable in-

fluence of Mexico a~ htry of origin.

The fear of social division is to some extent amorphous, and suspect.

Such worries have been a major theme in our national history, and can lead

perilously close to a desire for coercion toward what is a majoritarian

sense of what it is to be "American." It is our impression that, as a nation,

we have easily survived all the centrifugal forces of diverse nationality,

ethnicity, religion, region, and class--l'f apart from one narrow escape

from social scism in the mid-19th Century. Of course we are divided, even

along the important lines of ethnicity and culture; what difference does it

make? One hears a catalogue of worries that the new Imigration is making

. t
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that citizens who love this society do not want and should

resist. There is an instinct to place the labels "exaggerated" or "unworthy"

on concerns from this quarter. But a society which ignores them all is not

only unresponsive to its citizens. It may in the light of time be seen as

a helpless witness, even accomplice, to the erosion rather than the desirable

augmentation of its cultural inheritance, and is perhaps Jeopardizing that

priceless thing we so take for granted, social cohesion, comity, the ground

of a successful pluralism. The role of those privileged with leadership,

here, is at least as a first step to listen carefully.

In political life, certain worries are occasionally sensationalized:

a border which is porous to entering terrorists, drug traffic and crime,

as well as to any alien who can walk. There is little good data, but there

is talk, of the public health implications of a large flow of unexamined

people carrying diseases long-since controlled in the U.S. There is dis-

cussion of the mounting evidence that the host society cannot absorb, or

at least is not absorbing, enormous numbers of immigrants on terms of

mutual benefit. The schools, whose rate of success with the English-

speaking children born to American citizens has lately been seen to falter,

face staggering additional difficulties in the effort to educate the non-

English speaking children arriving at their doors, especially those from

fugitive families without legal permanency. In the complex literature on

educational achievement and the links to social mobility (a literature in

which I am no expert), the failure of the schools with Hispanic children

is a glaring social problem, one of course with roots outside the schools.

In a recent report of the National Commission for Employment Policy,
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HISPANICS AND JOBS, we learn that 40% of Hispanics are reported as having

"difficulty in English," most do not finish the twelve-year school sequence,

and the drop-out rate among Hispanics of the age when high school should have

been completed was 1.5 times that of Blacks and 3 times that of whites.

(National Commission for Employment Policy, 1982)

Such evidence exposes to view a social segmentation which joins the

stubborn immovability of both class and ethnic disadvantage, and is tragic

for both individuals and society. And while the school systems may be

"local," the social problems they encounter and are finding so obdurate

are national problems. Joined to these concerns which are linked in one

way or another to large-scale immigration are others: strains on public

facilities for social services and recreation, as well as housing; high

levels of inter-group tensions and conflicts, by historic standards. All

of this resists, or does not adequately receives measurement and reasoned

assessment. One welcomes the thoughtful treatment by Michael Teitelbaum

of another element which may be found in the question of the implications

of immigration, in his LATIN MIGRATION NORTH. There, for example, one

finds again the remark of Eduardo Morga, then Chairman of the League of

United Latin American Citizens, words which convey troubling implications

which their author may not have intended: "We are all ready to help Mexico

in the U.S. We feel that in the future Mexico can use us as Israel uses

American Jews, as Italy uses Italian-Americans, and so on." (Teitelbaum,

1985)

These are some of the pathologies associated with large-scale
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immigration, and an assimilation process which is seen to falter. That

immigrants are different is to be assumed; that we welcome some differences

and tolerate others is accepted as the norm. Yet on those matters thought

to make America distinctive and precious, of which we have a powerful if

poorly defined and always evolving conception, the host society has always

cared fervently that newcomers change toward national norms,

. While there have been

differences of view on these matters, most would say that America remains

herself through successive changes so long as there vigorously survives the

commitment to individual freedom--religious, political, and economic--as

well as to the rule of law, and a basic commitment to the principles of

the Declaration of Independence, the whole resulting in an elemental national

loyalty. We do not test for these commitments at the border which separates

the U.S. from a world in which many societies are organized around very

different and even antithetical beliefs and behavior patterns. We protect

and extend what seems to make America distinctive and valuable through the

assimilation process, that many-faceted Haster Teacher. For long periods

we have flatly opposed the workings of the assimilationist principle as

applied to some groups, most notably those of African descent, but in modern

times we have granted it a more universal authority. We have never agreed

exactly upon what it means to be an American, but the discussion itself is

a valuable part of our common life. There is broad agreement that it begins

with command of the English language, and with an acceptance of political

democracy and the rule of law. Its measures are thought to be a full par-

ticipation in economic and political life, social mobility, the benefits
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of any desired group distinctiveness which do not become social isolation.

These brief remarks only hint at the complexity of that vital engine

of national cohesion, justice, and individual opportunity, the assimilation

process. f'ore insistently than at any time in the lifetimes of the most

senior of us, we hear that the assimilation process may be faltering under

the pressure of immigration upon the institutions which arrange the chemistry

of assimilation--an open economy public schools, the political process,

the media, voluntary associations of a bridging character, intermarriage,

universal military service.

I have lived for half a century, am a Southerner, ScotJI-Irish, and an

historian. These are overlapping credentials, if you will, to allow me to

say that I have heard the concerns about assimilation before. Let us reach

for some historical perspective, though we may not come out where you think.

Americans have heard before, and many of them have believed at earlier times,

that immigration was too large in volume, that its economic impacts were

importantly negative, and al3o its cultural and social impacts, and that
Protestant

the assimilation process could not absorb the influx. The Scotch andflrish

had an easier time of it than the Catholic Irish, the Jews, and others, but

still we were clanish, allegedly violent, and resented in some places and

times. I am also a native of the South, which has long been the Third World

of the U.S.--rural. economically backward, poorly educated, its people ill-

nourished and, by national standards, in ill health. The South was the region

with large families, traditional attitudes toward women and the patriarchal

family, slow to question environmental exploitation, tending toward an
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authoritarian politics with low voter turnout, constrained in our in-

tellectual life, defensive, and proud. The 20th century has been for the

South, up until very recent times, one long season of outmigration. We

migrated to the Northeast, with a major stream through Oklahoma to Califor-

nia; and we were resented, often enough. It was far, far worse for Souther-

ners who happened to be black. Who, in the first four decades of this cen-

tury, would have been confident that the economy and society possessed the

capacity to absorb the millions of migrating Europeans, black and white

Southerners and growing numbers of Mexicans, into a functioning though

never a perfect pluralism? You may think that I remind you of this

achievement, imperfect and incomplete but nonetheless admirable, in order

to cast the immigration worries of today in the light of a repetition of

needless anxieties. That may be the history lesson that many draw; I

think it in important respects both poor historical interpretation, dubious

lessons then misapplied. I would makeohb points in this connection.

One misconception in much current thinking about American history is

that ethno-cultural conflicts, whether exacerbated by immigration or not,

have been deplorable aberrations, their roots only in a psychological

illness called Nativism. But a major achievement of modern American his-

torical writing, associated with the work of Lee Benson, Samuel Hays,

Robert Kelley, Paul Kleppner, Joel Silbey and many others, has been to

reveal and chart the presence and power of conflicting cultural and ethnic

traditions in the American past. The discovery has not been simply a matter

of the persistence and shaping power of ethno-cultural difference, but a

67-95 0-87-14
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growing appreciation that immigration, that disturber of the existing

ethno-cultural balance, brought real and legitimate, as well as psychological

and arguably far less legitimate costs to those who had come before. A

classic statement of this evolution in our view of the protests against

immigration is the remarkable commentary the distinguished historian John

Higham has made upon his own STRANGERS IN THE LAND (Higham, 1954, 1958)h

Were he to write that book again, said Higham, he would give more weight

to the real costs of immigration which were levied in the competition for

jobs, housing, public facilities. (Higham, 1984)

( Anottler misreading of our history comes with the assumption that this

society'd assimilation of the millions who came prior to restriction in

1921 is somehow proof that this performance may be repeated in the decades

ahead, as the incoming numbers again reach and exceed a million annually.

Such an analogy is flawed in several respected . The 20-31 million immigrants

who came to the U.S. from the 1890s to 1921, and their subsequent children,

made their way into English language facility, into the economy, and,

slowly and with considerable difficulty in cases where ethnic discrimina-

tion was pronounced, into social life generally. But they did so in the

decades between World War I and mid-century when certain fundamental con-

ditions obtained, facilitating the difficult and always imperfect social

absorption of alien peoples. These conditions no longer obtain in the same

way, if at all.

The first is perhaps most important. In 1921 this society made the

decision, in this ,ery place, to sharply restrict imigration, and to con-

form the allowable entries to approximate the national origins of the
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existing society. We have w. reason to believe that the national

origin quotas were a policy mistake, but the restriction itself was wise

policy. Economic historians point out that income distribution in America

improved after, and probably chiefly because of, restriction of the labor

supply through immigration reform. Larger capital investments were substitu-

ted for labor, driving up productivity and allowing real wages to increase.

(Lebergott, 1964; Williamson and Lindert, 1980) Another view of the benefits

stemming from immigration restriction has been recently developed by the

black sociologist William Julius Wilson, who views the "flow of immigrants"

as "the single most important contributor to the varying rates of urban

racial and ethnic progress in the 20th century U.S." Wilson, drawing upon

the work of Stanley Lieberson and others, argues that the curtailment of

Asian immigration allowed Asians in America to move upward, the process

repeated itself with the European immigrants after the restriction of

1921, but the mass internal migration of Blacks continued for decades.

Heavy migration intensified discriminatory feelings as well as economic

competition, impeding the processes of group advancement. In this view,

mass immigration does not "drive up the group next in line," but hampers

the progress of previotts arrivals from the migrating population. Hispanics

may expect to experience restricted economic mobility as well as the intra-

community pathologies of crime, teen-age pregnancy, and welfare dependency.

When society's assimilative mechanisms are given a breathing space through

immigration restriction, there are immediate benefits, and these flow dis-

proportionately to the most disadvantaged Americans. (Wilson, 1985;

Lieberson, 1980)
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f5udging by the record of immigration reform in the past decade,

this society expects the assimilation process to work in the decades

ahead, but without the crucial curbs on entering numbers which facilitated

the process earlier in this century. Another great difference between that

America and our own is the stage of industrialization, and especially the

role of industrial cities. The great waves of pre-var immigration to the

U.S. coincided with the robust expansion of industrialism in America, based

in and around the cities of the Northeast and Midwest. Those cities and

their factories and associated distribution networks had a huge appetite

for low and semi-skilled labor, as America entered its glory days as the

pre-eminent industrial power. Industrial cities, especially, functioned

as a great machine for the integration of millions of foreign arrivals

as well as internal migrants. Entry-level jobs were abundant, wages and

living standards rose, and the cities proved to be a springboard to upward

mobility for millions who had been cut adrift from rural life by mechaniza-

tion. The costs were of course high, yet from this distance we see that

the overall result was a powerful voyage toward economic progress which

carried even millions of aliens into American nationality with all of its

benefits. Perhaps there was another, better way, but history took this

path--once. (Iasarda, 1985)

That America is gone. We are predominantly and increasingly a service-

based economy, deindustrializing at least as measured by employment, and

deconcentrating both population and jobs out of the older urban cores.

Two implications flow from these structural changes. We may not be agreed,

after the Industrial Policy debate, upon the best private and public measures

to take in adjusting to an altered world economy, but it is quite clear



417

that we are in a new and lasting era of international industrial compe-

tition. America's economic future depends upon adaptation, and if we are

to retain a substantial industrial capacity, as for many reasons we must,

it must be through a shift toward those knowledge-intensive sectors in

both manufacturing and services, leaving the low-wage, mass-production

Industries to take root abroad. This will require a labor force of high

educational and skill levels and aspirations; it does not imply a larger

labor force, and certainly not one recruited primarily from the mass pop-

ulattons of the Third World. /At the same historical moment when4xLaO --

toward these structural changes, the cities have lost their earlier function

as industrial engines of assimilation. Factory and blue-collar jobs have

slipped away, employment patterns have shifted to knowledge-intensive ser-

vices, the white and small minority middle class has moved to the periphery,

leaving behind low-income minorities and the old, facing a huge gap between

existing job opportunities and the skill levels of this disadvantaged pop-

ulation. There is an economic and social function for America's cities,

and some are struggling toward new forms more rapidly than others; but the

contemporary city cannot perform the function it served in the era of mass

immigration which coincided with our industrialization a hundred years ago.

These are great changes, in the economic base and the function of

industrial cities. But our immigration policy still delivers to America

a very similar input as it did eighty to a hundred years ago--a million

or more a year from countries basically poor and lesser-developed, eth-

nically and therefore culturally very different from the nation's current

majority and its heritage. We count, as always, on the assimilation
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process. Many institutions contribute to it, though we can no longer

upon Frederick Jackson Turner's democratizing Frontier, or the

robust industrial cities which formerly heated the melting pot. The

national economy is normally a force for social interchange, the acqui-

sition of national norms and English language skills. But here we en-

counter the first of many signs that the assimilation process is becoming

Impaired. (here seems a spread of ethnically-secluded work sites. entire

assembly lines in auto plants where only Arabic is spoken, and in the

Southwest where Spanish-speaking populations are large and growing,

entire job sites and even industries have become exclusively Hispanic-

fruit and vegetable agriculture, parts of construction, ethnic-owned

restaurants and other businesses. janitorial firms, food and poultry

processing plants, race tracks. For the first time in our history, a

majority of migrants speak just one language--Spanish--and most of them

live in ethnic enclaves served by radio and television stations carrying

the messages of American advertising as well as all other communication

in Spanish. In such settings the assimilative impulses of the national

economy have a faint nfluence

Other institutions shouldering the assimilative role appear also

to be losing vitality or effect. I have ilready noted, briefly, some

aspects of what many see as the faltering ability of the public schools

to convey to non-English speaking children (in truth, to a lesser extent

also for all children) the language and other educational attainments re-

quired for social success. Even where the schools are effective, it is

well known that curricula have in recent years been drained of their
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attention to American and Western history and culture. A subtle but

far-reaching shift in values over many decades seems to have carried

the majority) culture into a zone of self-doubt, leading to the operating

conclusion that the new and desirable appreciation in the U.S. of non-

Western cultural backgrounds rules out any publicly-sponsored cultural

reaffirmation of the nation's originating inheritance as derived chiefly

from Western Europe and in the English language.

And on the side of recent and incoming immigrants, some have detected

a shift in attitudes affecting the process of "becoming American." Assi-

milation, of course, has always been a process of losing as well as gaining,

has been painful to individuals and resisted by immigrant-group leadership.

Is there a trend toward a more widespread or vigorous resistance to assi-

milation? Some evidence points in that direction, especially for His-

panics. John Garcia reports that Mexican immigrants naturalize at a

rate one-tenth that of other immigrants, and attributes this to the

absence of feelings of identity as (North) Americans. Surveys of Hispanic

business leaders in the U.S. have found that the majority feel them-

selves to be equally Hispanic and American, and a national poll in 1984

found that "most Hispanics think of themselves as Hispanics first, and

Americans second" and that the trend was -increasing. (Garcia, 1981;

Yankelovich et al., 1984; Bikales and Imhoff, 1985). As I boarded

the plane in San Francisco to come to this hearing, the newspapers were

carrying a small item noting that, as in every year since 1970, the

"Chicano" students graduating from San Jose State University would

hold a separate graduation ceremony.
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Memories of the American past have here a reassuring quality,

buoying our hopes with the reminder that these do not sound like new

concerns, these questions of national cohesion, assimilative capacity,

the benefits and limits of separateness. 1 have chosen to stress the

new conditions which call into question any complacency--an economy caught

up in structural shifts out of mass-production manufacturing into knowledge-

intensive services and goods production, with the different sort of labor

force which this implies; the greatly reduced capacity of our cities to

provide millions of immigrants economic entry points to the next convoy of

economic advance, as the industrial cities had done through most of the

last century; the apparent faltering of other eements of the assimilation

process, such as public schools, the self-confidence of the host culture,

the receptivity of currently arriving immigrants to undergo the beneficial

discomforts of assimilation. The most striking new feature of our circum-

stances is is, of course, the physical proximity across a 2,000 mile land

border of Mexico, the state at the northern tier of a Latin America ex-

periencing rapid population growth within economies in varying degrees of

difficulty. In the more than three centuries of immigration which built

the current United States there has never been such a circumstance, where

immigrants in mass numbers arrived from a society to which they could

continually return for cultural reinforcement by the mere turn of a dial

or by the briefest land Journey.

And we should not conclude even so brief a survey of the workings

of assimilation in today's United States without looking beyond immigrant

populations to the trapped underclass composed of American citizens, so

many of them Blacks whose efforts to mount the ladder of social mobility
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go back many generations and whose condition should humble those who

still believe that either our economy or our governments remedial efforts

constitute singly or together assimilative mechanisms of reassuring power.

Today's America gives many and sharply conflicting messages to any

analyst of its economic and social direction. Mr. Reagan's "It's morning

in Americal" is a formulation available to uncompromising optimists;

but one knows that he has left out much in this view from the white

affluent top--the urban underclass, teenagers having or begetting and aban-

doning children, the dependencies on chemical substances or welfare,

the ghettos that do roc yield to the strategies of Democrats or Repub-

licans. Uncontrolled immigration makes its own, and mostly a problem-

enlarging contribution to these strains upon the social fabric. In a

recent meeting in San Diego, which included public officials, academics,

knowledgeable professionals, and that scholar/Journalist, the late

Theodore White, a vivid pair of scenarios emerged from discussion of

the future of that most immigration-impacted state, California. One

possible California, in the year 2000 or 2020, was of a society of 40-

50 million people, and apart from some crowding in Yosemite, it was a

happy checkerboard of ethnic enclaves offering the best of the world's

cuisine, a composite of the Pacific basin, where thousands of rural
northward

peasants movedkacross the Mexican border each day to take up the menial

chores shunned by successive preceding groups. Faith in this scenario

required a suspension of disbelief for those who knew immigration trends

and reflected upon the economic and social realities. The other scenario

built upon economist Phillip Martin's projections:
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If the immigration status quo persists, the U.S. will develop
a more unequal society with troublesome separations . ... The
California work force will be mostly immigrants or their des-
cendants by 2010. These working immigrants, mostly non-white,
will be supporting mostly white pensioners with their payroll
contributions. Is American society resilient enough to handle
the resulting tensions? (Martin, 1986)

Other elaborations came forward--a two-tiered society was in prospect,

the one young, overwhelmingly Hispanic and Black, and low-income, the

other largely older whites and Asians, affluent, with a woefully small

intermixing of these categories. It is a segmented society, the rich

who work in high-technology enterprise or are retired to Palm Springs

or coastal watering places, moving uneasily among a mass population

with low educational attainments and income levels; those who own

businesses communicate to the workforce through foremen who translate

from English.

If we evade this second scenario, in California and the Southwest

and Florida, in New York and Detroit and Chicago and Denver and in many

other places, it will not be because immigration ceased of its own

accord to drive us in this direction. This society has admirable

capacities, in its private and public realms, to promote that degree

of economic and social assimilation required to bind this heterogeneous

society into a working whole. But only an audacious and unthinking hubris

woulXfail to recognize the sobering and apparently intensifying defects

of our mechanisms of social integration, and persist in our current

policy of permitting uncontrolled immigration. There is much that we

do not know, but the immigration realities of tomorrow we do know much

about. The Mexican population ofrff 0 million will double in some
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25 years, the rates of population growth in most of Central America are

even higher, and the pressures upon our southern borders grow monthly,

apprehensions at Texas and California borders increasing 50% in the last

twelve months. The only major uncertainties in this future are not

demographic, but the likelihood, indeed one would now be tempted to say

the timing, of the collapse of the social order in Hexico or more intense

civil disturbance in societies to her south, loosening floods of refugees

whose impact we have not included in even the most pessimistic of our

assessments,

And thp chief victims and bearers of the social costs of a continuation

of the immigration status quo? They will not, at least in the short run,

be the affluent, secure in their minor enjoyments of the fruits of a

labor force subsidy in the form of alien labor which slightly reduces the

cost of motel rooms, tomatoes, and restaurant meals. "The poor have the

most to lose from uncontrolled immigration," was the blunt summary of

all that we know about the matter, offered just last week in the LOS

ANGELES TIMES by the Hispanic writer, Richard Rodriguez. (Rodriguez,

19862,/

The policy recommendations which flow from this analysis begin with

the reiteration of one of the most consensual, soundly researched and

widely debated policy reiormsof recent times, that the U.S. government

take immediate and effective steps to curb and as nearly as possible

to end illegal immigration into this society. The first steps toward

that end are embodied in the Senate version of what is now called the

Simpson-Rodino bill, now, incredibly enough, still delayed in the House.
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Second, when we turn to the other ha!! of the immigration reform

assignment, also well studied by the Hesburgh Commission and in the

legislative process leading up to the 1984 version of the Simpson-

Kazolli bill, the U.S. should move away from the almost complete

reliance upon the principle of family reunification as regards legal

immigration. An attractive alternative principle, which should weigh

more heavily in our own immigration law, Is the guiding element in

Canadian Imigration policy to our north, the labor force needs of the

national economy. Immigration decisions should not be made in the

future as they are now, by employers who sustain illegal immigration

and by individuals whether citizen or alien who claim the benefits of

family reunification. We should shift the principles of selection

toward a nationally-determined need for augmentation of the labor

supply, as well as toward the ends of a national policy on population

size, a vital but now lacking instrument for securing the national

welfare.

These steps are important beginnings. They.address the volume,

composition, and legality of entering immigrants, and not the internal

assimilative processes which assist them and others to full participation

as citizens. The stress in the Urban Institute and Rand studies of Cali-

fornia on the importance of improvements in the system of public education

certainly move in the right direction, though such concerns may lie out-

side the agenda of this committee. But one urges a continuation of this

body's laudably broader view of what constitutes the sources of national

well-being than the one found in that lamentable chapter in this year's

CEA report.
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For release
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3.5-42
Government increases immigration levels

Ottawa -- Walter McLean, Minister of State for Immigration today

tabled the Annual Report to Parliament on Future Immigration

Levels.

The report, outlining levels for 1986 and 1987,

sets forth an overall increase in immigration levels to

105,000-115,000 for 1986 and to 115,000-125,000 for 1987. These

figures are up from the 85,000 to 90,000 announced last fall for

1985.

"The report recognizes the significant contribution

immigrants make to Canada's economic well-being and the job

creation benefits they provide for all Canadians," said

Mr. McLean. "We are looking at a moderate, controlled increase,

one that is clearly in keeping with Canada's tradition of social

justice while fostering our multicultural society."

The Family Class continues to be the cornerstone of

immigration policy with the projection for 1986 and 1987

remaining at 45,000, reflecting the stability that has existed in

this component in recent years.

" CAnad
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"Although we continue to respond to sponsorship

requests as they are received, I have become concerned about
reports that undue delays may be occurring In the processing of

Family Class applications," said Mr. McLean. "For this reason, I

have *sked the Chairman of the Standing Committee on Labour,

Employment and Immigration to have the Committee review this
question and recommend ways which will speed up the processing

time."

The 1986 level of 4,000 for business immigrants

represents a significant increase over past years. !t also

corresponds to a recommendation contained in the third report of
the Standing Committee on Labour, Employment and Immigration.

The recommendation proposed that the level of business immigrants
be substantially increased as a clear signal that this Government

welcomes qualified business immigrants.

The business immigration program therefore has been

brought into line with the Government's overall strategy relating

to foreign investments. It has been enlarged to include a new

investor category which will benefit from a fully coordinated

approach between federal departments and provincial governments.

The figure of 16,000 for Convention Refugees and

Designated Classes includes an additional 1,000 places for

government-assisted refugees and also reflects an expectation of

approximately 4,000 private sponsorships.

To ensure proper support on arrival for these refugees

a further $3 million has been allocated to the Adjustment

Assistance Program. An increase of $750,000 will provide

additional funds for agencies which assist refugees.
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"Again, Canada is taking the lead in refugee

resettlement. And our wide-ranging consultations have indicated

broad support for these initiatives," said the Minister.

The government is also revising the immigration

selection criteria for Assisted Relatives and other Independent

immigrants. The revised criteria will provide opportunities for

these persons to come to Canada. Accordingly, the global

planning range for the two components is 12,000-15,000, up from

the 5,500 to 6,500 announced for 1985.

The 1985 Report on Future Immigration Levels is a

confirmation of the direction taken by the Report on the Review

of Future Directions for Immigration Levels which was tabled in

June. Both are the result of intensive study and Canada-wide

consultation with governments, non-governmental organizations,

and private citizens.

"What the review and this year's report point to is an

increase in levels which will have tremendous potential for

Canada's economic growth," said the Minister. "It will also

help delay any effect of a pulation decline on Canada's

future."

For more information

Len Westerberg Public Affairs (819) 994-2519
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HIGHLIGHTS o IMMIGRATION LEVELS

* NEW BUSINESS

IMMIGRATION PROGRAM

o SELECTION CRITERIA

FOR INDEPENDENT IMMIGRANTS
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IMMIGRATION LEVELS

Total level for 1986:
Total level for 1987:

Components

Family Class

Refugees and members of
Designated Classes

105,000 to 115,000
115,000 to 125,000

I35

45,000

15,000*

Admissions - humanitarian and
special measures

Assisted Relatives and other
Independent immigrants:

Principal applicants
Spouses and other dependants

Business immigrants
Principal applicants
Spouses and other dependants

Retirees

TOTAL

*Includes 11,000 government-assisted
4,000 privately sponsored.

"Includes 12,000 government-assisted
4,000 privately sponsored.

5,000-8,000

5,500-6,500
5,500-6,500

2,200

4,800

2,000

85,000-90,000

4,000-7,000

12,000-15,000
14,000-18,000

4,000

8.000

2,000

105,000-115,000

and approximately

and approximately

1986

45,000

16,000'*

GOVERNMENT-ASSISTED REFUGEE ALLOCATIONS, 1985-1986

Eastern Europe 2,200 3,100 + 900
Southeast Asia 3,700 3,200 - 500
Latin America 3,000 3,200 + 200
Africa 1,000 1,000 -
The Middle East 800 900 + 100
Other world areas 200 300 + 10(0
Funded Management Reserve 100 300 + 20C

TOTAL 11,000 12,000 +,'0t0

1986 CHANGE7 1985
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Assisted Relatives and other Independent immigrants will
have now opportunities to immigrate because the selection
criteria are being revised and the restriction on theme
immigrants is being lifted. The restriction -- introduced
in May 1982 -- specified that these *selected workers"
required arranged employment validated by a Canada
Employment Centre in order to come to Canada.

Business immigrants -- entrepreneurs, self-employed persons,
and members of the new *investors" category -- will be
actively sought because they contribute to economic
development by augmenting capital formation and creating job
opportunities for Canadians.

Family Class landings are projected to be at 45,000 in 1986.
This portion of the movement is reactive in that the
government accepts sponsorship applications from eligible
Canadians on behalf of their close family members from
abroad.

* Concerns about perceived delays in processing times for
Family Class members at posts abroad have prompted a
reference to the Standing Committee on Labour, Employment
and Immigration to assess ways in which these times may be
reduced. Family Class members are already accorded the
highest processing priority at posts abroad, along with
Convention refugees and members of Designated Classes.

o The increase of 1,000 in the annual plan for
government-assisted refugees is the second consecutive year
that an increase of this size has beon introduced. The
estimate of 4,000 privately sponsored refugees is in
addition to the government-assisted total of 12,000. In
addition, a further 4,000 to 7,000 people are expected to be
landed under special humanitarian measures applying to
countries where there is unrest.

The linkage between immigration and Canada's future
population size and composition is being examined in a
separate review under the Honourable Jake Epp, Minister of
National Health and Welfare. Meanwhile, the 1986 and 1987
increased immigration levels will help forestall population
decline, which is projected to begin shortly after the turn
of the century.

The immigration levels for 1986 and 1987 follow the widest
process of consultations since the Green Paper study of the
mid-1970s. In addition to provincial and territorial
governments, about 640 national and local non-governmental
groups were invited to submit their views on future
immigration. These organizations represent employers,
employees, professionals, and acadesice. In addition,
ethnocultural groups and refugee advocacy and aid
organizations were also consulted.
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NEW BUSINESS IMMIGRATION PROGRAM

* A new category of business immigrant -- the investor -- is
being added to the two existing categories, entrepreneurs
and self-employed persons.

* Investors will be required to have a strong proven track
record as a successful business person and a net worth of at
least $500,000 (Can.). They will also be required to invest
a minimum of $250,000 (Can.) for at least three years in a
project assessed by a province as being of significant
benefit to its economy. Such projects must contribute to
the creation or continuation of job opportunities for
Canadians. Each proposal requires government support.

" There are three choices for investment -- a business or
commercial venture, a privately administered investment
syndicate supported by the province where the investments
will be made, or a government-administered venture capital
fund targetted to business development.

* To send a clear signal of the government's commitment to
attracting business immigrants, the level for 1986 for these
three categories has been set at 4,000, an increase of 82%
over the 1985 level of 2,200.

" Conditional admission of up to two years for entrepreneurs
will replace provisional admission. This will allow
qualified entrepreneurs quick access to Canada, and 'Ip to
two years to establish a suitable business. It willalso
enable visa officers abroad to issue visas on the basis of a
general business proposal, while providing the Canada
Employment and Immigration Commission with the control
needed to ensure that business plans are realized.

* All three categories of business immigrant will be accorded
the second-highest processing priority at posts abroad,
immediately after Family Class members and refugees.
Applications will be processed as quickly as possible.

" Both promotional efforts and counselling will be incresed
and improved.

* Business visas will be made available for visitors to help
them come to Canada from time to time to oversee their
investments and businesses. These visas will be valid for
one year and will allow multiple entry to Canada. They will
be issued on a reciprocal basis.
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SELECTION CRITERIA FOR INDEPENDENT MIGRANTS

Units of Assessment

Factor Previous Revised

Education

Specific vocational preparation

Experience

Occupation

Arranged employment

Location

A

Knowledge of French and English

Personal suitability

Levels control

Relative

12 maximum

15 maximum

8 maximum

15 maximum:
"0" an automatic
processing bar

10:
10 unit penalty if
not obtained

5 maximum
S unit penalty if
designated as not in
need

O maximum:
10 units if 18 to 35
y4'rs. If over 35,
of unit subtracted
for each year up to 45

10 maximum:
Five units to a person
vho reads, writes, and
speaks English or
French fluently; 10
units if fluent in
both languages

10 maximum

N/A

5

12 maximum:
no change

15 maximum:
no change

8 maximum:
no change

10 maximum:
"0" an automatic
processing bar

10:
no penalty if not
obtained

eliminated

10 maximum: 10 units
if 21 to 44 years.
Two units subtracted
per year if under 21
or over 44

15 maximum: up to 15
units for fluency in
official language(s)

10 maximum:
no change

10 units maximuM:

set at 5 to start

eliminated

TOTAL 100 100

PASS ARK 50 70

Bonus for assisted relative 15-30 10 if accompanied by
applicants an undertaking of

assistance
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Ocom 31, 1985

AN REPORT TO PARLINEUI ON

FUTURE IMI16RATION LEVELS

NINISlER'S STATEMENT IN IUsE

THIS GwERNIEN1 IS TODY SImm.LING THAT CANAD IS, ONCE

AGAIN, WELCOMING IMIRA.TS I HAVE TABLED IN THE HOUSE THE REPORT ON

RnE ImIIGRATION LEVELS FOR THE NEXT im CAmLmR YEARS. IImI0RATION

LEVELS AE BEiN6 INCREASED TO 105,000 TO 115,000 IN 1986 AND 115,000 TO

125,000 IN 1987 oi THE 85,000 To 90,000 AMUNCE FOR 1985. THE

G(WERIIENT BELIEVES THAT--CONTRARY TO MYTH--IMMIGRANTS DO NOT 'TAKE

JOS AWAY FRO4 CANADIANS, BUT INSTEAD CONTRIBJTE POSITIVELY TO OW

ECONOMiC AND SOCIAL IVELoPXIENT. THIS VIEW HAS BEEN COwIRMED BY

COWREHENSIVE CONSULTATIONS LIaRAKEN THIS YEAR, BY REPORTS OF THE

PAR.IAMENTARY CQIITEE ON LADom, EMpOENT AND IIIGRATION, AND BY

THE RECENT REPORT OF THE ROYAL COMMISSION ON Cwm's EcONo Ic

Pwcrs.

THE TWO-YEAR PLAN NNOUNCD TMY REPRESENTS A IEW ERA FOR

IMMIGRATION POLICY AND STRESSES THE POSITIVE LONGER-TERM IMPACT OF THE

PRoGRm. DURING THIS PERIOD, THE LEVEL WILL BE REBUILT IN A MOIERATE,

CONTROLLED MANNER MILCH WILL, IN A BALANCED WAY, SUPPORT THE REUNION OF

FAMILIES, THE ADMISSION OF HUMANITARIAN MIGRANTS AND THE SELECTION OF

ECONOMIC IPImi -A . Tma AS A W4OLE, THIS PLAN WILL PLACE THE

IMMIiIGATION PRO1RM BACK ON THE PATH OF THE MO TRADITIONAL AND WIDELY

ACCEPTED POST-WAR LEVELS.
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SPECIFICALLY, lHE GOYEMWT WILL HE IVLMENTING THE POLICY

THROUGH ITS MKR PROGRN:

1) FmILY CLASS

THE FAmILY CLASS WILL IBIN THE CORtRSTO1 OF

IMMIGRATION POLICYj AM) WE WILL CONTINUE TO PROCESS

APPLICATIONS ON U3WM. 6OVEmEENT PROJECTIONS SUGGEST THAT

45,000 LANINGS MAY OCCUR EXT YEAR. BUT I wANT TO STRESS

THAT THIS IS NOT A QUOTA OR CEILING, AND THIS PROJECTION MAY

BE EXCEEDED IF DEMJN RISES.

2) fII TARim

CANAD WILL INCREASE ITS GROWTH OF GOVEMENT-ASSISTED

RBUGEES IN 1986 By 1,000, FROM 11,000 TO 12,000, AT A TIME

WHEN MAY REFGEE-RECEIVING NATIONS ARE BECOMING MORE

RETICTIvE. THESE EUGEES WILL BE AIDED BY AN ADDITIONAL

PROVISION OF $3.0 MILLION TO TIE ADIAJSTmENT ASSISTANCE

PRoew. AIMDITIOMAL $750,000 is BEING PROVIDED TO

AMCIES TO PROVIDE DIRECT AID TO REFUGEES NI) OTHER NEEDY

lI'HIGRANTS. IN TOTAL, TIE 1986 PLAN m.LOwS FOR SOIE 20,000-
23,000 I14mmITARIN4 LAlIN, THE SECO LARGEST PLAN IN THE

WMAD tEXT TO TIE NIlTED) STATES.

3) ImmemiT IIiGPRATION

THIS Ve i4T IS GOING TO ooHAIZE INCREASING THE

mUpm OF ASSISTED RELATIVES AND OTHER ImEPEmNT APPLicANTs
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IHO HAVE, SINCE MAY, 1982, BEEN UNABLE TO IIMIGRATE WITHOUT A

VALITtED JoB. THESE INDIVIDUALS WILL BE AImITTED ON T7E

BASIS OF A REVISED SELECTION SYSTEM. QJALIFICATIONS AND

SKILLS WILL BE STRESSED. PREFERENCE WILL BE GIVEN HOSVE TO

ASSISTED RELATIVES TROUGH TE ALLOCATION OF BOmS POINTS.

LANDINGS FOR THIS GROUP ARE PROJECTED To DOUBLE IN 1986 TO

12,000 TO 15,000 APPLICANTS AND TO INCREASE SCm4AT MORE IN

1987. THIS CONTRASTS WITH THE 1985 A4OUNcED LEVEL OF 5,500

TO 6,500.

4) MiWSME IMMIWRTION

THE BUSINESS IHiGRATION PRORM STANDS OUT IN TEm OF

ITS DIRECr IwPACT ON JO CREATION AND INVESMNT IN CANAm.

WE ARE SETTING A GODAL OF ,O00 LANDINGS IN THIS PROGM IN

1986, AN 83% iNCREAsE OVER THE 1985 AmNomCE LEVEL OF 2,200

LANDINGs. LET ME AsSIRE YOU THAT THIS INCREASE WILL tar BE

AT THE EXPENSE OF FAMILY OR HUANITARIAN IMMIGRNTS.

THE CREATION OF A NEW INVESTORS PROGRAM WILL ENCM

IMMIGRATION OF BISNESS PEOPLE WITH PROVEN MV" RECORDS

HAVE RESOM1CES TO INVEST IN CANADA. THIS NEW PROGRAM WILL

DIRECTLY SPORT THE EFFORTS OF INVESTING CANADA.
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Looim TO TE nma

MR. E MPER, THESE CaNs RoeEE AN IwORTrAT FIRST STEP

IN REVITALIZING THE IUIllGRATION PROBW ON A Lomm-TrE BASIS. THEY

RECOGNIZE TIE IMPOfTANT CONTRIBUTION THAT IqqIGRANTS MAKE TO NATIONAL

miauc IEELoIIMT. THIS RATIONALE NAS EASILY UNDESTOOD BY OUR

FOREBEARS BUT IT HAS EEN ALL TOO QUICKLY FORGOTTEN IN AN ERA *EN WE

HAVE BECOME OVERLY PRC(WIED IN SOLVING OUR SHORT-TEN PRK.JES.

THIS GOEN r IS ITI TO A IONTER ROLE FOR IMIGRATION AND,

AS "1E RESPONSIBLE MINISTER, I INTEND TO ENA CANADIANS IN A DIALOGLE

TO DEVELOP THE NEXT STEPS OF THIS PROQW. I MAY NEED TO 6ONSIER, IN

THE NEXT TWO Y.ARS, SIGNIFICANTLY HIQGIE LEV1.S OF IlI9IGRATION IF WE

AE TO SUSTAIN OUR POPULATION GROWTH NM ECOfNOIC DEVE.OPET.

ToIoY, THE GOWYENENT HAS PRESENTED A PLAN WHIIC WILL RESTORE

THE BALANCE NIM THE MAJOR IMMIIGRATION THEES IN A MODERATE,

C(XTOLLED WAY. IT WILL ALSO BE rMiRUCTING A DDIEORAPHIC REVIEW UNIER

THE HarA.E JAKE EPP. WE WILL BE a mY MONTORIm SE CHGES

TO ENSURE THEIR EFFECTIVENESS AND, IF NEED, I WILL BRING RTHER

REVISIONS TO THE HOUSE NEX FALL.

I 1RUST THAT AL MEMBERS OF PARLIAMENT WILL JOIN WITH 4E IN

SUPPORTING THESE POSITIVE CHANGES W ICH THE WYE1WENT IS INTRODJING

TODAY- CANA IS SENDING A MESSAE WORI.IIE THAT, FIM NOW! ON, THIS

COUNrRY WILL BE WELCOMING MORE IMIlIRANTS TO SUPPORT ITS LONGER-TER14

ECONOMIC AND SOCIAL GCIA.



438
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This booklet was prepared for the

guidance of Senatov's, Members of

Parliament, and their staff. It answers

questions conmonly asked about Canada's

inmnigration legislation.

This is not a legal document. For a

precise, legal reference, please consult

the 19?6 Invigration Act and

Regulations.
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1boly cin jugi

Canadian citizens and permanent residents residing in Canada wo are

18 years of age or over may sponsor the immigration of the followig relatives

under the family class.

a fJ (e) and acocupanying ,pux a*s marriagee nust take place

within 90 days after admission to Canada);

a sepow and unmarried duil ea under 21;*

"pmns and grmuarme aged 60 or over, and acocuipaning

* pmrws and u m . uwnder 60, if they are widowed or
incapable of work, and acoapanying ft uifnta

* paret of any age plus accompanying fatmnte (only Canadlan
citizens may sponsor parents of any age)I

" brothcs, aistm, -19' - - , nie , and g i kAci Orm
who are under 18, wiurried and orphaned;

" any child under 13 years of age Whom the sponsor intends to adopt
(provincial consent for adoption required), Wh is.

- an orhan;

- an abandoned child utme parents cannot be identified;

- a child born outside of marriage Wb, has been placed
with a dild welfare authority for adoption; or

- a child Whose parents are separated and Who has been
placed with a child welfare authority for adoption.

*No:s sponsored sons and daughters, and the sons and daughters of other
sponsored relatives, are eligible to receive visas until their
23rd birthday, although they oust be under 21 When they aply for
visas and when their relatives in Canada agree to sign an
undertaking of support.
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A Canadian citizen or permanent resident who does not have a spouse,

son, daughter, father, mother, grandfather, grandmother, brother, sister, uncle,

aunt, nephew or niece, may sponsor one relative regardless of age or

relationship.

Assisted relatives

A person qualified under immigration legislation* may assist the

Immigration of a relative from abroad only after the relative:

* has made an application to immigrate at a Canadian diplomatic mission
abroad and has been discouraged or refused as an independent immigrant for
failing to meet selection criteria; and

* receives a letter advising that he/she may ask a relative in
Canada to submit an undertaking of assistance on his/her behalf
at a Canada Immigration Centre (CIC).

The letter must be presented at a CIC by the person in Canada. The CIC
will require the person to sign an undertaking of assistance and furnish proof

of ability to provide for lodging, care and maintenance of the assisted relative

and any dependants for a period of five years.

* In order to assist the immigration of a relative from abroad a person
must be: . _

a Canadian citizen or permanent resident (landed migrant) of
Canada;

* at least 18 years old;

* living in Canada; and

a brother/sister, father/mother, grandfather/grandmother, grandchild,
son/daughter, uncle/aunt, or niece/nephew, of the prospective
immigrant.
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Exception: Qualified persons wishing to assist relatives in:

Albania Poland
Bulgaria Romania
Czechoslovakia East Germany
Hungary Soviet Union
People's Republic of China Vietnam

or

relatives who are Indochinese refugees in Southeast Asia
or Armenian Christians in Turkey, need not follow the
above procedure. Instead, they should approach a CIC
directly to arrange the undertaking of assistance.

Duration of financial responsibility

Sponsors undertake to assist family class relatives for a period of up
to 10 years, as determined by an immigration officer.

Guarantors of assisted relatives are required to sign a five-year

financial undertaking.

Quebec - Independent Imigrant's and assisted relatives

An agreement was signet on February 20, 1978 between the governments of

Canada and Quebec with regard ti co-operation on migration matters and the

selection of migrants destineC for Quebec. The essential provisions of this
agreement relate to the selection of Independent migrants and assisted

relatives.
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Independent migrants

" An independent migrant is a person who applies for permanent

residence in Canada on his/her merits only.

* Independent immigrants destined for Quebec are assessed on the basis

of separate federal and Quebec criteria to determine their chances of

becoming successfully established.

The landing of an independent immigrant destined for Quebec requires

Quebec's prior agreement. In cases where the two governments

disagree on landing, Quebec's assessment overrides Canada's in

recognition of Quebec's commitment to provide provincial assistance

to independent immigrants from their day of arrival. However, before

issuing a visa, the federal officer must be satisfied that the

applicant meets statutory requirements applicable to all immigrants

regardless of their destination in Canada. These include

satisfactory background and health requirements, and evidence that

the applicant can become successfully established in Canada.

Assisted relatives

" An independent applicant who has been refused landing may be assessed as

an assisted relative if he/she has a relative in Quebec willing and

eligible to act as guarantor.

* Guarantors are required to submit:

- to the federal government, an offer of assistance which
will establish their eligibility to apply on behalf of
specific relatives;
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- to the Quebec government, an undertaking which will establish
compliance with the economic standards established by the
province.

In view of the federal government's commitment to family reunification,

a positive federal evaluation of the applicant's chance for successful

establishment may override a negative assessment by Quebec. Similarly, a

positive assessment by Quebec will lead to issuance of a visa, provided that the

applicant meets all federal statutory requirements.

Entrepreneurs and selfeploe persons

Persons wishing to immigrate to Canada as entrepreneurs or

self-employed persons are deemed to be of special advantage to the Canadian

economy and are given special consideration by the immigrant selection system.

In most cases, federal and/or provincial business development services

are involved in assessing specific business proposals prepared by prospective

entrepreneurial or self-employed immigrants. Often these services are actively

involved in the establishment of the proposed enterprise.

Entrepreneurial immigrants must-provide proof that they have:

" the intention and ability to establish, purchase or make a
substantial investment in a business which creates or maintains
jobs for one or more Canadians or permanent residents, other
than the entrepreneur and his/her dependants;

a proven track record as an entrepreneur, or senior management
experience which is relevant to his/her business intentions in
Canada; and

* sufficient capi al in relation to the Canadian venture and the
intention and ability to participate directly and on an ongoing
basis in the management of the business.

67-96 0-87-15
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Self-employed imigrants must also prove their intention and ability to
establish and operate businesses in which they themselves will be employed, and
that their work will contribute significantly to the economic, cultural or

artistic life in Canada.

Prospective entrepreneurs or self-employed immigrants should initially

approach and seek guidance at the visa office of a Canadian mission abroad,

where they may be counselled by specially trained entrepreneurial development

officers. In many cases, an exploratory visit to Canada will be useful In

formulating the written business proposal necessary for assessing their

prospects for successful settlement in Canada. Visa officers consult with
provincial officials for an opinion on the viability of the proposed business

and an assessment of Its economic benefit to the local community.

An immigrant visa may be Issued to business persons who meet the

requirements and who have made a firm commitment to a suitable job-creating

business. Experienced entrepreneurs whose plans are not yet final may be

admitted to Canada provisionally for up to two years, after which permanent
residence is granted If they locate or establish a suitable business.

Imigratlng to retire in Canada

Application to imtigrate'for retirement in Canada roist be initiated at
a visa office at a Canadian mission abroad. Normal selection criteria do not
apply to persons who wish to come to Canada to retire as independent
migrants.
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However, applicants must:

* be at least 55 years of age;

* have no intention or need to be employed in Canada;

* be able to adjust to life in Canada;

• have sufficient funds to support themselves and any accompanying
dependants (e.g., a spouse) in Canada;

" be in satisfactory health; and

" have or be able to obtain adequate health-care insurance in Canada.*

Adoptions

Canada's adoption policy gives high processing priority to the

admission of adoptive children from abroad. Immigration law stipulates

immigrant adoptive children:

* must be less than 13 years of age at the time of adoption;

* must be eligible for adoption; and

* must be adopted according to the laws in effect in their homeland, or be
adoptable under the laws of the province where they intend to reside.

* Requirements for admission to medicare programs vary from province to
province. It is incumbent upon prospective retiree immigrants to satisfy a
visa officerthat they will have some form of health-care Insurance coverage
when they arrive in Canada.a
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If they fulfill these conditions, adoptive children may be sponsored by

Canadian citizens and permanent residents of Canada and are processed for
immigration in the high-priority sponsored family class category, as are natural

children.

Children adopted abroad may be sponsored at a Canada Imigration Centre

(CIC) or at a Canadian visa office abroad. Proof that adoption was effected

formally under the laws of the country of the child's residence must be

presented.

Children may also be sponsored at a CIC for adoption in Canada;

documented concurrence with the adoption by the provincial child welfare

authority must be presented.

Exception: A child adopted in the course of a visit to Canada may
be sponsored at a CIC, processed within Canada and
landed by Order-in-Council if there are sufficient
humanitarian and compassionate grounds to warrant an
exemption from the requirement that an immigrant visa
be obtained outside Canada.

Delays In processing ligrants abroad

Processing times at visa offices abroad vary. Delays may result from:

* workload being out of proportion to visa office resources,

resulting in backlogs;

* local conditions; and

'occasional and seasonal surges in workload.
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The Department of External Affairs, which is responsible for immigrant

processing abroad, routinely deploys both officer and support staff so as to

avoid or minimize backlogs. Unexpected and seasonal increases in workload are

handled by assigning additional officers from Canada and by local hirings of

temporary staff.

Long processing times are often attributable to local conditions such

as slow mail delivery and delays by local authorities in verifying or issuing

documents essential for processing applications.

Background checks

A background check is a normal part of immigrant visa processing. The

procedure protects Canada from accepting as permanent residents persons who are

undesirable because they may disrupt law and order or may threaten the security

of the state.

Background checks are conducted for all persons aged 18 to 65 prior to

issuing immigrant visas. Documents used in these checks include:

* confidential security intelligence and criminal conviction
records; and

* immigration records for persons who have violated provisions of
the Immigration Act.

Visitors

Background checks may also be conducted prior to issuing a visa to a

visitor if there are reasons to believe that he/she may be undesirable or

prohibited by immigration law.
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Rehabilitation

A person who is criminally inadmissible or who has failed to pass a

background check may be allowed into Canada if:

* he/she has been criminally convicted but can satisfy the Minister
of Employment and immigration, or the Governor-in-Council, that
he/she is rehabilitated (this usually requires proof that at least
five years have elapsed following termination of the sentence and
that no further convictions have occurred); and

* the Minister, for reasons of national interest or strong
humanitarian or compassionate grounds, so directs.

Requests for relief based on rehabilitation may be initiated at the

discretion of a visa office abroad or a Canada Imigration Centre in Canada (see
pp. 19-20).

Re fuee -- policy, definition and programs

Canada has a long humanitarian tradition of assisting refugees. Each
year we resettle significant numbers of Convention refugees and other displaced
and persecuted persons on humanitarian grounds.

Canada's definition of a refugee was adopted from the 1951 United

Nations Convention Relating to the Status of Refugees, and is incorporated In
Canada's Immigration Act as follows:

"Convention refugee" means any person who, by reason of a
well-founded fear of persecution for reasons of race, religion.
nationality, membership In a particular social group or political
opinion,
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(a) is outside the country of his nationality and is unable or, by reason
of such fear, is unwilling to avail himself of the protection of that
country, or

(b) not having a country of nationality, Is outside the country of
his former habitual residence and is unable or, by reason of
such fear, is unwilling to return to that country.

In addition to assisting Convention refugees, Canada also takes steps

to help individuals or groups who are in special need of humanitarian assistance

because of unusual hardship in their country, including civil war, political

upheaval and natural disaster.

Reagee claim

A person in Canada hAs the right to make a claim to refugee status
during an immigration inquiry.* The Canada Employment and Imigration
Commission has allowed the making of a claim while "in status', that is, while
legally in Canada as a visitor (tourist, student or temporary worker), but this
arrangement has no standing in law and provides no right of appeal in the case
of a negative decision.

* An migration inquiry is a hearing to determine whether a person
my be admitted to, or allowed to remain in, Canada. Persons may be
refused admission or removed following admission if, for example, they:

are found to be non-genuine visitors seeking admission;

* have remained in Canada beyond the validity of their authorized stay, or

* have taken employment or attended an educational Institution without
permit ssion.
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Refugee claimants will be examined under oath, at which time their

claim will be recorded and then reviewed by the Refugee Status Advisory

Committee (RSAC) (comprising private sector, External Affairs, and Employment

and Immigration members), which will make a recommendation to the Minister of
Employment and Imigration concerning the claim.

A person whose claim is accepted by the Minister will be recognized as
a Convention refugee. With few exceptions, Convention refugees lawfully in
Canada are permitted to remain.

Only when a claim to refugee status is made during an inquiry can the
claimant seek a redetermination of the case by the Immigration Appeal Board
(IAB). However, if a person who Is legally in Canada has been refused refugee
status and later becomes the subject of an immigration inquiry, that person has
the right to'claim refugee status a second time. If again refused, the claimant
has the right to seek a redetermination of the case by the IAB.

only a person who makes a refugee claim during an Imigration Inquiry
may be considered for an employment authorization.

The existing refugee claims determination process provides for two
levels of review on merit of refused cases: an administrative review for
humanitarian and compassionate reasons; and the Immigration Appeal Board. The
present system is clogged with more than 12,000 claims, and is therefore under
maJor review.
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Settlement

A variety of programs and services are delivered to migrants at

Canadian posts abroad, on arrival at ports of entry and at final destinations in

Canada.

The objective is to assist in the settlement and adaptation of recently

arrived permanent residents (i.e. migrants and refugees) so they may become

fully participating members of Canadian society as quickly as possible.

Current program

Immigrants and refugees may be eligible for loans (Transportation Loans

Program) to assist them with transportation costs from the point of their

embarkation abroad to their final destination in Canada.

Upon arrival, direct financial assistance is provided through the

Adjustment Assistance Program to unsponsored indigent newcomers (usually

refugees and members of designated classes) until their income is sufficent to

meet their basic needs, and to help them access the labour market.

Other settlement services, including reception, information and

referral, counselling, interpretation and translation where possible, are

provided at ports of entry and local Canada Employment Centres.

Direct and essential settlement services are also provided at the

community level to immigrants during their early stage of settlement. This is

done through contracts between the CEIC and voluntary organizations under the

terms of the Immigrant Settlement and Adaptation Program (ISAP).
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A component of ISAP also enables the CEIC to fund short-term community
projects such as planning and consultation activities, research, conferences and
seminars, publications and training sessions which will directly contribute to
Improved settlement services.

A number of programs (Handicapped Refugee Program, Tubercular Refugee
Program, Joint Assistance Program, and Unaccompanied Minor Program) functioning
in close cooperation with provincial governments and the private sector provide
for the admission and settlement of special needs refugees. These are people
who would not qualify under normal circumstances for admission to Canada but
who, with some additional settlement assistance, would be capable of achieving
self-sufficiency within a reasonable period of time.

Change of status or conditions of adission

Each person allowed into Canada enters under a specific status and with
specific conditions. These cannot be changed without prior approval by
immigration officials.

Visitors admitted as:

° tourists may not take employment or engage in academic, professional, or
vocational studies or training, unless incidental to their main purpose
for being In Canada.

* students may not take employment, or change educational
institutions, unless so authorized;

* temporary workers may not enter Into full-time studies, and may
not change employment unless so authorized.
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In addition, visitors my not apply for permanent resident (landed-
immigrant) status from within Canada. This also applies to visitors' dependents
who are in Canada.

Requests for change of status or conditions of admission should be
addressed to a Canada Immigration Centre.

Changes may be granted, for example, in cases of:

* dependants of foreign diplomats;

* domestic workers;

persons claiming refugee status;

* visitors unable to return to their homeland because of political
events or natural disasters occurring there since coming to
Canada; or

* unforeseeable financial hardship.

Imigration Inquiries

Persons seeking to come into Canada and visitors, permanent residents
and other non-citizens in Canada who do not fulfill the conditions of a visa or

authorization, or who are ih violation of the Immigration Act and Regulations,

may be required to leave Canada.

The Immgmrtion Aot (1976) and Regu1tione provide for an

adversarial system of'quasi-Judicial decision making to determine whether a

person will be allowed to come into Canada, or removed from Canada. In

addition, the detention of any person for immigration purposes must be reviewed

regularly. I
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No person may be refused entry to Canada, or asked to leave once here,
unless he/she has been given the right to be heard at an Immigration Inquiry.
Such inquiries are presided over by adjudicators -- officers specially trained
in immigration law and related elements of civil and criminal law and hired to
conduct tmigration hearings.

The Act provides that adjudicators can make the following decisions:

Deportation order

Exclusion order

Departure notice

Allowed to come
into, entry, landing

Allowed to remain

Discretionary entry

A deportation order requires a person to leave
Canada; once executed, a person so removed can
never return without the consent of the Minister.*

An exclusion order requires a person to leave
Canada; once executed, a person so removed cannot
return for a twelve-month period without the
consent of the Minister.*

A departure notice requires a person to leave
Canada by a certain date. Once the person has so
left Canada the notice has no ongoing effect..

A person must be allowed to come into Canada,
may be granted entry as a visitor, or may be landed
as a permanent resident. In the case of entry or
landing, terms and conditions of a prescribed
nature may be Imposed.

A person may be allowed to remain in Canada as a
visitor or as a permanent resident.

Certain classes of visitors, found to be
Inadmissible, may be granted discretionary entry
for a period of up to 30 days when the purpose of
their visit merits the exercise of this discretion.
Appropriate terms and conditions may be imposed In
these cases.

* A request for the Minister's consent Is initiated at visa offices at Canadian
missions abroad.
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Detention or release

Inclusion of family
members

Reopening an Inquiry

Conduct of inquiries

Any person detained for immigration purposes
must be brought before an adjudicator after 48
hours and once every seven days thereafter so that
his/her detention may be reviewed. Adjudicators
may order the detention or release of a person.
When ordering release, or allowing a person to
remain at large, adjudicators may impose
appropriate terms and conditions, including the
payment of a cash bond or the signing of a
performance bond.

When requiring a person to leave Canada an
adjudicator may include dependent family members in
the order (after each dependant has been given a
hearing in his/her own right) except for Canadian
citizens or permanent residents over 18 years of
age.

An adjudicator can order that an inquiry be
reopened to permit the hearing of further evidence.
At a reopened inquiry an adjudicator can affirm,
amend, or quash a decision made at the previous
inquiry.

Adjudicators have the power of a Commissioner
under Part I of the Inquiries Act and render
appropriate procedural-decisions to ensure a full
and proper inquiry.

All decisions made by adjudicators are final unless overturned by the

Federal Court of Appeal on review pursuant to Section 28 of the Federal Court

Act. In addition, certain decisions made by adjudicators are reviewable by

the Immigration Appeal Board (see following section).

The Immigration Appeal Board (OAB) will hear and rule on questions of
fact or law and on requests for humanitarian or compassionate consideration In

cases where:

a Canadian citizen appeals the refusal abroad of a family class
application he/she has sponsored;

a permanent resident (landed immigrant) appeals a removal order;
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a visitor or immigrant with a visa appeals a removal order at a port of

entry;

a person granted refugee status appeals a removal order; or

a person in possession of a valid returning resident permit
appeals a removal order.

In addition to the above, the IAB considers applications for the

redetermination of refugee claims which have been rejected pursuant to the

Convention refugee provisions of the Immigration Act.

On rare occasions, the Minister of Employment and mmigration may
appeal a decision made in favour of the subject of an immigration inquiry.
Where the IAB allows the appeal, It will consider humanitarian and compassionate
grounds before deciding whether to direct the person's removal.

The Federal Court of Appeal can review and overturn decisions of both

the IAB and of adjudicators at immigration Inquiries. The Minister of

Employment and Immigration may also apply to the Federal Court for a review of

decisions by the IAB.

The Supreme Court of Canada hears appeals of decisions rendered by the

Federal Court.

Provincial Superior Courts may hear applications for writs of hsbeae
oo.pu. where It Is argued that a person is Illegally detained under the
Immigration Act.

The Federal Court Trial Division may hear applications for various
writs, other than habea oonxw, relating to Immigration procedures.
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Appealing refusal of a sponsored (family class) relative

Only a Canadian citizen who has sponsored a family class application

for landing that is refused may appeal to the Imigration Appeal Board.

The appeal may be made on a question of law, fact, or both law and

fact; the existence of compassionate or humanitarian considerations; or a

combination of the two.

Deadlines for filing appeals

A person has five das to file an appeal with the Immigration

Appeal Board (IAB) against a removal order. The right to appeal does not

automatically stay the execution of the order, unless the person concerned so

requests. Such a stay applies for 24 hours. Once the appeal Is filed with an

imigration officer or adjudicator, the order is stayed pending a decision from

the IAB. After receiving a negative decision or order from the JAB, the person

concerned has 15 days to file an appeal with the Federal Court of Appeal.

Reapplying to immigrate

A person who has been refused admission as an Immigrant for failure to

met selection criteria may reapply at any time.
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However, a new application will likely be refused again unless there

are changes In the applicant's circumstances and/or In labour market conditions

in Canada. New circumstances which could improve an applicant's chances for

acceptance include:

a different occupation;

" improved skills;

* pre-arranged employment in Canada;

increased demand for his/her occupation In the Canadian labour market;

Improved knowledge of Canada's official languages; and

* change of destination in Canada to a location designated as having a
sustained and general need for employees in various types of
employment.

Applicants with criminal records

The Imigration Act distinguishes among offences for which applicants

with criminal records (who are applying for permanent residence) have been
convicted, as follows:

If the conviction is for an offence that If comitted in Canada
might be punishable by way of Indictment, and for which a
maximum prison term of 10 years or more might be imposed, five years
must have elapsed since the termination of the imposed sentence, before
the Governor-in-Council may consider an application for relief based on
rehabilitation of the person.

If the conviction is for an offence that If committed in Canada
might be punishable by way of indictment and for which a maximum
prison term of less than 10 years might be Imposed, five years must
have elapsed since the termination of the imposed sentence if the person
was convicted on or after his/her 21st birthday, or tw years, if the
conviction occurred before he/she reached 21, before the Minister may
consider an application for relief based on rehabilitation.
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If convictions were made when the person was 21 or over for two or more
offences not arising out of a single occurence that if committed in Canda
might be punishable on sumary conviction, fMve years must have
elapsed between the time any part of the sentences imposed was served, or
to be served, and the day on which admission is sought to Canada. If the
person was under 21 when convicted of two or more such separate summary
offences, two years must have elapsed between the time any part of the
sentences was served, or to be served, and the day on which admission is
sought. Approval of the Governor-in-Council or the Minister is not
required.

Minister's permits

Minister's permits are issued only under exceptional circumstances:

* to allow admission to Canada of visitors or Immigrants who are
inadmissible because they fail to meet immigration requirements (a
Minister's permit for admission may be issued at a visa office abroad or
at a port of entry in Canada);

* to allow a person to remain in Canada who is removable under immigration
legislation but who has not yet been ordered removed (a Minister's permit
to remain may be issued at a Canada Immigration Centre).

Exception: A Minister's permit cannot be issued to a person to
whom a removal order or departure notice has been
issued.

A Minister's permit is usually issued for reasons of family
reunification, refugee settlement, humanitarian or compassionate considerations,
early admission, or national interest.

Order-in-Comil aiver

An Order-in-Council waiver is an order which can be used to signify the
Canadian goverment's approval to allow landing of an immigrant who cannot
comply with all the requirements of the Immigration Act and Regulations.
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An Order-in-Council waiver may be requested by the Minister of
Employment and Imigration when there are indisputable reasons for dealing with
a case favourably as an exception to the law.

An Order-in-Council waiver is granted by the Governor-in-Council. The

procedure can take up to a year and may be Initiated by a visa office at a

Canadian Embassy abroad, or by a Canada Imigration Centre (CIC) in Canada.

If there are pressing reasons for a person awaiting an Order-in-Council

waiver to come into Canada before the order Is issued, or to remain t Canada

until the procedure Is completed, a Minister's permit may be issued at the

discretion of a visa office or a CIC.

Imigrattm publications

The following pamphlets are available from offices of the Canada
Employment and Imigration Commission across Canada, or from:

Enquiries and Distribution
Public Affairs
Employment and Immigration Canada

- 12th Floor
Place du Portage, Phase IV
Ottawa-Hull
KIA W 19

Tel.: (819) 994-6313

Canada's immigration law -- an overview

Claiming refugee status in Canada -- information for claimants
Coming back to Canada -- returning resident permits
Facts about Immigration inquiries
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Foreign domestic workers in Canada - facts for domestics and employers
Helping a relative immigrate -- facts for Canadian sponsors
Hiring foreign workers -- facts for Canadian employers
Immigrating to Canada-- initial information for applicants
Introduction to Canada

Living in Canada
Sponsoring refugees -- facts for Canadian groups and organizations
Studying in Canada -- facts for foreign students

The Immigrant Settlement and Adaptation Program -- information for
voluntary organizations

Visiting Canada -- your entry and temporary stay
Welcome entrepreneurs

1- An Introduction to the Canadian business world "
2- Government programs, service's and contacts
3- Immigration regulations, guidelines and procedures

Working temporarily in Canada -- facts for foreign -workers
Your rights under Canada's immigration law
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A greeting from the Minister
I am pleased to Introduce this first
issue of MIGRA TON by welcoming
to readership all those who are affected
by. and who have an interest in,
Canada's immigration program. I am
also delighted to have this opportunity
to publicly welcome the Honourable
Walter McLean as Minister of State
for Immigration. Mr. McLean brings a
wealth of experience in ethnic matters
acquired as Secretary of State and
through his association with many
voluntary groups such as CUSO and
the Bureau for International Education.
I know he looks forward to facing the
challenges ahead.

Almost a year ago. I announced a
review of future directions for immi-
gration levels. The first phase of this
review culminated in s Report to Parlia-
ment which I tabled on June 27, 1985,
copies of which are a, allable from the
Canada Employment and Immigration
Commission. Mr. McLean has overseen
the second phase of the review, which
was completed with the tabling of the
Annual Report to Prlfwnent on Future
Immigration Levels on October 31.

The review process has involved the
widest consultations on immigration
matters since the Green Paper review
of the mld-1970s. which led to the
current immigration legislation. Several

.Insde
Canada welcoming more
immigrants ........................ page 2

Reform of refugee
determination process to
follow Plaut report
consultations .......................... page 3

An Interview with
Michelle Fiardeau-
Rainsay. Q C .......................... page S

Flora MacDonald. Minister of
Employment and lmmigration

hundred national, regional, local,
and community groups, and many
individual Canadians, were invited to

A greeting from
State (Immigrati
Since my appointment last summer
as Minister responsible for Immigration,
I have become acutely aware of the
many challenges which Canada's Imml-
gration program will face In the coming
months, and I am determined to treat
each challenge as an opportunity.

As well, in my capacity as Minister
responsible for the Status ol Women, I
am seeing how my two duties some-
times converge, for Instance in the
area of Immigrant women. You can be
assured that any new challenges arising
from this unique situation will not go
unmet.

As Flara MacDonald has pointed out,
newcon.rs to Canada will continue to
help build this nation as they have In
the past - by contributing their con-
siderable skills, Initiative, energy.
and spirit to the development of our
national future.

blumcI. NhnberlWinter 1986

submit their views on the direction
that Canada's Immigration program
should take. These groups included
employer, employee, and professional
associations; Canadian refugee advo-
cacy and aid organizations; ethno-
cultural groups; and Immigration
lawyers. In addition, a number of
academics with expertise in immigra-
tion and demography were consulted.
The views of provincial and territorial
governments were, of course, also
sought.

One theme that has been emerging
from this process is the need to provide
timely information about immigration
program developments to the large
number of organizations and indivi-

Minister. continued on page 2

the Minister of

Wlter McLeamn. Mtnstertof ,
Slate (lm ration)

Immigration Is a "people program".
and it should be kept In mind that our
clients, both in Canada and abroad,

Minister of State lnrfniWation).
continued on page 2
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Canada welcoming more Immigrant
Immigration to Canada In 1986 and
1987 will be Increaaed moderately
to signal the federal government's
confidence in the important contri-
butions newcomers make to economic
development and job creation, accord-
Ing to the Annual Report to Parliament
on Future Immigration Lefel

The report. tabled in the House of
Commons on October 31, 1985. by the
Honourable Walter F. McLean, Minister
of State (Immigration), announces that
105,000 to 1,000 Immigrants will be
admitted In 1986, an increase of 30.000
over the announced level for 1985.
Components of the 1986 movement are
shown In the accompanying table. The
1987 planning range Is 115,000 to
125,000.

The Family Class. described by
Mr. McLean as "the cornerstone of
Canada's immigration program", Is
projected to account for 45.000 immi.
grants Inboth 1986 and 1987. but these
figures are not ceilings and landings
could be higher if demand rises.

Concerns about perceived delays in
processing times at posts abroad for

Minister, from page I

duals who comprise our "consultative
constituency". and Indeed to all who
are concerned about immigration
meters, I though that this newsletter
would provide an ideal vehicle and
I encourage you to send in your
comments and suggestions.

It has been said many times, but it
bears repeating: as Canadians we are
all - with the exception of Indians
a__n4 [puit -- ce slgan~~ the
descendants of immigrants. Our heri-
tages and those of our Native peoples
have combined to build our land and
enrich our national life. immigrants
put their skills, initiative, and deter-
mination to practical use In our open
society and this encourages equal
opportunities for all.

I am confident that newcomers to
Canada will continue to bestow enor-
mous benefits on Canada's economy,
society, and culture.

Flora MacDonald

Family Class members have resulted in
a reference to the Standing Committee
of the House of Commons on Labour.
Employment, and immigration to assess
ways In which these times may be
reduced. Family Cass members are
already accorded the highest process-
ing priority at Canadian Immigration
posts, along with Convention refugees
and members of Designated Classes.

Minister of State ltnugration), from page 1
deserve the best that can be provided
according to the guidelines which
Parliament has put In place,

The immigration legislation Is neces-
sadly detailed, and there are some
aspects of the program which can
appear to be quite complex, especially
to people who are concerned about
Individual cases.

I would like to suggest that the solu-
tions to many Immigration questions
areonlya telephone call away -acall
toitheoi atdIef--&e.
Immigration officers and counsellors at
these centres are delegated, under the
Immigration Act and Regulations, to
deal with Individual cases on a daily
basls They are thoroughly familiar with
the detailed provisions of the legisla-
tion, and they will be pleased to offer
explanations and asstance What they
do require Is all the Information about
a ca.. Please do not hesitate to provide
IL The grea major* o questions about
individual cases can be resolved at the
local Canada Immigration Centre.

If. however, there are special diffl-
culties, the ten regional offices of the
Canada Employment and Immigration

The 1986 level Includes 12,000
government-assisted refugees, an
Increase of 1,000 over the 1985 annual
refugee plan. An additional 4,000
privately sponsored refugees are
expected in 1986. and projected
landings of 4.000 to 7.000 persons
admitted under special humanitarian
measures are also included in the 1986
level.
Canada welcoming, continued on page 4

Commission are also available as
resources There are officials at these
regional offices who specialize in
various aset of Immigration - selec-
tion, enforcement, and settlement, for
example - and they too are ready to
help provide answers.

Finally. I would like to assure all
xbattais 0.wwlaltcdn a Ivory-
tower. I am here to help. Assistants In
my office are always available to try to
sort out the exceptional case which -
through no one's fault - canot seemt . .
to be resolved at the local or regional
levels. We In Ottawa will also do our
best to answer questions or to clarify
areas of policy or legislation.

I am confident thal this newsletter will
also be of assistance In providing up-to-
date nformation about developments
in the immigration program. I join with
Flora MacDonald in extending a warm
welcome to all readers.

Walter F. McLean

U

196 IMMIGRATION LEVEL AND COMPONENTS
FWy Clase 4.000
fugee W4d memer of-wnm Oiam 58*00'

Pmsoe sdstd on kiumnlwA
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Reform of refugee determination process to followPlaut rnnort consultatins
-lu reU--- coslain

Procedures for determining the validity
of claim to Convention refugee status
by persons already in Canada will be
reformed by the federal governent
following this past summer's special
consultations on the report submitted
by Rabbi W. Gunther PlauL

Rabbi Plaut's report, Rehfee deter-
mination in Canada, Identified the
principle that claimants must be dealt
with promptly, fairly, and humanely.
and proposed three possible models
for an in-Canada claims determination
process which would reflect this
principle.

There was a backlog of over 14,000
claims in various stages of the deter.
mination system when the Paut report
was released In June. Some 1,200
groups and individuals were consulted
during July and early August.

Although the federal government
introduced interim legislation to deal
with the backlog shortly before the
House adjourned for the summer in late
June, the bill did not receive the needed
support from the Opposition which was
required for speedy passage.

There has been unequivocal press
and public support for Rabbi Plaut's
principle that claims should be dealt
with promptly, fairly, and humanely.
There have also been numerous expres-
sions of concern about abuse of the
system by those who are already
protected in other countries or whose
claims are not well-founded, on the
grounds that these abuses thwat efforts...... to deal qulckfyand faslwith legtlmate--
claims to protection.

The in-Canada refugee claims deter-
.... naion and appeal procedures now in

place were intended to deal with only
a few hundred case per year. Since late
1980, however, a burgeoning volume of
claims has clogged the system at all
stages, resulting in a current backlog
of some 15,000 and resulting In long
delays before claims are determined
and appeal mechanisms are exhausted.

The present system involves the
determination of an In-Canada claim
to Convention refugee status by the
Minister of Employment and Immigra-
tion on the advice of a Refugee Status
Advisory Committee. Claims rejected
under this procedure are subject to
automatic review on compassionate

and humanitarian pounds by a Special
Review Committee within the CEIC.
Appeals to the Immigration Appeal
Board, and subsequently to the Federal
Court of Canada, are also possible and
are often made. There are, therefore.
now four distinct stages at which
refugee claims may be considered.
determined, redetennined, and appealed.
A further requirement was Introduced
in April 1985, when the Supreme Court
of Canada ruled that the Immigration
Appeal Board (I 4.B.) must provide an
oral hearing to all claimants seeking a
redetermination.

Despite Improvements to the pro-
cedures of the Refugee Advisory Com-
mittee Involving some oral hearings
and the implementation of new guide-
lines, productivity declined owing
In large measure to the rejection of
fewer claims as "manifestly unfounded"
under guidelines approved by a former
Minister. The wait for a full hearing
before the I.A.B. was'averaging one
year before the Supreme Court ruling
on oral hearings. There are about 1,S00
cases In the judicial system which will
be referred back to the lA.B. for an cral
hearing.

The current system is obviously too
elaborate and too slow In view of the
increasing volume of claims during the
past five years. In 1983, some 6,300
immigration inquiries were adjourned
to allow the person concerned to make
a refugee claim; in 1984, about 7.200
claims were recorded, and the trend
is one of continued growth despite
attempts to forestall some manifestly
unfounded claims through the imposi-
tion of the visitor A requirement
on certain countries.

FUGE CLAIMS BACKLOG
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The growth in the refugee claims
backlog i shown on the accompanying
chart, which indicates that the number
of cases in process Increased from 4,632
at theend of 1981 to 12,976 laten 1984.
(The current backlog is estimated at
about I 5,000). The accompanying table
shows that 20 principal source countries
of claimants account for almost 90 per
cent of all backlogged claims.

Copies of the Plaut report are avail-
-able from Publk Affalr, Ei4uiries-and'
Distribution. Canada Employment and
Immigration Commission, Ottawa
KIA 0J9.
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TRENDS

Landing by clm,
1964
Members of the Family Class
accounted for ahost half (49.7 per-
cent) of an immWant landings In
19, as tow by the accowaon"*
chat. The second-iargea Individual
category was that of Independent
immigrants, who aounte for 14
percent of the total, but if the
two humanitarian components
(Designated asies at II percent.
and C6nventlon refugees at 6.4 per-
cent) are grouped together, they
would account for 15,342 landings.
or 17.4 percent of the movement.

*J15pt"7

AW"

4.715

2Ami
3VM451b C

F '-

Landig. bywodd
area, 1984
As shown In the accompanying i j'M (1100M
chart. Ada was the prince source
area lor honmigrants in 1964, with
41.920 landing%, or 47.5 percent of Ad 0060101.715
the total of 8.239. Europe, with 4,l1
23.7 percent of the movement, was (0 0
the second most signiicant source

ares.SM

TRENDS

immigrants Involve lifting the restric-

Annual Immigrant landings, 1961-1984 i Indy192 wThe ti
The accompanyingchartshowsthat represent the fourth lowest level specified that these Immigrants had
annual landings have fluctuated during the period, and the second to obtain a job offer approved by a
during the past 24 years from a high lowest during the past 20 years. The Canada Employment Centre In order to
of 222,876 In 1967 to a low of 71,689 annual average for the period was be eligible to come to Canada. Under
In 1961. The 88.239 landing In 1984 136.532. Carada welcorNng, contiu on page,

ANNUAL LANDINGS, 1961-164

im a Ml tl 1 10-E.. " . . - ,. u.. ' ....-

_O N 1 I0" II I I ,, , ,W "a n 0 " No we III WO Iu I on I

Canada wskomNg, from pag 2
Funding Increases br two settlement

programs have been approved - an
additional $3 million for the Adjustment
Assistance Program for the 1.000 addi-
tional gvernment-assisted refugees.
and $70,000 more for the Immigrant
Settlement and Adaptation Program
under which voluntary agencies under
contract to the Canada Employment
aid Immigration Commission provide
services for new arrivals.
A revised selection system for Assisted

Relatives and other Independent
im migrants Is expected to reIult In
12,000 to 15,000 landings of principal
applicants In these categories in 1986,
plus 14.000 to 18,000spouses and other
accompanying dependents.
The new Investor category of business

immigrants is expected to attract-
succesful business persons with proven
track records and substantial net worth.
who are willing and able to make large
and Irrevocable Investments for at least
three years in specified activities which
will contribute to the creation or con.
tinuatlon of employment opportunities
for Canadians.

The Investor category, along with
the entrepreneur and sell-employed
categories of business Immigrants.
could account for up to 4,000 principal
applicants - almost double the 1985
level - and 8.000 spouses and other
accompanying dependants.

The new measures for Assisted
Relatives and other Independent



468

FOCUS

An interview with Michelle Falardeau-Ramsay, Q.C.

Michelle Falardeau-Ramnsoy, Calirrnan,
Immigration Appeal Board

The Charter of Rights and Freedoms is
having a significant Impact on many
aspects of the practices of public policy
In Canada, including Immigration. A
recent example is the Supreme Court's
decision concerning the provisions of
the Immigration Act governing the
redetermination of refugee claims by
the Immigration Appeal Board. The
Chairman of the Appeal Board was
Interviewed recently about the
Implications of this decision.

Q. Mrs. Falardeau-Ramsay, we know
that the Supreme Court of Canada
decision rendered last April in the
Slngh case has meant the addition
of a substantial workload to the
Immlwation Appeal Board. Statistics
aside. I would like you to outline
some of the implications of this deci-
sion for the refuge determination
process at the Board level.

A. Long before the Singh case was
argued, It was generally felt by the
people invol;-c in refugee matters
that the refuee determination
process was deficient In that it did
not provide every claimant with an
opportunity to be heard by the
decision-maker. In fact, the majority
of claimants had their claims
dismissed on the basis of a paper
review only. According to the then-
existing Canadian laws, they would
be granted a hearing only if the
Board felt that there were reason-
able grounds to believe that they
could estlh their claim at such
a hearing

As a r~slt of the Singh decision.
the Board now hears every refugee
claim which I properly submitted to
it. And when I say the Board hears.
I mean this In the context of an
oral hearing where the parties are
represented and are given every

right generally recognized by our
judicial system. It also appears that
the Board may soon hear claims to
Convention refugee status made
outside an Immigration Inquiry. It
used to be that refugee claims had
to be made during such an Inquiry
if the claimant later desired access
to the redetermination process in
front of the Board. These claims are
commonly referred to as "in status"
and "out of status" claims. At least
one decision of the Federal Court's
Trial Division has abolished this
difference and has given the same
rights to a claimant who had made
a claim outside an inquiry. That is
the Tonato case, and it was decided
on the basis of the Charter of Rights
as well.

Q. Will the Supreme Court decision In
the Singh case have positive results?

A. In my opinion, the Supreme Court
decision will have very positive
effects on refugee law In Canada.
The need for an oral hearing Is
obviously a great improvement.
But I think that the substance and
quality of the decisions will also
be Improved. Before the Singh
decision, many Board decisions
were challenged because of the
system itself. For Instance. the
FederalCourt would sometimes
send a desion back to the Board
for a freslo redetermination on the
basis that it had applied the wrong
test in deciding whether or not to
allow a claim to proceed to an oral
hearing. Sometimes decisions of the
Board woull be quashW because of
a question of Judicial notice or
because of the obvious difficulties
in assesslpg tjte credibility of a
claimant off paper. The effect
was that everyone became more
concerned with the procedures
themselves, rather than with the
definition of "Convention refugee"
and the interpretation of its various
parts. There is a need to develop
refugee law In Canada. and the
requirement of an oral hearing Is
certainly the most positive step
In this direction. The quality of
representations Is bound to get
better and to shift away from
procedural concerns.

Q. Do you foresee hurther chAllenes to

the Immigration Act on the basis of
t he Canadian Charter of Rights and
Freedoms?

A Many laws are now being tested on
the basis of the Charter. The Immi-
gration Act is no exception. In my
opinion, section 15 of the Charter,
which came into force last April, will
find its way into many arguments
before Ihe Board. We have already
had such cases where section 15
was argued. In one Instance, section
79 of the Act was challenged on the
basis that only a Canadian citizen
could file an appeal from the refusal
of an application for landing which
he or she had sponsored. It was
argued that this violates section IS
of the Charter since it discriminates
against permanent residents, who
are not given the same right of
appeal, even though they are given
the same rights as a Canadian
citizen to sponsor.

In another case, the appellant
submitted that the refusal of an
application for landing on medcl
grounds violates sectlonlS of the
Charter because It discriminates
against those who have a medical
disability. In one case, the regula-
tions which permit the sponsorship
of children as ongas theyare under
a certain age were also attacked on
the basis of section 15.

The decisions In these cases are
pe,'ding, so I will not go Into their
merits. I can tell you, however, that
there are many other related ises
which arise from such Charter agu-
ments. For instance, the Board has
yet to decide whether the Charter
has any extra-territorial effect, that
Is, whether it may apply to someone
outside Canada. The Singh decision
appears to leave room for further
discussion of this issue. Another
Issue to be resolved is whether
section 15 would apply In cases
where the application for Landing
was refused before this section
came Into force.

Assuming that-the Board found
that a section of the Charter had
been infringed and that this infringe-
ment could not be demonstrably
Justified In a free and democratic
society, there is still the problem of
Charter remedies available to the
Board in a particular case.

5
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RESEARCH AND PUBLICATIONS

Every yea, the Canada Employment
and Immigration Commission (CEIC)
publishes several reports on various
aspects of the immigration program.
Recent publications will be listed
regularly in IMMIGRATION. They
may be ordered from Public Affars
Enquiries and Distribution, Canada
Employment and hnmlgon Conun
slon. Ottawa. Canada KIA 0J9.
Enquiries about the other publications
listed below should be directed to the
sources indicated.
CEC PUBUCATIONS
R gesp pecove. Is6S-.1N
IW4-IM Anneud Report.
Rdngoe dtwmfnat in .Canad.
A report to the Honourable Flora
MacDonald, Minister of Employment
and Immigration, by W. Gunther Plaut.
AnnuaJ Report to PFrsamset on

Sodal a"d Hasaitaria Aspqea
of mondgatio. Report of a meeng

Camad welcomnVg. from pa 4

the new system. arranged employment
is no longer a prerequisite for admis-
sion. Immigrants assessed against
the economic selection criteria and
destined to about 100 "open" occupa-
tions will be able to come to Canada
if they satisfy the revised selection
criteria

Assisted Relatives - persons with
relatives already in Canada who are
not part of the nuclear family - will
benefit from a "ten-point bonus" In
the selection system provided their
relatives in Canada submit an under-
taking of asssae on their behalf,

The report emphasizes that the
i federal government "does not accept

the popular misconception that inml-
grants take jobs away from Canadians..
It points out that Immigrants 'contri-
bute to economic: growth by augment-
ing capital formation, expanding
coninser demand for Canadian goods
and services, and bringing needed
skils and energies to Canadas labour
market.

The moderae.controlled increase in
immigration announced In the report
fonow a yearaong Immigration review
Involving the broadest consultations In
a decade. In addition to provincial and
territorial governments, a range of

VnWo I orgizons were
hvted to submit their vi on future

for academics and officials of Employ.
meA and Immigration Canada. Howard
Adelman, Chairman.
Report rom he Meefin on the
Lnoua-Ua .etAapecfhUfmmlr-
don. Willlam L Mart. Chairman.
Vewopnpk Aapo ts mira.
Ito.. Report on a meeting for aca-
denics andofficialsof Employment and
Immigration Canada. Jacques Henrpln,
Chairman.
Temporary Worker" n canad
Expending Research Morisom. by
Monk Boyd (Department of S
and Anthropology, Carleton Univer.
sity), and Chris Taylor (Director,
Immigration Policy Development.
CE1. Paper presented to the 'Labour
Migration In Comparative Perspective"
section at the annual meeting of the
Population Association of America:
Boston, March 1985.
The Roe ofmmgratioa in Deter-
mining Cana&-*. Eveafssa Popula.

immigration. These group. included
employer, employee, professional,
ethmcultuii, and refugee advocacy
and aid organizations.

The consensus which emerged from
the review favoured a moderate.
controlled increase in Immigration
levels, as sIgnalled in a special Report
to Parliament which was tabled In
June, 1985. by the Honourable Flora
MacDonal, Minister of Employment
and Immigration.

The immigration levels for 1986 and
1987 are also intended to forestall a
decline in the Canadian population
which is projected to begin shortly
after the turn of the century if current
levels of fertity and net Immigration
had been maintained. The economic,
social and demographic Implications of
Raking Immigration levels to Canad's
future population e and age structure
are being examined in depth by a
special assessment directed by the
Honourable Jake Epp, Minister of
National Health and Welfare.

Copies of the immigration levels
report, and of separate documents
covering the revised business Immi-
gration program and the changes to
the selection system, are available
from Public Affairs, Enquiries and
Ditriuton Canada Fakpko m Wand
Immipation Commission, Ottawa
KIA OJ9.

om se. Poi cy and Program Develop-
ment Branch. CEIC.
linI r d I and UnewpdY43ent in
Canada. by T.J. Samuel, Strategic
Policy and Planning Division. CEIC,
PlanningEnlroaseatAssenmMn
Document. Strategic Polky and Plan-
nin Division, CEIC November 1984.

OTHER PUBUCATIONS

Plopua on n t .for.Canad
frovlwe and Terrftorles, I 4-
*00. Publication 91-520. Statistics
Canadf.
Emigration hvm Canada. by Carol
VloAsociateDector. Populatn
and Development Research, Social
Sciences Division. International
Development Research Centre POW
produced for the Strategic Polky and
Planning Division, CEIC.

Towards a Papuoaio Plolky for
Canada. Past and present policy
development in the field of Canadian
Immigration and populaton, by Freda
Hawkins, Apt. 114 20 Prince Arthur
Avenue, Toronto. Ontario MSR IBI.
Paper prepared for meeting of the
CAnAdian Population Society Montreal.
May-June 1985.

LYMPGRAT/ON Is a free newsletter
publshed by the Canada Employ-
ment and Immigration Commission
to provide Information about
Canad's Immigration program and
related topics. Persons wishing to
be Included on the mailing list
stiould and their name and address
to Public Affairs. Enquiries and
Distribution. Employment and
Immigration Canada, Ottawa.
Canad KIA 0,9.

Commeants and section are
welcome. The opinions In this
newsletter do not necena rrefect
the views of the Canada Employ-
meetandimnmigraonCommioam.
fMniier of sup* m d Services.
19l S 029.4771
C1lC WH-.UW

10105
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This document is intended to set out in some detail the provisions of

the revised selection criteria for independent Imigrants to Canada, which will

come into effect on January 1, 1986

Universal selection criteria against which potential independent

migrants are assessed were first introduced in 1967. The selection criteria

(or "points system") have been revised in the past, most notably in 1974 and

1978, to ensure that they reflect Canada's current economic outlook while

continuing to respect the principles of universality and non-discrimination

ppported by all politi"al parties and by Canadians of good will-principles

which were enshrined in the new Immigration Act which came into effect In Aptil,

1978.

The revisions announced in this document are also consistent with these

principles, and are intended to meet the challenges of today and of the

immediate future. They will be administered in support of the federal

government's determination respecting immigratiqn levels and components for the

immediate future, details of which are set out in the Annual Report to

Parliament on Future Immigration Levels.
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I. REVISING THE I1IGRANT SELECTION MITERIA

The Need for Chante

The first phase of a general review of immigration levels culminated

with the release on June 27, 1985, of a special Report to Parliament, which was

preceded and followed by broad consultations with provincial and territorial
governments and with a wide range of non-governmental organizations representing

ethnocultural, employer, employee, professional, academic, and refuges

interests. This report, copies of which are available on request, signalled the

federal government's intention to increase immigration levels in a moderate and

controlled fashion in the near future. The report identified the chief cause of

recent declines ift total Immigration as a restriction on selected workers* which

.was imposed on HV 1, 1982, in response to employment difficulties associated

with the economic, downturn which began in late 1981. This restriction specified

that applicants selected against economic criteria have some form of arranged

employment in positions which could not be filled from within Canada in order to
be processed. The result of the restriction was a decline in selected worker

landings from 21,000 in 1981 to 6,500 in 1984.

Total immigrant landings had, as a result, also fallen in recent years,

from 143,000 in 1980 to Just over 88,000 in 1984. In addition to this effect of

the selected worker restriction, Family Class landings were beginning to fall
because there were fewer independent Immigrants to sponsor their close relatives

who were still abroad, and because the economic recession curtailed the ability

of some Canadian citizens and permanent residents to enter into sponsorship

undertakings.

The federal government, responding to the views expressed by a

representative range of other governments and of groups In the private and

voluntary sectdrs, has concluded that the Imigration program should support a

*Selected workers are defined as principal applicants destined to the labour
force in the Independent categories, excluding entrepreneurs, self-employed
persons, and retirees, who are not admitted under special humanitarian
measures.

I
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balance among the family reunion, humanitarian, and economic streams of the

movement. The restriction on independent Immigrants had resulted in the

curtailment of intake in the economic stream, which includes workers from abroad

both with and without relatives already in Canada. The general decline in total

Immigration was also a cause for concern on demographic grounds, since

projections indicate that, if both fertility and net immigration were to

continue at their current low levels, Canads would begin to experience the onset

of population decline shortly after the turn of the century and--in the case of

some provinces--even before that date.

While the demographic aspects of immigration will be the subject of

a separate assessment, changes must now be introduced to the immigrant selection

criteria to redress the Imbalance among the three main components of the

immigration movement. The sound economic and social reasons for this change In

direction are spelled out in detail in the June 27 report, and have been

confirmed in subsequent consultations. Further changes could be introduced

following the demographic assessment.

The social reasons for reversing the recent trend are grounded In the

realization that the movement oi Assisted Relatives has almost been cut off,

since these immigrants (brothers, sisters, sons and daughters over 21,_ aunts,

uncles, nephews, and nieces) are not by definition members of the Family Class,

but are instead assessed against the criteria in the selection system. The

economic reasons for expanding the intake of selected workers--both with and

without relatives in Canada--are based on an examination of the costs and

benefits of immigration. Academic experts thought, for example, that a moderate

increase in selected workers in the near future would not result in significant

dislocation- for Canadian workers, since the need for these workers was beginning

to exceed the small intakes experienced under the terms of the Hay, 1982,

restriction. It was also emphasized that there appears to be some relationship

between selected-worker Immigration and longer-tars economic growth.



Ouidinu Principles

The revisions being announced in this document may be seen as the

latest in a series of ongoing measures which ensure that neveomers to Canada are

selected against criteria which mirror the economic and social requirements of

the day, in particular the current needs of the labour market. At the same

tine, it has been necessary to introduce nev elements into the system, and, at

the same time, to maintain the universality of the program and the

non-discriLnatory principles set out In section 3 of the ImLigration Act.

Five principles, or premises, were Identified to guide the development

of the changes required in the selection criteria:

1. Levels control: The criteria should support the decisions of the
federal government respecting the size and composition of future
immigration levels.

2.Equity of access: All applicants are to be assessed against the
sane criteria Vnd will be required to satisfy the same pass mark.

3. Preference for relatives: There should continue to be a preference
accorded to applicants with relatives already in Canada who are
prepared to guarantee ongoing support until the nev rarrivals are
self-sufficient.

4. Occupational control: Occupational groups for which applicants
vould be eligible should be identified to ensure that Canada's
labour market needs are met.

Public understanding: The changes to the selection criteria
should be clear and understandable to the Canadian public,
potential applicants abroad, and those who are responsible for
administering the migration program.
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II. THE REVISED CRITERIA: A COMPARATIVE PRESENTATION

The revised immigrant selection criteria, which come into effect on

January 1, 1986, are shown -in the following table alongside the previous

criteria, which came into force in April, 1978. The following discussion

compares the previous and revised immigrant selection criteria according to the

factors for which units of assessment may be awarded.

Education. Specific Vocational Preparation, and Experience

These factors combine to make up a possible maximum of 35 units of

assessment under both the previous and the revised systems. They have not been

changed because they each continue to contribute to the selection of qualified

and motivated Immigrants.

Occupation and Arranged Employment

These factors are obviously linked in a direct way to the needs of
Canada's labour market. Two adjustments are beihS made. First, the maximum

number of units of assessment which may be awarded for Occupation has been

reduced to 10 from 15. The previous system had relied upon an Occupational and

Area Demand Report for the control of both the occupational composition and the

total volume of the flow, which it could not do effectively. A new element has,

therefore, been introduced: the Levels Control factor, which will, in a direct

and practical way, facilitate control of the volume. The Occupation factor will

thus be used primarily to control the composition of the movement. At least one

unit of assessment will continue to be required for an application to be

processed.

Under the previous system, 10 units of assessment were awarded to other

Independent Immigrants, but not to Assisted Relatives, for having some form of

arranged employment in Canada at the time the application for Immigration is

processed. Ten units of assessment were deducted from both other Independent

immigrants and from Assisted Relatives if the applicant lacked arranged

4
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SELECTION CRITERIA FOR INDEPENDENT D04IGRANTS

Units of Assessment

Factor Previous Revised

Education

Specific Vocational Preparation

Experience

Occupation

Arranged Employment

Location

Kn e

Knowledge of French and English

Personal Suitability

Levels Control

Relative

12 maximum

15 maximum

8 maximum

15 maximum:
"0" an automatic
processing bar

10:
10 unit penalty if
not obtained

5 maximum
5 unit penalty if
designated as not In
need

10 maximum:
10 units if 18 to 35
years. If over 35,
one unit subtracted
for each year up to 45

10 maximum:
Five units to a person
who reads, writes, and
speaks English or
French fluently; 10
units if fluent in
both languages

10 maximum

N/A

5

12 maximum:
no change

15 maximum:
no change

8 maximum:
no change

10 maximum:
"0" an automatic
processing bar

13:

no penalty if not
obtained

eliminated

10 maximum: 10 units
if 21 to 44 years.
Two units subtracted
per year if under 21
or over 44

15 maximum: up to 15
units for fluency in
official language(s)

10 maximum:
no change

10 units maximum:

set at 5 to start

eliminated

TOTAL 100 100

PASS 1ARK 50 70
Bonus for Assisted Relative 15-30 10 if accompanied by
Applicants an undertaking of

assistance

5

67-39 0-87-16
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employment. Uuder the revised system, 10 units of assessment are awarded to
both Assisted Relatives and other Independent migrants for having arranged
employment, but the penalty is eliminated because the volume and composition of
the flow will be controlled in other ways. It should be noted that the revised
system will benefit Asaisted Relatives, who were formally subject to tv
ten-unit penalty although they were not awarded any units under this factor.

Location

This factor is eliminated under the revised system. It has not been
operative for a number of years, since immigrants are free to settle where they

please on arrival, and to move from one place in Canada to another whenever they

The age factor is being broadened from 18 to 35 in the prteviou system

to 21 to 44 in the revised system. Analysis indicates that the largest family I

sises are in the latter age group; this change will thus result in a greater

demographic impact.Personal Suitablit.

A visa officer Iakes an evaluation of each applicant's adaptability,

motivation, initiative, resourcefulness, and other similar qualities which
enhance the prospects for successful establishment in Canada. There has
been no change made to this factor, under which a maximum of 10 units of
assessment may be awarded.

Lanouae Knowledge

There has been a significant amount of persuasive evidence that there
is a strong correlation between successful adaptation and knowledge of one of
Canada's officials languages. The maximum umber of units of assessment for

this factor bast therefore, been raised from 10 to 15.
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Levels Control

This factor is being introduced into the selection criteria for the

first tire to help ensure that actual immigrant landings are numerically

consistent with announced future immigration levels as determined by the federal

government. Frow 0 to 10 units of assessment will be awarded to all applicants.

A single numerical value is chosen for this factor. Such a value may be

adjusted upward or downward from time to time.

Applications will be monitored by the Commission and will be used to

derive projections of immigrant landings, after which the value for this factor

will be adjusted, if necessary, to increase or decrease the number of applicants

who could satisfy the requirements of the selection criteria. The value of this

factor will be set at five units of assessment beginning January 1, 1986.

Kinship Bonus

Under the previous system, five units of assessment were awarded to

independent applicants with relatives in Canada, and from 15 to 30 units were

awarded to Assisted Relatives depending upon the relationship of the applicant

to the guarantor and the citizenship status of the guarantor, who was required

to submit an -mdertaking of assistance for the relative from abroad. Assisted

Relatives were not, however, awarded any units of assessment for arranged

employment, nor for some other economic factors which reflect the ability to

become self-sufficient, yet these imigrants--who establish separate

households--were required to meet the Occupational Demand requirement. This

anomaly is being corrected. Both the five units for independent applicants and

the 15 to 30 units for Assisted Relatives are being eliminated. In their stead,

a bonus of 10 units of assessment will be awarded to all applicants with

relatives in Canada who are willing and have the ability to become guarantors by

submitting an undertaking of assistance. Distinctions based on the degree of

kinship and on citizenship status have also been eliminated. In this simplified

vay, some preference will be given to applicants with relatives in Canada.
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Total and Pass Mark

Under both the previous and revised systems, the maximum number of

units of assessment which may be awarded is 100. The pass mark under the

previous system was 50; the pass mark under the revised system is 70. The

higher pass mark will help to ensure the selection of highly qualified

applicants and vill assist in making actual landings consistent with the level

identified by the federal government. The 10-unit bonus for applicants with

relatives in Canada will mean that they will need a minimum of 60 units of

assessment to be successful, provided that they--like applicants without

relatives--are awarded at least one unit of assessment under the Occupational

Demand factor.
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I1. IMPLICATIONS FOR FUTURE IMMIGRATION LEVELS

The adjustments to the immigrant selection criteria announced in this

document are intended to respond to four current needs. First, they will

provide some opportunity for independent applicants--including but not limited

to those with relatives in Canada--to come to this country. Second, they viii

support current and projected economic development requirements, particularly

the needs of Canada's labour market. Third, they vili help to restore some

balance among the chief components of the immigration movement by strengthening

the economic stream, which has declined sharply in recent years both in terms of

absolute numbers and in relation to the other main portions of the movement

(family reunion and humanitarian). Fourth, they will provide a shnrt-term

method of helping to forestall projected population decline, pending the results

of the comprehensive assessment of the linkage between immigration levels and

Canada's future population size, rate of growth, and composition.

The changes announced in this report, and any further changes, would--
as has been pointed out earlier in this document--be consistent with the purpose

of the system itself--to provide an objective, universal, and non-discriminatory

method of selecting the numbers and types of immigrants who will contribute to

Canada's economic and social development. This rationale has also promoted the

adjustments to the system which have been made in the past, particularly in 1974

and 1978. No system can--or should--be cast in stone.

The present changes to the system will also be the subject of careful

monitoring and analysis within the Commission, to provide both a method uf

ongoing assessment and a. basis for simulating, by computer, the actual effects

of these changes and of any future adjustments which may be considered. The

selection criteria should, therefore, be considered as open to further

adjustment based upon ongoing research, monitoring, and analysis, and upon the

evolving requirements of Canada's economy, society, and demography.

9
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Appendix 1

THE OCCUPATION FACTOR

The occupation factor in the immigrant selection criteria is used to
Identify occupations In which selected immigrant workers are admitted to Canada.

The occupational identification process is based upon the assignment of units of
assessment ("points") at the four-digit level (as set out In the Canadian

Classification and Dictionary of Occupations). The units range from zero to ten
according to planned volumes of selected immigrant worker intake. The

assignment of zero units constitutes an automatic processing bar, meaning that
the applicant Is ineligible for admission and the application cannot be further
considered unless the applicant has some form of arranged employment.

The approach used to establish the occupational composition of the
selected immigrant worker category for 1986 is based primarily on information
from the Canadian Occupational Projection System. The following framework has
been used to determine eligible or "open" occupations:

1. Exclusions: The first types of occupations excluded from the
eligible list are those for which there are citizenship or
residency requirements, those where staffing is usually completed
by promotion (for example, supervisor and foreman positions),
certain groups whose specific vocational preparation and general
educational development ratings are low, and other groups whose
exclusion is justifiable for policy reasons (for example,
physicians and surgeons.)

2. Labour Harket Considerations: These considerations, at the
four-digit occupational group level, are based upon an examination
of the current and projected employment base as well as upon an
indicator of occupational surplus. The current employment base and
projected requirements, both in total and for each specific
occupational group, are examined. If the employment stock for a
particular occupation is judged to be too small to absorb a
significant number of Immigrants, the occupation is either removed
from the eligible list or aggregated with other groups. The
occupational surplus indicator is derived through relating the
number of unemployed in an occupation to the occupation's current
employment base. An occupational group Is eliminated from the
"open" list If its surplus indicator lies beyond a set level.

I0
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As a result of this framework, about 100 occupations--most of which

require higher skills--are have been identified. The mix of skills is consis-

tent with the pattern of skill demand registered with the National Job Bank, and

with the historical occupational composition of Immigrants with arranged employ-

ment.

The list of "open" occupations and the number of units of assessment
assigned to each will be specified in the Immigration Manual, which i available

for reference to persons wishing to have this information. The list of occupa-

tions will be reviewed quarterly.
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Appendix 2

THE EVOLUTION OF THE MIGRANT SELECTION CRITERIA

The system for the selection of independent workers implemented In

1967 was in response to the 1966 White Paper recommendation to better co-

ordinate the immigration program and labour market considerations. The new

Regulations introduced a selection system which began to give some rational

shape to the immiSrant worker movement.

The selection factors and units of assessment ("points") in 1967

are shown on the accompanying chart.

With weighted selection factors, it was hoped that totalling the units

of assessment awarded for each of the factors would indicate, within reasonable

limits, the likelihood of most applicants' success or failure in becoming

established in Canada. It was recognized, however, that it was impossible to

cover every eventuality, and that the Regulations should contain a mechanism for

dealing with the exceptional case. Accordingly, when a selection officer was

satisfied there ware significant circumstances affecting an applicant's

prospects that had not been reflected in the assessment, he was authorized,

subject to the concurrence of a senior officer, to accept or reject the

application irrespective of the number of units of assessment which may have

been awarded.

Nominated Relatives were identified as a separate class of Immigrants,

distinct from Sponsored (family) and Independent imiSrants. While it was

recognized that these relatives should be given some form of preference within

the selection criteria, it was also recognized that Nominated Relatives were, by

and large, establishing separate households and were destined to the labour

market, unlike members of the Sponsored class; consequently, it was concluded

that some form of labour market test should be applied.

12
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SlMMARY OF SELECTION FACTORS

1967

INDEPENDENT APPLICANTS

Lonl-Term Factors Units of Assessment

Education and Training 0 - 20

Personal Qualities 0 - 13

Occupational Demand 0 - 15

Occupational Skill 1 - 10

Ase 0 - 10

Short-Ters actors

Arranged Employment 0 or 10

rnovledge of Official Lansuase(s) 0 - 10

Relative in Canada 0 or 3 or 5

Area of Destination 0 - 3

Potential maximum 100

NOMINATED RELATIVES

Long-term factors (as for independent 1 - 70

applicants)

Short-term settlement arrangements 13, 20, 25, or 30

provided by relative In Canada

Potential maximum 100

Notes

1. Independent applicants and Nominated Relatives, to qualify for selection,
mast normally earn SO or more of the potential 100 unite of asessment.

2. In unusual cases, selection officers may accept or reject an Independent
applicant or Nominated Relative notwithstanding the actual number
of units of assesement awarded.

3. Intreprensur. are aaeaaed in the eans way e Independent applicants,
except that they receive an automatic 25 units of assessment in lieu of
any units they might have received for Occupational Demand and
Occupational Skill.

4. Relatives who may be omnaated by Canadian residents are

(a) any eon or daughter of that person twenty-one years of age or over;

(b) any married son or daughter of that parson under twenty-one years of
age,

(e) any brother or sister of that person;

(d) the father, mother, grandfather or grandmother, of that person under
sixty years of age; aad

(a) any nephev, niece, uncle, aunt, grandson, or granddaughter of that
person.

13
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Under the selection criteria introduced in 1967, none of the selection

factors was conclusive evidence, in itself, of an applicant's electability or
non-aelectability. An applicant eight well receive no units for one or even
several factors, but nevertheless be selected if a total of 50 or more units
wae awarded for other factors. This reflected the view that an applicant who

received a good general rating should eventually be able to settle successfully,
notwithstanding deficiencies in particular attributes or qualifications.

Regulatory Changes. 1974

The appearance of certain anomalies in the selection system led, in
February, 1974, to an amendment of the Regulations which wes intended to correct
two problems at opposite ends of the spectrum: on the one hand, some classes of
workers much In demand in Canada were not receiving enough units to be selected,
while on the other, some workers were receiving ample units although their job
prospects in Canada were extremely poor. The answer to the problem of

under-assessment was to add an alternative to one of the short-term criteria
(Designated Occupation), so that units could be awarded where it was not
possible previously. The second problem (over-assessment) was attacked by
requiring that an applicant either receive at least one unit for Occupational

Demand of be awarded 10 units of assessment for Arranged Employment or
Designated Occupation. This was a departure from an original principle that no

one selection factor should be conclusive.

Changes to the Regulations effective February, 1974, required that
Nominated Relatives also be awarded at least one unit for Occupational Demand,
or be proceeding to arranged employment or to a designated occupation for which
10 units of assessment would have been awarded to an independent applicant.
This provision was Intended to better match Nominated Relatives to labour market

needs.
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Because circumstances then were making it more important than ever to

ensure that the employment prospect* of Immigrants were satisfactory, a further
change in the Regulations was made In October, 1974. This adjustment stipulated

that, from the total units awarded either an Independent or a Nominated

applicant, 10 would be deducted unless the applicant showed evidence of bona

fide arranged employment, or was destined to a job where persistent regional
shortages were known to exist (i.e., to a Designated Occupation). The applicant

would receive credit for arranged employment only when it had been established
by a Canada Manpower Centre (CHC) that no Canadian citizen or landed immigrant

(permanent resident) was available to fill the vacancy. This process is

commonly referred to as validation.

The selection system in 1974 is shown on the accompanying chart.
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Lonei-Term Factors

SMARY 0? |IICTION FACTORS

1974

IND PINDINT APPLICANTS

Ut'lts of Asseeement

ducstion aM Training

personal Qualities

Occupational Dem'ad

Occupational Skill

AS*

Short-Term Factore

Arranged Employment

KnowledgS of Official Lenguage(a)

Relative in Canada

Area of Destination

Potential maximum

MOMINATZD RELATIVES

Long-term factors (as for independent

applicants)

Short-term settlement arrangements

provided by relative In Canada

Potential maximum

SPONSOUID DEPENDENTS

Close relative in Canada killing to take
responeibility for care and maintenance

I - 70

15. 20, 25 r 30

100

Units of assessment

sot required

Note. I

I. Independent applicants and Nominated Relative@, to qualify for selection,
must normally earn 50 or more of the potential 100 unite of aesesment.
(In addition, they must have received at least one unit for Occupational
Demand or be destined to arranged employment or a designated occupation,
effective February. 1974).

2. ts unusual cases, selection officers may accept or reject an Independent
applicant or Nominated Relative notwithstanding the actual number of unite
of saseeasMat awarded.

3. Entrepreneurs are aseesed t the sn vy as Independent applicants,
except that they receive an automatic 25 unite of assesmeat in lieu of
any units they might have received for Occupational Demand end
Occupational Skill.

4. Desiasted Occupation we added in February, 1974.

5. In October, 1974 a Regulatioa change stpulated that, from the total units
awarded either an Independent or Nominated applicant, 10 unite would be
deducted unles the applicant we avarded unite for Arrinved Employment
or Designated Occupation.

0 - 20

0 - IS
0 - 1
1 - 10

0 - 10

0 or 10

0 - 10

0 or 3 or 5

0 - 5

100

16
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The New Imigration Regulations, 1978

A new set of selection criteria was put in place with the

implementation of the new Immigration Act on April 10, 1978. Under the new Act,

the former Nominated class became known as the Assisted Relative category, and

relatives could only be assisted (sponsored) after they had been assessed as

Independent applicants.

Persons who were nsuccessful as Independent applicants but who could

be successful with the help of a relative would be advised to have the relative

in Canada submit an undertaking on their behalf. The effect of the undertaking

would be to reduce the number of units required for selection as well as to

eliminate some'of the applicable criteria.

The new criteria continued to move away from general attributes to

more skill-oriented factors. The focus was on applicants with arranged

employment or those who could be directed to specific occupations. As a result,

fewer units were assigned for education and more units were assigned for

Specific Vocational preparation or for professional or apprenticeship training.

The accompanying table presents the current selection factors.
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8IUMIT Of SELECTION FACTORS

1978

INDAPDSNT APPLICANTS

t Range of Units of Assessment
vhich be A!ardod

Iducatton 0 - 12

Ipectf € Vocational Preparation 0 - 15

Experience 0- 6

Occupational Demand 0 - 13

Arraged Eaployment or Designated Occupation 0 or 10

Location $

Age' 10
Knowlodse of Official Lanvuage($) 0 - 10

Personal Suitability 0 - 10

Relative in Canada 5

Potential Kaxia 100

Minimum Required 50

ASSISTED RELATIVES

factor

Education 0 - 12

Specific Vocational Preparation 0 - is

EZperience 0- 8

Occupational Demand 0 - 15

ASe 0 - 10

Personal Suitability 0 - 10

Potential KaxiumS 70

NinimU. Required 20-35

!lo.

1. In unusual cases, selection officers may accept or reject an Independent
applicant or Assisted Relative oot'svthetanding the actual nmber of units
of aessment awarded.

2. As of May 1, 1982 applicants oust receive units of assessment for Arranged
Employment or Designated Occupation to be accepted.

3. Self-Rployd and Entrepreneur applicants are useesed under the same
criteria as Independents except for the Arranged Employment factor, and,
in the case of atrepreneurs, the Occupational Deanud factor.

is
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With the new Act, the Minister became charged with the responsibility

of announcing, each fall, planned future immigration levels. On April 11, 1979,

when it became apparent that the announced level would not be met, the 10-unit

penalty for lack of Arranged Employment was lifted. It resulted in an immediate

influx of applications and required the reimposition of the penalty on

September 27, 1979. This factor was thus unsuccessful as a volume control

measure.

On Hay 1, 1982, a temporary restriction on selected workers was

announced in response to the unemployment resulting from the economic downturn.

The restriction specifies that only applicants with arranged employment are

eligible for admission. The restriction has had a dramatic impact on the volume

of the selected worker portion of the movement. The practical effect has been

to render the selection criteria inoperative except for applicants with arranged

employment.
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Representative SCHEUER. Well, thank you very, very much, Pro-
fessor Graham, and I continue my frustration that every single
chair up here isn't filled with a Congressman from this committee
to hear your brilliant testimony.

I am not going to ask you any questions now. I'm going to let
Mike Teitelbaum testify and then I will have some questions for
the two of you and hopefully there will be some interplay between
the two of you.

Mr. Michael Teitelbaum is program officer for the Alfred P.
Sloan Foundation. Previously, he was with the Carnegie Endow-
ment for International Peace as senior associate, and with the Ford
Foundation as program officer with responsibility for immigration
and refugee policy.

In 1978, Mr. Teitelbaum was staff director of the Select Commit-
tee on Population which I had the privilege to chair. He was re-
sponsible for a whole yearlong set of hearings that historically
stand out as brilliant hearings and he directed the writing and the
publication of five major reports on every aspect of our demograph-
ic problems that are part of the classical literature of the 20th cen-
tury demography.

His publications include "Latin Migration North: The Problem
for U.S. Foreign Policy," published just last year. He holds a doctor
of philosophy from Oxford University and before I introduce Mr.
Teitelbaum Iam going off the record for just a moment.

[Discussion off the record.]
Representative SCHEUER. Mr. Teitelbaum, your testimony will be

printed in the record in full, so please proceed as Mr. Graham did
and chat with us for 10 or 12 minutes and then I'm sure we will
have some questions for both of you.

STATEMENT OF MICHAEL S. TEITELBAUM, PROGRAM OFFICER,
ALFRED P. SLOAN FOUNDATION

Mr. TEITELBAUM. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for those kind
words. I'm sure that my parents have a much more measured view
than our chairman does, and a much more realistic view.

It's a great pleasure for me to be back on the Hill, among the
bright lights and the interesting people and interesting discussions.
I should say that it was indeed as staff director of the Select Com-
mittee on Population that I learned for the first time about the
question of international migration. Like most professional demog-
raphers, I was almost wholly ignorant of international migration
issues. This subject has been, and continues to be, a relatively low
priority issue among demographers, though interest is growing. I
was forced by the numbers, by reality, to learn something about it,
and it's been a fascinating experience.

I would also like to complain, Mr. Chairman, that not only do I
have to follow Governor Lamm, who is an impossible act to
follow-as his political opponents in Colorado will testify-but Mr.
Graham is just as difficult to follow and gave us a splendid summa-
ry of historical myths and historical evidence. As a sometime dab-
bier in historical writing, I am a great appreciator of what he had
to say to us.
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Representative SCHEUER. You have a real grievance on both
counts.

Mr. TEITELBAUM. Indeed I do.
Now, Mr. Chairman, your staff asked me to discuss both the eco-

nomic and the noneconomic effects of recent immigration patterns
in the United States. Let me begin by saying that on these subjects
there are clear limitations to our knowledge, because a full under-
standing of the economic and noneconomic impacts in immigration
would require far more understanding of the complex dynamics of
our economic and political systems than anyone possesses.

But let me say very quickly that this is no recipe for inaction or
delay. We do know a good deal more about the effects of immigra-
tion than we do about the effects of tax law or foreign policy alter-
natives or many other issues on which the Congress makes policy-
must make policy-every day. &.

In this respect, I would note that delay is the fundamental strat-
egy of that assemblage of opponents of immigration reform. They
cannot defeat immigration reform, so they delay, they stretch it
out. It is, and has been, a death of a thousand cuts. You, Mr. Chair-
man, and the members of your committee are 01 by definition po-
litical professionals, so I think I could say here that this strategy of
delay has been highly successful so far.

Now having said this, what do we know about the economic and
noneconomic effects of current immigration to the United States? I
want to discuss four aspects on the economic side: the macroeco-
nomic effects, the microeconomic effects both in terms of short-
term and long-term implications, effects on productivity, and ef-
fects on labor force size.

The macroeffects of immigration really depend, in the conven-
tional standard consensus of economic theory that prevails in the
United States, on the prevailing economic conditions.

If labor is relatively scarce, for example, a time of economic
boom when unemployment rates are extraordinarily low, wages are
being bid up, and there are labor bottlenecks in the economy, then

- imported labor can resolve such bottlenecks and restrain inflation.
I believe it would be fair to say that this was the contribution of
temporary worker importation in West Germany in particular
during the economic boom of the 1960's.

If labor, on the other hand, is in relative surplus, for example,
periods of economic stagnation, high unemployment, high under-
employment, then imported labor may add to total economic
output, but it will be expected on theoretical grounds to reduce the
economic returns to labor and reduce per capita income growth.

So agan, it's a timing phenomenon. You have to decide what the
economic circumstances are, rather than generalizing that macro-
economic effects of immigration are always this or always that.
This has something to tell us about the past of immigration history
in the United States. The United States of the 19th century was
the classical labor-poor, resource-rich developing country of that
century. The importation of-labor, I believe played an important
part in contributing to the economic growth and development of
the United States in that period.

But as Mr. Graham and others have said, that has nothing what-
ever to tell us about the current situation, or about the future.
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As to the microeconomic effects, at the levels of the industry, the
firm, the region, the individual, here we have effects that can best
be described as "distributional." There are clear winners from
recent immigration trends, and there are clear losers. The winners
are those who employ imported labor, labor that is cheap, avail-
able, self-recruiting, hard working, and otherwise highly desirable.
The losers are those who are competitors of such employers and
employees. As Governor Lamm pointed out, he could put you, Mr.
Chairman, out of business with not too much trouble if he could
compete in that kind of way. These are competitors who are either
unable to exploit such labor because it's not available in the re-
gions in which they are located, or are unwilling to do so for other
reasons.

The winners as far as individuals are concerned, are clearly the
immigrants. However exploited illegal immigrants may be in the
United States by the standards of this country, the fact is that they
are extraordinarily well remunerated by the standards of their
home country. Otherwise, they would be quite irrational to move
from their homeland and their families to an alien land in order to
take unattractive employment circumstances.

Also, their supervisors may do well. Supervisory and upper level
personnel may be relative winners. The losers, as has already been
said, are the native and earlier immigrant workers who have skills
and attributes similar to those of the illegal immigrants with
whom they find themselves in indirect or direct competition.

L.et me note the short-term/long-term point here. Employers who
benefit in the short term, Mr. Chairman, may, given the economic
incentives-they have low wages to pay, the labor force is readily
available-may decide quite rationally not to invest in automation
and in labor-saving technologies as their business proceeds. There-
by, they damage the producers of such technologies who otherwise
would have benefited from demand for their products. They don't
know it, but they are certainly not getting the demand they other-
wise would have had. Over the long term these noninvesting em-
ployers may be damaging themselves, in that they find themselves
increasingly uncompetitive in an international competitive econo-
my.

On productivity questions, immigration can raise productivity if
the immigrants bring with them higher average education and
skill levels than those prevailing in the U.S. population. This may
well have happened in the 19th century in the United States, and
it may be happening now with immigrants from some parts of Asia
who come in with engineering degrees and other high levels of skill
and energy.

This is why, Mr. Chairman, most other countries other than the
United States apply an education or a "needed skills" criterion to
would-be immigrants. But such characteristics are not required of
the overwhelming bulk of legal immigrants to the United States. I
think it's an accident of legislative history that it worked out that
way. It was not intended by anybody, and certainly no labor force
test is applied to illegal immigrants.

Recent legal and legal immigrants streams to the United States
taken together seem to have lower average education and skill
levels than the prevailing domestic resident population. Thus, cur-
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rent recent streams of immigrants taken together seem unlikely,
on average, to be contributing to higher productivity.

There's an interesting new debate here about which I can go into
in some detail if you want to, Mr. Chairman, but I think for pur-
poses of time I will skip over it.

As to labor force size, it has been argued that there will soon be
"labor shortages" in the United States and hence we should en-
courage increased immigration. This is probably the weakest eco-
nomic argument of all those deployed in support of the status quo.

First, most American economists would reject in tote the entire
notion of a "labor shortage" being a feasible possibility over the
long term. If there's an imbalance between labor supply and
demand, then wages should rise. This would stimulate both in-
creased labor force participation and capital investment in labor-
saving technologies. Theoretically and empirically, the market
should clear over the short and medium term. In the immediate
year there might be a temporary shortage of labor in a particular
industry or sector if there's a boom underway, but long-term, struc-
tural labor shortages are not viewed as possible by most American
economists.

Moreover, the latest labor force projections from the Bureau of
Labor Statistics for the United States show growth in the labor
force from about 107 million in 1980 to, depeing on your assump-
tion of low or high projection, between 130 and 150 million 20 years
later in the year 2000. That's 107 million up to a minimum of 130
million, possibly as many as 150 million. In short, Mr. Chairman,
this "labor shortage" argument can be easily dismissed.

Now as to education and social services and the use by immi-
grants, legal and illegal, of such services, I will be very brief.
Simply, such use varies from high to low. Anybody who says it's
high across the board is wrong; anybody who says it's low across
the board is equally wrong. It depends on the service in question
and the immigrant group that's looked at.

Legal immigrants if they are well educated, make little use of
welfare and unemployment benefits. If they are poorly educated,
they have high utilization rates. If they are elderly, they make
heavy use of Medicaid and other publicly financed benefits. Indeed,
this is often the reason for the migration in the first place, to take
advantage of those health benefits. If they are young, they make,
high use of education services but not of Social Security and other
age-related services.

Illegal immigrants, if they are low-skilled people with their fami-
lies accompanying them, make high use of health care of educa-
tion services, of welfare benefits. It's hard to measure, Mr. Chair-
man, as you saw from Governor Lamm's accompanying material.
The number of fraudulent documents is very high, and many social
service agencies will tell you that they deliberately try to ignore
clearly fraudulent documentation because they see people who
need services and they want to provide them, and somebody else is
paong for it anyway.

With respect to low-skilled people without their families accom-
panying them, they make low use of education and health care
services. They typically are young and reasonably healthy, but ap-
parently make high use of unemployment benefits. Indeed, in Cali-
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fornia, it's my understanding that there's almost a routine use of
unemployment benefits during the offseason in the agricultural
sector.

This is a changing terrain, Mr. Chairman. The goal of current
litigation pending before various courts is to expand access to
public benefits for illegal aliens. There was the recent case having
to do with free education in Texas decided by a 5-to-4 decision of
the Supreme Court. There is a recent decision in California in
which illegal aliens are granted subsidized "resident" levels of tui-
tion at California universities, as distinct from higher levels for
U.S. citizens from other States. There are pending suits regarding
aid for dependent children and food stamps. Given this, the Con-
gress ought to pay attention to the changing terrain, which is
driven mostly by the judiciary rather than by the legislative
branch.

Let me move on finally to thb political, social, and cultural ef-
fects, the noneconomic effects.

I would agree with Mr. Graham that these are probably more
important than the economic effects, both in reality and in public
perception. They tend to be ignored by economists because they are"unmeasurable," or at least they are not measurable in the eco-
nomic data. But they are no less real for that, and they have very
significant economic implications that are of interest to the Joint
Economic Committee.

Some examples, Mr. Chairman. Should illegal aliens be granted
political representation in this House? It sounds a silly question.
They are here by virtue of violating American law, and have no
legal standing to be in the United States. Yet in fact, they have
been granted political representation in the House of Representa-
tives, under actions taken by the Carter administration in appar-
ent decisions having to do with the 1980 census. So far, court deci-
sions have not reversed that.

Another question. Should children born in the United States to
parents both of whom are illegal aliens-let's say in a border town
or in Miami in a profit-making maternity home that does its busi-
ness with such people-should such a child automatically be grant-
ed U.S citizenship?

Representative SCHEUER. Can you tell us what the British policy
is on exactly that situation?

Mr. TEriTLBAUM. I believe the "answer is "no" in Britain, that
you do not by any means gain citizenship by virtue of the physical
location of your birth.

However, in the United States, it has been assumed that this is
the case based on relatively unscrutinized assumptions about the
Constitution and the 14th amendment. On this, Mr. Chairman, I
would refer you to a very interesting recent book coming out of the
Yale Law School which has raised some serious doubts about that
assumption, an assumption which I confess I was guilty of making
until I read this book. It is a very interesting book by Peter Shuck
and Rogers Smith [Peter Schuck and Rogers M. Smith, Citizenship
Without Consent: Illegal Aliens in the American Polity, New
Haven: Yale U. Press, 1985].

Another question. Will Hispanics soon outnumber blacks, as has
been claimed? The answer to that, Mr. Chairman, is that unless
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the numbers of illegal aliens are much higher than most reasona-
ble observers believe them to be currently, then this will happen
soon only if illegal immigration is allowed to continue on a large
scale through the next 10 or 20 years.

Another question. Should the United States and local areas--
Representative SCHEUER. What you're saying is, putting it the

other way, if illegal immigration continues at its current level or
increases as a result of the exponential increase in the push pres-
sures, that that will result in the next 10 or 20 years. Unless there
are maJor changes in our immigration policy and our border con-
trol policy, that result will eventually happen?

Mr. TEITELBAUM. It would eventually happen unless there was a
dramatic shift in the origins of illegal aliens. If you imagined a
large-scale flow from parts of Asia swamping the numbers from
Latin America, then it would not happen.

Representative SCHRUER. But the continuation of presenttrends---
Mr. TEITELBAUM. The continuation of present trends would lead

eventually, yes, perhaps in 30 years or so, to the number of Hispan-
ics outnumbering the number of blacks, but only with large-scale
illegal immigration.

Representative SCHEUER. But only the continuation of the large-
scale level of illegal immigration that prevails now?

Mr. TEITELBAUM. Yes, indeed.
Representative SCHEUER. It doesn't postulate any increased level,

which many of us think is quite likely without major intervention
by our Government.

Mr. TEITELBAUM. If there were an increase, then it would speed
up the date at which the crossover would occur.

Representative SCHEUER. Right. But simply a continuation of the
current policy or lack of policy and the current uncontrolled flow
of illegal immigrants into this country at more or less the current
levels, that continued phenomena would achieve the result that
you're speaking of in roughly 20 or 25 years?

Mr. TEITELBAUM. That's right, but not as soon as some of the pro-
ponents have alleged it would happen, people seeking greater polit-
ical influence saying, "We will outnumber you blacks very soon"-
that is, next year or 5 years from now. It's not going to happen
that fast.

Another question that's already been alluded to--should the
United States and local areas encourage bilingualism or multilin-
gualism as a human right? Past policies have tended in this direc-
tion, but as has been noted there is now a powerful grassroots op-
position building, one that is often expressed in highly emotional
terms.

Now whatever may be the merit of any of these concerns and po-
sitions, the general proposition that immigration policy is relevant
to issues of national cohesiveness is a compelling one, made in a
compelling way by Governor Lamm, and I will not extend any fur-
ther on that subject.

In the interest of time, Mr. Chairman, let me move to my conclu-
sions.

Immigration to the United States is of large and apprently grow-
ing magnitude. Due to the unintended consequences of past legisla-
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tion and the obvious incapacity to control illegal immigration
which is itself due to the unintended consequences of past legisla-
tion that is, the notorious Texas proviso of 1952, the bulk of immi-
grants now come from Third World countries in Latin America and
Asia.

On balance, the evidence is that such immigration is unlikely to
contribute to per capita economic growth and productivity, though
our understanding of the theoretical and empirical issues involved
is limited.

The main economic effects seem to be distributional, involving
gains to some firms, industries, regions and individuals, and losses
to others. It is not a zero sum game by any means, but there are
clear redistributional effects.

The noneconomic effects of immigration may be more powerful
than the economic. They involve emotional and divisive issues of
political power, of culture, of language, and of social cohesion.
These matters are of special relevance when there is substantial
Third World immigration into countries experiencing low domestic
fertility levels, as is the case in the United States, but not only in
the United States by any means. It is also the case in every West-
ern European society, in Canada, in Australia, New Zealand, and
in Japan, although there is no immigration allowed into Japan.

There is already much ferment in the United States on these
issues, though I think it's fair to say that the debates are still less
strident here than they are in Western Europe, where one will pick
up quite inflammatory political rhetoric of this type on a daily
basis.

These noneconomic issues, in my view, have important economic
implications that are worthy of careful scrutiny by this committee.

The ambiguities of theory and data described here are no justifi-
cation, in my view, for policy inaction. Every day Members of Con-
gress make policy decisions on issues for which there is far weaker
evidence. Current immigration policy has been almost universally
described as "out of control." The challenge to this body, Mr.
Chairman, is whether it can, in the words of Abraham Lincoln,
"disenthrall" itself from the control of the small special interests
that have to date been successful, very successful, in their efforts to
block sensible reforms.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Teitelbaum follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF MICHAEL S. TEITELBAUM

MR. CBAIPJEAN, LADIES AND GENTLBEHN

I am Michael S. Teitelbaum, Program Officer at the Alfred P.
Sloan Foundation. By profession I am a demographer# and in that
capacity have done extensive research and writing on international
migration. From 1977 to 1979, I served as Staff Director of the
House Select Committee on Population, ably chaired by Congressman
James B. Scheuer. I appear before you today at your invitation and
in my personal capacity.

I have been asked, Mr. Chairman, to discuss the economic and
non-economic effects of recent immigration patterns In the United
States. In preparing this testimony, I have drawn heavily upon a
chapter I recently prepared for the 1986 American Assembly.

The first thing that must be said here is an unhappy fact of
life su,:rounding American politics in generals the available
evidence on the effects of U.S. immigration has been freely
distorted and exaggerated by the many activists and
scholar-advocates that have characterized the public debate on
immigration policy. This is hardly surprising most of the
opposition to the current policy regime usually derives from its
perceived negative consequences, while support for the current
situation usually comes from those who find the trends favorable in
economic, political# or cultural terms.

The second thing that must be said is that our knowledge on
the subject is really quite limited. In part this is attributable
to the obvious weakness of our knowledge on immigration or me (as
you have heard from other witnesses, we do not even know the gross
numbers of immigrants with any accuracy, much loes their
characteristics and impacts). But the problem is more fundamental
than that, given our still limited understanding of the multitude
of factors that affect the American economy, and of the critical
non-economic elements of American life such as its political system
and public culture.
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in the interest of coherence, let me discuss three categories
of impacts: economic impacts impacts on education and social
service provision: and political, social and cultural effects. To
telegraph in advance one of the main conclusionse it will be clear
that the available scientific evidence on all of these is often
ambiguous, thereby providing ample scope for advocates willing to
use evidence selectively for political purposes.

Economic impacts,

It is an unfortunate fact that discussions of the economic
impacts of immigration have been heavily Influenced by the
ideological divisions and arguments that prevail in economics.
Consider, for example, the recent embarrassment of a Mr, Beryl
Sprinkel, a prominent monetarist and currently Chairman of the
Council of Economic Advisors, concerning the simplistic arguments
that appeared in an early draft of his Annual Report, in which the
unrestricted movement of Immigrants was described as analogous to
free trade in goods, services, and financial claims. Under this
kind of ideological argument, which contrives to ignore the rather
fundamental distinction between human beings and their products,
exceptionally large numbers of even illegal Immigrants could be
seen as beneficial to the United States, an interpretation which
Mr. Sprinkel subsequently was at pains to refute.

anro' impacs Standard economic theory would see the
macro-economic effects of immigration quite differently depending
upon whether conditions of relative labor scarcity or surplus
prevail, and also depending upon whether the focus is upon the
short-to-medium term or the long term. For example during
medium-term periods of economic boom (such as that in West Germany
in the 1960.) or wartime distortions (such as those during world
War II), the largescale importation of labor from low-wage
countries could resolve important bottlenecks in the economy and
thereby further real growth Conversely, during a period of
economic stagnation or slow growth, in which unemployment and
underemployment rates are high, largescale immigration of low-skill
workers from low income countries might lead to higher growth in
aggregate but lower growth in per capita gross national product
(GNP) and productivity. The returns to labor would be restrained,
while profits and other returns to capital might benefit over the
short-to-medium term. However, the economic incentives favoring
investment in increased productivity would also be reduced, which
might thereby exacerbate long-term problems of competitiveness in
an increasingly difficult international economy.
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OMicro" Impacts: At the micro level of the Industry, firm,
region, and individual# there would be clear winners and clear
losers from such a policy. Industries# firms and regions making
heavy use of low-wage imported labor would be expected to gain over
the short-to-medium term, while those unable or unwilling to employ
such labor would be relatively disadvantaged. Thus there would
tend to be a gradual shift of economic activity toward sectors with
such a low-cost labor supply to the detriment of those lacking
same. Certain labor-intensive industries in which there is
substantial international competition from low-income countries
(such as the garment industry) would be expected to benefit, or at
least to retard the losses incurred from imports. Similar benefits
could not be claimed by other industries (such as construction
services, etc.), in which international trade is limited.

At the level of individual workers, such labor importation
would be expected to depress wages, weaken labor unions, and
displace (either directly or indirectly) some domestic workers#
especially of those with skill and other attributes most similar to
those of immigrants. There need be no direct job competition
between Immigrant and native-born workers. Indeed the most
significant effects are likely to be those of an indirect
character, as when wages or working conditions are depressed below
the levels attractive to native workers, or when emplo ers come to
prefer an all-immigrant workforce as more compliant and less
responsive to unionization efforts. Meanwhile other U.S. workers
not in competition with immigrants might experience somewhat higher
wages and other benefits.

While the conditions faced by some native workers might tend
to deteriorate, those experienced by most immigrants would improve
from what they would expect in their homelands (otherwise their
migration would be irrational). Thus there might be substantial
distributional effects (e.g. away from native and toward immigrant
and high-skill native workers) whil, overall the aggregate economic
effects might be of modest magnitude.

Long-tarm vs. short-tarm impact. at th. mcro layvalS When
longer term effects are considered, the picture becomes even more
complex and murky. Certain industries requiring inexpensive and
low-skill labor might be protected, and these would tend to recruit
immigrant labor or if feasible to move their locus of operations to
the regions to which immigrants are moving. Thus the garment
industry might experience a gradual shift from Manhattan to East
Los Angeles or to the border towns of Texas.
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Meanwhile many industries would see the growth in labor costs
restrained# and thereby experience reduced economic incentives
favoring the Anvestment needed to develop and manufacture more
efficient production technologies. (An employer paying $10 an hour
has a far stronger incentive to increase the productivity of his
labor force than does one paying $5 an hour.) Of course, other
important economic factors intervene here, such as the availability
and real cost of capital for investment# the availability of such
technologies, and the structure of government policies favoring or
disfavoring such capital investment.

Productivity impact. To the extent immigrants enter the U.S.
with higher average educational and skill levels than those of the
indigenous population, as may have occurred during some periods in
the past immigration can be expected (other things being equal) to
raise the average productivity of labor. The potential
contribution of such capacities to the productivity and
assimilability of immigrants underlies the educational and/or
'needed skills" teat. applied by most other countries to the
majority of prospective immigrants.

rf, on the other hand, immigrants' educational and skill
levels are lower than those prevailing in the native labor force,
immigration can be expected to lower the average productivity of
labor. This could occur if there is a failure to control unlawful
immigration by persona with low education and skill levels, and/or
if education and skill criteria are essentially excluded from a
subStantal proportiOi~f admitsioi 'deoisgio -(n .. CUtrent U.S.
olicy of relatively easy admission of recent immigrants' kin
respective of their education or job skills). For both of the

above reason it seems unlikely that recent U.Se immigration
(legal and illegal combined) has contributed to improved labor
productivity.

It also has been argued that immigrants as a class are more
productive than would otherwise be indicated by their skill
levels. The non-empirical form of this argument simply asserts as-
nAth*drA that immigrants are a self-selected subset of the sending
country's population who are especially hardworking, creative#
ambitious, and/or entrepreneurial, and therefore do extremely well
in the free enterprise economy of the United States. Some extreme
proponents (e.g. Julian Simon) have gone so far as to argue that
the more people there are (whether by immigration or by additional
births), the greater the number of 8geniuseas, who thereby
contribute to economic advance via their scientific and
technological creativity. Such extreme arguments are not taken
seriously by most experts.
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There is also a significant empirical literature on the
economic productivity of immigrants, and here there is a new and
fascinating scientific debate. Following the pioneering work of
the economist Barry Chiswick, analyses of cross-sections of
immigrant and native groups in successive censuses (e.g. for 1960,
1970 and 1980) suggest that most legal immigrant groups (excluding,
for some reasons those from Mexico) experience substantial
increases in income. So substantial are these gains that after 10
to 15 years these immigrant groups surpass the earnings of
native-born persons of equal educational attainment. Such findings
lend support to the moro subjective arguments that hardworking and
creative immlgrar :s contribute to productivity growth.

Such results have recently been challenged in a fundamental
way by another economist, George Borjas. Using data from the 1970
and 1980 censuses, he analyzes earnings of the same immigrant
groups both cross-sectionally and longitudinally. While his
cross-sectional results parallel those of Chiswick, the
longitudinal analyses of the same data give the very opposite
results --- only very slow earnings growth for immigrants, who
never surpass natives of equal educational attainment. He offers
two explanations for the cross-sectional findings that earlier
immigrant cohorts earn significantly more than more recent
immigrants a fall in demand for immigrant labor, and an apparent
decline in the aqualityO (in labor market terms) of more recent
immigrants. Borjas concludes that findings of rapid immigrant
advancement based upon cross-sectional data *provide useless and
misleading insights into the process of immigrant assimilation into
the labor market.' It is fair to say that this is an area of
immigration research that remains unresolved and demanding of
further careful attention.

The above debate relates to the experience of legal
immigrants, or at least to those who appear in the official census
data. With regard to illegal immigrants, it is generally agreed
that educational attainment is lower than for legal immigrants, and
that average earnings are lower too. Whether the apparently large
stocks of illegal immigrants who have accummulated during the past
15 years will be successful economically depends heavily upon the
importance of education for future economic productivity. Most
economists believe that high skill levels will be essential for
success in the post-industrial economy of the future, but some
argue that automation will lead to a Ide-skillingm of work into
functions requiring little education. If the first view proves to
be correct, illegal aliens likely will fare poorly if the second
view is right, they probably will do well. We shall have to wait
and see which prognostication proves more accurate.



504

Adaguany of labor supply: There have been several predictions
of future labor shortages in the United States, on the basis of
which continued large-scale Immigration has been recommended. It
first must be said that most economists view with profound
skepticism the very concept of Olabor shortages" (other than
short-term bottlenecks) in a flexible free enterprise economy. If
real wages rise significantly in response to supply/demand
imbalances, powerful economic incentives are thereby produced
favoring additional labor force participation and capital
investment in labor-saving technologies. Beyond this rather
fundamental point, it is clear enough that the future demand for
labor cannot be be predicted with any real reliability. Demand for
labor will be affected by quite unpredictable developments in
economic expansion, technological advance, international trade, and
other powerful forces. For this reason, most economists exercise
great caution in predicting the size and composition of labor
demand far into the future.

On the labor supply side, the evidence is clearer. The
worries about labor shortages derive from the low fertility levels
of the past decade, which mean that other things being equal the
generations of the normal age of labor-force entry in the 1990s
than those Obaby boom' generations maturing over the past decade or
so. However, the most recent Bureau of Labor Statisticb
projections for the United States show continued substantial labor
force growth right through the remainder of the century, e.g.
increases from about 107 million in 1980 to between 130 and 150
million in 2000. Moreover, past projections have generally erred
on the low side, due to overly conservative assumptions regarding
female labor force participation and immigration. Current
projections may also underestimate future labor force participation
by more elderly workers, especially given trends toward elimination
of compulsory retirement and reduction of very generous retirement
benefits.

In short, it is hard to find empirical evidence to support
predictions of Olabor shortages" in the United States over the
short-to-medium term, and long-term predictions of labor demand are
highly suspect in a dynamic and technologically changing economy.

Education and cial Serviceal

There has been a steady stream of argument concerning the
effects of immigration upon education and social service programs.
Much of this has spilled from the pens or mouths of committed
\advocates, and thus has partaken of their penchant for exaggerated
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and selective use of evidence. As is universally the case, more is
known about the impacts of legal immigrants and refugees, who
appear in official data, than about the sak population of
illegal aliens. The debate on these subjects is lengthy and
complicated, and cannot be reviewed in full here. A fair summary
of what we know is as flows:

The use of education and social services by immigrants
(including legal, illegal and refugee) ranges from high to low,
depending upon the benefit examined and the characteristics of the
immigrant population. With respect to legal immigrants, those who
are well-educated tend to make little use of income transfer and
unemployment benefits, although their children benefit from public
educational provision. Elderly legal Immigrants entering under the
terms of family reunification can be expected to be heavy users of
publicly-supported health services for many years (in some cases
the availability of such health services Is an important reason for
the immigration in the first place). Legally-admitted refugees
tend to make heavy use of welfare and other income transfer
benefits in early years but depending upon their job skills and
the availability of employment tend eventually to move off the
public rolls into the labor force.

With respect to illegal immigrants, those with low skills and
earnings who are accompanied by their families probably make
extensive use of publicly-supported systems for health-care,
education, and income transfers; however, the ready availability of
fraudulent documents and the unwillingness of many social service
agencies to delve into their validity makes accurate assessment
impossible. Other low-skill illegal aliens who are young and
unaccompanied by families probably make little use of educational
and health care services, but may be well represented in
unemployment benefits. Measurement of such use by a clandestine
population is difficult, but a study of the Illinois Attorney
General in 1982 showed that nearly half of unemployment
compensation applications by aliens were based upon fraudulent
immigration documents. In Californiar many illegal aliens in the
agricultural sector seem to make routine seasonal use of
unemployment benefits.

The costs of providing such benefits to immigrants and
refugees may be quite high for some services and quite low for
other: health cater remedial education, and bilingual education are
particular examples of services that are heavily used by some
immigrant groups, while the use of retirement and Medicare benefits
is likely to be quite low. For expenditures on education in
general, the costs at the margin differ markedly in school
districts with rapid enrollment growth (e.g. Texas, California),
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costs may be quite high, while in those with excess capacity (e.g.
New York City until recently) the costs for the same services may
be quite low.

Legislative efforts to limit the entitlements of illegal
aliens to government services have been modified substantially by
judicial intervention over the past several years. In 1982, the
Supreme Court ruled in a narrow 5-4 decision overturning a Texas
state law that illegal alien children are guaranteed a free public
education by the Fourteenth Amendment. In California, a State
court has ruled that illegal aliens are entitled to the subsidized
*resident" tuition rates in state universities and colleges, rather
than the much higher "non-residentm rates applied to U.S. citizens
from other states and to lawfully-admitted foreign students. A
number of additional court cases challenging legislative and
administrative limitations on illegal alien entitlements (such as
Aid for Families with Dependent Children, Food Stamps, etc.) have
been initiated by advocacy groups, and are now pending in various
courts; thus the costs of such benefits are subject to important
changes that require periodic reassessment.

Political. social. and cultural effect

Undue concentration upon economic costs and benefits obscures
the non-economic impacts that are perhaps the most important
elements of immigration as they are perceived by the resident
population and by many of the immigrants themselves. Although the
economic effects are hard enough to assess, especially for illegal
immigration, these non-economic factors are essentially
unapproachable via empirical evidence. They lie instead in the
murky realms of the values inherent in political institutions and
cultures, the question of societal cohesion and stability in the
context of the historically contentious fissures of language and
religion, and the perceptions and ambitions of political parties
and politicians. Such matters.are of central importance to the
general well-being of all human societies, as is evident from the
attention paid to them by political philosophers and practitioners
throughout history. Moreover, non-economic facture such as the
nature, stability, and adaptability of political institutions and
societal values form the essential framework within which economic
growth proceeds or fails.

For all their murkiness, such matters are no less real or
important than those we can measure with economic and demographic
data, as is self-evident from the frequent references to the
impressive successes of American cultural pluralism in contrast to
the dismal failures in such countries as Lebanon and Northern
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Ireland. Indeed, there has been some discussion of the possibility
that continued uncontrolled immigration to the United States might
result in sectional problems such as those experienced elsewhere.

Leaving aside such nightmarish and hopefully exaggerated
scenarios, there are a series of weighty Issues that have arisen in
relation to immigration trends, issues that without exaggeration do
go to the very heart of political rights and national unity, As
has come to be considered normal in the United States# much of the
action on these issues has occurred not in the executive and
legislative branches, but in the Federal courts.

One legal dispute in this arena would surprise most American
political leaders and citizens. Put simply, the question is
whether the large but uncountable numbers of Illegal aliens in the
country have a Constitutional right to political representation in
the United States Congress, notwithstanding their illegal status.
The legal bisis of this dispute goes right back to the
Constitutional Convention of 1787 though in a manner that almost
surely was nbver contemplated by the Founding Fathers. In part due
to the irresolvable issue of slavery that later was to nearly
destroy the Republic, the so-called Great Compromise of the
Constitution.atportioned political representation on the basis of
the number of persons't but excluding 40 percent of the number of
slaves and all *Indians not taxed', all to be enumerated in a
decennial census leading to reapportionment of the House of
Representatives.

Two centuries later, reportedly under heavy political pressure
from activists in the Carter White House, the Census Bureau for the
first time adopted special measures aimed at enumerating as many
illegal aliens as possible in the 1980 Census. This led promptly
to a legal challenge arguing that because this illegal alien
population was large and concentrated in a few states, their
deliberate inclusion in apportionment calculations would deprive
citizens and legal aliens in other states of their fair
Congressional representation. In defense of its actions the
Carter Administration argued that illegal aliens must be treated as
'persons' entitled to Congressional representation. (It failed to
note that many Opersons' enumerated on Census day are routinely
excluded from apportionment calculations, such as visitors,
diplomats and others in a temporary status a fair question might
be whether, for purposes of political representation, illegal
aliens represent more closely visitors or citizens.) The Justice
Department brief even went so far as to state that 'nothing in the
Constitution forbids a state from permitting even illegal aliens
from voting for Representatives.'
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To date the Federal courts have avoided ruling on the matter
on grounds that the plaintiffs did not have standing to sue. The
effect is that the estimated 2 million Illegal aliens who were
enumerated in the 1980 Census have been provided political
representation by inclusion of their numbers in the reapportionment
of the U.S. House of Representatives, with the apparent effect that
California and New York each gained one seat, at the expense of
Indiana and Georgia. Senator Thad Cochran has introduced
legislation (8.1734) that would prohibit the Census Bureau from
continuing to include illegal aliens in reapportionment
calculations.

A related set of issues has arisen from the question of
whether children born to aliens illegally in the United States
should be entitled to U.S. citizenship and the entitlements that go
with it. This form of "birthright citizenship' is often assumed to
be a fundamental element of the U.S. Constitution and its
Fourteenth Amendment, but a recent legal study from the Yale Law
School by Peter S. Schuck and Rogers K. Smith raises serious doubts
as to the validity of this assumption. Thus the growth of Illegal
immigration has a reauy resulted in the growth of both advocacy and
scholarship on the very meaning of American citizenship.

Mother source of conflict has been generated by the
predictions of some Hispanic politicians that Hispanics will soon
outnumber blacks as the largest minority group, and that therefore
their political representatives warrant much greater influence.
Unless these politicians are assuming much larger numbers of
Hispanic illegal aliens than are most other observers# this 'we
will outnumber you soon' scenario could occur only if large-scale
illegal immigration were allowed to continue or increase for the
next 20-30 years. Since many of the politicians making such claims
have been outspoken opponents of proposed measures to restrain
illegal immigration, t heir claims have raised questions as to
whether their opposition derives from professed fears about
negative impacts of such measures upon Hispanic-Americans, or
whether instead from political ambitions related to continued
influxes of potential ethnic supporters. In any case# sugh claims
to outnumber blacks have not been well received in the black
community, thereby illustrating the potential divisiveness of
immigration policies in a pluralistic and contentious society such
as the United States.

Finally, there are the political frictions that have arisen
regarding bilingualism in areas with large numbers of immigrants.
Bilingual policies promolgated by Federal courts and by federal,
state and local governments have led to organization of active
opposition groups at national and local levels. In 1984, one such
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group in California collected over 600,000 signatures to force
inclusion on the ballot of Proposition 38, entitled "Voting
Materials in English Only. This proposition was adopted by a
majority of 72 percent numbering some 6.4 million votes. An
earlier referendum campaign in Dade County, Florida led to
prohibition of public expenditures on bilingual activities that had
been promoted by the lp.rge Cuban immigrant population in that
county.

Whatever may be the merit of any of these concerns and
positions, the general proposition that immigration policy is
relevant to issues of national cohesiveness is a compelling one,
especially when immigration flows are large in relation to other
sources of demographic uhange. One expression of such general
concern was offered in 1980 in the pages of the influential journal
Poreign Affairs by a moderate and respected foreign policy and
business leader, Mr. George W. Ball. Commenting upon the Carter
Administration's actions leading to the boatlift of 125,000 Cubans
from Mariel Harbor, Mr. Ball stated

History has shown often enough that a nation's cultural and
political integrity can be frittered away in a generation, and
a politically squalid encouragement of indigestible voting
blocs can destroy our national cohesiveness before we even
realize what has happened to us.

IMMIGRATION AND ALTERNATIVE DEMOGRAPHIC FUTURES:

There is one final subtle impact of immigration that results
from the intersection of substantial immigration into countries
with low fertility. If domestic fertility in an industrialized
country declines, as it has done in the United States and most
other developed countries since the 1960s, then even a constant
numbAx of immigrants would account for an increasing proportion of
population growth. (If domestic population increase approaches
zero or negative growth rates, then my level of immigration would
account for aU of whatever population growth might occurs but
caution must be exercised in such calculations, since at such low
levels of domestic population increase even a very few immigrants
could be said to account for all of population growth.) In the
United States, for example, legal immigration twenty years ago
accounted for about 154 of overall population growth. Recently
legal immigration has represented 25 to 30 percent of U.S.
population growth, and the percentage would be substantially higher
(perhaps 40?) if illegal immigration were considered.

67--95 0-87- 17
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Generally speaking, if absolute immigration numbers are
substantial under conditions of slow or negative domestic increase,
there can be quite rapid changes in the nationals ethnic racial#
linguistics and other social characteristics of the population.
This is especially true if the immigrants come predominantly from
higher-fertility countries, even if their post-immigration
fertility levels tend to converge downward over the long term
toward the levels prevailing in the receiving country. This
phenomenon can be illustrated by alternative demographic
projections that assume plausible levels of fertility and mortality
along with different levels of immigration. It must be emphasized
that such projections are no± predictions or forecaster but simply
simulations of what would occur under the stated assumptions.

In one set of such alternative projections, demographers Leon
Bouvier and Cary Davis assume constant fertility levels and
gradually improving mortality conditions among resident population
groups in the United States# that fertility and mortality levels
among immigrants gradually converge to these same levels, and that
the national composition of such immigrants approximates that
experienced in recent years. They then adopt differing assumptions
as to the magnitudes of net immigration (legal and illegal
combined)# and project out the implications of such alternative
assumptions for population composition. For example, their
projection that assumes net immigration of 1 million per year
(which on historical experience might be seen as a plausible upper
bound) results over the long term in a decline in the percentage of
white/non-Hispanic residents from 80 percent in 1980 to about 50
percent in 2080. Under these assumptions the Hispanic population
would outnumber the black population by 2010. An alternate
assumption of 500,000 immigrants per year (which might be a
plausible lower bound) results in slower though still substantial
population shifts. The white/non-Hispanic population declines from
80 percent to 60 percent# and Hispanics eventually outnumber
blacks, though not until about 2075.

Several important caveats are in order in considering such
projection data. First these projections assume that recent low
fertility levels continued with immigrant fertility converging
downward. Alternative assumptions are also plausible e.g.,
increasing or declining domestic fertility or quicker or slower
fertility declines among immigrant groups.

Second, since immigration rates and characteristics have
historically been subject to substantial shifts, projections such
as these could be quite misleading if incorrectly interpreted as
predictions or forecasts. Their value is illustrative only, given
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the fact that the implications of demographic rates can be seen
only over extended time spans. It cannot be emphasized too much
that population projections represent the logical playing out of
sets of alternative assumptions about fertility, mortality, and
migration. They do n= tell us what MIll happen, but are a useful
means of illustrating the logical implications of a specified set
of alternative assumptions.

Third, such projections involve socially-defined categories of
the 1980s such as wHispanic,' vwhite/non-Hispanic,' the social
meaning of which is likely to change over long time periods. Thus,
the social significance of a distant population composition
described in such current categories cannot be clearly perceived
from today's perspective.

Fourth, one's reaction to these and other projections is
fundamentally a matter of values. Some would find the projected
trends highly desirable in political, cultural, or other terms,
while others would react with neutrality, measured concern, or
exaggerated alarm on similar grounds. In short, population
projections on their own are of little policy significance. They
provide only a quantitative framework for what are quintessentially
value-laden judments.

Although many alternative projections are possible, the
general point remains that nations experiencing low fertility (as
are most industrialized countries) and high levels of immigration
from Third World countries can expect substantial compositional
shifts over time in socially relevant categories such as
nationality, ethnicity, race, religion and language. In the past,
such shifts have generated strong public reactions contributing to
xenophobic and jingoistic politics, such as occurred during the
last major pulse of immigration to the United States around World
War I. Loud echos of such concerns are now prominent in France,
where many well-known.figures includingg the prime minister and
.leading presidential candidate, M. Jacques Chirac) have been
expressing highly emotional and public alarms about the conjunction
of low French fertility and high immigration rates from Arab
countries. Similar though more muted worries have been voiced by
prominent figures in West Germany, the United Kingdom, Canada, and
elsewhere.
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THE NUMBERS GAME! A NOTE ON CONTINUING nIrPuTES ABOUT NUMBERS OF
ILLEGAL ALIENS

Measurement of illegal or undocumented immigration poses the
most profound data problems, for the obvious reason that a
clandestine and unlawfully-present population cannot be expected to
present itself for governmental enumeration. Illegal aliens fall
into at least three major categories --- those who cross the U.S.
border without permission or inspection (EWI), those who enter via
ports of entry using fraudulent or counterfeit visas, and those who
enter using valid temporary visas and then overstay or otherwise
violate the terms of their admission. Efforts to estimate the
gross numbers of such persons has provided fertile territory both
for objective scholars with an interest in creative measurement
techniques, and for the numerous politically-motivated advocates
who seek apparently objective numbers to support their positions.

Making and criticizing estimates of this population has been a
remarkably popular pastime in some circles. In part this is
because the numbers are important to a range of policy issues, e.g.
the question of whether 'amnesty' or legalized status should be
offered to those illegally in the U.S. If the numbers are small,
this proposal is more likely to be acceptable than if they are
large. At the same times those interested in stimulating public
and political concern about illegal immigration are often drawn to
larger estimates.

There are also non-political reasons for disagreement.
Executives and management consulting firms are used to tapping the
knowledge and insights of administrative and sales personnel to
obtain estimates of important economic and social trends that are
not accessible via standardized quantitative data. Meanwhile,
quantitative social scientists tend to eschew such insights as
*non-scientificO or *speculative", preferring instead to use
official data or indirect estimates drawn from *ob jective" data
even if they are of uncertain quality. Since neither side is able
to prove to the other that its evidence is credible, the numbers
game is likely to result in a statistical deadlock.

Even within either of these two approaches, there is enormous
scope for disagreement. In a 1984 article, Eduard Sos points to
four sources of such discrepancy

1. Tha exnaion of different cateori a of Illegal alienns For
example, estimates based upon U.S. Census data typically exclude
large numbers of *visa-abusing tourists and foreign students,
aliens engaging in fraudulent marriages, and aliens using bogus



passports or permist for resident aliens.* Other studies exclude
those using border "shopping permits" to commute unlawfully to work
in the U.S., on grounds that they are resident elsewhere.

2. nae of data drawn from different time periods: Since some
parts of the illegal alien population is thought to be seasonally
present, different dates of measurement could lead to substantially
different estimates, even within the same year.

3. Tnaccuracy of a.S. data on leqLjmmiarations Many indirect
estimates of illegal alien numbers have been modeled upon
techniques developed to adjust census data for undercounts on the
basis of prior census and birth and death registration. However#
illegal immigration estimates from such methods are heavily
dependent upon the accuracy of data on legal immigration and
emigration, and unfortunately American data these subjects are of
poor quality. As a resultr various analysts have adopted different
assumptions regarding legal immig ration and emigation that result
in different estimates of the illegal alien population.

4. Lack of evidence an to a"o. aex and other demographic
characteristics of illegal aliertns Some indirect estimates (e.g.
those based upon unexpectedly high mortality rates) require
assumptions about the age and sex characteristics of the illegal
alien populaton. In the absence of direct evidence on such
matters, various estimators have adopted different assumptions that
can have important effects upon their ultimate estimates.

Given such fundamental problems, it is hardly surprising that
a wide range of estimates has been elaborated. In general,
estimates based upon administrative evidence have been the highest,
ranging up to 6-8 million in the mid-1970s. Those based upon
indirect techniques are the lowest, ranging as low as 1-2 million.
So profound is the analytical divide that one over-enthusiastic
expert on indirect estimation techniques has gone so far as to
characterize administrative estimates as "coming out of the blue*.

Given the numerical murkiness and strongly-held opinions that
afflict this debate, we shall not join the fray here. Although
there has been an excess of estimates and a tendency toward
analytic arrogance in fact the range of responsible estimates is
not as wide as might be thought. Almost everyone agrees that the
likely numbers of illegal aliens in the United States is in the
millions. A reasonable lower bound has been established, with some
2 million estimated to have been counted in the 1980 Census. The
upper bound is far less certain one's view here depends upon a
guess as to what fraction of this clandestine population were in
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fact counted in the 1980 Census. Some hold that at least half were
counted (implying an upper bound of 4 million Illegal aliens),
while others believe the percentage counted was much smaller
(implying an upper bound much larger than 4 million).
Unfortunately, there is no empirical way of assessing such a
question.

Despite the rhetoric and exaggerated claims for one or another
method, the fact is that illegal immigration la essentially
inaccessible to accurate measurementp as are other clandestine
processes such as organized crime drug abuse and trafficking, and
the "underground economy". No one, and certainly not this author,
can know with any accuracy what are the true current size and
growth rate of the illegal alien population, nor is firm evidence
likely ever to become available; Most advocates and some
researchers will continue to have a taste for the numbers game, and
no one will be able to provide incontrovertible proof that almost
any numerical claim by such persons is empirically wrong. The best
anyone can expect is a range of reasonable guesses that place a
crude magnitude on the size of the illegal alien population. In
this respect, assessing the size and Impacts of the illegal alien
population is akin to many other areas of public policy for which
reliable data are unavailable such as the intentions of the Soviet
Union or the true magnitude of child abuse.
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Representative SCHEUER. Well, thank you very much, Mr. Teitel-
baum. You have fulfilled your promise of giving us very thoughtful
stimulating testimony.

Let me ask you both a general question. Do you think we ought
to have a formulated national policy on immigration? We don't
have that now. If we had a national policy debate on population, I
suppose it would inevitably bring in the very controversial ques-
tions of abortion, family planning, and gay rights and AIDS, and
goness knows what other extremely controversial and emotional-
lyladen issues.

Would it be better to deal in a fragmented way with borders and
with border controls and education problems and so forth, or do
you think it would be worthwhile to have some kind of a struc-
tured national debate through a national commission or something
of the kind; but a national debate on a national population policy?

Mr. TEITELBAUM. Population or immigration?
Representative SCHEUER. Population, that would take account of

both legal and illegal immigration and domestic fertility, mortality,
population movements, both internal and international, or any var-
iant thereof.

Mr. GRAHAM. I recall that we had one once, sort of, and it
seemed on the whole a very enlightening and not embarrasing oc-
casion. I refer to the Rockefeller Commission, the 1972 report of
the National Commission on Population and the American Future.
As I recall, they made one overriding recommendation and 52
smaller recommendations. President Nixon ignored the 52 and at-
tacked 2 of them and that was about the end of it.

Representative SCHEUBR. I was a member of that Commission.
Mr. GRAHAM. You know better than I.
Representative SCHEUER. You're absolutely right.
Mr. GRAHAM. So my memory of that and my use of the results of

that study, both the summary volume and the other volumes that
went with it, was that it was an occasion of admirable, responsible
inquiry into tough questions and that it did not lead to a debase-
ment of national discussion. It suggested what I would hope to be
eventually and early rather than late a consensual view that in all
senses it stands in the best interest of the United States of America
to reach an early stabilization of her population, which is to really
fudge the question in many ways to the unarguable proposition
"let's level this thing off even if we can't settle the question of
what is the optimal."

So my reaction is that if this could be done again-how long has
that been? That's been nearly 15 years now, and I remember the
occasion as one that advanced us considerably conceptually even
though you may say, and those who worked so hard may say, that
the actual impact of it may seem to you to be minor. I thought of it
as a positive occasion.

Representative SCHEUER. It contributed to the literature just as
did the five reports that Mr. Teitelbaum edited that the Select
Committee on Population published almost a decade ago. That con-
tributed to the literature, too, and I suppose in some modest way.it
may have had an effect on the thinking of academics that again
seeps out. But one wonders whether we don't need something more
dramatic and more directly affecting the political process that
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would produce political results In terms of changed policies, legisla-
tive policymaking, rather than just an exercise-a very fascinating,
constructive exercise in academic creativity.

Mr. TEITELBAUM. I think, Mr. Chairman, that all nations should
have a periodic serious discussion of population issues. They are
central to almost every issue of public policy that one can think of,
and things change over time.

At the time of the Rockefeller Commission there was concern
about unduly rapid population growth in the United States, al-
though the alarm was not sounded by that Commission.

I have to say, however, that the recent statements coming out of
the White House on this issue have been less than enlightening.
They are contrary to what nearly all demographers consider to be
30 years or more of scientific research on population. If anything,
the current public relations effort coming out of the Amerian En-
terprise Institute and elsewhere is to raise new alarms, not about
population bombs and population explosions, but about population
declines and population collapses-a less than enlightening set of
activities that does not give one great hope for the credibility of
such an exercise at the present time.

As to a formulated policy on immigration, well, yes, I think there
should be. There is, supply. It's the second longest piece of leg-
islation in the Federal Code, the Immigration and Nationality Act.
It's sup posed to be a policy. Most people who know anything about
it don't think it works the way it's supposed to.

If I had any goals in mind with respect to legal immigration,
they would be to maintain the diversity of immigrant streams that
has been an important factor in accelerating and encouraging as-
similation and upward mobility of immigrants, and also in diversi-
fying the culture of the United States in a way that anyone who
lives in a large city appreciates when he or she goes out to dinner,
such cultural diversity is the kind of thing that most Americans
appreciate, rather than building two or three kinds of cultures that
don't interact with each other. It would also be important to keep
the number of legal immigrants in some balance with domestic de-
mographic change. If domestic population growth is rapid, if fer-
tilty is high ironically enough, we may be able to absorb more legal
immigrants than if fertility is low. Ironically the argument is some-
times made in the opposite way; that when fertility is low we need
more immigrants. But I think the reality is that people react to
perceived change, and if fertility and school enrllments, and so
forth, are low and immigrant numbers are high, people perceive
there to be a rapid change in their environment. We then risk a
political reaction that has in the past, and I fear will in the future,
turn nasty, turn xenophobic, turn anti-immigrant.

Representative SCHUim. Just to follow up on that, we've had tes-
timony today from Governor Lamm and I think Mr. Graham and a
good deal of testimony in our first 2 days of hearings that we ought
to rely less on family preferences, which gives the decision to the
individuals as to who comes in, and more on the personal charac-
teristics that the individual brings to this country m terms of edu-
cation, skills, and so forth, that gives us participation in the deci-
sionmaking process, that gives us some input into the population
mix that we are accepting into this country.
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How would both of you react to that? Should we continue to rely
on family preferences for most.of the legal immigration or should
we switch that and establish our own criteria and not give an auto-
matic ticket of entry to someone simply because they had a relative
come across, but make it a matter of individual merit and individ-
ual characteristics that we think our country needs?

Mr. GRAHAM. I did say something about that in my prepared
statement. I'm attracted to Vernon Briggs' formula that as a very
first step why don't we go back to our history before 1965 which
wasn't very long ago in which about 50 percent were directly relat-
ed to labor market suitability. So the Nation had its own sense as
to half of the legal flow, that it had certain needs that it could ex-
press in labor market terms, that these were rationally determined
and that the rest of it would be family reunification. I'm not stand-
ing for the 50 percent, but it would be an improvement.

I have in front of me a very interesting trio of documents that
were produced by the Canadian Government. They have an attrac-
tive model there to the north of us. I don't pretend to be an expert
in it, but they have a system of points which you get for matching
what they have previously determined in an administrative fashion
through a skilled civil service, though Parliament, of course, sets
the criteria for what the nation thinks that it needs in the way of
an augmentation of its work force. Family reunification is a part.
You get some points for family reunification and that's in the na-
tional interest in that if there's a family there to receive the immi-
grant the assimilation goes forward much better.

But they have other points for other matters. Now I'm not sure
we want to completely copy the Canadian system, but it has a
number of attractive features. Vocational preparation experience
on the job, and occupational and educational attainment, and they
used to give 10 points for what part of the country you would
locate in. They've moved away from that now and decided you can
freely locate anywhere you want. For knowledge of both French
and English you get points, 6 points for fluency in French and 5
points for fluency in English. They have a special problem there.
And finally, they have an interview and for 10 minutes or so you
talk to a civil servant and under personal suitability you can get 10
points. Now I'm not sure what that one leads toward, but it does
give an American a sense that they are further along toward a ra-
tional immigration policy that establishes in broad terms what the
nation thinks it needs and then allows individual's desires to fill
the rest and do the rest of the selectivity. I can leave these with
you.

Representative SCHECUER. I wish you would. Thank you very
much.

Mr. TIWMELBAUM. Mr. Chairman, very quickly, the family prefer-
ence system adopted in 1965 was never intended, as I understand
the legislative history of that bill, to dominate U.S. legal immigra-
tion numbers. It has come to do so unintentionally. I think there is
indeed virtue in having family ties between immigrants and resi-
dents in terms of assimilation and upward mob'iity. But it was
never intended to serve as an avenue for whole-family, for ex-
tended-family, migration to the United States.
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One example is the so-called Phillipine strategy of the' whole-
family immigration to the United States, in which a family picks
one-usually female-child to educate as a nurse because of the
immigration preferences for nurses in the United States, with the
view toward immigration for that person to the United States and
5 years later reunifying her family in the United States. It is a
long-term, very sensible, very rational strategy of exploiting an
American immigration policy that was intended for wholly other
purposes, and I think indeed it needs to be looked at carefully.

A last point. It's not only Canada that is further down the road
toward a rational immigration policy than the United States. I
think the same could be said for virtually every Western country-
further down the road toward a rational immigration policy.

Representative SCHEUER. Could you give us, as Professor Graham
gave us for Canada, could you give us some documentation for each
of those countries on how they march down that road and sort of
rationalized their situation?

Mr. TIrELBAUM. I can certainly try to get some things together
for you. You don't mean here, I hope.

Representative SCHEUER. No, no. At you convenience.
Mr. TEITELBAUM. Sure.
Representative SCHEUER. Professor Graham mentioned chapter 7

of this year's Economic Report of the President entitled "The Eco-
nomic Effects of Immigration."

Although, as I think Professor Graham mentioned, the chapter
in sort of an offhand manner rejected illegal immigration, the
entire tone of the chapter is that the cost of immigration, both
legal and illegal, are far outweighed by the benefits, including
lower cost products for the U.S. consumer, higher wages for native
workers, greater tax revenues for government at the Federal,
State, and city levels, and so forth.

How do you both react to that? You have already glanced over it.
Mr. GRAHAM. I've gone on about three pages about it and that's

not very long and if you and your staff subsequently would like me
to go on a little more I'd be glad to add to that in any way or re-
spond to any of your questions.

There is one sentence there, as you say, in which they do not
take a position on illegal immigration, and then they assume it. It
struck me that the overall impression one gets is this. The differ-
ence between Governor Lamm s remarks and my own assumptions
about the structural direction of the American economy and that
chapter come down, it seems to me, to something pretty fundamen-
tal.

They assume that if certain employers in certain parts of the
country in certain trades find illegal aliens to be in their own in-
terest, that in some way this is the marketplace indicating the
proper and desired economic direction for the country. That's what
the marketplace does. It signals the economic direction of the coun-
try, and that determination shouldn't be made anywhere else. So
in this chapter it's made by those employers.

Now that's not your average employer. It's employers in enter-
prises a few of whom should go abroad but most of whom should
pay more wages and upgrade the standards in those trades if we
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didn't give them a hidden subsidy by leaving the border open. But
that's one set of assumptions.

If you assume that those employers, wanting to pay those wages
and control that work force in that way, if they represent the di-
vinity of the marketplace speaking about the direction of the
American economy, then that's the kind of chapter you write.

If you have a very different view about the direction of economy
and how we should read what the desirable and inevitable direc-
tion of the American economy is and what kind of labor force
would meet that--

Representative SCHEUER. And the very basic role of Government.
Mr. GRAHAM. Exactly. Then you come to a very different conclu-

sion, which I came to.
Mr. TEITELBAUM. Well, Mr. Chairman, I said in my remarks that

economists tend to ignore noneconomic factors, and that document
certainly managed to do that very successfully. I would describe
the document in its first draft, and even in its final draft, as sim-
plistic. It failed to deal with long-term and short-term phenomenon

was talking about, and it made an analogy between the unre-
stricted movement of immigrants and free trade and goods, services
and financial claims. Thereby it contrived to ignore the rather fun-
damental distinction between human beings and their products.

Under the arguments in that document, which I consider to be
an ideological document, exceptionally large numbers of even ille-
gal immigrants could be seen as beneficial to the United States, al-
though in its defense Mr. Sprinkle did subsequently try to refute
that interpretation of the document.

My own view is that substantial controlled legal immigration can
have important economic benefits if the economic, demographic,
and other circumstances are propitious. But if you took the CEA
argument seriously and changed a few words about the role of the
market and so on, then even the drug trade, Mr. Chairman, would
be good for the U.S. economy. Certainly there's a market for illicit
drugs out there. Certainly some people benefit. Certainly there are
buyers, there are sellers, and the illicit drug trade could only raise
the GNP of the United States and everybody would be better off.

Representative SCHEUER. As a matter of fact, there are some
people who feel that the informal or underground economy in cer-
tain sections of our country, in Harlem, Bedsty, the South Bronx, I
suppose Los Angeles and Chicago-this informal underground
economy is so powerful and so important in relationship to the
formal economy that if the drug trafficking were removed over-
night it would have some tremendously beneficial results but one
fearsome result, they say, would be an economic collapse of whole
sections of our city.

Mr. TEITELBAUM. On this basis, one should keep the drug trade
going, I guess the argument would be, or even expand it.

Reresentative SCHRUER. Of course, that's an absured result and
I don t think anybody would suggest that.

Mr. TEITELBAUM. It has great similarity to the CEA arguments
about illegal immigration. It's very similar.

Representative SCHEUER. Let's turn to the Mexican Government.
The problems of staunching that hemorrhage across the border are
absolutely horrendous and while our Government could do far
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more than it's doing now in simply normal law enforcement, some-
thing that would be a compromise between the virtually nothing
that we're doing now and a Berlin wall with soldiers with automat-
ic rifles and police dogs and watchtowers that none of us want, we
should achieve some reasonable level of law enforcement that
would perhaps cut 80 or 90 percent of the illegal immigration, and
that seems to be achievable.

But we ought to have the cooperation of the Mexican Govern-
ment. Do youjsee any hope of getting the active, positive involve-
ment of the Mexican Government in helping to reduce this flow, or
is it so much a fundamental component of Mexican domestic and
foreign policy virtually to shove these folks across the border to us,
using us as an escape valve for their horrendous population explo-
sion and as an escape valve to avoid the ever-increasing levels of
underemployment and unemployment, that it's unreasonable to
even think that it would be even theoretically possible to get their
involvement in an effort to harden the border?

Is that a predoomed exercise in futility?
Mr. TEITELBAUM. Well, Mr. Chairman, one would hope not. I be-

lieve in the long term the interests of the Mexican Government
and that of the American Government are every similar. Mexico is
losing skilled people increasingly. When and if-and I would hope
the word should be "when"-there is an economic recovery in
Mexico, they will find themselves lacking skilled craftsmen, engi-
neers c-nd others, causing serious bottlenecks in their economy
such as has been experienced in Egypt, for example, because of the
departure of these skilled craftsmen to the Gulf States during the
oil boom.

So I think in economic terms the long-term interests are similar.
In political terms, it must be gallng and highly embarrassing to
any government to see the departure of large volumes of its own
citizens to other shores. It's a vote of no confidence in the govern-
ment and in the political system. It's an embarrassment, and I
think they would want to deal with that as well.

Representative SCHEtUER. Are you suggesting that there's any evi-
dence that the Government of Mexico feels embarrassed by this
flow?

Mr. TEITELBAUM. Well, I said in the long term, and probably in
the short term if they think about it they re embarrassed. On the
other hand, in the short-to-medium term, their view is as you de-
scribed it; that is, they see the status quo as the preferred situa-
tion. There have been repeated attempts by Members of Congress,
by members of the executive branch, and several administrations,
to discuss these issues with officials of the Mexican Government.
Invariably, the reaction has been, "You are a sovereign nation, you
Americans, you gringos. You have .to control your own borders the
same way we do, but respect the human rights of our people. Don't
mistreat them, don't let them be exploited, don't let them be
abused."

Representative SCHEUER. However, do you want to compare
Mexican immigration legislation and policy, let's say on their
southern border, with our immigration legislation and policy on
our southern border?



521

Mr. TEITELBAUM. Mexico is very concerned about illegal immigra-
tion from its south and it has undertaken to enforce its laws, in-
cluding pass cards with pictures on them and so on in those South-
ern States. Reportedly, on several occasions, though denied by the
Mexican Government, it has pushed back Indians moving in from
Guatamala claiming to be refugees. Mexico would not be described
by any lights as a country that is liberal in its immigration policy.
Quite the contrary, though Mexico does provide political asylum
for a small number of elite political figures from Latin American
countries, in the tradition of territorial asylum in that part of the
world.
, However, I have to say, Mr. Chairman, that I don't think that
this is a likely set of negotiations in the next decade or two. It's
clear to me that the policy of the Mexican Government-implicit
policy but nonetheless real policy-is one of trying to block any
action by this body in respect to immigration reform in the United
States.

The Mexican Senate went public with this the last time around
in the Simpson-Mazzoli bill, passing a resolution that was quite ex-
plicit. In fact, one might even say this resolution was inflammatory
in its rhetoric, and if such a resolution of opposition to Mexican
legislation under consideration inthe Mexican Senate or Chamber
of Deputies had been passed by the United States House of Repre-
sentatives or the United States Senate, there would have been loud
screams of "imperialist intervention" in the domestic political af-
fairs of Mexico coming from Mexico City.

So I think the answer is that one can expect continuing efforts to
block legislative reform in the United States, including encourage-
ment of various activist groups in the United States that have been
carrying the water on this kind of issue.

Representative SCHEUER. And an ability to cope with whatever
embarrassment they may feel of that exodus?

Mr. TEITELBAUM. Well, there are lots of embarrassments in the
Mexican Government these days.

Representative SCHEUER. I sometimes wonder that the Russian
Government isn't more embarrassed than it is at the fact that sev-
eral millions of people are trying to bust out and practically
nobody is trying to bust in. In fact, I haven't heard of anybody
trying to bust in.

Mr. TEITELBAUM. The only place that could ha ppen would be
along the Chinese-U.S.S.R. border, which therefore has multiple di-
visions of armed and highly entrenched troops to prevent that from
occurring

Mr. GRAHAM. It's hard to detect embarrassment among people
who never change the expression on their face.

Representative SCHEUER. That's true.
Mr. TEITELBAUM. Are you talking about Congressman Scheuer?

(Laughter.]
Representative SCHEUER. At one time I interviewed a number of

Vietnamese boat people in a refugee camp in Hong Kong, and
there were only two places in the world they wanted to go. None of
them wanted to go to Russia. They wanted to go to only two places.
One was the United States of America and the other was Califor-
nia.
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Mr. GRAHAM. There's a distinction. [Laughter.]
Representative SCHEUER. All right. Well, this has been a very

stimulating-it has been a predictably stimulating and thoughtful
and productive hearing and I thank you both. I am going off the
record for a few minutes.

[Discussion off the record.]
[Mr. Alejandro Portes, professor of sociology and international

relations, the Johns Hopkins University, was invited to participate
as a witness in today's hearing, but was unable to do so. He subse-
quently submitted the following letter, together with an enclosure,
for the record:]
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and
Inatrnaeru nl Relataud

June 4, 1986

The Hon. James Scheuer
Joint Economic Committee
Congress of the United States
GOI Dirksen Senate Office Building
Washington. D.C. 20510

Dear Mr. Scheuer:

I very much regret that I was unable to testify because of illness during the
recent hearings on the issue of immigration. I considered your invitation an honor.. In
addition. I would have liked to comment on what seemed the general tenor of these
hearings.

In my view. statements such as those in the press release preceding the hearings
are overstated. In addition. they pretty much foreclose debate on the topic. The
statement at the top of the press release roads "our nation Is faced with a tidal wave of
illegal immigrants that threatens to overwhelm our nation's economy, labor market.
educational systems, and health programs*. If this is a foregone conclusion, what else is
there to discuss?

I disagree with this statement because it suggests that illegal immigrants are the
main individuals at fault, when the reality Is quite different. Illegal$ would not coma.
they could not come if there was not a widespread demand for thtir labor. Illegal
immigrants are more victims of the process than its initiators. They are victimized by
poverty and exploitation in their home emuntries and then by unscrupulous employers.
landlords. and others in the United States.

I think that it is high time that we stop blaming the victims and abandon the myth
that ragged peasants and workers from Third World are able to "overwhelm* our borders.
They would not move an inch into U.S. territory if the demand for their services was not
here and if the organized power of growers and other employers had not blocked all past
attempts at regulation. The issue before Congress is whether the economic health of the
industries and farms which rely on this labor is the prime consideration or whether it
should be subordinated to broader national concerns. But please, let's stop blaming the
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immigrants, whose only sin is to seek a better life through work for themselves and their
children. If an eye-catching banner is in order, let's target It on the growers'
associations and their political allies.

Sincerely yours.

AleJandro Porte.
Professor

AP:as
Enclosure

cc: Members of the Committee
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Immigration Reform Again: The 1985 Proposalst
by

Alejandro Portes,
Johns Hopkins University

During 1985. Congress has been again in the midst of
what has become a yearly ritual: the introduction of an
immigration reform bill and its endless debate in both
houses. This five.year-ov ritual embodies a paradox:
everybody seems to be in favor of immigration reform and
)et Congress has been unable to enact an effect e
program. At the core of this paradox is the issue of
unauthorized immigration.

Twel,.e )ear% ago. I tred to tally the economic and
political forces behind this mass inflow.' My conclusion at
the time was that little change could be expected since the
inieress .! oring the condinuatsso of the movement %ere
far moi l-t erful than those opposing it, This prediction
has held over the years. although the present ,iiuafion has
changed somewhat. Before considering %hat change, have
taken place. it is important to summarize the basic features
of unauthorized immigration and of legislative attempts at
controlling it. This summary can be organized around six
core questions:

f Rtsvsid -tiKm of a pae ,a on On~ili. for die seminar ,.
lmMrIScon PoIly W die Futuw of Ammran Piwajusn. k
c(artol aivera,. octwir .3. 1911

I , See m) IRwat diOe Weiback." SOCit7 II I Ma.h- A0d. 1974i
4046

I. What does the proposed legislation. Senate bil
1200. and Its predecessors attempt to do? They aim
at eliminating unauthorized immigration or at least
reducing it to the point where it ceases to be a
significant problem.

2. How will this goal be accomplished? It is clear
that unauthorized aliens are primarily entering the U.S.
in search of jobs. Since the Immigration and
Naturahzation Service tINS) and the Border Patrol
have proven unable to deter the flow. the proposed bill
will reduce the incentive for aliens to come by
depriving them of access to jobs. This will be
accomplished by penalizing employees who hire them.
Until now. the law stipulated that it is a felony to be
or to harbor an unauthorized alien but not to hire
one-a tailor-made loophole known as the "Texas
Proviso." Under it. employers have been able to
make free use of the e workers.

3. What will be the consequences of cotroliig
lrmirenlon? The U.S. government will recuperate
an important attribute of its sovereignty, namely. the
capacity to regulate entry of foreigners into the
country. Jobs vacated by *unauthorzed aliens will
become available to American workers, thus reducing
unemployment and lightening the state welfare load.

U)
Winter 1996
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These goals are unexceptionable and account for the
first pan of the paradox. namely the broad public support
for reform. A few organizations, notably Mexican-
American ones. have opposed vocally the strategy of
employer sanctions. Neither they nor their congressional
allies, however, are a match for a current of public opinion
going strongly in the opposite direction. It is thus
necessary to move beyond legislative pronouncements and
public debate% to find the real reasons why a seemingly
popular bill has been repeatedly stalled. This inquiry
encompasses the three remaining questions.

4. Why do employers hire amuthoflzed workers?
Small and medium-sized firms face. at present. an
uncertain ard highly competitive envirosme t., Farm
growers. garment makers, electronics assemblers, and
oeher producers find that they must compete
increasingly not only against each other, but against
low-priced imports. Construction and service sector
finns such as restaurants, landscaping, custodial and
cleaning companies. and others do not face foreign
competition but are labor intensive and highly
competitive internally. To succeed they require a
supply of labor that is both dependable and hard-
working. Because of the threat of foreign or domestic
competition, all these firms are compelled to maintain
low wages. Otherwise, their owners and managers
argue. they would go out of business or, in certain
cases, be forced to relocate abroad.

In certain regions of the country. unauthorized
immigrants have become the only source of labor for these
industries, Domestic workers ar either unavailable or
unwilling to perform harsh, menial tasks for minimal
compensation. In other regions, immigrants are the
preferred labor force since, although domestic workers are
still available they are deemed to be less dependable or
motivated than the aliens.;

S. Why don't American workers compete effntivdly
with the immigrants? The domestic labor supply that
could in theory fill the jobs now occupied by
unauthorized aliens is formed by certain special
groups. such as teenagers. and by the unemployed,
disproportionately nonwhite minorities. Teenagers are
able to perform certain specific occupations. such as
counter work in the fast food industry, but they are

2 See WAyne A Cormehu. "LAbe MtS Impacu o MexcaM
Immsigrais Thu Oes efrati of Rewsth" Paper pttsen at ft
%msma oa The Utam IaFoenal Se.i. Joba Hopui Unaarnady.
*atrlm~rt Apr i 1994. NACLA. "l'docusi4 in mrgf'n Woiten
o Nev. Yok Ciy., Ripen a Ow Amtrks 13 iNov.-Dec i9?91.
2-46. Shem GOasmuck. "lmmsgiion. Senbfiraemo. and Woring-
Class Discipline Companscis uf Dorw sotd d Uadocumemed
Osmioxams.' tier'woriat MjJlrm Relew It iFa 1994) 692-
?1

unsuitable for the physically demanding tasks required
by many farm and constr ctios jobs or for the
repetitive and delicate ones in electronics and garment
production. Domestic workers are available to
perform even the harshest tasks, provided that wages
and other benefits are sufficiently high. Mining is a
prime example of a demanding physical occupation
where wages are sufficiently high to retain a mostly
native labor force. When these conditions do not
exist. domestic workers tend to withhold their labor,
relying on welfare payments or self-employment.

The reason why domestic workers do not compete
effectively with unauthorized immigrants is simply that jobs
held by immigrants are generally not attractive. The goal
of most American workers-including blacks, Mexican
Americans. and other minorities--is to find occupations
that pay enough to maintain a modest but reasonable
standard of living and that offer at least some opportunities
for mobility. Dead-end jobs paying low wages In mtum
for highly demanding menial work are not deemed a real
option and, when taken, ame abanoned at the earliest
possible time,

6. Why are foreigners wOlng to accept those Jobs?
At $3.35 per hour, the U.S. minimum wage is
approximately six times that of Mexico, which is, in
turn. higher than those prevailing in most of Central
America. A series of studies have shown that the bulk
of unauthorized immigrants were not unemployed in
their countries of origin, but were rather low-paid
urban and agricultural workers. Their principal reason
for migrating is not. however, the absolute money gap
with U.S. wages. but the fact that the wages received
at home ae insufficient to meet even minimum local
consumption standards The cause of mass
unauthorized migration is thus not unemployment, but
poverty-in-employment.

Mexican. Central American.and other foreign workers
willingly accept jobs disdained by Americans for two
reasons. First. the acquisitive power of U.S. wages is far
greater back home. Remittances of one or two hundred
dollars per month enable entire families to survive and even
improve their economic situation. Dollar savings also

3 See Joshua Reicten and Douslas Massey. Paners of U . Migpaiss
(rom a Sendig %UsesKan Community: A Compm ri o( Ltpl Wnd
ltegat tmmiamagsn, larlmions Mvanuo Review I iWio er
19M9i 599-623 Il R nian. "Piumns of Adaptatica mnq
Households of u S -bound Miirams fmM Mihcoap. etxico,'
anersnRiao Mtiwca Retw 2 tWie 197t, 48U-501 Wayne

A Cora rius. "Melsan Migrato to ie Usited Stan. Cesm.
Conesqsieo. and U S Respoo." wolsq Paper. Ce (or
tstenatoual Sids. Mt I T . 1975 Ptsi Rt. ivy., 'The Rota af
Houwsihid i tniaatsu Milranca an die Cas of U S -k0id
Mtommi tem te L KU RtepatC." hS1ift"ieewee h5UtaIa
,Resiw 16 Smmer 112t. 342.36A. Grasmick, "lnamidis.'
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allow immigrants to purchase land. house, or work
implements after their return. Second. the stigma often
attached to the lowest menial tasks is not an obstacle since
the migrants' significant others ue at home and no in the
United States. Several studies thus report that immigrants
willingly perform jobs that they would not except in their
own countries because they regard their sojourn as
temporary and their contacts with American society as
minimal.'

The rapid growth of unauthorized immigration in recent
ears can be explained as a result of these converging

forces Farm growers and industrial and service firms
generate a low-wage labor market that is resisted by
domestic workers. but eagerly filled by immigrants. The
fit between the interests of employers and their foreign
employees is so strong as to have rendered ineffectual both
past attempts at controlling the inflow and efforts to replace
immigrant with domestic workers. A recent study of
industry in Southern California reports, for example, that
up to a third of the labor force in the electronics assembly
plants is unauthorized. mostly Mexican immigrants, and
that this proportion is growing rapidly. In the garment
industry, concentrated in Los Angeles, up to half of the
labor force in legally registered plants and over 80 percent
in the burgeoning "informal" sector of sweatshops and
homework i estimated to be unauthorized

5

The proposed immigration reform bill is. above all. an
attempt to reverse these powerful forces at play in the labor
market. Employers would be prevented from hiring those
whom they desire and would be forced instead to tap a
more costly and. in their view. less motivated labor pool:
goals of those to be hired-American workers--are
precisely to abandon the kind of low-paid and frequently
stigmatized jobs now held by immigrants.

Much of the current debate about immigration reform
resolves around the issue of whether state power will be
sufficient to bring about this reversal. Proponents believe
that it w ill critics are more skeptical. The critics point to
the fact that the present immigrant labor system is rooted in
social and economic processes that transcend national
boundaries. They also me that never before has a large
group of American employers been deprived of their main

A See CiarielI Wood. "Canittnean Case Cutin as risd. A. Studi)
of the Retltise Cost of Foreetn And Doncov: Laor." paper
pre ,cnsd as di panel an tmmirato. meeiiip ut st Amencoa
Soooiogsco Aswmiam, San Antomo. AuguA 19U1 Josh DeWind.
Tam Sidl. and Janms Sheak. "Coo"a Labor in V S AIVfci."
NACLA Repoet on &k Am irek I I Nov -De,: 1I?r A.37
Pe%,ar. "Ro q Xownab."
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labor source without either a suitable alternative or £ major
ensuing conflict." Replacements for unauthorized
immigrants at current wages are nowhere in sight. Critics
note finally that the scenario of an orderly replacement of
immigrants wish higher-paid domestic workers is probably
the least likely outcome of reform. Other options available
to industries that employ immigrant labor are to mechanize.
go underground. move abroad, or simply to go out of
business In each of these instances, but especially the last
two. the consequence would be the loss of thousands of
better-paid administrative, clerical, and supenisory jobs
now held by Americans. This is at least the conclusion of
a well-publicized report by the Urban Institute as well as of
the field studies conducted recently in California.'

Twelve years ago. at the time I wrote my first article of
this topic. the balance of economic and social forces leaned
so strongly in favor of the continuation of foreign labor
immigration than this outcome seemed inevitable, Despite
some changes since then. the situation at present is not too
different. The principal change at present is the
consolidation of a reform coalition composed of academics.
journalists, and policy pundits. This coalition, which
concentrates in the East Coast, brings together a disparate
gamut of ideologis-from liberals, concerned with
protecting domestic workers and restoring the rile of law,
to extreme conservatives, intent on closing the door to all
immigration and banning any more foreign influences in the
country. This coalition is opposed. at the political level,
by powerful lobbies representing growers and other
employers and by their congressional allies, primarily from
the West and Southwest.

The second recent change consists of the incorporatio
of a massive immigrant contract labor program in the 19g5
reform bill. This provisioe-a brciro program in
ever) thing but name-- presents a major concession by the
Eastern reform coalition to its opposition. After years of
legislative defeats, it has become clear that no immigration
bill can be enacted that does not accommodate the interests
of Western growers and their allies. It seems also clear,
however, that this provision negates, to a large extent, the
very intent of reform. A contract program not only
provides employers with legal access to their preferred
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workers, but also strengthens the underground flow
During the original bracero program. contract and
unauthorized immigrhtions coexisted side by side. Contacts
between employers and braceros and increasing knowledge
by she latter of conditions in the United States made
possible in easy shift underground once the legal program
was terminated.1 The new labor contract provisions are
likely to lead to a similar outcome, multiplied by the much
larger number of workers involved in the cross-border flow
and of industries relying on it.

Past legislative defeats and the prospect of an
immigration reform bill-that contains its own negations
should persuade well-intentioned advocates of reform that
they have followed the wrong path. Unauthorized labor
migration is not a police matter, but one deeply embedded
in an international economic structure that possesses its
own dynamics and logic. An alternative approach that may
prove more effective in the long run consists or targeting
the root causes rather than the symptoms of unauthorized
labor movements. In places of origin, this alternative
approach calls for working with gravs-root organizations in
she development of small-scale enterprises in agriculture,
industry, and commerce. The popular, small-scale sector
has proven a far moro tfict.ait renerator of acceptable
employment in the Third World than large . capital-intensive
industries, private or state-owned.9 Viable self-employment
and participatior in dynamic producer cooeratives would
tend, in turr, to discourage out-migration.

In places of destination, efforts should be directed at
wage awli labor conditions rather than at the national origin
of wok,!rs. Effective enforcement of minimum wage and
fair labo" standards laws, regardless of nationality, should
discouragSt employment of unauthorized aliens for two
reasons. Pirst, improvements in wages and work
conditions wt, encourage domestic workers to re-enter
these labor matets. Second, inability to extract more-
work.for.lower.pay from immigrants with the threat of
deportation would umermine their status as a "preferred"
labor source for many employers.

As Senator Kenrtdy remarked in the 1982
congressional debate over a similar proposal. it is hard to
believe that the go-,ernment can effectively enforce

1. On tis pou. ie ioae Baostarwm . "The Hisical Con exs of
Maxis Unxdreoned tarnrau to the Uncuid Staes,' Ara 3
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employer sanctions against hinng immigrants when it has
proven unable to enforce compliance with fair labor
standards laws covering American workers.1° Clearly, the
alternative approach that I propose cannot solve all the
contradiction% and problems surrounding unauthorized
immigration, but will prove a more viable long-term
solution than the rush to do 'something' about
immigration now widespread in Washington policy circles.
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Representative SCHEUER. We will now take the second panel on
State and local issues: Prof. Frank D. Bean, Department of Sociolo-
gy, University of Texas; Elizabeth Bogen, director, Office of Immi-
grant Affairs, New York City; Prof. Frank Dunn, Department of
Psychology, Florida International Uniyersity; Prof. Philip Martin,
Department of Agricultural Economics, University of California at
Davis.

Well, I want to thank you for being so patient and forebearing to
have sat through-if you have been here for the testimony-almost
2 2 hours of testimony. If you have been here, I hope you have
found it as interesting and stimulating as I have, but in any event,
I thank you for your patience and endurance.

We have to be out of here by 1 o'clock and I suppose we could
cheat by 15 minutes, so let's say we have roughly an hour and a
quarter, so what I'm going to ask you to do is summarize your tes-
timony in about 10 minutes and we will have a little egg timer
here to help us concentrate our thinking and I will go through all
four of you and I will try and be as strong as possible in restrain-
ing myself from asking questions and interrupting you, and then
when you all four have finished your testimony I'm sure I will
have some questions to ask all of you.

As I've said to the other witnesses, all of your testimony will be
printed in full in the record, so feel free to chat informally for 10
minutes, giving us the highlights of your prepared statement and
also referring to anything that you've heard this morning from any
of the witnesses, any of the conversation, that you think would be
of interest to the committee.

We will start with Prof. Frank D. Bean, Department of Sociology,
University of Texas.

STATEMENT OF FRANK D. BEAN, PROFESSOR AND RESEARCH, AS.
SOCIATE, DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY AND POPULATION RE-
SEARCH CENTER, UNIVERSITY OF TEXAS, AUSTIN
Mr. BEAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I appreciate very much the

opportunity to speak here today concerning my research on the
consequences of immigration.

The topic to be addressed by this panel is the impact of immigra-
tion on States and communities. I will deal with this subject by
presenting a summary of the results of a current research project
of mine.

Representative SCHEUER. All of you might refer to the rather
dramatic remark that Governor Lamm made when he said, "I'm
playing triage every day. I'm deciding which of our programs will
die,"-and he ticked off two or three-"in order to meet these
emergency programs of the Mexican population that's flooding
across our borders." Playing triage, killing some existing programs
that the Congress and the Colorado State Legislature presumably
have passed in their good judgment in order to meet this inunda-
tion of new demands and new service needs.

Mr. BwN. I'll keep that in mind. I also got the impression that
he thought some of that came about as a result of Gramm-Rudman,
if I recall his remarks.



530

Representative SCHEUER. Well, I don't recall him saying that, but
it's undoubtedly true that it has come out of Gramm-Rudman.
We've certainly exacerbated his problem. We haven't lessened it.

Mr. BEAN. The study I want briefly to talk about investigated the
effects of illegal Mexican immigration on the earnings of other
social groups in metropolitan communities in five Southwestern
States.

The issue of the economic impact of undocumented Mexican im-
migration is, of course, in part, a question of the effects of undocu-
mented immigrants in the U.S. labor market.

In addressing this question in the case of undocumented Mexican
immigration, the research I want briefly to report today focuses on
geographical labor markets because it is within local areas, as
we've heard this morning, that it is most appropriate to address
the key issues concerning the substitutability of different labor
groups in the aggregate production process.

Studies of the effects of undocumented immigration have been
hampered because reliable data on the size and distribution of the
illegal population in the United States have not been available
until recently. In order to surmount this problem, studies have em-
ployed a variety of research strategies, almost none of them based
on data on undocumented Mexicans.

One approach is to extrapolate from research on the effects of
legal immigration. In general, because of their lack of data on un-
documented immigrants, it is difficult to draw conclusions from
such studies about the effects of undocumented immigration.

Nonetheless, the relative absence of large or negative effects oflegal immigration on the wages and earnings of other groups pro-
vides little basis for anticipating substantial adverse effects of ille-
gal immigration.

My research of how immigrant groups affect the earnings of the
native-born population involves using an economic model of the
labor market in order to describe changes in labor market out-
comes that occur as a result of shifts in the supply of immigrants.
The analysis is based on a system of labor demand equations which
express the earnings of labor market groups as a function of the
ratios of the size of the labor force groups in the labor market.

An important piece of information needed for estimating these
equations is estimates of undocumented Mexicans included in the
1980 census in SMSA's in the United States. The methodology used
in generating these numbers involves an extension of techniques
used previously for the Nation and for States by Warren and
Passel of the U.S. Bureau of the Census.

In addition to estimating the numbers of illegal Mexicans in met-
ropolitan areas, we also estimate the sizes of five other groups,
giving six labor force groups in all: undocumented Mexican males,
legal Mexican males, native-born Mexican-American males, black
males, non-Mexican origin white males, and females.

Several findings from the research are noteworthy. First, all
male labor force aggregates, with the exception of Mexican undocu-
mented, are substitutes for female workers, a result that corre-
sponds with the findings of previous research. Second, we are able
to achieve an important gain in information over previous research
that has involved examining Hispanic immigrants as a single labor
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force aggregate. Mexican undocumented and legal Mexican foreign
born immigrants appear to show fundamentally different relation-
ships with other labor force groups. Among Mexican immigrants,
the legal foreign born exert a positive effect on the earnings of
native white males, while illegals have a negative effect; Pad where
Mexican undocumented revealed no significant effect on the earn-
ings of blacks or native Mexican-Americans, legal Mexican immi-
grants exhibit a positive effect on these groups. Third, the legal
Mexican-foreign born show a negative effect on female workers,
but so do almost all of the male labor force aggregates. However,
the Mexican undocumented demonstrate a positive effect on the
earnings of female workers.

Despite the statistical significance of these relationships, the
impact of the immigrant groups on the earnings of other labor
force aggregates is not very large. This can be seen by examining
the percentage of change in the earnings of one group that would
result from a given percentage increase in the size of the immi-
grant group. For example, a 10-percent increase in the supply of
Mexican undocumented workers would decrease native white male
earnings by about 0.1 of 1 percent. A doubling in the supply of
Mexican illegals would reduce native white male earnings by 1.1
percent. The magnitude of the impact of legal Mexican immigrants
on the earnings of native male labor force groups, although posi-
tive, is likewise small.

In sum, the most general result emerging from this research is
that undocumented Mexican immigration does not appear to exert
a very large impact on the earnings of other groups in local labor
markets.

We have relied on an economic model incorporating labor inputs
as factors in the production process to reach this conclusion. How-
ever measured, the impact of an increase in the supply of undocu-
mented Mexican immigrants is not very sizable. This finding is of
particular significance given that the undocumented group exam-
ined is Mexican in origin. This group is not only the largest but it
is also the one whose immigration ip the most lobor-related. It is
also noteworthy that the effects of increases in the supply of this
group are especially negligible on native-born Mexican-Americans,
a group which a priori might be expected to be most affected, both
because of the geographic concentration of Mexican-Americans in
local labor markets receiving the greatest number of undocument-
ed and because the labor forces of both groups tend to be concen-
trated in unskilled and semiskilled occupational positions.

In conclusion, the findings of this research are based on 1980
data, and thus they are circumscribed by that fact. They suggest
that the effects of undocumented Mexican immigration on the
earnings of other groups may not be as large as sometimes been
thought.

Mr. Chairman, I will stop there in the interest of time and let
my colleagues speak.

[The prepared statement of Mr. Bean follows:]



532

PREPARED STATEMENT OF FRANK D. BEAN

INTRODUCTION

One of the major issues fueling the current legislative and policy debate

over immigration reform concerns the economic impact of illegal (or

undocumented) immigration. Of particular interest are the consequences of

immigration from Mexico. not only because undocumented migrants from that

country comprise a majority of all illegal immigrants (North and Houston,

1976; Warren and Passel, 1985), but also because the immigration of

undocumented Mexicans is more likely to occur for labor-related reasons than

is the immigration of illegal entrants from other countries (Portes, 1983;

Portes and Bach, 1985). The issue of the economic impact of undocumented

Mexican immigration is in part a question of the effects of undocumented

immigrants on the U.S. labor market. The present paper is concerned with this

question in the case of undocumented Mexican immigration. Viewed broadly, we

are interested in the relationship between labor market structure and the

relative economic well-being of the individuals whose labor is exchanged for

earnings within labor markets. We focus our attention on geographical (or

local) labor markets, rather than markets defined in terms of occupational or

.economic sectors, because it is within this arena that it is most appropriate

to address the key issues concerning the substitutability of different labor

groups in the aggregate production process (Hamermesh and Grant, 1979).

PREVIOUS STUDIES

Studies of the effects of undocumented immigration have been hampered

because reliable data on the size and distribution of the illegal population

in the United States have not been available until recently (for recent

estimates, see Bean et al., 1983, 19&6; Hill, 1985; Warren and Passel, 1986).
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In order to surmount this problem, one set of studies has employed proxies

that are more readily measured than the undocumented labor force (Cardenas,

1978; King, 1979; King, 1982; Orton, 1976; Smith and Newman, 1977). Another

group of studies has assumed an a pori geographical distribution or growth

rate of the illegal population as a basis for making rather crude comparisons

between areas with purportedly high and low concentrations of undocumented

workers (King, 1979; Orton, 1976; Smith and Neman, 1977). Variations on this

approach include recent studies of the Los Angeles area which is well known to

have a large Mexican immigrant population and has been (correctly) presumed to

contain a large proportion of undocumented Mexicans (cf., Muller and

Espenshade, 1985; McCarthy and Valdez, 1985). Los Angeles experienced a rate

of manufacturing growth between 1970 and 1980 that was greater than the U.S.

average. At the same time, while average earnings for persons in the Los

Angeles labor force were higher than the national average, the rate of growth

of the manufacturing wage was nearly one-quarter less, which may have resulted

frco, a greater supply of low skilled and low cost labor. As of 1980 Mexican

irr.grant workers made up nearly 50 percent of the low skilled manufacturing

labor force in the SISA (Espenshade and Soodis, 1985:24). A negative impact

of a greater supply of Imigrants, however, apparently cannot be discerned in

the rate of unemployment and earnings among Los Angeles blacks, who fared

better than blacks nationally (Espenshade and Goodis, 1985; Muller and

Espenshade, 1985). But, the rate of increase between 1970 and 1980 of Latino

earnings in Los Angeles was fully 40 percent less than for the state of

California as a whole (McCarthy and Valdez, 1985).

Another approach has involved estimating the parameters of an aggregate

production function in which various demographic groups are treated as

s,.Zstitttable factors (Hamermesh and Grant, 1979; BorJas, 1982; Grossman,



534

1982, 1984). In this type of study the effect of a change In the size of one

group on the wages of other labor groups may be directly calculated.

Following this research strategy, a variety of studies have examined the

effects of various labor market groups on one another, e.g., younger and older

workers (Freeman, 1979). blue- and white-collar workers (Berndt and

Christensen, 1973), blacks, whites, and Hispanics (Borjas, 1983; 8orJas,

1985b), and various generations of immigrants (Grossman, 1982; Borjas, 1984).

Given the relatively recent interest in the issue of undocumented workers, it

Is not surprising that only one study of this type has addressed how this

labor force group interacts with other types of labor in the production

process (Grossman, 1984), and it is based on a simulation model rather than on

enpirical data. In general, because of the lack of data on Illegal

immigrants, it is impossible to draw conclusions from these studies about the

effects of undocumented Immigration. Nevertheless, the relative absence of

large or negative substitution effects for groups of legal immigrants with

other groups provides little basis for anticipating substantial adverse

effects of Illegal Imigration.

THEORETICAL MODEL

Understanding how immigrant groups affect the earnings of the native-born

pcpulatlon requires the specification of a model of the labor market. Such a

ndel can provide a description of changes in labor market outcomes that occur

as the result of shifts in the supply of Imigrants, and thus a basis for

tracing the consequences of a particular shift in immigrant supply. The

;resent analysis starts with a theoretical model of production technology

,^erein various labor and non-labor inputs interact in the production of
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output. It makes use of a comon characterization of aggregate production

technology, the Generalized Leontief production function (Diewert, 1971).

Q • E r y3 (X1Xj)1, (1)

where Q is output, X, are the various inputs (in our case, labor inputs), and

Yij are the technology coefficients, with the restriction that t Yj, The

parameters Yti determine how the marginal productivity of input I is changed

by an increase in the supply of input J. The sign of Y! reveals if the two

inputs are substitutes (Yij less than 0), or complements (Yij greater than 0).

Under the assumption that firms in the labor market maximize profits and

employ all factors of production up to the point where their price is equal to

the value of marginal productivity, a system of labor demand equations may be

derived which express the earnings of labor market groups as a function of the

-ratios of the sizes of the labor force groups in the labor market:

yi* + E )tj(Xj/X)/Y . (2)

This system of equations illustrates one important feature of the Generalized

Leontief functional form, namely that the earnings equations are linear-in-

parameters and can be easily estimated by ordinary least squares techniques

,see, e.g., Varian, 1985). Further, an intuitive understanding of the

underlying process of earnings determination is readily discernible in the

ec4ations. For example, the earnings of group I, r,, is affected by the

.ber of type j individuals in the labor market per member of group I

'/,iX,). Thus thb relative quantities of other factors of production affect
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group i's earnings through the technology parameter Ytj* and when group I is

complementary (substitutable) with group J, an increase in the supply of group

j increases (decreases) group i's wage.

One problem with equation (2) is that it aggregates workers into labor

inputs, (Xi), thereby requiring the assumption that group I workers are

homogeneous with respect to skill level both within and among labor markets.

Because this assumption would seem-to be unwarranted in most instances, it is

useful to add additional structure to the model in order to allow for such

differences within groups and across labor markets (Brojas, 1984; 1985a).

Based on Borjas' findings we adopt an additive specification which allows for

wage differentials based on individual-level factors. On the assumption that

these differentials are the result of differential skills, as represented by a

function of observable characteristics Z,, as well as an independent random

element, we have a stochastic version of equation (2) for the wage of

individual 1:

r -i Zt1 i + E y1j(X/Xi), + Ct (3)

Equation (3) specifies the earnings determination process at the individual

level and will be used throughout the empirical analysis. In its incorporation

of both aggregate labor input and human capital variables, it also Illustrates

the way in which wage equations based on Generalized Leontief technology may

be used to link demand theory with the many studies of wage determination in

the literature based on human capital theory.
1
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DATA AND METHODOLOGY

We estimate the technology parameters for the system of equations in (3)

for metropolitan labor markets In the southwestern United States in 1980. An

important piece of information needed for estimating these equations are

estimates of undocumented Mexicans included in the 1980 Census in SMSAs. The

methodology used to generate these estimates involves an extension of methods

used previously for the nation and for states (Warren and Passel, 1986; Passel

and Woodrow, 1984). An estimate of the legally resident Mexican alien

population was generated using alien registration (1-53) data for 1980 from

the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) and data on legally admitted

Mexican aliens for January-March 1980 for SMSAs. This estimate was subtracted

from a census figure for Mexican aliens counted in the 1980 Census in order to

obtain an estimate for undocumented Mexicans.2 The census figure starts with

the reported census figure for Mexican aliens and is corrected for nonre-

porting of country of birth, misreporting of citizenship, and misreporting of

nativity by persons of Mexican origin. Application of these procedures also

yields an estimate of Mexican legal aliens. All of these corrections and

adjustments are described in detail in previous papers (Warren and Passel,

1986; Passel and Woodrow, 1984).

It is important to note that our analyses are based on the number of

undocumented Mexican immigrants Included in the 1980 Census in metropolitan

labor markets in the United States, not the number actually present In those

labor markets. Recent research, however, based on data from the 1980 Mexican

Census (Bean et al., 1986; Passel, 1985) and on data from a survey conducted

in Los Angeles (Heer and Passel, 1985) has addressed the question of what

proportion of the total undocumented Mex 1can population was included In the

15CO Census. The results from these studies indicate that between 50 and 60

percent of the total group of undocumented Mexicans in the United States were
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included in the 1980 Census. Even more significant than the numbers involved,

however, is the strong possibility that the undocumented Included in the 1980

Census represent settlerss" or those members of the undocumented population

who have established more permanent residence in the United States, as opposed

to Isojourners," or those members of the undocumented population who typically

come to the United States for only a short period of time. It seems

reasonable to think that it is the more permanent type of undocumented

immigrant who constitutes the greater threat to the earnings of American

workers. In order for the results presented below to be substantially

different than they are, the distribution of the undocumented population not

included in the 1980 Census across local labor markets would have to vary

substantially from the distribution of those included. This seems unlikely

given the high correlation between the distributions of both the native born

Mexican American population and the legal Mexican immigrant population on the

one hand and the distribution of Mexican undocumenteds counted in the 1980

Census on the other. Given the well-known tendency for immigrants to

concentrate in areas containing relatively large numbers of persons from their

country of origin, it is unlikely that the undocumenteds who were not included

in the 1980 Census would exhibit a greatly different distribution.

Estimates of the relative sizes of the other groups included in the

analysis for each SMSA are obtained from published census data. Only SMSA's

in the five southwestern states (Arizona, California, Colorado, New Mexico,

and Texas) are included in the analyses and the four border SMSA's in Texas

are deleted because their labor markets include substantial areas and

populations in Mexico.3 The analysis is restricted to working age males and

feneles (age 16-64) who were not in the military, were not self-employed, were

r,ot working without pay, were not in group quarters, and worked more than ten
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weeks, more then ten hours per week, and earned at least $500 during 1979.

Altogether, 47 SMSA's and 41,479 individuals are included In the analysts.

The analysis was conducted with 1979 annual earnings as the dependent varia-

ble. This choice facilitates comparison with other research in the labor

demand literature, especially studies using average income share during the

year as a variable. Furthermore, as Borjas (1985a:6) has also observed,

exploratory analysis using the wage rate produced similar results.

The analysis is conducted for six labor force groups -- Undocumented

Mexican Males, legal Mexican male aliens, native born Mexican American males,

Black males, non-Mexican origin white males, and females. Female workers are

not disaggregated because they exhibit less within group wage variation than

males, and because their disaggregation by immigrant status makes little

difference for empirical results (Smith, 1977; Borjas, 1985b). Unfortunately,

it is impossible with census data to identify individuals who are residing in

the country Illegally. Instead an approximation must be used. On the basis

of Warren and Passel's (1985) result that about two-thirds of Mexican male

aliens entering the country since 1975 are undocumented, we will use post-1975

Mexican born entrants to approximate undocumented Mexicans. Similarly,

because about two-thirds of Mexican alien males entering before 1975 are

estimated to be legal aliens, we will use this group to approximate legal

Mexican migrants.

In the case of the Generalized Leontief model with N factors of produc-

tion (six types of labor In the present analysis), it is inappropriate to

estinate separate equations for each labor group because of the symmetry

assumed in the theory ( itj Ji). Hence, there are only N(N-1)/2 independent

technology parameters. Estimating the equations separately would require the

arbitrary selection of one equation to estimate with N parameters and one to
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estimate with only one parameter. Instead, the N- equation system must be

estimated Jointly, imposing the appropriate constraints during the estimation.

An important methodological problem In estimating the technology coeffi-

cients of equation (3) derives from the fact that the labor supply variables

(as expressed In terms of ratios in the equations) are endogenous rather than

exogenous. That is to say, wage differentials across labor markets may induce

internal migration patterns involving differential tendencies for groups to

move to areas with higher wages. To take this into account we employ in

addition to the ordinary least squares estimation an instrumental variables

approach following the procedures outlined by BorJas (1984; 1985b) and we

estimate the technology parameters using two-stage least squares (2SLS). The

instruments employed are:

x
x.i

where L is a commonly specified set of determinants of intermetropolitan

migration flows (Appendix Table A), and ; is the vector of parameters

estimated in the first stage of the 2SLS procedure.

FINDINGS

f Table I presents the estimated technology parameters specified in

equation (2) for yearly earnings. In'panel one are the Ordinary Least Squares

(OLS) estimates of the technology coefficients (holding constant the human

capital variables). Panel two reports the results when the Two Stage Least

Squares procedure is employed to account for the endogeneity of the labor

supply variables. The explanatory variables used in the first stage (equation

4) explain between 75 and 90 percent of the variation in the relative

distribution of one group to another in the southwest labor markets making It
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unlikely that the instrumental approach creates undue noise. Elasticities of

complementarity (Hicks, 1970) corresponding to the coefficients in Table I are

given in Appendix Table S.

There are several noteworthy findings in Table 1. First, as in previous

research the correction for endogeneity increases the magnitude of the

coefficients, but leaves the underlying pattern of relationships unchanged.

This confirms theoretical work that leads us to expect that it is the stable

labor force that has the greatest effect on the demand system (Killingsworth,

1983). Second, all male labor force aggregates, with the exception of Mexican

undocumenteds, are substitutes with female workers. Again, this result

corresponds with previous research.

Third, the results in Table I reveal an important gain in information

over previous research that has involved examining Hispanic immigrants as a

single labor force aggregate. Mexican undocumented and legal Mexican foreign

born immigrants have fundamentally different relationships with other labor

force groups. Whereas Borjas (1985b) found that immigrant groups were

substitutes In production with white native males, our results demonstrate

that among Mexican immigrants the legal foreign born are complements, while

the illegal portion of the foreign born are substitutes with white native

males. And where Mexican undocumenteds reveal no significant relationship

with blacks or native Mexicans, legal Mexican immigrants are complements with

these groups. Furthermore, legal Mexican foreign born are substitutes with

female workers as are the other male labor force aggregates; however, the

Mexican undocumented labor force demonstrates the complementarity between

traditionally low skilled immigrant groups and female workers observed

elsewhere (Borjas, 1985b).

67-N5 0-87-18
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it is, perhaps, of greater value to assess these technological relation-

ships by calculating the price elasticities of demand, d In wi/ d In X, for

the corresponding technology parameters. Table 2 presents the estimated

changes in the earnings of the Mexican natives, blacks, white males and

females as the supply of Mexican undocumented workers and legal Mexican

immigrants increase. Despite the statistical significance of some of the

parameters from Table 1, it is clear that the numerical Impact of the

immigrant groups on other labor force aggregates is small. For example, the

cross-elasticity of the earnings of white males with respect to the quantity

of illegal Mexicans Is -. 011; this implies that a 10 percent increase in the

supply of Mexican undocumented workers would decrease white male earnings by

about one-tenth of one percent. A doubling in the supply of Mexican illegals

would reduce white male earnings by 1.1 percent. The magnitude of the

numerical impact of the legal Mexican immigrant, while positive with native

male labor force groups, is likewise small. The substitutability between

illegal and legal Mexican males in the labor market is similarly one in which

the numerical impact of the competition is of minor consequence to the

earnings of either group.

Neither does there appear to be much effect from increases in the supply

of immigrants on their own earnings levels. In Table 2 the own group elas-

ticity of Mexican legal and illegal immigrants is about -0.174 and -0.005

respectively. These reveal that increases in the supply of legal and illegal

immigrants substantially reduce the earnings of each group separately. For

example, a 10 percent increase in the number of undocumented Mexican uimi-

grants would reduce the earnings of undocumented Mexican immigrants by 1.7

percent. A 10 percent increase in the number of legal Mexicans would reduce

the earnings of legal Mexicans scarcely at all. Just as increases in the
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supply of either legal or illegal Mexican Imigrants have little numerical

Impact on the earnings of the native-born labor force, they also induce very

little reduction in their own earnings on average.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

The most general result that emerges from this analysis is that

undocumented Mexican Immigration does not exert a very large impact on local

labor markets. We have relied on a Generalized Leontief model incorporating

labor Inputs as factors in the production process to reach this conclusion.

Whether measured in terms of technology coefficients describing the degree of

complementarity (or substitutability) of various labor inputs or in terms of

price elasticities of demand, the impact of an increase in the supply of

undocumented Mexican Immigrants Is not very sizable. The concern that

undocumented immigration may be depressing the earnings of native born workers

does not appear to be borne out by these results. This finding is of

particular significance given that the undocumented group examined is Mexican

in origin. This group is not only the largest but also the one whose

immigration Is most labor-related. It is also noteworthy that the effects of

increases in the supply of this group are especially negligible on native born

Mexican Americans, the group which a prior might be expected to be most

affected, both because of the geographic concentration of Mexican Americans in

local labor markets receiving the greatest numbers of undocumenteds and

because the labor forces of both groups tend to be concentrated in unskilled

and semi-skilled occupational positions. In conclusion, our findings suggest

that the effects of undocumented Mexican immigration on the earnings of other

groups may not be very large.
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Table 1.

Technology Coefficients for Mexican
Males and Total Females in Southwest
1980.

Origin Males, Black Males, White
Labor Markets: Yearly Earnings,

0LS Estimates'

MFM

MUM -171.7
(-.37)

MFM

1MM

-62.7
(-.17)
1147.9
(2.98)

MNM

SM W"

17.1 -1375.5
(.05) (-2.31)

1222.9
(4.36)
525.9

(1.70)

1496.8 -1836.8
(2.32) (-2.59)

440.6
(.63)
210.8
(.36)

B

WM

2SLS Estimates'

MFM

MUM -14.1

(-.02)
MFM

1NM

-204.9
(-.47)

2288.8
(3.84)

BM

-128.3
(-.29)

2690.1
(5.33)

-17)33.8--(-2.71)

-125.8(.16)

-386.5
(-.63)

841.0
% (.58)

TF

2057.8
(2.64)

4542.2 -5398.1
(4.35) (-4.46)

1597.7 2731.7 -2799.2
(2.84) (2.43) (-2.12)

2518.8 -3352.7
(2.43) (-2.83)

-5503.2
(-2.18)

TF

1532.3
(2.35)

MNM

BM

I where HUM - Mexican Undocumented Male, NFM * Mexican Foreign Born Legal
Pales, MNM M Mexican Native Born Males, BK a Black Males, WM WhIte
Males, TF a Total Females. The t-ratios are given in parentheses.

I

I



545

Table 2.

Elasticities of Factor Prices.

OLS ESTIMATES'

The Change in the Wage of:

MUM MFM M? BM WM TF
With Respect
to the
Quanity of:

MUM -.1126 -.0073 -.0014 .0004 -.0088 .0165
(-.37) (-.17) (-.05) (-2.31) (2.35)

MFM -. 0120
(-.37)

With Respect
to the
Quantity of:

-.0333 .0274 .0295 .0100 -.0207
(2.98) (4.36) (2.32) (2.59)

2SLS ESTIMATES'

The Change In the Wage of:

mUm MFM MNM4 BM WM TF

MUm -.1740 -.0006 -.0047 -.0030 -.0111 .0221
(-.02) (-.47) (-.29) (-2.71) (2.64)

MFM - .0010
(.02)

-.0047 .0546 .0648 .0305 -.0608
(3.84) (5.33) (4.35) (-4.46)

where MUM =Mexican Undocumented Male, MFM a Mexican Foreign Born Legal
Males, MNM =Mexican Native Born Males, R = Black Males, WM = White
Males, TF a Total Females. The t-ratios in parentheses pertain to the
technology coefficient.
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Appendix Table A.

Exogenous Variables Used to Obtain Instruments for 2SLS Estimates of
Technology Coefficients.

Labor Market (SMSA) Characteristics:

MANUFACTURING
SERVICE
BLUE COLLAR
WHITE COLLAR
UNEMPLOYMENT
MANUFACTURING WAGE
PER CAPITA INCOME
POPULATION COUNT
POPULATION CHANGE
HISPANIC MIGRATION
HISPANIC STOCK 1970
MEXICAN BOARDER
HIGH SCHOOL
TRANSFER PAYMENTS

Percent of Civilian Labor Force employed in 1980
Percent of Civilian Labor Force employed in 1980
Percent of Civilian Labor Force employed in 1980
Percent of Civilian Labor Force employed in 1980
Percent of Civilian Labor Force in 1980
Average hourly wage in 1975
In 1974
Population ages 15-64 in 1980
Percent Change from 1970 to 1980
Rate of Hispanic SMSA in-migration 1975 to 1980
Percent of Population in 1970 that was Hispanic
100 miles from Mexican boarder
Percent of those over 25 who graduated grade 12
Per capita state transfer payments 1980

individual Human Capital Characteristics:

EDUCATION
EXPERIENCE
EXPERIENCE DECAY
ENGLISH ABILITY

Number of years of completed education 1980
Number of years after completed education 1980
Experience squared
Self report of language ability 1980

I.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.
14.

i5.
16.
:7.18.
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Appendix Table B.

Elasticities of Complementarity for Mexican Origin, Black, and White
Males; Total Females In South West Labor Markets: Yearly Earnings, 1980.

OLS Estimates'

MUM MFH MNM 8M WM TF

MUM -11.5304 -.7497 -.1465 -.0403 -.9035 4.6893
(-.37) (-.17) (-.05) (-2.31) (2.35)

MFM -2.0730 1.7066 1.8355 .6255 -1.2883
(2.98) (4.36) (2.32) (-2.59)

MNM -1.6173 .4224 .0985 -.0472
(1.70) (.63) (-.16)

BM -.4950 .0476 -.1465
(.36) (-.63)

W-.0767 .0887
(.63)

TF -.0919

2SLS Estimates'

MUM MFM MNM BM WM TF

MUM -17.8320 -.0616 -.4788 -.3027 -1.1389 2.2687
(-.02) (-.47) (-.29) (-2.71) (2.64)

MFM -.2912 3.4028 4.0377 1.8983 -3.7863
(3.84) (5.33) (4.35) (-4.46)

MNM -1.0683 1.2288 .6110 -1.2706
(2.84) (2.43) (-2.12)

BM .6771 .5688 -1.2706
(2.43) (-2.83)

WM -.2485 -.5807
(-2.18)

TF -1.2775

Where MUM = Mexican Undocumented Male, MFM = Mexican Foreign Born Legal
Male, MNM = Mexican Native Male, BM = Black M41e, WM = White Male, TF =
Tctal Female. The t-ratios in parentheses tefer to technology coeffi-
ilent.
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FOOTNOTES

1. The factors of production we use on estimating equation (3) are aggregate

labor Inputs. Under ideal conditions we would also include various types

of capital service flows, but such measures are not currently available

on the SNSA level. Consequently, from a theoretical point of view we

require separability between capital and labor inputs in the production

process. Fortunately, Borjas (1985) has shown in the context of a

similar specification that the exclusion of capital makes little differ-

ences in the estimated results. The drawbacks of the separability

assumption are discussed by Hamermesh (1984).

2. The estimates were prepared at The United States Bureau of The Census by

Jeffrey Passel under a contract between the-senior author and the Census

Bureau.

3. Border SMSAs, especially El Paso, which is a major point of entry, have

labor markets with special characteristics (cf., Briggs, 1974; Jones,

1984). See also the unusually low sex ratios in Table I for El Paso.
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Representative SCHEUER. Thank you very much and now we will
hear from Elizabeth Bogen, director of the Office of Immigrant Af-
fairs, New York City Department of City Planning.

STATEMENT OF ELIZABETH BOGEN, DIRECTOR, OFFICE OF IM-
MIGRANT AFFAIRS, NEW YORK CITY DEPARTMENT OF CITY
PLANNING
Ms. BOGEN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
Before I begin to excerpt from my prepared statement, I just

want to say that in New York City we feel that the impact of im-
migration on our city is significantly different from immigration
impacts in other large cities or heavily immigrant States in this
country. I don't want anybody to feel that if I make a comment on
how immigration affects New York City that I'm trying to say that
this is the way it is in other places or that these facts are general-
izable.

Sometimes that's true and if it's true I will say no, but otherwise,
I am really just-speaking about New York.

I will begin with a quote:
New York is so enormous that even large population changes affect the propor-

tions slowly. The kind of change that transforms a city the size of Newark is for
New York only a neighborhood shift.

That was Nathan Glazer and Daniel Patrick Moynihan in their
1963 book "Beyond the Melting Pot." And that observation is still
true today 23 years and a new immigration law later.

In New York, we think that it goes a long way toward explaining
the ease with which New York City is absorbing its latest wave of
immigrants, an ease that distinguishes our city from some of the
cities of the South and West who have been so much harder hit.

New York City has the longest continuous immigration history,
and also internal migration history, of any. American city, and the
largest and most varied foreign-born population, all of which I
think are elements in this matter of ease in New York.

In New York, for instance, there's no one ethnicity that has pre-
dominated overwhelmingly in our immigrant stream nor does so
today.

New York welcomes its reputation as an immigrant city, as it
welcomes all the foreign born who come to it as residents, diplo-
mats, students, exchange visitors, temporary workers, tourists, and
investors. We feel that these people contribute an international
flavor to our city which is extremely important both to its cultural
and economic strength and well-being.

Furthermore, the city's immigrants have revitalized declining
neighborhoods by renting or buying homes and apartments send-
ing their children to local schools and thereby filling school seats
that would otherwise have gone vacant, buying small businesses
from retiring shopowners whose children lack interest in running
the family business, riding the public transportation system and
paying for the public transportation system which was built to ac-

--- -iodate-l er-numbers-ofpeople-than-ride-it-today - ... -
New York's immigrants have not overwhelmed the city's social

institutions nor its physical infrastructure. The city sustained a net
loss of 800,000 residents between 1970 and 1980; that loss would
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have been greater without the immigrant influx. The net immi-
grant increase between 1970 and 1980 was about 240,000 and raised
the percentage of foreign born in the city from around 18 to around24.Nevertheless, we do acknowledge that there may be a limit to
the city's absorptive capacity and to the country's absorptive capac-
ity, and that immigrants do pose some problems to the city, al-I
though the balance lif uffquestionably favorable. ....... I

In light of the limits, the mayor of the city of New York has sup-
ported the basic concepts of the proposed Simpson and Rodino leg-
islation, specifically, sanctions against employers who hire unau-
thorized aliens and a limited amnesty. The mayor believes that the
country has a right and a need to control immigration, but he also
believes that government must deal with present-day realities and
must protect the well-being of all current residents, be they citi-
zens, legal aliens or undocumented aliens. It is to the disadvantage
of all who live in New York, we believe, if some city residents are
uneducated, inadequately protected from crime and workplace vio-
lations, or untreated for illness. To protect aliens' access to vital
public services, the mayor on October 15, 1985, distributed to all
mayoral agency heads a memorandum instructing them not to
report undocumented aliens to the INS if the aliens' only "crime"

en wered~ -66-6

which they were entitled by law.
In other recent efforts .to extend and improve city services to the

foreign born, the mayor in 1984 established my office, the office of
immigrant affairs at the department of city planning, to coordinate
agency services, analyze immigrant service needs, and develop
policy.

I brought with me today and would like to submit for the record
the mayor's statement on the original Simpson proposal of 1985,
the October 15 memorandum on reporting and serving undocu-
mented aliens, and at pamphlet that my office did entitled "Immi-
grant -Entitlement made, (Relatively) -Simple: A- Pamphlet -for
Agency Workers," fin which we list the major services provided by
New York City and the exact types of immigrants who are eligible
for those services and the documents they need to prove their eligi-
bility. By this means, we intended to make sure that eligible aliens
were getting everything they were entitled to and that ineligible
aliens were being turned away.

Representative SCHEUER. mat is an ineligible alien?
Ms. BoGEN. It depends on the program.
Representative SCHCUER. Is it an illegal alien?
Ms. BOGEN. It's an ineligible alien. The truth is that our work

has shown that there is no clear and simple definition for an illegal
alien. What's an illegal alien for Medicaid may not be an illegal
alien for AFDC or for any other service program. Even the Federal
service programs differ in their definitions of who will be eligible, a
fact that causes enormous confusion for lineworkers in localities

--- andesultswe-thinkTir-profoundinequities for-altens whuare----
plyeg for service.

other side of this pamphlet tries to tell in simple language
for the purposes of agencies' lineworkers what the confusions are
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in alien entitlements and what it would take to straighten them
odt-not so much the latter, more of the former.

What I have done next in this testimony is to excerpt from a
report that city planning has been working on-was working on be-
tween 1983 and 1985 on immigration in New York City and its
impact on human services. I'm just going to read you a couple of
selected sentences from each of these sections because otherwise
I'll overdo my time by even more than I'm currently going to
overdo it by.

DEMOGRAPHICS

In 1980, the U.S. Census Bureau counted 14 million foreign-born
persons living in the United States, of which 1.7 million or 11.9
percent, were living in New York City.

New York City has received about 75,000 legal immigrants a
year in recent years, although that's the gross entry figure. The
net increase, as I implied before, has been about 24,000 a y ar,
240,000 for the decade from 1970 to 1980, and that changed the for-#
eign-born population from 1.4 to 1.7 million in those years.

Now admittedly, these Census figures do not include all undocu-
mented aliens. They may not even include all documented aliens.

- -For-many- cities -in- the-United.States the-figures -would-be. different----,
if more of the undocumented population had been counted.

One of the very important distinctions between New York and
some other cIties is its mix of ethnicities. Every city has it own
characteristic mix. I'm going to mention the ethnicities that seem
to be entering New York City in the greatest numbers at this
point, and you will see that it's different from other cities, what's
currently going on there.

The Dominican Republic was first on the list of sending countries
for numbers of people who arrived in New York City between 1975
and 1980. The Dominican Republic was followed by the U.S.S.R. be-

.. cause that was a period in which many large numbers of Soviet ref-
ugees were being resettled in New York. Next come China, Jamai-
ca, Guyana, Haiti, Korea, Colombia, Trinidad-Tobago, and India. So
you see that some of the ethnic groups that are predominant in
some other American cities, specifically Cubans and Mexicans, are
not even represented in the top 10 in New York. The Cubans prob-
ably come a little further down on the list, but Mexicans-I can't
remember what their number is, but it's quite low on the list in
New York.

Mostly the people that we get are from the Caribbean and Latin
America and from Asia.

Immigrants were more likely than the native born to live in
family households, according to 1980 census data, and their fami-
lies were more likely to contain a married couple, suggesting a sta-
bility that was really valuable. Of the households headed by immi-
grants, more than a quarter of the members were U.S. born, most
-fthe---dhldr-f. In--thrwordawnmligrant-familysi likely-to-.
have one out of four family members who Were born in the United
States.
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EMPLOYMENT

Our analysis of 1980 census data shows that labor force partici-
pation rates and unemployment rates were virtually identical for
the foreign born and native born in their prime working years, 25
to 44. Significant differences emerged only when the data were
analyzed by race. Foreign-born blacks and foreign-born Hispanics
were more likely to be labor force participants than were native-
born blacks and native-born Hispanics.

Representative SCHEUER. Can you give us some explanation for
that? You didn't explain it in your testimony.

Ms. BOGEN. No; I think that it cannot be explained at our cur-
rent level of knowledge. I myself feel the need for a larger study of
employment impacts in New York. I think that with the current
data it cannot be explained.

Representative SCHEUER. And you mentioned that native-born
female Hispanics have the lowest rate of labor force participation.

Ms. BOGEN. Yes.
Representative SCHEUER. Do you have an explanation for that?
Ms. BOGEN. A combination of cultural factors and other things.
Representative SCHEUER. Can you elaborate on that?
Ms. BOGEN. Just that people from every country vary in the ex-

pectations of women as workers anithin k a_,aptti
for women workers are less among native- born Hispanics than they
are among many other groups. There are probably other reasons,
but I wouldn't feel comfortable speculating. I really think the work
needs to be done.

Representative SCHEUER. But they have a lower rate of labor par-
ticipation than foreign-born Hispanic women. How do you explain
that?

Ms. BOGEN. Well, first of all, native-born Hispanics are mostly
Puerto Ricans-not entirely, of course, because the other ethnic
groups are catching up and having more native-born members--so
you're really asking me a question about Puerto Ricans in New
-York City which I can't address. My office doesn't study Puerto
Ricans because they are not immigrants. We've talked this morn-
in* about the kind of questions that have to be asked, and I do
think the question you're asking has to be asked and answered, but
I'm very reluctant to answer it without feeling that I understand it
because there are strong both cultural and economic effects that I
couldn't begin to speculate on.

We just want to point out that there's no evidence in the census
itself either to suggest or refute the idea that foreign-born workers
were responsible or the lower participation rate of native-born mi-
norities, but what can be said is that their performance does call
attention to the serious employment problems of native American
minorities. Both of those factors need following up.

Representative SCHEUER. You know, that's a little unsatisfactory
from our point of view. Are you saying there is absolutely no corre-
lation, no cause and effect relationship between the existence of a

-- large-numbeof-foreign -born?---
Ms. Boom. I'm saying that there is no data to substantiate that

idea currently. The analysis has not been done in such a way, at
such a depth, that that question can be answered in anything but a
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kind of impressionistic way. Or people talk from emotional factors.
And I just don't want to. I wouldn't feel right about it.

I have my own point of view about it, but that's sort of irrelevant
because it's not based on hard data and I think that's one of the
problems in the entire immigration issue.

Representative SCHEUER. Well, what is your point of view? We're
to hear points of view.

Ms. BOGEN. My own personal point of view?
Representative SCHEUER. Yes.
Ms. BoGEN. My own personal point of view is that there are some

parts of the native black and Puerto Rican populations that have
problems that require enormous amount of thinking and planning
to reach solutions for. I don't believe that the greater success of im-
migrants is responsible for those problems, but it just makes every-
body feel worse and it reminds us that we absolutely have to solve
the problems of our native underclass, but it does not give us li-
cense to do that by pretending that we are sure that immigrants
are responsible for their plight. That's really how I feel about it. I
don't think that immigrants are responsible but, I say, that's just
my feeling about it.

Representative SCHEUER. Very good. Please continue.
Ms. BoGEN. Although it is highly undesirable for immigrants to

-- work--at--below-minimum wage-or- in-substandard -working condi-
tions, as they sometimes do in New York and in other places, the
city does derive great benefit when immigrants are willing to work
at minimum wage. Perhaps it should, perhaps it shouldn't, but it
does. Many people believe that the availability of low-wage immi-
grant labor has made it possible, for example, for the garment in-
dustry to remain in New York instead of capitulating to overseas
competition.

And again, one can argue about the justice ofthat, but it just
apprs at the moment to be a probable fact.

Now income and tax contributions. The 1980 census data show
that the median income of foreign-headed households was about
$1,500 less than that of native-headed households. For foreign-
headed households, median income was $12,783; for native-headed
households, $14,325.

Representative SCHEUER. Ms. Bogen, you're way over your 10-
minute time limit. If you could begin to summarize, we would ap-
preciate it.

Ms. BOGEN. All right. Undocumented aliens. Most of m com-
ments have beeo about aliens who are counted in the 1980 census.
It's almost certain that many undocumented aliens were not count-
ed and that, therefore, we don't have access to the kind of data
about them that we would like.

We think impressionistically that our undocumenteds also differ
from the undocumenteds of some other large cities. One, they tend
not to be people who snuck over the border but to be people who
came on legal tourist or student visas through Kennedy Airport

.-- and-thenoverstayed.-They-tend not to come-from ust-one.country
but to come from the mix of countries that our legal immigrants
come from, although there probably is some concentration from the
Caribbean.
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We believe that they are often relatives of legal immigrant fami-
lies and that they are often single relatives of legal infmigrant fam-
ilies living in the same households, so that they're not living in
their own neighborhood or in their own households but more often
as members of legal immigrant households.

It is our impression that undocumented aliens do not make much
use of publicly funded social programs. Our research shows that
even legal immigrants rarely make more than their proportional
use of publicly funded programs, but we think that undocumented
aliens make even less use, although when they do make use of pro-
grams like health care it is expensive to New York because Medic-
aid won't pay for them and they very likely don't have private in-
surance.

So, on the one hand, New York says that we want to serve un-
documented aliens, we want to make sure that they get health care
because it's not to our advantage to deny it, but we have to admit
that this is a fiscal problem for us.

We think their use of public assistance is very low, although
there are not hard data to substantiate it, but that is our field
wisdom.

We were asked about implications for the future. At this point it
seems that New York is well able to absorb immigrants at the rate

- -----at which -they-are now entering-the -city-And considering the jobs
that are currently available to them and the jobs which they cur-
rently take, largely in the garment industry, restaurant industry,
some in construction-it's in my prepared statement. But as the
city goes more and more toward being a service economy in a way
that was referred to earlier-I think it was Governor Lamm who
said that we don't have the same need for strong arms that we had
before-as the city heads more in the direction of a service econo-
my, we do want to be looking at the question of whether immi-
grants coming into the city continue to match up with the job
market or whether they don't. The questions that have been asked
earlier about whether our immigration system ought to rely more
on the employment qualifications of people is certainly well worth
consideration.

Representative SCHEUER. What's your view on that?
Ms. BOGEN. I am personally very interested in Vernon Briggs' ar-

guments and would like to see them spelled out further in some
kind of proposal that could get more national debate. I am not an
economist or a labor specialist in any way, so all I can say is that I
found his arguments extremely interesting and worth pursuing.

I think that to the extent that the market can reasonably control
and shape immigration, probably it ought to, and to the extent that
that doesn't work we ought to think of something else.

I think that probably I can stop at that point.
[The prepared statement of Ms. Bogen, together with the materi-

al referred to for the record, follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF ELIZABETH BOGEN

New York is so enormous that even large
population changes affect the proportions
slowly.. .The kind of change that transforms
a city the size of Newark is for New York
only a neighborhood shift.

So wrote Nathan Glazer and Daniel Patrick Moynihan in their

1963 book, Beyond the Melting Pot. Their observation pertains

even now, 23 years and a new immigration law later. It goes a

long way toward explaining the ease with which New York City is

absorbing its latest wave of immigrants, an ease that

distinguishes New York from some of the cities of the South and

West.

New York City has the longest continuous immigration history

~ofan mot&&iY ~tjY~dt1~l6?gt ~~sv vaiedforeign----

born population. New York welcomes its reputation as an

immigrant city, as it welcomes the foreign-born who come to it

as residents, diplomats, students, exchange visitors, temporary

workers, tourists and investors. Whether temporary or permanent,

the foreign-born make enormous contributions to the city, both

economic and cultural. The city's immigrants have revitalized

----declining neighborhoods by renting or buying homes and apart-

ments, sending their children to local schools, and buying small

businesses from retiring shop owners whose children lack interest

in running the family business.

New York's immigrants have not overwhelmed the city's

social institutions nor its physical infrastructure. The city

sustained a net loss of 800,000 residents between 1970 and 1980;

the loss would have been greater without the immigrant influx.

. - L_ _ - -
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Neighborhoods profit from the newcomers' social and economic

presence, the public transportation system profits from their

ridership, and the schools can fill seats that otherwise would

be empty. Furthermore, the ethnic communities act as a magnet

for culture and dollars from abroad. Immigrants do pose some

problems to the city, but the balance is unquestionably

favorable.

Still, there may be a limit to the city's absorptive capacity,

and to the country's absorptive capacity. Consequently, the

Mayor of the City of New York has supported the basic concepts of

the proposed Simpson and Rodino legislation, i.e., sanctions

against employers who hire unauthorized aliens, and a limited

amnesty. The Mayor believes that the country has a right and a

need to control immigration. But he also believes that government

- must -deal-with. present-day reality,-and-protect -the-well.being...

of all current residents, be they citizens, legal aliens, or

undocumented aliens. It is to the disadvantage of all who live

in New York if some city residents are uneducated, inadequately

protected from crime and workplace violations, or untreated for

illness. To protect aliens' access to vital public services,

the Mayor on October 15, 1985, distributed to all mayoral agency

heads a memorandum instructing them not to report undocumented

aliens to the INS if the aliens' only "crime" was unauthorized

residence. Aliens were to receive all services to which they

were entitled by law.

In other recent efforts to extend and improve city services

to all the foreign-born, the Mayor in 1984 established my office,
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the Office of Immigrant Affairs at the Department of City Planning,

to coordinate agency services, analyze immigrant service needs,

and develop policy. In 1985, the Police Department established

a New Immigrants Unit to improve its relations with the city's

ethnic communities. In addition, there are four ethnic advisors-

in the Mayor's Office, and a manager charged with monitoring

immigrant issues in most city agencies.

DEMOGRAPHICS

In 1980, the U.S. Census Bureau counted 14 million foreign-

born persons living in the United States, of which 1.7 million,

or 11.9 per cent, were living in New York City--more than in any

other city. Almost 20 per cent of census-recorded immigrants

who arrived in the United States between 1965 and 1980 were

.--- eaving-en-the-greater-New..York.area..-Only-theLosA

had as many recent, census-recorded immigrants. If all undocu-

mented aliens had been counted, the figures for both cities would

have been much higher.

New York City has received about 75,000 legal immigrants a

year in recent years, according to data from the U.S. Immigration

and Naturalization Service. The city's net increase in foreign-

born residents was about 24,000 a year between 1970 and 1980,

census data show; the foreign-born population rose from just

over 1.4 million, or 17.9 per cent of the city's total population,

to just under 1.7 million, or 23.6 per cent. Again, these figures

exclude an unknown number of undocumented and otherwise uncounted

aliens.

avery immigrant city is unique in its particular mixture of
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ethnic origins. In 1980, New York had more foreign-born Italians

than any other single foreign-born group. Italy as a country of

origin was followed by the Dominican Republic, China (including

Hong Kong and Taiwan), Jamaica, USSR, Poland, Germany, Haiti,

Cuba and Ireland, in that order. The foreign-born population

included many who had arrived before the Hart-Caller Act. The

rank order for immigrants who arrived most recently, i.e., between

1975 and 1980, was significantly different: the Dominican

Republic was first, followed by the USSR, China, Jamaica, Guyana,

.-Haiti, Korea, Colombia, Trinidad-Tobago and India. With the

exception of thq Soviet refugees, the newest immigrants were not

European but Caribbean, Asian and Latin American. A preliminary

-analysis of 1984 INS admission tapes confirms these immigration

trends.

By racial breakdown, the 1975-1980 cohort was almost evenly

divided among hispanics, whites, blacks and Asians, in that order.

At this point, in 1986, the proportion of white arrivals has

dropped with the decrease in Soviet refugee admissions.

New York's foreign-born population clusters in two age

groups: working age people and the elderly. Immigrants tend to

migrate during their prime working years, which accounts for the

cluster in that age group, and a large remnant of the century's

early immigrants remains living in New York, which accounts for

the cluster of elderly. Such factors pushed the median age of

the city's foreign-born to 42.6 in 1980, compared to 29.4 for the

native-born. The median age of the most recent arrivals (1975-80)

was 26.5.
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Immigrants were more likely than the native-born to live

in family households, and their families were more likely to

contain a married couple. Of the households headed by immigrants,

more than a quarter of the members were U.S.-born, most of them

children. Average family size was 3.34 for immigrant-headed

families and 3.19 for native-headed families.

On the whole, 1980 census data showed, New York's immigrants

had less education than the city's native-born residents, but the

gap appeared to be narrowing. The most recent arrivals were more

likely to be high school graduates than were earlier inigrant

groups, but not as likely as the native-born. Interestingly,

however, the most recent immigrants had a higher proportion of

college graduates than did the native-born.

EMPLOYMENT

City Planning analysis of 1980 census data shows that labor

force participation rates and unemployment rates were virtually

identical for the foreign- and native-born in their prime working

years, 25 to 44. Significant differences emerged only when the

data were analyzed by race. Foreign-born blacks and foreign-

born hispanics were more likely to be labor fo:co participants

than were native-born blacks and native-born hispanics. By far

the lowest labor force participation rateobtained among native-

born hispanic women. There was no evidence :o suggest that

foreign-born workers were responsible for the lower participation

rates of native-born minorities, but their performance calls

attention to the serious employment problems cf the American

underclass.
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Researchers at Columbia University, City College and New York

University have given considerable attention to employment patterns

among the city's foreign-born, .and to the thorny questions of wage

depression and job displacement. In general, their conclusions

seem to be that if competition between foreign-born and native-

born workers exists, it is neither pervasive nor direct nor readily

measured. For example, one can argue that the prevalence of

Chinese and other low-price ethnic restaurants cuts into the market

for fast food outlets, thereby hurting employmeat prospects for
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the native-born black and hispanic teenagers who often work for

McDonald's and its like.

New York's researchers contend that the city's labor market

is segmented, and that immigrants tend to be employed in the

secondary market, i.e., not in direct competition with majority

enterprise. For example, Chinese and Dominican garment workers

are likely to be employed in the industry's spot market more than

they're likely to work for long-established firms with fixed annual

prQduction schedules. Furthermore, certain industriesin New York

seem to be marked out as immigrant industries, for example, the

garment trades, the retaurant business, private household work,

and nursing home attendant work. There are also high concentrations

of immigrants in the city's hotel and motel business, miscellanous

manufacturing, hospitals and construction.

Although it is highly undesirable for immigrants to work at

below minimum wage or in substandard working conditions, as they

sometimes do in New York, the city derives great benefit when

immigrants are willing to work at minimum wage. Many people

believe that the availability of low-wage immigrant labor has

made it possible for the garment industry to remain in New York

instead of capitulating to overseas competition.
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NZW YORK CITY INDUSTRIES %I111. CO CENTRATIONS OF NEV IIU61KIGRA0S. 1560

In Rank Order by liuwbr of Post-1965 Immigrants Employed

POST-1965 POST*196Ss
TOTAL IXMIGRANTS AS PERCENT OF

INDUSTRY EMPLOYED L"4LOYE0 TOTAL ZIPLOYED

TOTAL FOR ALL INDUSTRIES 2.698.S0 492.760 17.0

Apparel 11I.40 40.760 36.7
manufacturing

Hospitals 165.020 41.660 72.4

Eating/drxnking 110,640 36.120 33.3
establishments

Banking 12120 21.540 17.2

Construction 77.960 15.120 19.3

Real estate/building 71.660 11,560 16.2
management

PriVate households 30.620 11,120 37.S

Nursing f cilities 30,960 9.620 11.7

Kiscellaneous 32,010 9.520 2.7

Manufacturing

Grocery stores 47,040 6.920 19.0

Insurance 76.9B0 8,1720 11.)

Hotels/hotels 25,420 7,560 30.9

Printing/publtshinq 74.200 7.760 10.3

Total. 12 industries 1,00,320 233,360 23.2

All Other Industries 1,890,560 2S9.200 13.7

Source: 1980 U.S. Census Public Use Microdata File
Prepared by: NYC Department of City Planning

INCOME AND TAX CONTRIBUTIONS

Data from the 1980 census show that the median income of

foreign-headed households was about $1,500 less than that of

native-headed households. For foreign-headed households, median

income was $12,783; for native-headed households, $14,325.

As part of an effort to evaluate Limmigrants' fiscal impact

on New York City, City Planning analysts estimated immigrants'

contribution in New York City income and sales taxes. We were

aware that immigrants, like most New Yorkers, pay far larger

sums to the state and federal governments, but we were interested
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in local impact. Through a process that amounted to preparing tax

returns for all households that answered the 1980 census, we

estimated that immigrant-headed households contributed 24 per cent

of the city's income taxes in 1979 (the year for which income

questions were asked) and about 27 per cent of the city's sales

taxes. Immigrant-headed households accounted for 28 per cent of

the city's total households in 1980. That immigrant-headed house-

holds probably paid less than their 28 per cent 'proportionate

share" of the city's income taxes is a ,tinction of their lower than

average incomes and the nature of the progressive tax structure.

The estimates for city income tax are probably generalizable to
"A

state and federal income taxes as well.

USE OF PUBLICLY FUNDED SOCIAL PROGRAMS

It is impossible to talk with certainty about immigrants'

use of publicly funded social programs in New York City because

agencies do not computerize their data on clients' country of

birth, and their caseloads are too large for manual analysis.

It is possible, however, to make informed estimates based on

census data, occasional surveys, and field experience.

City Planning has looked at the areas of educationW, health

care and public assistance to estimate the use that immigrants

make of these predominant social programs. To evaluate the

impact of their service use, their estimated share of service

costs was weighed against their share of the city's households,

i.e., 28 per cent.

Like researchers in other jurisdictions, City Planning
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analysts found that immigrants had more dollar impact on education

than on any other social program, but no more than their 28 per

cent proportional share. If U.S.-born and fcreign-born children

of immigrants are both counted as "immigrant" children, then

these children made up 27.3 per cent of the city's public school

population in 1980. More than half of these children were born in

the United States. The children of post-1965 immigrants made up

three-quarters of the group.

Education is a comparatively expensive service for New York

City since most children go to school and since the city pays

about half the total cost, unlike public assistance, for exampi6,

for which the city's share is generally no more than one-fourth.

Nevertheless, the presence of immigrant children in the public

schools has not been viewed as a financial or social burden, and

most New Yorkers seem to believe that dollars spent on education

are a sound financial and social investment.

Our analysis of 1980 census data shows that foreign-born heads

of household were just over half as likely to make use of public

assistance as were native-born household heads. The percentages

(for 1979) were 7.7 for foreign-born heads of household and 13.3

for native-born heads of household. Although immigrants were 28

per cent of the city's householders, they received only an estimated

13.6 per cent of all public assistance income, far below their

proportional share. These data are consistent with occasional

survey data and informed opinions from the city's Human Resources

Administration, which administers several large income transfer

programs.
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Health care costs are the most difficult to estimate since

there are no health items on the census questionnaire. Our

cautious estimate is that in this area, immigrants represent just

over their proportional share of the city's Medicaid and unreimbursed

municipal hospital costs. Elderly immigrants are probably over-

represented among Medicaid users because a large cohort remains of

the century's earliest immigrants. And the foreign-born are

likely overrepresented among patients who lack health insurance

or Medicaid. A 1983 survey of 631 uninsured in-patients showed

that 219 or about one-third were foreign-born. Of the foreign-

born, 81 were documented aliens or naturalized citizens', 10 held

valid temporary visas, 79 were "definitely* undocumented, 10 were

"probably" undocumented, and 39 were possibly" undocumented.

Of the definitely and probably undocumented, half were maternity

cases and many of the rest also were short-term patients. The

city's Health and Hospitals Corporation estimates that it forgoes

about $21 million a year for care of its uninsured, undocumented

in-patients, an additional $4 million a year for uninsured

patients with valid temporary visas, and an unknown sum for

uninsured, undocumented out-patients, whose contacts with the

hospital system are often too brief to permit verification of

their status.

New York City has no wish to deny medical care to anyone who

needs it, but cost is a problem. In an effort to extend Medicaid

eligibility to more of the alien population, and thereby to cut

health costs, the city has joined a suit challenging the

restrictiveness of the current Medicaid regulations. The primary
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argument is that the Medicaid statute makes no mention of alienage.

A decision is expected soon.

Data from the New York City Police Department and from the

state prison system suggest that foreign-born persons are under-

represented among arrestees and incarcerated convicts. It would

be reasonable to assume, therefore, that immigrants are less

costly to the criminal justice system than the native-born.

Neither the police nor the prison system verifies alien status-

or birthplace, however, so the exact figures have to be taken with

a grain of salt. But even assuming some underreporting, immigrants

appear to be committing--or getting arrested for--proportionately

fewer crimes than the native-born.

UNDOCUMENTED ALIENS

By definition, there are no hard data on undocumented aliens,

but we have tried to sketch a profile based on the experience of

immigration workers and researchers.

The Census Bureau demographer Jeffrey Passel estimates that

about 200,000. undocumented aliens were included in the 1980 census

figures for New York City. At City Planning we estimate that an

additional 200,000 to 500,000 may have gone uncounted.

The characteristics of New York City's undocumented aliens

seem to be markedly different from those.of the South and West.

Most of them become undocumented by overstaying valid tourist or

student visas, not by crossing the border secretly. Most enter

through Kennedy Airport, though some enter also at the Canadian

and Mexican borders, or on the Florida coast. Most are Caribbean,

not Central American, but no one ethnicity predominates. Passel's
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research suggests that New York's undocumented tend to be longer-

term residents than the undocumented of California, Texas and New

Mexico. They do not commute daily or seasonally; they take jobs

with longer tenure, and they attempt to set down roots. Many have

applied for resident visas and are waiting illegally in New York

instead of legally at home.

We believe that our undocumented tend to be the brothers,

sisters, uncles and cousins of legal resident aliens, living in the

same households, often working the same jobs, especially-at the-

lower end of the wage scale. There are probably more singles

among them than married couples. Census interviewers may have

counted more of the couples than singles since entire households

are harder to conceal than single members who don't want to be

listed in the household.

it is our impression that none of these undocumented aliens

make much use of publicly funded social programs, except that the

couples send their children to school, a fact for which we are

grateful. We believe that the public assistance use rate among

the undocumented is extremely low, lower than it is even among

legal immigrants, and we believe that undocumented aliens avail

themselves only very reluctantly of public health services to

which they are entitled by law. We believe that they are rarely

involved in crime. They do not pose grievous problems to the

City of New York.

That is not to say that they pose no problems. It is a

problem when large numbers of city residents are out off from the

political and institutional life of the city. It is a problem

when they do not avail themselves of services that are necessary
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to protect their well-being and the well-being of all city

residents. It is a problem when they work for minimal wages, in

substandard working conditions. It is a problem when a federal

law is so widely evaded. It is a problem when so many people

want to live in the United States.

For all these reasons combined, the Mayor of the City of New

York has supported an immigration bill that would pair employer

sanctions with a limited amnesty, has committed the city not to

report undocumented aliens simply for seeking public services,

and has opposed issuance of a "sanctuary" declaration that might

further erode the country's ability to control its immigration.

On the one hand, the country must seek ways to limit future

immigration; on the other hand, for entirely practical reasons if

not humanitarian ones, it must protect the health and welfare of

everyone who lives here.

IMPLICATIONS FOR THE FUTURE

New York City seems well able to absorb-immigrants at the

rate at which they are now entering the city. There seems to be

room for them in the job market, in the institutional structure

and in the infrastructure.

As the city's population ages, working-age immigrants are

providing critical support for the Social Security system, as they

are for small business ownership and neighborhood preservation.

As the city evolves into primarily a service economy, it will

be important to watch for match or mismatch between immigrants

and the job market* We hope that immigrants continue to adapt

thamelves, as they have done until now, to the needs of the
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market without hardship to themselves or to native-born Americans.

The presence of large numbers of new immigrants in the city

requires some accommodation from the human service system, in terms

of language services, culture-appropriate services, and availability

of medical care to those who cannot pay. A new social service

need has developed with the increased complexity of the immigration

law: low-cost paralegals are needed, either inside or outside of

government, to assist immigrants in their efforts to reunite their

families and to change or legalize their own status. Today's

immigration law is no easier to negotiate without expert help than

today's tax law.

Although immigrants are not high users of publicly funded

social programs, New York City would require considerable

federal assistance if new legislation were to grant amnesty to

large numbers of undocumented aliens.

67-,M,5 0-87- 19
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THE CITY OF NEW YORK OFFICE OF THE MAYOR LDWAI:I I. KOCH

Tel. 566-5090

For Release:
Wednesday, July 17, 1985

STATEMENT BY MAYOR IAiL . _,_jK0.lj

I oppose this year's immigration bill, S 11:00, which uaS

introduced in the Senate by Alan SiMps..,, and still lacks .

sponsor in the Hlouse. I supported l.)at ycar's :;M"inii:-M,.*Z, I

immigration bill, but the bill nCvL," ..'.,!vpd to acc.mmcd..i,- uoac.

essential concerns I expressed at the line. Thin ytar'a t,1ll ia

significantly dirrerent from last year'n:; version In uay,* that are

detrimental to New York City and Its renidents.

I supported two main features of last year's bill:

-- a program of sanctions asg-nst employers who knowingly

hire undocumented aliens; and

-- an amnesty for undocumented aliens who could prove they

had been living In the United States for a specified period of

tine.

In additlor I called fori

-- criminal sanctions against employers who used the law as

a pretext for discrLminating against legal workers; and

-- 100 percent federal reimbursement For lotal serviccu Lu

newly legalized aliens.

Neither of these two provisions made its wny Into the bill.

I would niU have supported a final version of the bill without

them.

This year'a Simpson Bill still does not contain criminal

sanctions against employers who discriminate or 100 percent

reimbursement to loolities. Ad it is different from the

original bill in other undesirable ways. In the original bill,

the employer sanctions and amnesty provisions wern to po is t.u

efeek at,.Me sem time* Tegteer, they might have reduced the

continuing Inflow of wudoeumented aliens by eliminating the draw

of employment, and they also would have protected the status of

undocumented worker who already were living and working here.

This year's Simpson bill offers a phased approach: firat

employ er aantions, than amnesty. Amnesty would go into effect

only after a federal commission determined that the new
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sanctions, coupled with improved burder enforce-mcnt, a..

succeeded in controlling illegal entty and emgioyment.

In essence, the phased approach affords no a3sura,,., Ltizat

amnesty would ever happen, and it offers little protection for

undocumented workers who are currently employed. Employers and

employees alike would be hurt.

Although the Simpson Bill does not require employers to fire

undocumented workers, it forbids new hires and rehtires. Many

undocumented aliens work in industries; that are seasonal or

cyclical; workers are hired aivd laid ulf us bUsinens d,., nds.

Without a simultaneous amnesty, unco'rented olkcr. catinot be

rehired by their original employer, or newly hired by arq Other

empl oyer.

The phased approach exacerbati.c a pioblcm that wa;= inherent

in the original SiMpson-Mazzoli Bill and that was carried over

into the Simpson Bill. Both bills ex.v'nt the Southwesternt

agricultural industry from the stricttuira of employer -rn,' -lons

by permitting the growers to hire undocumented alien3 a u

'temporary workers." No such provision was created to protect

New York's industrial interests. Tihe irony of the situation is

that the strongest push for employer anctiona has come troll the

Southwest, and yet it is the Southwcit h;lat is e umpt0 I, the

negative economic impact of empluye, ;aintions, while tief Ycrk

bears the full brunt.

The phased approach makes more ,en.ce in the Southwc:t than

it does In New York. The phasing thIeCty assumes that if the jobs

disappear, undocumented aliens will go hack home. The daily

border crossers of the Southwest may %jell do so. They can go

home easily, oheply and relatively painlessly since they are

essentially transients.

New York's undocumented aliens can't go home so easily, nor

would they wish to do so since they ou:Lltute a tc,nL.ar;At!., !y

stable 4roup of persons who have established roots In the city.

Caployer sanotiona without amneasy might create a pool or

unemployed workers in New York.

One intent of the Simpson Bill is to limit the number or

aliens who would be eligible for amnesty by insuring adequate

enforcement beforehand., But. the phased approach could well have

the opposite etfect. by delaying the amnesty registration
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period, rather then starting and stopping It quickly, the Wi.1

would create an unintended "bonus' period during which more

aliens could enter the country, establish themselves as

residents$ and perhaps acquire fraudulent documentation that

would permit then to be approved for amnesty. A delayed amnesty

mtght-sctuaily Invite Mft iir.gl Immigration.

Like the original bill, the Simpson Bill provides for

stronger border enforcement. but a stroniSer Border Patrol would

not help New York limit illegal entries since most of New York's

undocumented aliens are persons Who ha uverstayed their tourist

or student visas. They are not people wnhu cross the border

secretly. What New York needs is an Cnn.'raOua atrengthenlni, or

the Immigration and Naturalisation Scrvi&' computer Uysteu 3o

that enforcement agents can keep trect uf atsdents and totiristo

who never go home. There is no Indlcatiiti that the federal

government will provide what New York lic"1i3 in Lite foreseeable

future.

The "substantial" improvements ii: ,.niorermtrt that wriuld be

necessary to trigger the amnesty would be very difficult to

document. It Is not clear how they would be measured# or what

would constitute sufficient evidence or effectiveness. There

could be years of litigation on the is3ue, resulting, In efIItet,

in a sanctions-only law. Amnesty might ble delayed idetinitt.ly.

The arrangements for cost reimbursements to states and

localities In this year's bill ate of even greater concern in New

York than were last year's reimbursement proposals. Last year's

bill provided a nationwide total of $1 billion per year over rout4

years to reimburse localities for the cost of such services as

education, health care and public assistance for amnestized

aliens. This year's bill allots only $600 million per year. The

city continues to be concerned that block grant funding may not

cover New York City's actual coats.

I do not oppose the concept of l cr.gration refrcnm, bus tl.n

Iermuls 6 Lb' t 619 yea.'Yh bill are not sceeptable. The proper

bianee Is yet to be struck.
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HE CITY OF NEW YORK
OFFICE OF THE MAYOR

Ncw YORx. N Y i0007

M A Y 0 R A L M E M 0 R A N D U M

TO: To All Agency Heads

FROM: Edward I. Koch

DATE: October 15 1985

SUBJECT: City Policy on Undocumented Aliens

New York City is home, we estimate, to somewhere
between 400,000 and 750,000 undocumented aliens. For the
most part, these aliens are self-supporting, law-abiding
residents. The greatest problem they pose to the city is
their tendency to under use services to which they are
entitled and on which their well-being anJ the city's
well-being depend.

For example, victims of crime, consumer fraud or
workplace safety vio. itions may decide not to report their'
victimization for fear that their presence in the city will
come to the attention of immigration authorities. Persons
who need medical care may decide not to seek it, some
families may keep their children out of school" and adults
may fail-to avail themselves of ESL classes for the very
same reason. It is to the disadvantage of all who live in
the City if some of its residents are uneducated,
inadequately protected from crime, or untreated for illness.
This is true regardless of one's views on the propriety of
unauthorized immigration. Undocumented aliens should not be
discouraged from making use of those city services to which
they are entitled; on the contrary, for the public weal,
they should be encouraged to do so. Undocumented aliens
will not avail themselves of city services as long as they
fear that they will be reported to immigration authorities.
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It is probably impossible to eradicate that fear, but the
city can take steps to reduce it.

Federal law specifies that immigration control is
the sole province of federal authorities. The city has no
obligation to report undocumented aliens to immigration
authorities except when such aliens are engaged in criminal
activities, including attempts to obtain public benefits
through the use of fraudulent documents.

It is the current policy of most city agencies not
to report aliens to immigration authorities unless the alien
has given signed permission for a status check or the alien
appears to be engaged in some kind of criminal behavior. I
want. to reaffirm this as city-wide policy.

Furthermore, I want to make it clear that
determinations of criminal activity or the use of false
documents should not be made by line workers in city
agencies. Each agency head should identify a person or
office that is charged with receiving reports from line
workers on aliens who are suspected of criminal misconduct.
This designated person or office should make the
determinations on how each case is to be handled. By
November 15th, I would like to receive from you an
indication of the person or office you have designated for
this responsibility and a description of the procedures that
will be used in determining when and where to report aliens
who may be involved in criminal misconduct.

Enforcement agencies, like the Police Department
and the Department of Correction, are both permitted and
obligated to cooperate with the immigration authorities in
apprehending aliens who are committing crimes. This memo is
not intended to change their current practice. It is
extremely important, however, that enforcement agencies do
everything they can to assure crime victims that they will
not be reported.
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All agencies should be doing what they can to
encourage law-abiding aliens to use those city services to
which they are entitled under-law. Many city services are
available to undocumented aliens including health care,
mental health care, education, libraries, police and fire
protection, consumer protection, civil rights protection,
and basic physical services. The rules and regulations
governing the social service programs are sometimes quite
complex, especially among the income transfer programs. We
will release shortly a pamphlet explaining, for the line
worker's information, which programs are available to each
class of alien and which documents are needed to prove
eligibility. Please make use of this material when you
receive it.

In addition, we expect to prepare a flier for
undocumented aliens that lists the city services to which
they are entitled and assures them of the city's commitment
not to report them to immigration authorities as long as
they are leading law-abiding lives.

Not all of your city agencies have day-to-day
dealings with undocumented aliens, but it is important to
be aware of these issues, which become increasingly
significant to the city as its population changes. Because
of the growing importance of these matters, I created an
Office of Izmigrant Affairs (OIA) at the Department of City
Planning last year. If questions arise in your agency on
immigration issues, please feel free to consult with the OIA
at 566-2944.

Many of you do have daily contacts with
undocumented aliens, and I know you have made successful
efforts to protect the rights of your undocumented clients.
The purpose of this memo is to articulate for all city
agehices -the policies and procedures that many of you
already have adopted.
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immigrant
Entitlement,
Made (Relatively) Simple:
A Pamphlet for Agency Workers
A. What Is this pamphlet going to do
for you?.

The immigrants standing before your desk
have come to you for help. Perhaps they want
financial assistance in meeting medical ex-
penses, or perhaps they want daycere for their
children. They don't know what they're entitled
to, or how they can prove their entitlement.
Can you help them?

This pamphlet may answer that question. The
chart on the other side of this sheet wit let you
identity:
• Government PROGRAMS available to New
York Cits immigrants.

" CATEGORIES of immigrants who are eligible
for benefits.

* The DOCUMENTS that are needed to prove
eligibility

* LAWS, REGULATIONS and ADMINISTRA-
TIVE GUIDELINES governing each entitle-
ment.
NOTE: This pamphlet deals only with eligibil-

ity criteria that relate to immigration status. ANl
public benefits have other efigiblty critera. such
as financial need, that apply to immigrants and
natives &l*. This pamphlet focuses on cited
that are applicable only to Immigrants.

NOTE ALSO: The programs described here
are sit administered by the Cily of New York.
Exclve federal progams, such as Sup
mental Security Income (S$1) and Medicare. are
not included.

B. A few words on Immigrant categories
The poicis ar" Xooeduresg OemUV 10gm-

rant entitlements are confusing to worker and
applicant alike. There are many reasons for the
confusion, fit of which thal there are many
categories of immiVgrants, each with its own en-
titlements and Its own documentation.

The generic term IMMIGRANT refers to
foreign-born persons who have come to Sie
United States to lie. Many Imntgrants bone
NATURALIZED CITIZENS. aid their entitle-
ments are the same as any other citize's. Im-
migrants who have not yet be citizens ae
carted ALIENS. Only certain categories of aiens
are eligible for publ benefits, and each cate-
gory has its own set of document that shows
Its alien status. The charl list the main alien

categories and the documents that go ao with
them.

For the purpose of determining entitrlenets,
aliens fab into three main groups:

PERMANENT RESIDENT ALIENS have re-
ceived permission to lv in the United States
permanently and to become citizens in time.
Commonly called 'green card holders,' they are
the aliens closest to citizenship.

Other aliens reading in the United States
'UNDER COLOR OF LAW' are aliens who are
known to the Immigration authorities and whose
exterxed presence in the United States Is
sanctioned by those authorities, although they
have not become permanent resident aliens. In-
cluded In the "under color of law' group are such
categories as refugees, Cuba/-laan entrants.
asylees. parolees, and even some un-
documented aliens who have lived in the United
States for many year. or who are involved in
proceedings with the U.S. immigration and
Naturalization Service, It is this group whose
enbtt are most confusing because each
benefit program has its own definition of which
aliens fail Into the 'under colo of laC' category.
The chart species how each program defines
under color of law' when the definition Is used

to determine eligibility.
UNDOCUMENTED ALIENS are foreign-born

person who are not known to the immigration
authorities because they entered the country
secretly and oeq aliens who have no current
authorization to b inthe Utied States. Even
undocumented aliens are entitled to aome be-
nefrt they are residents of New York City.

This pamphlet Includes one group of residents
who aren't Immigrants at all, namely the U.S.-
born children of immigrants. Their entitlements
have been an area of confusion for agency work-
ers. The fad is that children born in to United
States are U.S. citizens, and they have al the
ights of citizens, regardless of whether their

parents ae native-born Americans, nauralized
citizens, documented aliens or undocumented
aliens.

By and large In New 'ttrk Cty, Inocme asst-
ance programs are available only to naturalized
citizens, pmanent resident &As. and other
aliens permanently residing In the United States
'under color of law.' Of the soft service prog-
rams, like daycmre, some offer service to all im-
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migrants, regardless of immigration status;
others are restrictive. In a few instances, prog-
rams are designed specifically for one segment
of the immigrant population, such as refugees,
and are available to no one else, not even citi-
zen.

C. How the system got to bethe way It Is
The confusion In alien entitlements started

with a lack of coordination between immigration
law and social service law. Immigration law set
up immigrant categories for the purpose of reg-
ulating admissions to the Unitod States: then
social service law uses those categories, in its
own way. to define immigrant entitlements. This
transfer of purpose creates problems of interpre-
tation.

The next layer of confusion comes from social
service law itself. Because the entitlement rules
evolved piecemeal, rather than from one com-
prehensive policy decision, they are inconsistent
from agency to agency and even from program
to program.

The final layer of confusion derives from inter-
millent court challenges, which produce
changes In the way the rules are written and
understood.

This pamphlet offers a picture of policy and
practice at one point In time-September 1985.
The pamphlet will be updated as new rules
develop.

D. Some legislative history
Starting In 1972, the federal and stale govern-

ments began to restrict entitlements for some
categories of aliens, that is. for some immigrants
who were not naturalized citizens. Before then.
alien status had virtually never been mentioned
in social service law In 1972, te federal govern-
mert took steps to bar undocumented aliens
from SSI an d subsequently from other entitle-
ment programs. It did so by conferring beners
only upon citizens, permanent resident aliens,
and other aliens permanently residing in the
United Stales 'under color of lw" The category
"under color of law was not defined. It was clear

that the government wanted to exclude un-
documented aliens from some federal benefit
programs, but it was not clear who was to be
considered an undocumented alien.

Unlike undocumented aliens, permanent resi-
dent aliens and aliens here under color of law
have not been barred outright from any govern-
merit programs. Ironically, however, the financial
eligibility criteria for some permanent resident
aliens have been made strider than for any other
alien or citizen group. In applying for cash assist-
ance or Food Stamps, those permanent aliens
who have sponsors are required to count part
of their sponsor's Income and resources among
their own financial assets during their first three
years i,; the United States. A sponsor is some-
one who signs an affidavit of support for an alien
to assist the alien in obtaining permanent resi-
dent status from U.S immigration authorities. A
relative or prospective employer who petitions
for an alien's admission to the United States is
NOT considered a sponsor unless the petitioner
signs an affidavit of support.

The rules on the sponsors income and re-
sources, called *deeming" provisions in welfare
law, are currently being challenged in New York
State on the grounds that the State Constitution
mandates assistance for all needy residents ap-
plying for state benefits. Similar *deeming" pro-
visions in the federal laws have not been chal-
lenged in court.

'Deeming" provisions have not been ixnopo-
rated into the Medicaid rules and do not apply
to aliens Medicaid eligibility unless the spon-
sor's income and resources are actually contri-
buted to the applicant. For cash assistance and
Food Stamps, however, the sponsor's income
and resources are counted even If the sponsor
does not actuary contribute to the applicants
support.

Aliens here under color of law. such as re-
fugees, asylees and parolees. are often in the
best position to obtain cash assistance. They
have a clear, approved immigration status. end
they face no requirement to count a sponsor's
income or resources.

EVOLUTION OF ALIEN ENTITLEMENT RESTRICTIONS
Undocumented Miens
ionl: Congress creates SSI proam and coders be-
nefs only on citizens. pemnariet resident alins. ard
aen y residing in U.S under ocolof law'
1974: When regulations are promulgated to mplement
new law undocumnted alens we denied AFOC and
Mede id benielits as wol as SSL
New Ntrk State Legislature dare st ae-funded cash
arnd medical assistances to abeert 'unlowfufly residing'
In the stale,
1976: State regulate tirs undocsmented aliens from
'soft' service programs Ike dayc-
1971: Undocumented lens am boed from federal
Food Starp orogram.

Permrnet Reident Aliens
1980: C4ngress restrcts SSI benefis fo permanent
resident shan duing teir first three years In the J..
by requirMg ttas portion of their spoftsb income
and resoues be taken ro oonsidertion In detormin-
Ing fglfreetgpvtwsonl.
11: A "deeming' provision is added to the AFOC sta-
lute.
"Oeemlg'p n -are incorporated Into state-
funded cash atance progrms.....
1962: A' deeri wgprovision is Incorported into federal
Food Stamp program.
1O64: For AFOC purposes. federal government now
views tie r'ome of organizational sponsors, not -is
Indidua epo ors, as resources 'deemed' available
to appicnts who we permnanrt resident alons
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menage from the mayor
Immigrants have been a vital part of New York City since the 17th century. Now more

than a quarter of the city's popultion, they are a resource that never loses its value.
Immigrants are sturdy and self-sufficient people, but even they sometimes need help.

When they do. New York City is committed to providing it, at the highest level allowed
bylaw.

I created the Office of Immigrant Affairs to make sure that the city was keeping faith
with this important segment of our population. This pamphlet, produced by the Office,
is an article of that faith.

Edward 1.Kc
Mayor

Gloary
ALIENs A person who Is present in the Uited States
bu is not a Uniled States citizen
ALIEN REOISTRATION RECEIPT CAI: An INS
document that certaies lawful permanent resident
status Commonly called the "green card' because A
used to be green; it s now blue and while INS Form
#1-151 or t-551.
ASYLEE: An alen who has received permission to
remain in the tLlded States based on a wt-founded
tea of persecution" should the alen return to the native
land A prospective asytee apples for this permsson
from U.S. soil, ur"l-.te a refugee, who applies from
abroad
CALLAHAN v. CAREY: A court challenge on behalf
of homeless men that w New York C4y and Slate
were not meeg their obligations under the State Con-
alfution to care for the needy insa 1981 conent agree-
ment. city and slate agred to provide shelter for a
homeless men who met the algtmy requWnents
CONDITIONAL ENTRANTr The tect term for
refuge before the Refugee Act of 1980 was passed
CURAN-HAITIAN ENTRANT& An ktn'Sgrabon
status rated in 1960 by President Cast for the
139.000 Cubans and lata who etered t country
that year a s masse boat hit o the shores of tonda
IXTENDE VOLUNTARY DEPATUS A tem-
porary postponement of an stunt requited departure
from the United States, granted ory if te asan home-
land is on a State Department kI of nabon vwed as
too dargeo to return to at th present be
-14 The INS control document that records every-

aen's arrival in, and departure from, the t~ned States
I identifies the period o1 fwe for which he sten is
admitted. and the Men nimigraion status

* INDEFiNITE STAY OF DEPORTATION: A perma-
net4 susperson of a deportation order. granted ratrely
ed only to aliens who can prove "extren hardship
should they be deported, and good moral character.
IMMIGRANTs In INS terminology. an sim admitted
to the United Stales as en actual or pornapee pera-
nent mside, an ahen with the right to oecoma a citizen
In time. In ommn language. an stun "*n here pr-
"I'dnenft

IMMIGRATION AND NATIONALITY ACT (INA)i
The current imigraton lwe
IMMIGRATION AND NATURALIZATION SER
VICE (INS): The federal agency that adniaters Wn-
igrabon low. oated in New York Cty At 25 Federal

Plaza. Manhattan
NATURAZATIONs The ac of becomningsa dozen.

NON-JMMIGRANT: In INS terminology, an shen who
a authorized to be in the United States only lenpoarily
an for a specifc purpose; to szanwle. a collage atu-
dent.
PAROLEE: An aen who has been given permasion
to enter t United Stales under emergency conditions
or when that stens, entry is considered to be in the
pub iteret
PERMANENT RESIDENT ALIEN: An inmigrui
authorized to live and work in the Uited States indef-
nitely and eventually to app" for citizenship.
PLYLER v. DOEs A Texa case in which the U.S.
surerne court k down s tw denying pubic edu-
caticn to undocurened €lde. (e982)
RE*ENTRY PERMr An INS document that lows
a perinnent onsaie alien to be readMlted to fte
uni State* he or she eavea 1'he ounb- temporwly
REFUGEE. An den adtted 1o the Uited States
based on a 'web-lounded fear 01 perfecuion based
on race, religion, nationaity or social or poltca tes.
Dies from an asytee m l In that refugee applies
for admission from a countryy of s asluym" outside
the United Stales, whereas an as4ee a pes from U.S.

RUIZ v. S1LUS A court challenge o a New York State
reuiSllnideyig daycere services to Vhe children of
widcumertd stun. The cowl identified the clir as
the child, not amher - and nuled that cftean cildre
of undocumneitd aeen could not be darted service.
(1962)
SIPONSOR. A tem inw llare law referring So person
or organization that asssted an applcan for admission
to the United States by u teeing support o W e
sppcanrtfi rt three years In ie country. Immigration
author e someies reqirealfdavit ofupport when
an applicant seems y otherwise to become a pubic
charge. Not am appliant ame required to present such
affidavits so not all hew sponsors
TOLL i. MORENOt A court cae on the rigd of non-
Immirigrant alan7aGk.t to apply for resident o"g
ton. In 19 2. the U.S Supreme Cowt decided Vial
the Plte of Marand could not sut macally disqually
non-immigrant apliants on the basis 01 their visatabs.

-UNDER COLOR OF LAWN An ambiguous term
used in social service tew to refer to aliens who are not
permnre residents of the tited States but who have
certain rights uder sowa serve taw
UNDOCUMENTED AUENs An stun who hs .1o
ourret authonzabon hrn mmigation auhorthes to be
in the United States
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Representative SCHEUER. Thank you very, very much.
All right. Prof. Frank Dunn, Department of Psychology, Florida

International University. Please informally chat with us for about
10 minutes and then we will have some questions for you.

STATEMENT OF MARVIN DUNN, PROFESSOR, DEPARTMENT OF
PSYCHOLOGY, FLORIDA INTERNATIONAL UNIVERSITY

Mr. DUNN. Mr. Chairman, my name is Marvin Dunn, I might
correct you.

Representative SCHEUER. Oh, I have Frank Dunn. I'm very sorry.
Mr. DUNN. Someone made an error.
Representative SCHEUER. I apologize.
Mr. DUNN. That's quite all right.
Thank you very much for the opportunity to speak this morning.
I can't help but address the comment you made earlier about the

empty chairs in front of the room. Down in Florida, Mr. Chairman,
we have an old-fashioned practice that when we invite somebody to
stop by the house for a chat we tend to be at home. Maybe they do
it differently here in Washington.

Representative SCHEUER. Could you pull the mike a little closer?
I didn't hear that.

Mr. DUNN. I said we have an old-fashioned practice down in Flor-
ida, Mr. Chairman. When we ask somebody to stop by for a chat we
tend to be at home. They do it a little differently here in Washing-

"ton. This is the third time I've testified on the Hill and it's usually
just one or two Members, and I just couldn't help but comment on
that as we start off this morning.

Representative SCHEUER. Well, I regret, as I've said before, that
more of my colleagues haven't had a chance to have listened to this
very, very fine set of testimony this morning.

Mr. DUNN. The analogy I'd like to use in Miami is one of a house
that's a bit overcrowded. If you begin in 1959 when the first refu-
gees from Cuba came to Miami, it was as if the people of Miami
lived in this great house and the members of the household had
their problems, as families tend to have. The privileged leaders of
the house lived up front in the big spacious rooms. The favorite
children lived in various rooms throughout this crowded house.
And in the back of the house in the smallest, most crowded, most
dimly lighted, least well-kept rooms lived the members of the
family who were not so favorite, the ones who the family leaders
up front weren't anxious to show off to the visitors.

There was squabbling and fighting in this house and despair in
the back rooms. There were old people and sick people and danger-
ous people in those back rooms.

Then the guy who runs the block says, "Well, a few friends are
going to stop by for a while, about a half a million of them. And
guess what, you people who live in the Miami house, most of them
are going to stay with you. But, but, but," we said, "don't worry
about it,' the guy who runs the block said, "This is the American
thing to do." And so we do it.

Now the guests don't move into the front rooms of this house,
Mr. Chairman. They don't move into the rooms of the favorite chil-
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dren. They move into those crowded rooms in the back of the house
and things in the house that is Miami get a little tight.

For one thing, some of the folks in the back rooms say, "But, but
it's our turn. We were just beginning to move into some of those
favorite rooms. The help you promised to us is going to our guests.

"Well," the guy who runs the block says, 'It's the American
thing to do."

And then a strange thing starts to happen. The guests start leav-
ing the back rooms and move closer to the front. The long-time
residents who mow the grass and clean the house and babysit the
kids not only see themselves left behind, they perceive that it is at
their expense.

Fortunately, the people who live in the house that is Miami are
very long-suffering people. They adjust to the reality of their exist-
ence. New Americans now come in through their doors, not New
York's. It is a matter of geography and politics. And so we adjust
until it starts to happen all over again.

This time it gets so bad that the new guests literally sleep out in
the yard. These new guests are darker and poorer and they come
in sick and frightened and there are many, many of them from
Cuba and Haiti principally. And Miami must adust again and
again. And they say no one can see an end to it. The guy who runs
the block says, "It's not my job."

Representative SCHEUER. They're darker and poorer and younger
and I suppose they are less skilled and less literate.

Mr. DUNN. Yes, sir, precisely.
Representative SCHEUER. And that's a part of the mix isn't it?
Mr. DUNN. Yes, sir.
Representative SCHEUER. And without English language skills

and without job skills?
Mr. DUNN. Yes. Now you want to know what the effect has been.

This is the headline I woke up to this morning in the Miami
Herald, "Mariel Felons Moving From Krome," another riot at the
Krome detention center in Miami. If you don't live in Miami it
shouldn't be a matter of any interest to you. If you do, you get used
to this sort of thing.

Representative SCHEUER. Would you repeat that again. I didn't
hear that.

Mr. DUNN. Certainly. The headline of the Miami Herald this
morning, "Mariel Felons Moving From Krome, Transfer Ordered
After Disturbance." Last night the men's dormitory was burned
down in a riot.

Representative SCHEUER. Mariel felons? That's from the Mariel
boat lift of 1980?

Mr. DUNN. Exactly.
Representative SCHEUER. I should say the infamous Mariel boat

lift.
Mr. DUNN. Yes; you should say that. In any given month there

are 350 to 400 Mariel entrants in the Dade County Jail. As of May
10, there were 510. The Federal Government has left the bill for
feeding, housing, and trying these individuals in the laps of the
people of Dade County.

Our public hospital receives about $6 million a year from the
Federal Government, exclusively to be used to treat Mariel and
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Haitian refugees. The cost to the public hospital is $850,000 to $1.6
million a month to attend to these people alone. The people of
Dade County pay the difference.

Targeted assistance at $60 to $65 million a year that we receive
from the Federal Government to help our refugee problems is
hardly sufficient to repay the people of our area for the refugee-
related costs.

The President has attempted to eliminate targeted assistance
from the Federal budget-"It's not my job."

Since I was asked to speak on the'question of impact of immigra-
tion policies on my home State, let me address the matter directly.
In a word, it has been disastrous. Beyond this, it has been embar-
rassing, as some of us out there in the hinterlands believe that the
actions of our Government with respect to immigration policies are
beneath the standard of public policy one would expect of a great
power such as the United States.

This current confused, insensitive, convoluted, self-defeating
myopic policy barely escapes contempt.

Representative SCHEUER. Professor Dunn, are you speaking of
the executive branch or of the Congress or both of the above?

Mr. DUNN. Both, and the courts as well, sir.
Representative SCHEUER. And the courts as well.
Mr. DUNN. I have come to this somewhat less than neutral view

after having lived and worked as a social scientist in Miami for a
good many years. I was raised there in one of those back rooms.

There are three impacts of current policy which are addressed in
my prepared statement. First, competition among illegal immi-
grants and refugees and desperately poor Americans for dwindling
resources has intensified, especially as it affects services provided
to the poor. In terms of relative numbers and income levels, I
should point out that the new poor in Miami are now Hispanics.
Today, over 60 percent of the people served by our community
action agency are Hispanics and Haitians.

Haitian demands for health care services rose from 12 to 30 per-
cent of all clients served at public expense between 1979 and 1982.
Today, it is probably considerably higher.

Second, racial and ethnic tensions in various regions of the coun-
try are being strained. Cities like Miami long ago reached the point
where many people are now demanding, unfortunately, exclusion-
ary policies. One of the main reasons for this I think is the tension
which is raised in some by the perception of favoritism in immigra-
tion law. While those escaping Castro were welcomed as heros,
those who run from "Baby Doc" are turned back on the high seas
by the U.S. Coast Guard.

Finally, the question of economic displacement. On that question
the jury is still out. According to aggregate data, most blacks in
Miami do not appear to be economically displaced by the new ar-
rivals, but the data are misleading or can be misleading. The poor-
est blacks, those who can't find jobs while more recent arrivals do,
find it very difficult to accept the idea that they have not been dis-
placed by the labor market.

In closing, folks up here in Washington have heard all of this
before. I'm not the first Miamian to raise these points. The people
of Florida are no less generous, no less caring, no less hospitable
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than Americans of any State; but in terms of immigration, we have
been made to bear more than our fair share of the burdens of this
world, usually without as much as a "Thank you, please."

Instead, what we hear from Washington is, "It's not my job."
Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Dunn follows:]
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF MARVIN DUNN

Opening Statement

Upon occasion some of us in the hinterlands of this nation,
removed from the bowels of the federal government, are asked
to state our views on matters affecting national and even
more rarelyinternational policy. This is now the case and
my distinct honor in the instance of the invitation given to
me by the staff of the Joint Economic Committee's
Subcommittee on Economic Resources, Competitiveness, and
Security Economics, chaired by Congressman James H. Scheuer
of New York.

The invitation asked that I testify on certain matters
related to the impact of immigration policy on the various
states focusing upon my home state Florida, one of the
critical areas of the nation with respect to the current
crisis in immigration.

Since I was requested to speak to the question of what has
been the impact upon the states of our current polices on
immigration, let me address that matter directly. It has
been! in a word-disastrous. -Beyond this, it' has been .
embarrassing as some of us sincerely believe that some of the
actions of our government in regards to immigration io- cai'-
beneath the standard of oublic policy which one expects of a
great national power such as t;ie United States. This current
confused, insensitivelconvoluted, self-defeating, myopic
policy barely escapes contempt.

I have come to this somewhat less than neutral view after
living and working for many years as a social scientist at
Florida International University in Dade County, Florida, one
of the most abused sections of the country with respect to
the actions of the United States government vis-a-vis
immigration policy and its effects.

The drum beat of resentment by local and state leaders has
been consistently played to deaf ears in Washington for more
than two decades as the citizens and public officials of some
of the hard hit sections of the nation have begged for
federal relief. What we have witnessed instead has been the
gnashing of teeth and theringing of hands as our national
legislatures executive branch and federal courts continue
their discordant dance around one of the most pressing
matters of public policy to confront this nation today -- who
comes and who stays?

It is not surprising in this age of federal miserliness to
learn that federal impact funds are not coming in sufficient
amounts to reimburse the states and local communities for the
often sudden and substantial drain upon local resoUrces as
hundreds of thousands of refugees and illegal immigrants have
swarmed across cities and states of various regions. (The
effect has been a dramatic increase in the cost of local
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government with respect to the provision of the basic
services citizens have come to expect).

At a time when there is a concerted effort to balance the
national budget such federal refusals are almost
understandable although hardly acceptable. What ja
unacceptable is what appears to be the presumption of the
federal government that its obligation to help local
communities which are negatively effected by its immigration
policies, is transistory and limited. Certainly there is
considerable divergence of opinion as to the limit and extent
of federal involvement and responsibility.

To many observers in the hinterlands it appears that the
basic response of the federal government has been a grudging,
half-hearted pacification in the manner of parents disdaining
the annoying demands of what they perceive as their
unreasonably demanding children.

In considering the impact of national policies the usual
focus is upon various economic or political effects. A
consideration of psychological effects is rare. In such an
emotionally tinged area as immigration policy it is
all together appropriate to consider such effects
particularly before a subcommittee of the Congress which is

__concer -ned with_ competitivenesss , among_-p,,tr mgtes This
writer's background is that of a community psychologist who
examines the psychological, economic, social and political
effects upon communities, of the prevailing social issues and
problems of the day. The reader will note an emphasis on
psychological effects as well as economic aspects of the
problem.

j
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Impact of Immigration

Specific Impacts upon the States

With respect to specific impacts of current immigration
policy upon the states, the following is suggested

1. Competition Among __Lm_ a&l Immigrants and Refugees and
Desperately Poor Americans for Dwindlinq Locally Provided
tqama Services Has Intensified. Illegal immigrants and
refugees do not ordinarily arrive here rich. They are
desperately poor people who come to live with or next to
Americans who are also very poor. They do not move in next
to the White House. They do not move in next to members of
the Congress. They move in next to people who have nothing.
The result is inter-group frictions and tensions and
comptition for limited resources. This is especially true
with respect to the utilization of public facilities such as
hospitals, health clinics, schools, public housing, emergency
relief support and general welfare services. The almost
cavalier approach of the federal government is to provide
impact assistance funds to the states and communities for a
relatively brief period and then to take the quickest exit
available leaving the local communities to resolve the long
term effects 'on an ad hoc basis.

Peter Jensen Hill, in his 1970 doctoral thesis, "The Economic
Impt of Immigration Into The United States, noted that the
flood of immigrants in the late 1800's certainly increased
governmental cost at the federal and local levels. "If we
assume that educating all foreign born would have increased
high school costs by the same proportion that it increased
elementary school costs, 24.2 per cent, the total government
spending bill wc'uld have been 3.45 per cent higher if the
immigrants had been educated here and the state and local
spending would have been 6.00 per cent. <8> Spe biblioqraphy

According to Robert Bernal, the Dade County official who is
responsible for monitoring the spending of federally provided
funds for immigration and refugee relief, since 1982 Dade
County has received about 60 million dollars of so-called
targeted assistance funds,. The bulk of these funds has been
used in providing support for health care, day care,
employment assistance, mental health and social services (for
"entrants" who have been arrested). By far health care is
the most costly.

The county's public hospital (Jackson Memorial) receives
about 6 million dollars of targeted assistance funds. The
hospital spends about $850,000 to $1,60,000 p month on
immigrants and refugees alone.
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In any given month Dade County has 350 to 450 Mariel entrants
in Jail. On May 10th of this year there were 510 Mariel .
refugees in the Dade County jail. The people of Dade County
pay for the feeding and sheltering of these people and for
all costs associated with their trials. <1>

The President has proposed eliminating targeted assistance
from the federal budget.

As reported by this author at a recent conference in Florida
on the effects of immigration on the state, in 1962, over 60%
of the clients in Dade County who received CAA (Community
Action Agency) services were Hispanic or Haitian. The most
acute needs in child care services are in areas of Dade
County which have been most directly impacted by immigrants
(Liberty City, a major black area, Edison-Little River,
where most Haitians have settled, and Little Havana, where
Cuban immigrants have established themselves). According to
the county department of Human Resources, there are thousands
of children on the waiting list for day care. This, at a
time when the country faces drastic reductions in federal
support for day care and other substantial financial
problems. Dwindling resources and increased demands for many
kinds of services including health care, especially from the
rising number of Hispanic poor, has resulted in complaints
from blacks of longer lines and much longer waits. <2>

The demands for emergency assistance in Dade County (short
term emergency assistance to applicants who are sick and/or
poor), show a significant drop (-17%) for blacks between 1980
and 1982 while Hispanic demands for assistance increased by
more that 100%. Non-Hispanic whites showed a 34% decrease in
their demand for emergency assistance. This index of an
area's most economically threatened group supports other data
which suggests that it is Hispanics not blacks who are most
at risk in Dade County and reflects a significant influence
of immigration effects on the south Florida area.

According to Dade County's Public Health Department, the
influx of refugees into the county has negatively impacted
blacks and whites. Since the department's policy is to serve
those who are most at ris, first, the result has been a
dramatic increase in public health services to Haitians.
Haitian immigrant demand for public health services have
risen from 12% to 30% of all clients served between 1979 and
198R in the infant nutrition program, for example. Since the
total number of people served has not increased significantly
during this period, this moans that the number of patients in
other ethnic groups has been proportionately diminished.
Presumably this has resulted not because of a decrease in
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need but because of displacement by immigrants and refugees.
<2>

Between 1970 and 1960 Dade County's percentage of overcrowded
housing units declined from 13.7% to 12.1%. The Mariel and
Haitian immigrations since the 1980 census almost certainly
reversed this trend. The increased shortage of suitable,
affordable rental properties as a result of the Mariel and
Haitian immigrations into Dade County very likely has put
these recent arrivals in direct competition for housing with
blacks who are over represented among those who live under
crowded conditions in south Florida. The immigrants have
tended to settle in neighborhoods which are contiguous to the
area's black communities. With respect to trends in public
housing for the elderly in Dade County, a continuing shift
toward more Hispanic and less non-Hispanic white, with black
proportions remaining about the same, is anticipated. This
according to the county's department of Human Resources. <2>

According to Kenneth F. Johnson in his book, Illegal Aliens
in the Western Hmisohere, two refugee groups, "boat people"
or Southeast Asian refugees and "Mariels", demanded quick
absorption into mainstream America causing some resentment
among some American citizens. "In the small California town
of Arvin (home of the DiGorgio Farms) for example, the
refugees made demands on their own church sponsors for better
household goods and were even moving into rental housing
traditionally reserved for the native Mexican Americans
population". <3>

2. Racial and Ethnic Tpnsions in Various Regions of the
Cupr Are keing Strained. One impact of immigration policy
upon the states has been to initiate and prolong racial and
ethnic tensions among various groups of Americans in several
regions who identify to some degree with one or another of
the groups of illegal immigrants and refugees. As it is and
without the help of the federal government, there has always
been, sufficient ill-will between local American citizens and
immigrant groups when the number of newcomers has reached a
critical mass. Miami, New York City, and Los Angeles for
example, reached that point some several years ago and yet
these cities remain communities in continuous distress in
part as a result of our nation's immigration policies and the
failure of the federal government to control our borders.

A great many citizens have lost confidence entirely in the
ability of the national government to control its borders.
Subsequent anger and resentment is common as many people feel
increasingly vulnorahle to the vicissitudes of international
affairs and policies. There is a feeling in the land that
"they" arc coming and that there is nothing anyone can or
will do abotit it. Some Americans are again responding with
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demands that certain groups be excluded or severely limited
in their aspirations to enter the United States. In Dade
County Florida many people feel this way about Haitian,
Cuban, and Nicaraguan refugees. In other areas the same
might be felt about Puerto Ricans, Mexicans, or Southeast
Asians. Actually such a xenophobic response is typically
American. The people of this country have never been
hesitant to squeal when they felt themselves being crowded by
foreign newcomers. *

* Note:

The clamor for restrictions on immigration is not new, the
first being fears about immigration from Greece, Italy, and
neighboring countries in the early 1880's. Fed by fears that
the United States could not feed the large numbers of
immigrants, this xenophobia was enhanced by the several
financial panics of the 1890's. The first concrete result
was the Chinese Exclusion Act of 1682, the first instance of
a nationality's being singled out for discrimination in
United States immigration policy. <3>

Amendments to the current law which govern immigration to
the United Ste j tjje. arren-Wal-terAct, passedin-.1965

and 1976) have caused resentment and frictions among many
people in affected states over the question of fairness in
the law. As Johnson reports, these amendments put numerical
limits on immigrations replacing the old quota system. About
170,000 immigrants from the Eastern Hemisphere were to be
allowed entry and 120,000 from the Western Hemisphere with a
key stipulation that no more than 20,000 immigrant visas may
be granted any one country in a given year. This put
pressure on the government to admit people through various
non-quota procedures including special paroles and
"adjustments of status" to refugees and others. Those who
were applying were to be considered by the attorney general
acting through the INS. It also meant that illegal entry
would become the only alternative for many would-be
immigrants and itinerant workers, especially Mexicans. <3>
The resentment in some states was pronounced as exceptions
started to be made, for example, in the granting of asylum to
Southeast Asian refugees or "boat people" during the late
1970's. Another exception involved the 1980 "Freedom
Flotilla" which left Mariel, Cuba with 100,000 Cubans coming
as a part of a cruel trick perpetrated by Fidel Castro. The
incident heightened resentment in Florida and around the
nation as thousands of dangerouA criminals and mentally
incompetent people were herded aboard the boats at the
insistence of the Cuban government. As Cubans in the streets
of Miami celebrated in abandr-nment at the long awaited re-
unification of some families and the release of a few
political prisoners, anger among the native population was
quiet and deep. It remains. The vacillation of the Carter
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administration as the Mariel drama unfolded didn't help. The
administration first tried to enforce the law against illegal
entry, then appropriated special funds to assist the
refugees, then impounded the boats being used to bring more
refugees. The federal government not only appeared
incompetent but silly.

The exceptions to the law which gave favorable treatment to
Cuban refugees who were considered to be politically
motivated to come to this country and the detention
procedures applied to Haitians and Mexicans who are
considered by the INS to be generally motivated by economic
considerations, has antagonized many blacks and Mexicans-
Americans who view such a policy as being racially
discriminator),. At least in the case of the Haitians, two
federal judges in south Florida have agreed and have ordered
many Haitian detainees released. The United States
interdiction policy though which the U.S. Coast Guard
intercepts and turns back Haitian refugees on the high seas
while only temporarily detaining Cuban refugees (some of whom
continue to arrive in Miami even as this paper is written)
especially angers many local blacks who at least abstractly
support the admission of Haitians as long as Cubans,
Nicaraguan and Southeast Asian refugees are allowed entry on

-- political-9rounds ---- he-federal-government' w-co-troversVal.
policies have promoted alienation and resentment among ethnic
groups in Florida and around the nation as various exceptions
to the low are made in an effort to limit the fallout from
disastrous international policies extending over many
decades, particularly in the Weztern Hemisphere.

3. Confusion and UncertaintX e ding th_ Question of
Economic Displacement of Nativq American Workers ky Illegal
Immigrants and Refugees. The essential elements of the
controversy remain unchanged-- some people want an
inexhaustible supply of docile, cheap labor-- others do not.
It has beon so since before the turn of the century. It
remains at the crux of the problem today. Special interest
groups with a stake in maintaining a cheap and exploitable
labor supply have managed to lobby the Congress over the
years to obtain exceptions for their foreign laborers. *

* Note:

As mentioned earlier, exceptions have almost always been made
for economic or political reasons. Even though Congress
passed a literacy test for new immigrants in 1917 (over
President Wilson's veto), Mexican and other Western
Hemisphere immigrants were excluded when serious labor
shortages occurred in the sugarbeet fields in 1918. Later
the same was done in cotton and fruit-producing areas as the
secretary of labor amended the immigration rules to give
temporary wor: permits to thousands of Mexicans workers who
proved themselves to be superior workers. The argument was
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made that these temporary workers did not displace native
American workers. The temporary work permits were rescinded
in 1921 with the passage of the quota system under the new
immigration law. Of the 73,000 Mexicans workers to whom
temporary permits were issued, 21,000 had disappeared thus
the major beginnings of clandestine Mexicans workers
migration into and within the United States.

Mexicans were exempt from the quotas act of 1921. They were
brought into the country illegally to serve as a highly
mobile, cheap labor force and attempts to restrict their
entry has been opposed by agricultural-horticultural
enterprises and other industrial interest for many decades.
With the federal government most often split over what to do
(the labor department in the 1930's wanting to restrict
Mexican entry in order to protect-American workers, the state
department favored more liberal and open admission policies
for Mexicans) the nation has been in limbo on this critical
issue which since the 1970's has grown to become even more
acute. The number of illegal aliens apprehended by United
States officials reflects the problem. In 1963, 68,712
illegal immigrants wore apperhended by the U.S. Border
Patrol. In 1983, 1,248,000 were apprehended. (6>

At the local level the argument is usually advanced by those
interests seeking cheap foreign labor that local laborers
will not be displaced since local workers won't do the sort
of demeaning work which is done by illegal immigrants and
refugees. There appears to be some truth to this. Blacks
from Miami's Liberty City for example, are not clamoring to
board the itinerant worker's busses to be taken to the
agricultural fields of south Dade County.

Although Moncraz and Jorge of Florida International
University in their article entitled "Cuban immigration in
the United States" in Contemoorrv American Immigration.
Interpretive sy% (Non-Euroeanl, state "in Dade County in
1959, the increase in the pool of workers brought about by
the Cuban influx resulted in a temporary increase in overall
unemployment and an apparent reduction in nominal wage rates
in certain sectors", more recent data suggests that the
temporary setback has been overcome. <4>

Dunn and Porter in their book, 1h& Miami Bipt of 1980#
Crossing the Rouds, found some evidence of black economic
displacement by Cubans in terms of the diverting of minority
economic development funds from blacks to Cubans at the
critical period of the early 1960's as blacks across the
nation were surging ahead on the benefits of the civil rights
movement. "In Miami, however, the process of integrating
blocks into the dominant culture was greatly complicated by
the arrival of hundreds of thousands of Cubans and other
Hispanics from Latin America ..... Many of them middle-class



600

and looking as white as the Anglo population.... They
succeeded not only in diverting attention from Miami blacks
during the crucial integration period, but also, by virtue of

'their greater social acceptability and entrepreneurial
skills, in winning the lion's share of public and private
money available for minority economic development. <5>

Even following the catastrophic riot of 1980 blacks in Miami
did not fare well in attaining federal (SBA) funds for re-
building the riot impacted areas. Nearly 90% of the
22 million dollars actually loaned went to white non-
Hispanics or Hispanics. In 1966 for example, in Dade County
non-Hispaniic whites received $3,356,875 in loans from the
Small Business Administration. Hispanics received $1,078,950
and blacks received $82,600. Considering all SBA loans made
in Dade County from 1968 up to 1980, Hispanics received 46.9%
of the funds made available (47,677$660), non-Hispanic whites
received 46.6% (47,361,773) and blacks received 6%
(6,458,240). <5>

With respect to the quOstion of possible economic
displacement of blacks in Dade County by Cuban and Haitian
immigrants and refugees, the data suggest that no significant
displacement has taken place yet many blacks believe that it

..----- has. -I n- 1969, 316 of -the-county's blacks were-poor. -y-................
1979 that number had actually decreased to 29.8%. Non-
Hispanic whites also showed a slight drop in poverty level
from 9.4% to 8.3%. Hispanics however, sank even deeper into
poverty. Poor Hispanics increased from 14.9% to 16.9% during
this period. With the more recent influx of significantly
poorer refugees from the 1980 "Freedom Flotilla", this trend
is likely to be continued. <2>

Surprisingly in Dade County between 1969 and 1979, according
to 1980 census data, only blacks as a group increased in
median income (by 10.6%) whereas both non-Hispanic whites and
Hispanics dropped in median income. Non-Hispanic white
median income dropped by 6.5% and Hispanic median income
dropped by 1.8%. Blacks went from $11,855 to $13,10B while
Hispanics went from $16,042 to $15,749. Non-Hispanic whites
went from $20,943 to $19,585. These data were collected
prior to the Mariel influ>: of substantially poorer Cubans.
Later data should show even more of a relative decline in
median income for Hispanics. These figures appear to refute
the commonly accepted premise that blacks in Dade County are
falling farther and farther behind Hispanics and Non-Hispanic
whites in income level. Indeed, the rate of increase of
blacks in Dade County employed in the two top occupational
classifications was higher between 1970 and 1980 than for
either non-Hispanic whites or Hispanics. <2> Most
importantly however it should be noted that these figures
speal: to the relative improvement of blacks in general. For
the very substantial number of black people in the underclass
there is no cause for celebration. The quality of their
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lives has hardly improved in recent year* and has by no means
been made better by recent immigration trends.

With respect to the impact upon blacks in Dade County
regarding educational attainment, the data suggests that
blacks have not been negatively effected. Between 1970 and
1980, the percentage of whites who completed high school
increased 33.0%. Hispanics completing high school increased
by 21.3%. Blacks, however improved on their percentage by
nearly 75%. With respect o completing college, blacks in
Dade did even better when compared to other groups. Whereas
the percentage of Hispanics completing four years of college
increased by 43.3% and Whites by 64.2%, blacks improved by
156.9%. In short, the data reveal convincingly that blacks
are not falling behind other groups in educational attainment
and indeed they are steadily narrowing the educational gap.
Changes since the early 1980's in the availability of federal
loans for higher education, however are almost certain to
diminish future gains in black educational attainment. <2>

Recommendations

1. The United States should initiate # workable and fair
guess worker Program such that people slipping into the
country under the cover of darkness can walk in in broad.
d-y gf ai dtaTtemporaryjobs. The displacement of
American workers scare is valid if the guests become
permanent residents who are allowed to compete for jobs which
are held by American citizens. Guest workers should be
allowed into the country to do very specific, low demand
jobs, on a temporary (one year) basis. After that, they
should be required to go home. Preferably new guest workers
would be rotated into the United States.

2. Guest workers must be protected by law
gxoloitation and abuse. The people who come should be
afforded the same essential protections which American
workers have including minimum wage and health and safety
standards. They should be able to assume that they are not
going to be placed at undue risk. The failure to provide
such protections in the past accounted for a good deal of the
reason that the guest worker program previously tried was not
as effective as it could and should have been.

3'. The United States should and must promote real-
ecnomic stability and growth in be yoor nations of this
hemisphere. Consider what some of the best young (and old)
minds and hands from America could do to help the Haitian
people In Haiti. Sending a check to Baby Doc wasn't the
answer. What Haiti needs (as do many of the other poor
nations who are our neighbors) is the American Peace Corps
reborn. <7> That however, calls for inspired leadership from
within our own government. In recent years none of the



602

nationally prominent leaders have tried to challenge young
Americans in this way.-- While children die with flies in
their mouths next door in Haiti.

4. People who have stabljshed & pattern of hiring
illegal immigrants should 0 ir.t. warned. Jbgn heavily lined
mngd third, out i.rl iail. For employers who exploit these
workers it may now be worth the risk given the tap on the
wrist approach which is now taken. In lieu of jail those
convicted might be allowed to serve their terms as itinerant
migrant workers. It should be noted that with an effective
guest worker program, the need to hire illegals should be
greatly diminished.

5. A person should not be allowed to become an American
citizen simply by marrying someone who is. Citizenship is a
precious right and should be granted based upon something
more substantial than one's possibly flawed judgement as to
whom to marry, not to mention the current abuse of this
privilege, held by some to be widespread.

6. Avcid offering amnesty to illegals limply because
they have been sucessful in breaking the law. From every
conceivable point of view, even that of my ten year old
daughter, thisis patently.stupid......t.-encourages "skipping. .
the line" and punishes, waiting your turn.

7. Whatever immiQration laws are made. limit the
exceptions to those laws. We cannot simply admit people to
this country ahead of everyone else, simply because they
managed to escape communism (as worthy an accomplishment as
that is). There are a lot of people who, for good reason,
would like to escape the communists. But right wing
dictators, some of them our "friends" imprison or kill people
too. Should we allow those escapees to skip ahead in line
as well? After a while it doesn't make sense to have a line.
A rule is a rule (or should be). We either admit anyone who
floats in on an inner-tube (be it from Cuba or Haiti) or we
do not. To impose sEuch distinctions as "Its ok to stay if
you don't like communism but you have to leave if you're just
hungry" is banal.

3. Taraeted assistance funds should be continued. We
have a rule at our house which works fairly well if you live,
as I do, with a lot of kids. "If you make a mess, you clean
it up." Thr federal governments posture appears fashioned
after that of my four year old when he fouls up.. "Who me?"
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Closing Statement

What then has been the impact upon the state of Florida of
current immigration law? Life in Florida has not been made
easier having accepted the uncounted hoards from the
Caribbean to South America and elsewhere. The people have
survived, no thanks to Washington. Floridians are no less
generous, no less caring, no less hospitable than Americans
found in any of the states of our great nation. But we have
been made to accept more than our share of the burdens of
this world most often without as mucl-as a "thank you very
much", yet our state continues to be a warm and friendly
paradise where even visitors from Washington, D.C. are
welcomed.

Clean up your MESS III
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Representative SCHEUER. Thank you very much, Professor Dunn,
for your very stimulating testimony. I'm going to ask you when we
get to the questions, after we've heard from Professor Martin, what
would your proposals be to remedy the wrongs that you have sug-
gested.

Mr. DUNN. I listed seven or eight in my prepared statement.
Representative SCHEUER. OK. Now we will hear from Prof. Philip

Martin, Department of Agricultural Economics at the University of
California at Davis.

Professor Martin, please take about 10 minutes and sum up your
thoughts. Your testimony will be printed in full and you may refer
to anything you've heard this morning as well as your own testimo-
ny.

STATEMENT OF PHILIP L. MARTIN, PROFESSOR, AGRICULTURAL
ECONOMICS, UNIVERSTIY OF CALIFORNIA, DAVIS

Mr. MARTIN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
I appreciate the opportunity to be here today and discuss the de-

mographic impacts of immigration on California. I must say that if
Professor Graham and Mr. Teitelbaum had grievances about fol-
lowing Governor Lamm, I must have a grievance for being the last
speaker on the last panel, but because of that I will be very brief
and I will essentially make my three points up front and then dis-
cuss them in a little more detail.

The first major point is that California's population is growing
and becoming more heterogeneous much faster than most people
realize. We develop terms that aren't necessarily satisfactory, but
the non-Hispanic whites or Anglos who are now about two-thirds of
California's population will slip below 50 percent soon after 2000
and then Hispanics will become the dominant ethnic group after
2030.

So the first point is that California's population is still growing
but it is becoming heterogeneous fairly quickly.

Second, this heterogeneity has important implications for the ex-
tremes of the age distribution. Most California children under 14
will be Hispanic, black or Asian by 1990-that's 3 or 4 years
away-while whites will remain a majority of the over-65 popula-
tion well after 2030. So essentially we will have the ethnic hetero-
geneity showing up first among the young, while Anglos continue
to dominate among the retired.

The third point is that these population changes that are occur-
ring in California might-and I stress might-create some ele-
ments of a multitiered or two-tiered society which in some in-
stances seems to have Anglos and Asians near the top and Hispan-
ics and blacks near the bottom.

I'm going to elaborate on these points a little bit. I will say that
they have been covered in more detail in a bulletin entitled 'Popu-
lation Change and California's Future," published with Leon Bou-
vier and available from the Population Reference Bureau. Let me
also add that after this brief summary was written I was asked to
include materials on California agriculture and, as you well know,
volumes can be written on that subject. So I have attached several
papers and we can deal with them somewhat later.

67-395 0-87-20
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Let me first review population growth and heterogeneity. Essen-
tially, we made very conservative assumptions about fertility, mor-
tality, and immigration. In making very conservative assumptions,
we concluded that if current trends continue California's popula-
tion is going to almost double in size or, to put it in numbers, Cali-
fornia is going to add about 1,100 people per day, 400,000 people
per year, or 20 million people between 1980 and 2030.

In 2030, there will be two dominant ethnic groups in California:
One Hispanic and one white, and they are going to comprise a
little over three-fourths of the States population.

The ethnic population shares will change substantially. The
white share, as I've already mentioned, is going to decline from
about two-thirds to a little over one-third, actually close to 38 per-
cent. The Hispanic share is going to about double, from 20 to 40
percent. The Asian share almost triples, from 6 to 16 percent; and
the black share remains constant at-7 percent.

The main point is that California is going to experience contin-
ued population growth and much more heterogeneity. The demo-
graphic assumptions, as I've said, are very conservative and they're
in the prepared statement. The only one I will elaborate on today
is immigration-to show the conservatism of our assumption. We
assumed zero net internal migration. That is, we assumed as many
people left California as moved to California. And we assumed total
immigration to the United States, legal and illegal, is 750,000 per
year. Then we said 750,000 people per year come in, let's assume
150,000 leave, so that net immigration, legal and illegal, to the
United States is 600,000.

Of that 600,000 about a third we assume wind up in California,
including refugees who resettle, and that means that 200,000 immi-
grants per year, legal and illegal, settle in California. We assume
one-half of the annual population growth for California.

So the main thing we are trying to say is that California's popu-
lation is growing and changing quicker than most people realize.

The two main groups that this affects initially are the young and
the old, and there are many scenarios that one can paint, but the
one concrete example which I'll explore to illustrate the issue is
high school dropouts.

We have in California, as in most other States, a relatively high
high school dropout rate, especially for minorities in some urban
areas. It turns out that one reason Hispanic teenagers may drop
out of high school is that they seem to do better than other teenage
dropouts in the labor market. That is, Hispanic dropouts, at least
in Los Angeles, seem to have an easier time getting a job than do
black or white dropouts. And one reason could be that Hispanics
are more likely to have friends or relatives who are connected to
the entry level job market.

But we have a problem today with dropouts--
Representative SCHEUER. You mean friends and relatives who

are employers?
Mr. MARTIN. No. Who may be employees, given the network

system by which most of these people get jobs.
Representative SCHERUER. Well, don't blacks who have lived there

presumably far longer than the recently immigrated Hispanics
have the same network of friends and family and so forth?
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Mr. MARTIN. Yes, they presumably do, but sometimes they may
be less well connected to entry level jobs than the Hispanics might.
I must say that when I looked at this dropout literature, it's even
more confusing than the farm labor literature in the sense that no
one can agree on the numbers and exactly what the dropout rate is
or why dropout rates vary as they do.

But one of the things that was clear was that Hispanic dropouts
have a slightly easier time getting jobs and I'm just speculating on
the re_&son for that.

One effect of that, in terms of the population projections, may be
that as we enter the 1990's, as you know, there will be relatively
fewer teenagers entering the work force. We would assume that
when there are fewer teenagers available we're going to get
upward pressure on wages in that entry level labor market, so that
the fast food companies and other service establishments will have
to start paying more in wages.

If teens are now dropping out, in part because they have a rela-
tively easy time getting a job, then the pressure to drop out is
going to increase rather than decrease.

Representative SCHEUER. When there are low-level jobs waiting
there to be filled.

Mr. MARTIN. When there are low-level jobs waiting there. And
the reason why that may be a special problem is that to the extent,
in California at least, we have immigrant workers and their de-
scendants entering the work force, if they are not well educated
they are likely to earn less money over their lifetime than if they
were educated. We are going to have those immigrant workers
being asked to support a retired population which has different
needs and different concerns. The important point here is that the
taxes which most young workers pay, most especially lower wage
workers, are primarily Social Security and income taxes and they
accrue primarily to the Federal Government. However, the cost of
protecting and educating the children of those immigrant workers
are usually borne by State and local governments.

It appears that the Federal Government is going to maintain its
commitment to the elderly long after it reduces its support for spe-
cial programs to assist immigrant workers and their children, and
one has to be sensitive to the potential conflict that could emerge
between younger workers and retirees when it comes to competing
for limited funds.

So the whole issue of how this heterogeneity will play itself out
among the young and the old is not yet clear, but at least there is
some potential there for conflict in which the Federal Government
would play a role.

The third and final point is the idea of what this new wave of
immigration means. In California it's hard to tell exactly what the
impacts have been, but it seems as if Anglos and Asians tend to
dominate the top of ithe income or wealth pyramid, while blacks
and Hispanics tend to be over represented at the bottom. It's en-
tirely possible that that kind of tiering will disappear as the immi-
grants catch up, but it's also possible that upward mobility might
be difficult for some of those immigrant groups.

I said that I would say a little bit about agriculture, so perhaps
the best way to use California agriculture as an example is to say
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that it perhaps represents better than most other sectors of the
economy essentially a two-tiered system within the United States
that you can see and look at today.

In California, hired workers do about 80 percent of all the farm
work versus about one-third throughout the United States.

Representative SCHEUER. Hired workers?
Mr. MARTIN. Hired workers. In other words, people who work for

wages.
Representative SCHEUER. Who does the other two-thirds in the

rest of the United States?
Mr. MARTIN. Farmers and their families. That's why we say in

California--
Representative SCHEUER. It's a more industrialized system.
Mr. MARTIN. Farming reverses thephrase. In California farming

is a business and not a way of life. For over 100 years we've had
waves of immigrant workers-Chinese, Japanese, Indians, Filipi-
nos, and Mexicans-who have been imported to work in the fields.

With the exception of the Japanese, few of those farm workers
have become farmowners and few of today's Hispanic farmworkers
will ever save enough to become farmers.

What does it mean to have this kind of a tiering system? Well,
for several decades now, as you know, white California farmers-
California farmers are about 96 percent white-have been battling
with mostly Hispanic farmworkers and each side accuses the other
of trying to manipulate public opinion on the basis of exaggerated
data and stories. It is difficult to discern the truth in these argu-
ments, but we have tensions today which are high despite a mid.
1970's labor relations statute that was designed to control and
channel these tensions between employers and employees. We cre-
ated a regulatory mechanism. It's expensive. Today, California
spends about 6 percent of the NLRB's budget to regulate labor rela-
tions for fewer than 1 percent as many workers. But this expensive
farm labor relations system is damned regularly by both employer
and worker advocates.

The two-tiered ethnic system is not the only cause of that ten-
sion, but it certainly should serve as a warning about what could
happen in other sectors of society.

Let me close with just a note about what we do with demograph-
ic projections. Richard Armour has said, "That whatever California
is today, the rest of the country will be tomorrow," a reference to
the trend-setter role of the State. However, as you know, there's a
strong current of opinion which says that whatever is happening
today, be it in demographics or economics, it must be the best or it
wouldn't happen.

In economics, this sort of "whatever happens is best" philosophy
is the rational expectations argument exemplified by the story of
the White House economist who invited an aspiring student to go
to lunch and, as they were walking down a busy street, the student
said, "Look, there's a $100 bill on the sidewalk." The White House
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economist said, "It can't be. If it were, somebody would have pickedit up already." The student picked up the $100bill and decided to
become a lawyer instead.

I think this is often the fate of these kinds of projections. I hope
these projections might be heard by realists rather than theorists.

Thank you.
[The prepared statement of Mr. Martin, together with attach-

ments, follows:)
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PREPARED STATEMENT OF PHILIP L. MARTIN

I am Philip L. Martin, Professor of Agricultural Economics at the

University of California, Davis. My testimony today concerns the impacts of

legal and Illegal Immigration in California. My testimony emphasizes

three points:

-- First, California's population is growing and becoming more

heterogeneous faster than many people realize. Non-Hispanic whites

or Anglos, who are now two-thirds of California's population, vil

slip below 50 percent soon after 2000 and Hispanics will be the

dominant ethnic group after 2030.

-- Second, this heterogeneity has important Implications at the extremes

of the age distribution. The majority of California children under

14 will be Hispanic, Black, or Asian by 1990, while whites will

remain a majority of the over 65 population even after 2030.

-- Third, the population changes occurring in California may create a

multi-tiered society dominated by Anglos and Asians at the top and

Hispanics and Blacks at the bottom.

I will elaborate on these points today, but I want to note tbat Leon Bouvier

and I recently published a monograph entitled Population Cha e and

California's Future which is available from PRB, P.O. Box 35012, Wathington,

D.C. 20013. Several charts from this publication sre attached.

After this testimony was prepared, I was asked to Include materials on

California farm labor, and several short papers are Included.
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Population Growth and Heterogeneity

The future population of an area can be projected by making assumptions

about fertility, mortality, and immigration. Making very conservative

assumptions, we project that between 1980 and 2030:

-- California's population will almost double in size, increasing from

23.5 to 43 million, or 1,100 per day, 400,000 per year, or 20 million

over the 50 year period.

-- California will have two dominant ethnic groups, in 2030, when

Hispanics and Whites will comprise 76 percent of the population.

-- The ethnic population shares will change significantly:

-- the White share is projected to decline from about two-thirds to

one-third (38 percent).

-- the Hispanic share almost doubles from 20 to 40 percent.

-- the Asian share almost triples from 6 to 16 pecent.

-- and the Black share remains constant at 7 percent.

The main point here is that California will experience continued population

growth and increased heterogeneity.

The demographic assumptions that underlie these projections are

conservative, that is, we chose to make assumptions that are probably lower

bounds on population growth and ethnic composition. For example, we assumed

that fertility will converge to 1.8 births per woman by 2030, which implies

that White fertility will rise a bit, that Black and Hispanic fertility will

decline, and that the fertility of some Asian groups increases and of others

decreases. Similarly, we projected a convergence of life spans at 80 years

for all ethnic groups by 2030.

Immigration to California is the most difficult population component to

project. California has traditionally been a magnet for people from other
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states such as myself, and in 1966 net Internal migration to California was

1500 people everyday. In recent years, net internal migration has been close

to-zero, but with the twist that higher-skilled people continue to migrate to

California while lower-skilled people leave. We assumed zero net internal

migration over the 1980-2030 period.

We made bold but conservative assumptions about immigration. We assumed

that 750,000 legal and illegal Immigrants enter the United States annually to

settle, that 150,000 emigrants leave the United States, so that net

Immigration was 600,000. We assumed that one-third of this 600,000 or 200,000

settled in California. Thus, this conservative immigration assumption implies

that one-hall of California's projected 400,000 annual population increase

comes from ilamigrants.

The Young and the Old

The main purpose of population projections is to highlight potential

future problems when there is still time to make relatively easy adjustments.

For example, I have already noted that minorities will comprise a majority of

California's school-aged population by 1990. One of the major educational

issues in California is the high school dropout rate, especially for

minorities in some urban areas. One reason Hispanic teenagers may dropout is

that they seem to do better than other teenage dropouts in the labor market,

that is, Hispanic dropouts seem to have an easier time getting a job, perhaps

because they are more likely to have Immigrant friends and relatives who are

connected to the entry-level job market.

High school dropouts tend to earn lover wages than other workers, and

these lower wages might aggravate the problem of supporting the retired

elderly population. The minority percentage of the entry level work force
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will be rising after 2000 just when the largely White baby-boom generation is

is retiring, It would seem prudent to avoid conflict over the needs of young

workers versus retirees.

It is important to emphasize the federal government obligation to avoid

future age-related conflicts. The major taxes paid by young workers--social

security and income taxes--accrue to the federal government. However, the

costs of protecting and educating the children of young workers are usually

borne by state and local governments. It appears that the federal government

will maintain its commitment to the elderly long after it reduces its support

of special progrms to assist immigrant and minority workers and their

children. The federal government should be cognizant of its role as the major

tax collector and sensitive to the state and local costs that are associated

with concentrations of immigrants.

The fact that immigrants are concentrated in several states and cities

makes the job of sensitizing the federal goverment to state and local

concerns more difficult. A dispersed and voting elderly population is likely

to wield more political influence on the federal budget than the immigrant

populations concentrated in a handful of states and cities.

A Hulti-Tiered Society?

The United States is renowned for its capacity to absorb immigrants

successfully, and history would suggest that the current "Fourth Wave" of

Immigrants will be absorbed successfully. However, there are several

discordant notes on the horizon that could generate tensions and conflict.

In California, there is evidence that Anglos and Asians dominate the top

of the income and wealth pyramid while Blacks and Hispanics are

over-represented at the bottom. This may be only a temporary phenomenon,
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which will disappear as the Immigrants "catch up to similar Americans in

income. However, it is also possible that upwrd mobility may be difficult

for some of the Immigrant groups.

One stark example of a two-tiered economy and its attendant tensions is

California agriculture. In California, hired workers do about 80 percent of

the farm work, versus 35 percent throughout the United States. Since the

1880s, waves of Immigrant workers--Chinese, Japanese, Indians, Filipinos, and

Mexlcans--have been imported to work in the fields. With the exception of the

Japanese, few of these farnworkers have become farm owners, and few of today's

Hispanic farmworkers will ever save enough to become farmers.

The mostly White California farmers have been battling mostly Hispanic

famworkers for the pest two decades, with each side accusing the other of

trying to manipulate public opinion on the basis of exaggerated data and

stories. The truth Is sometimes hard to discern, but tensions remain high

even though a labor relations statute was enacted in the mid-1970Os to control

and channel these tensions through a state created regulatory mechanism.

Today, California spends about six percent of the NLRB's budget to regulate

labor relations for less than one percent as many workers, and the California

farm labor relations system is dammed regularly by employer and worker

advocates. These tensions are due in part to the two-tiered worker and

employer structure, and the limited capacity of the state to resolve them

should be a sober warning about what could happen in other sectors of society.

Let me close with a note on what can be done to deal with demographic

change. Richard Armour has said that "What California is today, the rest will

be tomorrow," a reference to the trend setter role of the state. However,"

there is a strong current of opinion today which says that whatever is

occurring must be the best or it wouldn't happen. In economics, this
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whatever-happens-is-best-philosophy is exemplified by the story of the White

House economist who invited an aspiring student to lunch. As they were

walking down a busy street, the student said, Look, there's a $100 bill on the

sidewalk. Can't be, was the reply, if it were, someone would have picked it

up already. The student picked up the $100 and decided to become a lawyer. I

hope that these projections and warnings about California's future society and

economy are received by the realists rather than the theorists.
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Population Change

6' Future

A publioaUon of the PopulaUon Reference Bureau, Ino.
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TABLE 1. POPULATION OF CALIFORNIA BY RACE: 1980-2080.Populat ion In thousands.

'EAR NHW BLAK HISP ASIAN OTHER TOT,&

15704
16411
16704
16860
16857
16388
15788
J5299
14842
14389
14006

1784 4544 1313
2098 6737 2312
2353 9086 3371
2578 11548 4472
2762 14022 5599
2862 16274 6669
2947 18158 7648
3019 19916 8623
3073 21396 9543
3J06 22581 10383
3132 23500 11149

263 23608
322 27880
367 31881
412 35870
450 39689
472 42665
483 45024
490 47347
488 49342
476 50935
460 52247

TABLE 2. ASIAN POPULATION OF CALIFORNIA BY ETHNICITY: 1980-2080.Population In thousands.

SE OTHERYEAR CHIN JAP KOR FIL INDIAN ASIAN VIET ASIAN TOTAL

1980 326 269 101 355 60 19 85 93 13131990 465 310 215 620 82 112 357 152 23122000 592 336 333 897 104 222 675 214 33712010 709 355 452 1182 126 344 1026 278 44722020 818 375 570 1466 144 475 1405 345 55992030 907 387 684 1731 160 608 1785 407 66692040 983 395 795 1978 174 735 2127 461 76482050 1055 408 906 2209 188 862 2481 514 86232060 1123 42 1016 2419 200 983 2821 561 91652070 1187 43! 1126 2608 213 1094 3124 600 103832080 1248 443 1236 2779 224 1195 3390 634 11149

1980
1990
2000
2010
2020
2030
2040
2050
2060
2070
2080
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LABOR IN CALIFORNIA AGRICULTURE

by Philip L. Martin

ABSTRACT

Agriculture is the core component of all food systems. In the United Sts., the food system
generates about 20 percent of the gross national product and employs 20 percent of the work force
to supply food to Amemican consumers for only 16 percent of their disposable Income-the cheapest
food anywhere. Nationwide, an average 2.4 million farmers and 14 million farmworkm ar
employed In agriculture, suggesting that hired workers do about 35 percent of U. farm work.

Fruit, vegetable, and horticultural specialty 1FVH) farms pay about one-third of the annual
$10 billion farm wage bill, with wages representing 20 to 50 percent of FVH production emt.
California produces almost 40 percent o all F1H commodities and pays over 32 billion In wages to
about 600.000 persona who do farm work for wages sometime during the year. In California. hired
workers do 77 percent of California's farm work and labor-intenaive FM1 farms account for 72
percent of crop esals. Many California FVH farms are large commercial operations operated by
hirsd managers who hire workers as needed.

The demand for farmworkers in California has remained relatively stable because
mechanization and other labor-saving technological changes have been offset by the expansion of
acreage and yields in labor4ntensive agriculture. In the near future. mechanization and
increased import. of FYM commodities continue to threaten to eliminate Jobs. Same changes, for
eumple, to drip Irrigation system or dwarf fruit trees amenable to mechanical harvesting,
Initially create Jobs but reduce long-term employment needs. Other changes, for Instance, pecking
vegetable@ and melons in the field eliminate nonfarm Jobs while creating farm Jobs.

Mexicans and Meuzican-Amercana dominate the FVH field work force. Young men enter the
harvest work farce when they wre 18 to 25. do heavy harvest work for five to 16 years, and then
switch to an easier farm job auch as irrigator or hoer, find a nosfarm job, or return to Mexico.
Women and the older children in farmworker families also do much of the work In FVH
agriculture: Women sort and peck moat commodities in the field md In puking sheds and do
much of the hosing and harvesting o commodities such as strawberries and carrots.

The farm labor market is becoming segmanted or belkanzed" because unions and collective
bargaining have increased wages In some commodities and areas, but labor contractors and illegal
undocumented workers hve depressed wages and working conditions In other commodities and
areas. Thus, instead of a single farm labor market, mearkets differ by commodity, region, and sioz
of employer.

INTRODUCTION

Agriculture is the core emponent of the largest industry In the United States and in
California. The US food system that manufactures and distributes farm inputs, produces food
and fiber on farm, and peck ad ; recess farm products for consumes generates about 30
peent of the gross national product and employs 20 percent of e work fern-S percent wo is
supplying agriculture with equipment, seeds and fertillass, end embe inputs: another 3 peet
consists at farmers and farmwrkers; and 14 percent Is employed by food pesors, packers
retailers, ad distributors. This food system is oonsidserd a p&ardg for emulation beeeas It
prides su a vanity of lowco foods to consumers. Ie average Ameuican family spauds
about 10 p ert of Its dlapose"e Income on food, substaltilly les then the 20t 18 perent
comm In urepe (UJL Depantm t of Agriculture (USDA), 3, 1 8).

4:
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Farm labor haa been a perennial issue since the dawn of Anerican agriculture. Colonial
American farming eventually evolved into three distinct labor systems. The family farm of the
Northeast and Midwest was usually a diversified livestock and field crop enterprise that produced
primarily for the family with family labor. Commercial cotton and tobacco farms in the Southeast
were dependent first on slaves and later sharecroppers to produce for distant markets. As grain
production moved further west, farmers exchanged labor at harvest time, but this exchange labor
was supplemented by migrant farmworkers who followed the harvest from farm to farm.

Farmworkers and farmers have been pushed out of agriculture by labor- saving equipment
and low farm prices and pulled into nonfarm jobs by higher wages since 1920. After sharp
declines in the number of farmers and farmworkers in the 19,(k, total farm employment began to
stabilize in the 1970s. The number of farmers continued to decline, but this decline was offset by
an increase in the number of hired farmworkers. Hired farmworkers, Who had done about 25
percent of U.S. farm work from 1910 to 1970, did 35 percent of the nation's farm work by 1980.

Within U.S. agriculture, farm labor markets differ by commodity and region. Three major
commodity groups divided the $10 billion farm wage bill in 1981 about equally, but wages were a
much higher fraction of fruit, vegetable and horticultural (FVH) specialty sales ($17 billion), than
of field crop sales ($68 billion) or livestock sales ($58 billion) (USDA, ERS, 1983). Farmers in
each of these groups employ domestic and foreign seasonal workers, I but the major employer of
these workers is the FVH subsictor.

This paper examines farm labor issues In California agriculture. The first section contrasts
the structure of California agriculture with farming elsewhere. The second and third sections
review the demand for and supply of farmworkers, and the fourth section analyzes the operation
of the farm labor market and examines the effects of collective bargaining of farmworker wages.
The fifth section concludes that the farm labor market is being 'balkanized" by being tugged in
opposite directions: Technology and collective bargaining are raising wages and integrating some
farm and nonfarm labor markets, but illegal immigration is simultaneously reducing wages and
further isolating other farm labor markets. Thus, California's farm labor market is being split
into narrow commodity and regional segments, making averages less useful and local factors the
most important determinants of farm wages and working conditions.

CALIFORNIA AGRICULTURE

California's 82,000 farms produce over 250 commodities that range from milk and cotton to
grapes and artichokes. Agriculture is a major industry in California, employing over 700,000
farmers and workers sometime during each year to produce farm products worth $14 billion.
California agriculture has several distinguishing features, including multiple cropping on large
acreages of high-value, irrigated cropland. The most salient feature for labor market analysis is
the importance of commercial FVH farming; in 1982, FVH sales of $7.1 billion were 72 percent of
California crop receipts. Some of the FVH commodities such as processing tomatoes, potatoes, and
most nuts are harvested mechanically, but the others require large number of yeatrround and
seasonal workers for pruning, cultivating, irrigating, and harvesting.

Fruit, vegetable, and horticultural specialty farms tend to rely on hired walkers regardless
of their size. Farmers do 65 percent of the nation's farm work, but in California hired workers do
77 percent of the state's farm work and often all of the farm work on commercial FVH farms.2

1. Cattle ranches. and feedlots employ seasonal workers, and western aheepherdingl employs foeist
H 2 workers Midwestern grain farms employ seasonal equipment operators and Canadian H.2
workers are employed by custom combine operators West Indian and Mezican H.2 workers ore
employed on Florida sugarcane and Virginia tobacco forms.

2. In 1981. the average monthly employment of hired workers in Cairom.e was 22&000 and average
farmer employment wan 66.000 implying that there are three workers for each farmer employed on a
typical day $Califomia employment Development Department iEDD;. 19841.
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lnmea d famers directly hiring faorworke", farm employes are often hired manager, lid
supervisor. or iadepedent farm labor detractors who negotiate a price for performing * epek
farm task such -- harvesting. 7U lmportane of hired workers and absentee landowners who
deend Go managers hells to explain why California agricuture reverses a familiar phrae:
rarming in California is abusing and "t a way of life.

?be chasing structure of farming in California parallels satimal trend: Uiddle-aised
form ar being pushed either toward the mail or large extremes of the farm-size spectrum.
Most of Caifrornia's 82.500 farms are small, part-time operationa: 28 percent had Ies than 10
acreIn 196, almost 48 percent add lea than $10.000 in farm products, and la than half of
tbse 'farmms reported that farming wa their principal occupation (US. Bureau o the Cenas.
1964 ). At the other end of the size spectrum. 8800 farm had annual sales of $250,000 or more..
these farm accounted for lmet 90 percent of Colifornis farm sales. It Is thee large commercal
operations that employ the bulk of the state's hired farm work force.

Several FVH commodities are dominated by a few large and Integrated grower-packer.
shipper irma. In 1982 California had 47.000 FVH farm, including 700 lettuce farm, 10,500
grape growers. 7.500 citrus farms, and 23.00 greenhouses, nurseries, and mushroom farm IU.
Bureau of the Cenus. 1984a. These aggregate numbers obscure the concentration of NVH
production: The 10 largest lettuce growers produce about 60 percent of the lettuce, the lye largest
strawberry grows produce or sharecrop about 30 percent of the crop, four large mushroom farms
supply 70 percent of the fresh mushrooms, and the two largest nursery operations raise about 30
percent of the nursery stock. 2 

Since California produces the lion's share of many rVH
commodities, including .72 percent of the nation's lettuce. 71 percent of the strawberries. and 25
percent of the nursery products, concentration of FVH production in California means that a large
share of the nation's labor-intensive commodities are produced on a handful of seasonal 'factories
in the field' with hired managers and hired workers.

FVH production In California Is 'industrial agriculture' in the sense that large family and
nonfamily corpowations borrow capital, buy or rent land. hire production managers and workers.
and establish subsidiaries that handle the packing and transportation of a substantial fraction of
the crop. Throughout the discussion, however, it is important to remember that FVH is different
from other agricultural subeectors and that the FVH labor market varied within California by
commodity, region, and size of Arm.

THE DEMAND FOR FARMWORKERS

California's farm labor market reects the peculiar nature of FH production. On most
large VH farm, a handful of year-round or permanent employees are joined by a fluctuating
number of seasonal workers who handle particular jobs: pruning trees and vines in winter,
thinning, hoeing, and irrigating during the spring and summer, and harvesting In the fall. A few
labor-intensive commodities do not At this peak and trough mold: Nurseries and greenhouses
offer year-round work at one location, and some large vegetable growers own or rent land In
several areas and offer almost year-round work to employees who move with the harvest from the
summer coastal valleys to the winter desert production area. Commodities such as citrus,
strawberries, and broccoli can ofer six or seven months employment in one location, but most
seasonal frmworkere are employed on one farm for only two to s weeks.

The demand for labor in C lifomia agriculture rise and falls throughout the year. In 1982.
seasonal farmworker employment reached 61.000--Its lowest point-ln February and its highest.-
148.000-in July, a peak-trough ratio of 14. Peak-trough ratios vary considerably within the

& 7%4 concesntriem wsintates am based es a vanity or poMWWsad sd ewaittsahed s . sa
should be trtbted a epsMwieatoes
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state, e.g., 9.8 in Imperial County, 5.3 in Fresno County, and 2.9 in Monterey County. These
*ason] fluctations mean that three different labor market indicators.- average employment, total
work force, and hours worked.-are needed to obtain a picture of farmworker employment.

The labor market indicator most often cited is average employment, the number of persona
employed during a particular time period such as one day or one week. In California, estimates of
average employment are made each month for farmers, regular workers employed by one employer
at least, sis months, and seasonal workers. During 1981, average employment was 289,000 with
an average 66,000 farmers, 103,000 regular workers, and 120,000 seasonal workers employed
during the 12 survey periods (California EDD, 1984).

The total work force indicates how many persons filled the average 289,000 '12 month
equivalent jobs" available in California agriculture. If all farm jobs lasted 12 months and there
was no turnover, the total work force would equal average employment. Since farm jobs begin
and end, and farmworkers enter and leave the farm work force, the total farm work force exceeds
average employment. In 1981, about 600,000 persons filled the average 223,000 jobs available to
hired workers, a ratio of 2.7 workers for each year-long equivalent job (Martin and Mamer, 1982).
Since 46 percent of these 'year-Icng jobs' were filled by regular workers, a reasonable worker-job
ratio of 1.5 for this sub-market implies that there were 3.7 seasonal workers for each year-long
equivalent seasonal job, or that adding-up one seasonal worker working five months, another four,
another two, and another one month accounts for one year-long seasonal job.

The third labor market indicator is the number of hours worked. Hours-of-work data are not
available by state or by type of worker. California accounts for 75 percent of farm sales in the
California.Oregon-Washington Pacific production area, however, and Pacific agriculture accounted
for 15 percent of the nation's 4 billion farm work hours in 1982. In these Pacific states, 76
percent of the 587 million hours were used to produce crops, with vegetables (156 million hours)
and fruit and nuts (219 million hours) accounting for 64 percent of the total (USDA, ERS, 1984).

The major farm labor story in most industrial nations is the declining importance of farm
work. In the United States, average farmworker employment fell from 2.3 million in 1950 to 1.3
million in 1980; the total hired farm work force, from 4.3 to 2.7 million; and total hours worked,
from 15.1 to 4.3 billion. California is an exception to this "rule" of declining farm work: Average
employment was 218,000 in 1950 and 224,000 in 1980; the total hired farm work force fell only
from about 800,000 to 600,000 and hours of crop work in the Pacific states declined from 623 to
452 million hours. Hours of work in the Pacific states fell fastest in livestock (down 77 percent),
but increased in vegetables (26 percent). 4

Average and total labor market indicators, however, provide a misleading picture of
employment stability because they exclude braceroe--Mexicans who came to the United States to
do farm work between 1942 and 1964. In 1957, the average employment of braceros in California
peaked at 53,000 or 27 percent of average domestic farmworker employment. Braceros probably
did a disproportionate share of California's farm work, perhaps as much as 40 to.45 percent,
because they were experienced workers in the United States for one purpose: to do farm work.

- Hired workers remain crucial to Califorifa agriculture despite three decades otf abor-saving
mechanization because acreages and yields of labor-intensive FVH commodities have soared.
During the 1950s, cotton, sugarbeets, and tomatoes employed over 100,000 workers in thinning
and harvesting; today, they employ fewer than 20,000 workers. Precision planting, labor-saving
herbicides, and harvest mechanization eliminated farm Jobs, as did the reduction in the number of
times a field was repicked and the switch to bulk or forklift handling of harvested commodities.
However, these labor savings were offset by a doubling of FVH production of California, the result
of expanded acreages (e.g., grapes) and increased yields (e.g., strawberries). As FVH production
expanded and became more concentrated on commercial enterprises, more farmworkers were
needed for irrigating and harvesting.

4. Livestock and vegetable hours changes are for 1950-1982 (USDA, ERS, 1984).
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Production expansion dominated mechanization in the 1970s, increasing average farm
employment in California about 6 percent during the decade. Expansion may continue to offset
mechanization, as new strawberry and avocado jobs replace those lost to machines that harvest
wine grapes, but the 1980a may also witness changes that decrease the number and alter the
nature of farm work. These changes Include (1) automated drip irrigation systems, (2) dwarf fruit
trees whose fruit can be harvested mechanically, (3) increased imports of FVH commodities, and
t4) the field packing of vegetables and melons.

Over 96 percent of California's harvested cropland is irrigated, and irrigation requires about
one-sixth of the total hours of work in California agriculture (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1984a).
Irrigation traditionally requires workers to open and close furrow valves or move pipe, but the
rising cost of water and energy is encouraging the spread of labor-saving drip irrigation systems
that deliver a smaller quantity of water to each tree or vine. The result could be an increase in
demand for labor to install the new systems, but a reduction in labor needed to run them.

If plant scientists successfully develop dwarf trees whose fruit ripens simultaneously, and
engineers improve tree shaking and fruit catching devices, orchardists could sharply increase
their demand for labor to replant and prune trees (and install drip irrigation systems) but later
reduce their demand for seasonal labor drastically.

California's FVH agriculture expanded with increased amuence, population growth, and the
movement of FVH production from elsewhere in the United States. California exports labor-
intensive commodities to distant markets in the nation and abroad, and FVH agriculture has
faced relatively few competitive imports until recently. However, nations such as Spain and
Israel in citrus, Italy and France in wine, Greece and Turkey in raisins, and Colombia in flowers
pose formidable competitive challenges to California FVH growers, especially as the strong dollar
of the early 19809 makes foreign products cheaper and U.S. exports expensive. If imports further
reduce FVH production in California, farmworker employment will decrease.

But farmworker employment may not shrink as fast as mechanization and imports would
suggest if harvesting and packaging improvements permit more vegetable and melon packaging
to be done in the fields. Vegetable production on large acreages traditionally has separated field
harvesting from shed sorting and packaging operations, permitting the use of specialized workers
and equipment in each operation. Field workers harvesting vegetables for piece.rate wages may
earn $6 to $12 hourly, and packing shed wages may average $7 to $8 for workers who sort and
pack the harvested commodity.

Field conveyor belts with packi, platforms are now allowing vegetable and melon growers
to avoid packing shed costs by substituting harvesting and packing workers who earn hourly
wages of $5 to $6. These workers are paid hourly wages because the employer controls the speed
of the conveyor belt. Many of these hourly wage workers are women and older men. Unions are
apprehensive about field packing because it reduces the importance of the large grower-packers
that are easiest to organize. Field packing might also renew conflict between farmworker unions
if packing shed unions try to follow their members' jobs into the fields.

SUPPLY OF FARMWORKERS

Who Does Farm Work?

Farmers, who do 23 percent or California's farm work are mostly 493 percent) white. Hired
workers, who do 77 percent of California's farm work are mostly Mexicans or Mexican-Americans,
although whites, Filipinos, Japanese, Indochinese refugees, Indians and Pakistinis. and Arabs als4
do farm work in California. Generally, the whites fill professional and clerical farmworker jobs in
commercial agriculture, operate equipment on field crop farms, and are employed year.round in
the livestock sector. Mexicans and Mexican.Americans are field foremen and workers, irrigators,
and equipment operators, although some Mexicans also find employment on livestock farms. The
other ethnic groups tend to specialize by commodity and region: Filipinos are concentrated in the
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grape harvest, Pakastinis in northern California fruit and nut pruning and harvesting, and the
Japanese in nurseries.

Physical effort in farm work ranges from relatively easy tasks such operating equipment and
sorting fruits and vegetables, to light hand tasks such as hoeing and irrigating, to heavy hand
tasks such as manually thinning fruit and harvesting commodities. Although all kinds of
farmworkers can be found doing each of these tasks, there is a definite age and sex taxonomy.
Younger workers dominate the heavy-harvesting tasks because lasnd-harvesting involves stooping,
climbing, or carrying efforts that "use-up" a worker's back in 10 to 15 years. Young men dominate
the hand-harvesting of citrus and tree fruits, melons, and piece-rate vegetables, while older men
and women often harvest strawberries, carrots, and other vegetables that are field packed. 5

Older men do much of the irrigation work, while older men and women of all ages do most of
the thinning and hoeing work. Women fill many of the (nonfarm) sorting and packing jobs in
citrus, tree fruit, and vegetable packing sheds, and women also do much of the field sorting of
mechanically harvested tomatoes. Men of all ages operate farm equipment.

Among the Mexican-heritage workers who fill farm jobs some are citizens, some legal
immigrants (greencarders), and others are illegal aliens or undocumented workers. A 1983 survey
of California's fieldworkers found that approximately 71 percent were Mexican born and that 22
percent of this Mexican subgroup were citizens; 55 percent legal immigrants; and 20 percent
illegal aliens. Although complete data are not yet available, it appears that women fleldworkers
are more likely to be legal than men and that the most legal work forces tend to be in the high.
wage coastal and Imperial valleys.

PVH agriculture began in California in the 1870s, and for over 100 years waves of
immigrant workers have done most of the state's farm work. When American farmers fed to
California to escape Dust Bowl poverty in the 1930s Depression, a surplus of farmworkers and
wage-cutting prompted efforts to expel Mexicans who had arrived in the 1920s. White
farmworkers took armed forces and industrial jobs in the 1940s, causing a farm labor shortage.
Farmers successfully petitioned Congress for temporary Mexican workers or braceros from 1942
through 1964 (Craig, 1971). These Mexican braceros were never more than 27 percent of average
domestic farmworker employment in California,6 but their availability permitted FVH agriculture
to expand in the 1950b.

A major change in the composition of the state's farm work force is the growing importance
of Mexican-born workeri: In 1966, a study done for the California State Legislature reported that
46 percent were Mexican (California Assembly Committee on Agriculture, 1969); by 1983. it
appears that at least 11 percent are Mexican or Mexican-American.? Although whites and other
ethnic groups still do a considerable amount of the state's farm work--perhaps half if the
contributions of farmers are included--the language of FVH fieldworkers and foremen is Spanish.
In the 1980s, all those who enter the farm work force with the intention of doing heavy hand
work for wages for 10 to 15 years are Mexican.$

During the 3930a and 1940s, surveys of midwestern farmworkers found that most considered
hired farmworker employment as an entrie to eventual farm ownership-. Farmworkers, therefore,
reported that their most urgent need was higher commodity prices (Morin, 1952). This "way

6. the assertions are based on five years of observation and research. A more definitive taxonomy
of who does various farm tasks will be produced from a 2953 fsrmworktr survey in 1985.

6 A Presidential commission concluded that California agriculture employed an average 6 percent
of the Mesican braceros employed in the United Sates in 1945. far more then Washington 16 per.
cent or Idaho 15 percent) IU.S President'* Commission on Migratory Labor in American Agrul.
ture, 19511.

7. Preliminary data from the California Farmworker Survey of 1983, R Mines and P. Martin (forth.
comiall.

& Thatm are a tew reports of Indochine refugees seeking hand work, but this appears to be the ca,
eeiss.
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station' concept may have been unrealizable even in the 1940s, and few farmworkers in the 1980s
will save enough to buy a California farm (at an average cost for land and buildings of $785,000
in 1982). However, many Mexican-born farmworkers do hope to save enough money working in
California agriculture to buy or expand a farm in Mexico. This Mexican frame of reference helps
to explain why immigrant workers will pay labor smugglers (coyotes) $300 to $00 to bring them
to the United States to do farm work IPiore, 1979).

Farmworkers who do not come from or return to Mexico still drift out of arduous hand.
harvest jobs after 5 to 15 years and seek easier farm jobs such as irrigator, equipment operator,
pruner, or hoer. Some of the workers who began doing heavy harvest work when they were 18 to
25 years old find nonfarm jobs through friends or relatives or they learn enough English or
enough about the U.S. labor market to search for nonfarm work in urban areas, especially during
the off-season. Many farmers fear that the illegal aliens working in agriculture would depart for
nonfarm jobs in droves if offered legal status. A speaker for the National Council of Agricultural
Employers testified that NCAE members *... have a great fear that large numbers, if not all of
those workers granted amnesty will seek other jobs--year.round employment in the cities.!

THE FARM LABOR MARKET

California's farm labor market matches 400,000 to 500,000 seasonal workers with seasonal
jobs each year. For many farmers, an entire year's farm income depends on harvesting a
perishable commodity during a critical window of a few weeks or months. Farmworkers, who may
find farm work for only 10 to 20 weeks each year, scramble to maximize their earnings during
these harvest periods by finding the highest hourly or piece-rate wages. There is an inherent
confict-of-interest between farmers and workers: Farmers prefer a surplus of workers to
minimize crop losses and wage costs, and workers prefer labor shortages to maximize wages and
work time (see Fiaher, 1952. and Sosnick, 1978). Farmers complain of labor shortages and
workers report that they can obtain only 20 to 30 weeks of farm work because no more work Is
available, The dilemma of matching farmworkers and farm jobs to minimize unemployment for
workers and crop losses for farmers has defied resolution for decades.

The most important intermediaries who match workers and jobe are bilingual farm labor
contractors (FLC.) and field supervisors. FLCs are independent entrepreneurs who assemble one
or several crews of 20 to 35 workers and arrange for them a succession of farm jobs. Some FMLC
provide transportation, housing, food, and work equipment, but countless stories of FLCs abuse of
workers through overcharges and underpayments have prompted repeated efforts to reform or
extirpate FLC. Field supervisors, the other major intermediaries, are often year.round employees
who are responsible for recruiting and supervising workers during the busy harvest period. In
addition to FLC@ and supervisors, some large companies hire directly or through labor co.ops, the
public Employment Service matches farmworkers and jobs, and union hiring halls also refer
workers to jobs.

The farm labor market in California is being segriented or 'balkanized' by unions and illegal
immigrants. Recruitment and supervision practices reflect this balkanization. On the one hand,
many large unionized or union.influenced employers closely monitor recruitment and supervision
to assure that all FLC. and supervisors apply the same hiring, deployment, and firing criteria. On
the other hand, many small growers who do not fear union activity permit supervisors or FLCs to
handle workers without interference, even though these growers remain liable for the actions of
their agents under federal and state labor laws. In some FVH commodities, the chain of command
is murky because the buyer or packer of the commodity has a "field man" responsible for
determining when, where, and how to harvest.

9 Testimony of Perry Ellsworth before the Senate Subcommittee on Immigrstion and Refugee Pli.
- cy, May 17. 1981 Senate Senial J.97-38, p. $3.

67-395 0-87-21
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Most recruitment is of the informal word-of-mouth variety. Job and wage information is
transmitted from FLCa or supervisors to currently employed workers, who inform their friends
and relatives in the United States and in Mexico of job vacancies. These worker information
networks are very efficient, capable of bringing additional workers illegally from Mexico within 2
to 4 days. Since farm wages vary within California agriculture, this job information network is a
valuable asset for a worker In Mexico who wants to work in the United States, since the network
can refer him to a high wage lettuce job, a mid-level wage citrus job, or a lower wage hoeing job.

California farm wages vary by commodity, region, and size of employer. In July 1983, a
USDA employer survey reported that California fieldworkers averaged $4.55 hourly, 16.1 percent
higher than the 63.92 U.S. average, and California piece-rate workers averaged $6.20 per hour,
32.2 percent more than the U.S. average of $4.69 hourly (USDA, Statistical Reporting Service.
1983). This same USDA survey indicates that California fieldworkers' wages dtcreased 3 percent
between 1982 and 1983 (versus a 3.2 percent nationwide increase) and California piecerate wages
dropped 6.5 percent, more than the 2.5 percent drop nationwide. California farm wages fell in
1983 partly because the Payment-in.Kind program idled cotton, wheat, and rice acreage and also
because economic turmoil in Mexico drove more workers northward.

A more detailed 1982 employer survey reported that the average wage of year-round and
seasonal workers in California was $5.16 hourly iJohnston and Martin, 1983). However, wages for
seasonal workers varied from $3 hourly to $20 per hour. Wages were generally highest in
vegetables and fruits, which often offer piece rates, and lowest in livestock. Regionally, wages
were highest in the coastal valleys near the state's major urban areas and lowest in the relatively
sparsely populated Sacramento Valley. Although past surveys have not collected detailed wage
information by the number of employees, anecdotal evidence suggests that the largest employers
are most likely to raise wages because of union demands or to avoid unionization.

Hourly wages do not indicate annual earnings. A worker employed 50 40.hour weeks in 1982
at the 65.16 average hourly would have earned $10,320, about 30 percent less than the $13,350
thai a nonfarm worker would have earned at the $267 weekly average nonfarm wage (U.S.
Bureau of the Census, 1984b). However, few California farmworkers work 50 weeks. According to
the July 1982 U.S. Department of Agriculture survey (USDA. ERS, 1983), hired workers averaged
43 hours per week, o a $5.16 hourly wage for 26.43 hour weeks yields average annual earnings of
$5,769 for adult men. Women and children tend to earn lower hourly wages and work fewer
hours,

Most adult farmworkers earn $150 to $300 weekly for 15 to 30 weeks, yielding farm earnings
of $2.250 to $9,000. Some farmworkers supplement their farm earnings with nonfarm
employment, and many draw up to half their farm earnings in unemployment insurance (Ull
payments. In 1981, the average 394.000 farmworkers covered by UI had gras earnings of $2.5
billion or $6.345 each and drew U! payments of $144 million, or $365 each. 1u

These average earnings estimates can be misleading because the California farm labor
market Is increasingly segmented by commodity, region, and size of employer. A lettuce or citrus
harvester employed on a large farm in California's Salinas Valley can average $7 to $10 hourly for
36 hours each week, producing weekly earnings of $245 to $350. Some workers will be employed
for 30 to 60 weeks, earning $7,350 to $14,000 and supplementing these farm earnings with $2,000
to $3,000 in UI payments. However, these farmworkers employed in a labor market offering such
high wages and maximum U! benefits are an exception. More often, adult farmworkers earn $3.50
to $4.50 hourly for weekly earnings of $122 to $158, and find work for only 15 to 25 weeks. For
this majority of farmworkers. annual family earnings rise only as more family members work.

30. Ths. averse oaeninga and U1l payment Agures must be interpreted with caution because there in
a large but unknown variance around thee mens

i
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How will farm labor markets evolve in California? Those on large vegetable and citrus
farms in California's coastal valleys appear capable of recruiting and retaining legal Mexican and
Mexican.American workers who earn relatively high wages for 20 to 40 weeks of farm work each
year. However, most of the Central Valley's farm labor markets continue to offer short and low.
wage jobs to an army of seasonal farmworkers. In the Central Valley, most employers prefer to
work politically to maximize the pool of farmworkers available rather than tailor their commodity
mix or develop labor management systems to use fewer workers but for a longer employment
period. FVH agriculture is likely to shift from the high-wage and union-influenced coastal valleys
to the Central Valley over the next two decades, with as yet uncertain effects on farm labor,
market development.

CONCLUSION

California's labor-intensive agriculture has depended for more than 100 year on an army of
seasonal workers to cultivate and pick perishable commodities during short, critical harvest
periods. California's farm labor market continues to offer 400,000 to 500,000 seasonal jobs that
American workers with other options tend to shun. California agriculture has become more
fractured because mechanization, immigration, and collective bargaining do not have the same
effects on all commodities or regions. Employers and workers in some commodities and areas,
especially large coastal valley vegetable producers, have the type of labor markets that assure
experienced workers high wages while working, and unemployment insurance during the off.
season.

The farm labor markets of the Central Valley employ almost half of California's farmworkers
and promise to become more important as FVH agriculture shifts from the high-cost coastal
valleys. Many Central Valley farm labor markets operate as they have for decades: Labor
contractors and supervisors are the intermediaries who recruit and supervise workers, so working
conditions and sometimes wages depend on the integrity of these key middlemen. Wages and
working conditions in the Central Valley vary considerably, and are generally inferior to those in
the coastal valleys.

History shows that unions and labor law enforcement have only limited effects on wages and
working conditions in an agricultural industry that employs hundreds of thousands of workers on
thousands of farms. Farmers have been unwilling to upgrade the farm labor market because
upgrading increases labor costs and is not necessary as long as immigrant workers are available.
During the next two decades, farmers will face a variety of production and marketing challenges,
including rising input costs and imports. Farm labor will remain a problem that 'should be dealt
with but not now* until the supply of labor is changed by immigration reforms or union activity.

If the supply of labor is not changed, California's farm labor market will continue to offer
thousands of seasonal jobs to workers without other ,ptions. Mechanization, imports, and
commodity programs will eliminate jobs in an irregular fashion. Critics will argue that a farm
labor market that has never been satisfactory is becoming even more isolated from nonfarm labor
markets. Solutions to farm labor problems in the 1980s will require difficult choices and
tradeoffs--painful decisions that farmers. farmworker representatives, and legislators are not
anxious to make.
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Hired workers on
California farms
Philip L Martin 0 John W Mamer

A vast ard complex farm labor mobiliza-
tion takes place every year in California. The

most common statistic used to describe this
annual mobilization Is the estimate of em-
pioymen of workers on California farms.
Such figures do provide us with essental in-
formation, but a more complete picture
emerges if we also examine estimates of the
sired farm labor force-estimates that are

only Intermittently available.
In discussing hired labor on California

farms we have to distinguish three concepts:
(I) the hired work force, (2) employment.
and (3) work done. The hired work force in.
eludes all individuals who do frm work for
wages in she course of the year. Employment
refers to the average number of individuals
actually working at a particular time-for
exa nple. the week contaning the twelfth day
of the month. Employment may also refer to

TABLE 1. California agrticllural workers and waes, 1971
Eamings In nonagrlculural oce.upations ,

$1 $801 $4,001 U.001 $12,001
Agrlcullural to t0 1o Io and
w.Q calegoy "M 580 64.000 PN 8,000 612,000 up Total

------------------ Number of workers andetCnf .....-.. .....

$1 to 800
No. workers 222.410 22,770 27,740 14,530 7,940 12,180 307,570
% o all workers 3609 3,70 4.49 236 1.28 1,97 4991

$801 to $4,000
No. workers 89.500 20880 26,400 12,370 6.290 7,950 163,390
% all workers 1452 339 428 200 1.01 1.29 26.52

64,001 to $8,000
No workers 37,30 8.680 11,180 5,630 3.130 4.610 70,810
% all workers 6.07 1.40 1.31 .94 .51 .75 11.49

8.001 to 612,000
No. workers 19.330 3,50 4,880 3,150 1,770 2,360 35.060
% all workers 3.14 .58 .80 .51 .28 .38 5.69

812.001 and up
No workers 18,930 3.740 8.030 4,020 2,570 4,140 30,430
% el workers 307 .81 go .65 .42 .67 6.40

1OTAL

No, workers 387,580 59.$Wl 76,230 3,900 21.700 31,240 616,280
% all workers 8269 088 12.37 648 3.53 507 100.00

SOO'eC.JlO~ QWIIW osmIAV"~ D..,k~Wer OWe

the average number of persons employed
during a period of time, such as a year. The
third concept, work done, refers to she lota
hours of work done on farms during the yeW.

Farm employment estimates are published
regularly. We have the least information
about the hired farm labor force in Califor-
nia. although the Employment Development
Deparment of the State of Calfornla re-
cendy made available data about the Califor-
nia hired farm labor force of 1978. F.stimates
of work done on Califomia farms ae only
indirectly available, since published Statistics
group Califomia. Oregon, Wainton
together as a region. However, the domin-
ac of Cdifornia agriculture in this region
makes these estimates useful in assessing
changes. Although the 1978 hired farm work
force figures are the only new data used in
this anicle, the insights they provide are
amplified when examined in conjunction
with estimates of employment and work
done.

Annual mobilization
In 1978 the hired work force consisted of

6l6.280 individuals who worked for wages on
California farms (table I). During the average
week, only 218,400 of these workers were ac-
tualy employed on California farms (table 2).

One could say that there were 2S400 jobs
on California farms in 1978 and that each job
was iled by 2.12 workers in the course or the
year. However. it may be more appropriate 1o
visualize the situation as one in which there
were 616,2sojobs. moss of themnof short dur-
ation, and a year's employment is created
when 2.82 of these average jobs are added
together.

The annual mobilization is, in fact, mort
complex than these avermes suggest. Em-
ployment and labor force estimates for 197
indicate about 102,000 jobs that continued

FO NrdA aG A~q L.v atU .ep~rev $t OCTrO ,es 1m , 2 1

Each year Callfornla
farms mobilize workers
to fill half a million
seasonal Jobs.
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from year to year ard over 300,000 seasonal
jobs that were filled and vacated during the
year.

Stateside employment figures do not con-
vey a true picture of farm labor market
dynamics. For example, in 1976 employment
of hired farm workers statewide ranged from
166,900 in January to a high of 279,000 in
September (a peak-trough ratio of 3.5), while
employment in Fresno Count), (the largest
agriculiral county in the United States)
ranged from 18,000 to 53,2W (ratio 2.9).
Seasonal worker fluctuations are even more
pronounced -7 4,600 to 167,10 for the state,
8,100 to 41,010 for Fresno County (table 2).

Fiesno County illustrates local employ-
ment patterns in California agriculture. In
Ma. 1976. 13.020 seasonal workers were
employed. By mid-June employment in-
creased to almost 29.000, and in September
reached 41.010. By the middle of October it
declined to 16,560.

Month-to-month variations in employ.
nient are greater at the state than those at the
county level in absolute terms, but much
lower in relative terms. At the local level the
number of seasonal jobs can more than dou-
ble and can also decline by mote than half in
a month.

These sharp variations, often obscured in
state data, stem from the farm and regional
specialization in labor-intensive crops that
characterize California agriculture. Such spe.
cialization has made it possible to take advan-
tage of the relatively large areas with unique
soil and climatic characteristics. Farm opera-
tors, in selecting crops to be grown, give nost
consider'::on to soil, market, and climate.
Avaslabil j of labor only occasionally enters
into the decision.

Earnings
The labor supply that has evolved to pro-

vide the workers needed on Cahfrornia farms
is largely local. Employment figures indicate
that, during the peak month, migrant work.
ers constitute less than a third of the total
number of farm workers employed. The
dominance of local labor and the limited ex-
tent to which farm and nonfarm employment
are combined tend soresult in low annualear.
nings.

Of the 616,280 individuals who did some
work for %ages on California farms in 1978,
307,570 earned 5800 or less in agriculture.
About 222,410 of these worked only in gnri-
culture, and about ,000 farm workers also
had nonfarm earnings (table I).

Although most of the 616,280 farm work-
ers had relatively low annual earnings, several
thousand earned more than 512,000 from
both farm and nonfarm work, Indeed, 4,140
Individuals earned more than $12,000 In
agriculture and more than $12,000 in non.

agriculture. Almost a quarter of the workers
who had both farm and nonfarm jobs earned
more than 18,000 in nonfarm jobs during
1976. Over 38,000 farm workers earned more
than $8,00 in agricultural employment. And
lightly more than 62 percent of all individ-

uals employed on farms in 1978 had no other
employment.

Numbers of employers
Distribution of workers by farm employers

is bimodal: a relatively large number work
for on;y one farm employer and no non-
agricultural employer; another group works
for one or more farms an one or more non-
farm employers (table 3). In 1978, 261,280 in-
dividuals worked for only one farm employer
and no nonfarm employers; 80,230 worked
for one farm employer and one or more non-
farm employers.

However, almOst 5,000 individuals worked
for more than 10 agricultural employers and
no nonagricultural employers. An additional
21,000 worked for 10 or more farm employers
and one or more nonfaim employers during
the year, 9,6M of these for one or two nonag-
ricultural employers, and 11,430 for three or
more nonagricultural employers. Finally,
6,390 individuals worked for six or more agri-
cultural employers and sLs or more nonagri-
cultural employers.

these figures suggest that many California
farm workers make a vigorous effort to find
more employment- farm and nonfarm.
However, from the available data, it is not
possible to determine the extent to which
working for more than one employer (farm
and nonfarm) results in higher earnings. Low
annual earnings suggest that multiple job-
holding does not necessarily help to increase
incomes, but we have no dependable infor-
mation on the effectiveness of workers' job
search efforts.

The farm labor market is changing New
patterns have emerged In employment, labor
fotee, and work done.

During 1950-80, average employment of
hired workers on California farms increased
(1950-56), then decreased (1966-73), and
then increased again (1974-80). Over the
30-year period, employment of seasonal
workers during the peak month followed ap-
proximatel) the same patkem of increase.
decrease, Increase. Ye' in 1980, average an-
nual employment of hired workers was only I
percent telow the 1950 level, and that of sea-
sonal workers and regular workers was very
close to the 1950 level.

Some significant changes did occur, how.
ever, in the roles of family and hired labor.
During 1950-80. average use of family labor
dropped from 132,100 to 64.200, a decline of
about 52 percent. Because about as many
hired workers were employed in 1980 as in
1950, the relative share of family labor on
frams during 1950.80 declined from 58 so
about 28 percent.

Th- dominant change over the three dec-
ades was the absolute decline in employment
of farxrs and unpaid members of their
families, and the increasing importance of
seasonal and regular hired workers.

Estimates of the hired farm labor force are
only intermittently available arnd have been
published for only three years, 1965, 1966,
and 1978. The total number of individuals
who worked for wages on California farms in
these years was 706,230, 689,904, and
616,280. Estimates of the total number of in-
dividuals who worked for wages during each
of the four quarters, available only for
1965-72, as well as the annual data referred to
previousy, suggest that from 1965 to 1978 the
number of individuals who worked during
each of the four quarters has declined some-
what, but the few years for which we have

TABLE 2. CalifnIla agricultural employment:
total hired and seasonal workers, midmonth estimates, 1973

Month
January
February
March
April
May
June
July
August
September
October
November
Decembei

Stale
TotaI hired Sea sona

166,900
170,30O
172,600
188.400
231.700
273.400
259,600
263,700
279.200
249,900
181,200
184,200

81.900
77,000 L'
74.600
89.200

124,700
163,W0
150,100
153,200
167,100 H
141 00
80,800
87,800

Seasonal workers,
selected counties

Fresno Tulare
20,M0 11,6,W
12.130 ,550

8,100 L' 7,300 L
1O710 9.530
18.020 15.280
28,89O 26,690 H
26,070 21.170 -
35.020 19.870
41.010 H 14.850
16,560 20,780
10.420 9,55
15,270 11.600

Annual average , 218400 118,000 20,500 14800
•oca ta i *t cajl.tum, twmpyiot D11ra~ OsDrartrer Orarwi . ar R#wa*-A. lm, s.wr
kL rmaci lo Gin ,t. H rearsi nsA rant
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data male it hazardous 1o describe trends
Although estimales of work done are pu

lishwd onl) for the three Pacific states. Co
fornia, Oregon, and Washington as a regio
these figures shed additional light on palte
of farm employment In California.

The local hours of farm work done in I
three states decided form 1.093 billion
1950 to 624 million in 1979 (table 4). Most

TABLE 3 Workers on Calitor
Number of emloyers

Agricullual Nona
employers 0

No workers -61.820

% of total 4248

2 No. workers 57.W20
% of total 9134

1-3 No workers 25,210
" % of total 4.09

this deckne was in meat animals, milk cows, nology and In volume of production,. Over
rb- poultry, and cotton. In each of which labor the ye, CAlifornia agriculture has ac-
i. used decreased 50 percent or more. On the counted for more than three-quarters of the
n, other hand, hours used to produce vegetables fruits, nuts, and vegetables produced by the
ns and fruit and nut crops, which account for three salts.

halfof the labor used on fans In she Pacric Is should be noted that labor used declined
he st at, Increased between 1960 and 1979. In those sctors.here regular rather than sea-
in This change in labor inputs-hours of tonal workers are likely to be employed.
of work done-reflects changes both in tech. Labor input increased in fruits, nuts, and

vegetables, where seasonal labor Is likely to
Ils torms byt number of o 1978 be more important. This is consistent with th

w b arwoers employment data showing stabiity of em-
wored for by htred farm workers ployment for seasonal and regular labor. and
grkulturat eototrer .. a decline in family labor. As farms beconse

1,2 - 8.10 Total larger, the use of farmer and unpaid family
rofwoiterarsdpecen -------------------- labor has tended to decline relatively and
69,230 9,910 1,090 342.050

11.23 1.62 .17 5550 absolutely. Increases in productlvilyper hour
have been roughly offset by increases in the

33,130 7.740 950 99,350 proportion or labor inputs provided by hired
5.38 125 A15 16.12 workers. Th7e hired labor input has increased

18960 640 1.020 50,650 relatively but remained fairly tsable in abso-
3.06 .92 .16 8.25 lute terms.

4 No workers 14,740 12,250 4460 Boo 2,250 Conclusion and questions% of total 2.39 1.g9 .72 .14 5.23 The farn labor market In California does

5 No workers 8,970 8.720 3,640 680 22.100 an unhealded jobof matchingthousr
% 01 .... - .46 1.41 .5 As3 3 .59 farm workers with jobs. There are few &c.

counts or crop losses because fa mers were
a No workers 5,630 6.820 2,830 60 15,970 unable to assemble adequate crews or farm

% of total -91 1.10 .48 .10 2.59 workers. Average amual employment and

7 No. workers 3.910 4,560 2.370 650 11.490 the number of individuals who work for
% of total .63 .74 .38 .09 1,e wages on farms show substantial year-to-

yea stability, Employment of seasonal farm
a No workers 3,010 3,980 1,920 540 9,450 workers has been relatively stable for more

s of total .49 .64 .31 .06 1.53 than a decade and the hired labor force has

9 No. workers 1.810 2,800 1'20 540 61770 not been declining precipitously.
%ototl .29 .46 .25 .09 1.10 However. it should be noted thal the satis-

tics provide no indication of the she of
10 No workers 4,920 9,650 7,260 4,170 26,000 work done by undocumented workers. We

&mW % of totai .60 1.58 1.16 .68 422 suspe lthttheaggregatestabilitynemploy.

TOTAL No workers 387,580 170.120 47,390 11,220 616,280 nent and the gradual change in ske of the
% of total 6289 27.61 7.69 1,82 10000 hired labor force may be to sorne degree an

Sort~e Ca AW Me rsImr"rYer 0"OePsu.e OsAiwr illusion. The low annual earnings of a rela-
tively large share of the labor rorce leads to

TABLE 4. Labor: total hours used for farm work by questions about she extent to which the
&elected enlEilse groups, Pacific regoo, 19so_ workers achieve thei employment and In-

A" Fruits come goals, about which we do not have reli-
farm Mast Milk Vega and able information. If farm workers are not

Year work animals cows Poultry tables nuts Cotton- reaching their goals, the longer run availabil-
............................ Molofhours ---------------------- ---- ity of such workers to agriculture may

1950 1,093 53 152 71 124 291 59 become Increasingly uncertain, particularly

1955 953 61 140 57 124 253 44 when employee t In the nonfram rectors of
she economy Increases. Te increased enm-

190 671 60 104 50 126 238 45 ployment of undocumented workers, about
which we have only anecdotal and indirect

1985 724 56 73 41 124 211 26 evldenc, can be Inlerpreted as a substitution

1970 649 50 48 34 129 203 Is ot foreign workers for domeic workers who
arte seeking to satisfy their aspirations in he

1975 681 41 29 22 t56 223 12 nonfrm rwsors Ofthe economy or are leav-
1976 635 39 25 19 142 233 13 ing the labor market.
1977 623 37 21 17 153 226 13
ma78 598 3 17 15 149 219 10 Pftsp L. Meti is A Profa >or, Dperf-
1979 624 36 13 13 156 243 11 mert ofAjrksdtrata E"ontomiks. ontivsr'ty of

sateti tisvcsieia~eote .r ..Eouuaeeste~wra esadf.eirna.r Cdif;it, DeviL. ,endiJoh W M~mr, s teos-

t011 Stauesl e1"M No eap. POW."$06 Tae r.si a , WNIA. Cop.ertil ExteMioe. e.C. T e-re 2y.
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Recent debates on immigration reform
have generated contradictory stalements

about California's farmworkers. Some ad-
vocates of a legal guestworker program
contend that most seasonal farmworkers
are illegal/undocumented workers who
would abandon agriculture for nonfarm
jobs if offered an amnesty. Other observ-
ers counter that many U.S citizens and
legal immigrants also do seasonal farm
work. and that modern personnel prac-
tices could attract and retain more such
workers

In August 1983. the University of Cali-
fornia and the California Employment
Development Department interviewed
1.286 farmworkers throughout the state in
an effort to establish an up-to-date pro-
file Each of EDD's 42 farmworker of.
fices interviewed 30 workers, selected in
a manner to reflect the approximate
number and characteristics of field-
workers Involved in each office area's ag-
riculture (detailed survey methodology
will be published in a forthcoming Gian-
nini Foundation Information Report). The
UC-EDD sample provided the most com-
prehensive picture of farmworkers since
a 196S California Farmworker Profile re-
quested by the state legislature.

Farmworker characterdstics
Most of the 1,286 farmworkers sa-

veyed in 1983 were immigrants: 80 per-
cent were persons born abroad who later

entered the United States. Most of these
immigrants - 73 percent - were born
and raised in Mexico. U.S.-born farm-
workers (20 percent) and those born in
other countries (7 percent) composed the
rest of the sample.

Most of the immigrants had green-
cards (work and residence documents is-
sued by the U.S. Immigration and Natu-
ralization Service), which entitled them to
work legally in the United States, The va-
lidity of these greencards was ot estab-
lished by interviewers, so the legal status
estimates presented bere are minimums.
Fully two-thirds of the 1,025 immigrant
farmworkers interviewed bad green-
cards, 25 percent were clearly illegal or
undocumented, and 5 percent had their le-
gal status pending. Many families beaded
by legal or undocumented Immigrant
adults included U.S. citizen children.

A disproportionate number of ilepls
were young men, and the arduous bar-
vesting tasks employing young men in cit-
rus. grapes, and tree fruits bad work
forces that were 30 to $0 percent illegal.
Illegal workers were not distributed u-
formly around the state; the coastal vege-
table areas bad fewer Illegals than te
Central Valley.

Farmworkers had a bousebold size dis-
tribution unlike the general work force in
California. One-third of the adults inter-
viewed lived alone, another third lived in
households with five or more members.

!
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CALIFORNIA FARMWORKERS
Percentage Distribution

These large households Included 60 per-
cent of the total 4.600-person sample pop-
ulation (persons interviewed plus spouses
and dependents) Almost $0 percent of the
4.600-person sample were children 17 or
younger living with their farmworker
parents

The 1,2 6 adult farmworkers inter.
viewed fell into three groups. Mexican-
born persona who settled in California
with their families (50 percent); Mexican-
born men living and working aloae in
California (25 percentX and farmworker
families headed by U.S citizens (16 per-
cent). Each group had unique attributes
settled Mexican families included Ve le-
gal Immigrant farmworkers who did over
half the state's farm work. unaccompan-
ied Mexican men filled a disoportionate
share of the hardest and highest wage
piec*-rate harvesting jobs, US citizen
farmworkers; operated much of the farm
equipment

Farm work and migrancy
California agriculture generates an

unusually large number of Phort two- to
six-week jobs This seasonal demand for
labor on one farm meam that moat fers-
workers must change employers and
asks (for example, switch from pruning

grapes to thinning peaches) or follow a
task around the state, usually by moving
from south to north with the harvest, such
as from Imperial to Fres for the melon
harvest Most farmworters must be flexi-
ble about the Jobs or tasks they are willing
to perform or be migratory to accumu-
late a significant number of weeks of
work in California's seasonal agriculture.

There are two types of migrant farm-
workers. back-and-foth migrants cros
the U.S. border to work in California api-
culture, while foUow-the-crop migrants
leave their temporary or permanent US.
homes overnight to do farm work. About 6
percent of the sample were both back.
and-forth and follow-Lhe-crop migrants. A
total of 40 percent of the sample were
migrants - back-and-forth, follow-Lbe-
crop, or both

Mast frmworkers interviewed Indi-
cated that they were unwilling or unable
to change employers frequently or to ml-
grate, so they obtained farm work for less
than half the year. The average married
male In th survey did farm work for 36
weeks, did nodarm work for S weeks,
was unemployed 21 weeks. and was out-
side the United States 3 weeks. T bw the
moat ambitious and qommitted group of.
farmworkers was unemployed over 46

percent of the year Such unemployment
rates encourage workers to abandon farm
work when they are offered nofarm jobs
Relatively few of the adult men who did
most of Califorsias farm work found
temporary nonfarnn jbs The three most
common nonfarm jobs were In services.
canning 'packiS and gardening/Janitori-
al work th Urst two are usually filled by
women, explaining why married women
averaged 4 weeks of nofarm work annu.
ally (versus 2 weeks for men)

Over a 13-month period, adult men
(married and single) averaged 25 weeks
of farm work, adult women I weeks, and
ar worker children (14 to 17 years old) 3

weeks These differences In weeks of
farm work mean that a groups represen-
tatios In the workforce is not the same as
that group's share of work done, adult
men made up two-thirds of the sample but
did 74 percent of the farm work

A similar ditnction can be drawn be-
tween casual seasonal, and year-round
workers Casual workers who did less
than II weeks of farm work represented
34 percent of the sample but contributed
only 12 percent of the total fann work
Seasonal workers - 10 percent of the
sample - worked IS to I? weeks and con-
tributed 56 percent of the work Regular
or year-round workers employed $6 or
moe weeks made up 14 percent of the
sample but contributed 32 percent of the
farm work

The difference between a group's rep-
resentaton in the work force and Its share
of the farm work doce is Important to the
calculation of the number of guest-
workers that would be needed after an
immigration reform. As indicated by this
survey, most guestworkers would be met
and an average adult man's work (21
weeks) is equivalent to that of one adult
woman (14 weeks) plus one child (1
weeks A minimum necessary work force
can be calculated by knowing that the
2,29 adult farmworkers in the sample
(the 1i6 interviewed plus spouses) con-
tributed 4,006 weeks of farm work in
1982-91. U these 41,00 weeks had been
contributed by 50week employees only
t0 workers would have been required,
Even at a more realistic 40- and 30-week
employees, only 1.225 and 1,03 workers
would have be required Thus. if farm
work were reorganized to employ fewer
workers oager, the farm work force
could be reduced by 27 to 54 percent.

However, there would have to be
changes in the tasks nornlly performed
by each group.eu, Tr y indicates that
Young adult men(II to 36fill Anvt of the
heavy harvesting Jobs such as picking cit-
usa and tree fruits on ladders and harvest

Ing vegetables and melons. Women, chil-
dre and older men fill many of the

CALWOP01A AOA11CtMt. Y-.A1 iws 17
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thinning and hoeing jobs and the tight har-
vesting and sorting jobs Older men hold
many of the irrigating jobs and do many
of the sermi-skiled tasks such as pruning
Harvesting aids right permit the women.
children, and older men. who tend to be
local residents. to do more of the harvest
work

Earnings and assets
The average farmworker interviewed

earned 115 0 hourly and worked 36 hours
to earn 114 weekly Since the average
worker did 23 weeks of farm work, farm
earnings averaged about $4.200 These
averages" should be interpreted cau-

tiously. since there wan a very high vari-
ation around them The standard devi-
ation from the 61 10 hourly wage was
12 70. indicating that two-thirds of the
workers in the sample earned $2 40 to
37.80 (there were few workers who re-
ported wages under 13 35 ourlyy

There are three major wage systems
used to pay farmworkers salary, hourly.
and piece r~te Sixty-two percent of the
1.186 workers Interviewed (all field-
workers) earned hourly wages. 31 percent
piece rates, and 7 percent both.

Pec -rate wages tend to be higher
than hourly wages Piece-rate wages may
be individual. as when each worker's pro-
duction is recorded in citrus and straw-
berries, or an entire crew may divide a
crew piece rate that reflects the day's
harvest, such as in lettuce or melons. Sur-
veyors recorded the individual or crew
piece rates, average productivities or out-
puts, and average daily hours, which per-
mitted the translation of piece rates into
hourly equivalent wages Across 1,017
workers, crew piece rates averaged 37.15
hourly, individual piece rates $51. and
hourly workers $4.60.

i CALifO4tA AGRICULTURE. MAY-JUNE INS

Immigrant men in the coastal valleys
were most likely to have piece-rate jobs,
Immigrant women most often earned
hourly wages. and U.S citizen farm.
workers were likely to be paid hourly
wages for sorting commodities or operat-
ing equipment The immigrant men who
did most of California's harvest work had
higher than average hourly earnimn be-
cause they filled a disproportonate share
of the piece-rate harvesting jobs

Hourly wages varied from $3 0 to
$4 90 for different regions of the state but
did not vary significantly with an individ-
sais legal status or with level of edn$!a-
tio. TIe major source of variation in
hourly wages was region: wages In the
coasUtal valleys of California were sub-
tantially higher than elsewhere. Coibin-

ing hourly and piece-rate workers' wages
reported In this survey indicates that
average wages varied from $4, 15 to 17.26
hourly, with the lowest wages in the Sac-
ramento and San Joaquin valleys and the
highest in the Central and South Coasts.
There was a great deal of variation in the
higher wage areas The standard devi-
ation around the $617 Central Coast Wage
was 31,3, but It wan only 31.65 around
the 14 60 San Joaquin average.

Most farmworkers obtained 70 to S5
percent of their total earnings from farm
work and, surprisingly, average weekly
farm earnings (3184) were higher than
average nonfarm earnings ($159). Farm
workers who returned to Mexico rarely
worked for wages for the two to tn weeks
they spent there, so a farmworker bouse-
hold's earainp typically Increased only
with more family members working in
the United States

Family or household earnings can be
calculated after the average weekly wage
for All farm and nonfarm work and for

men and women is determined to be 581.
(the $14 noted previously is for farm
work) Almost a third of the 6,286 house.
holds consisted of just one person These
workers averaged a tout 29 weeks of
farm and nonfarm work and earned
31000 Another third of the households
bad five or more persons who collectively
worked 14 to ll weeks and earned 59.800
to $13,800 An average family of four
worked a total 46 weeks and earned
$8.600.

Farm and nonfarm earnings are nup-
plemented by transfer payments and so-
cial services Fully two-thirds of the 1.286
households had at least one person who
obtained unemployment insurance (El)
benefits It farmworker households ob-
tained maximum UI benefits - up to one-
half earinp - the 58,500 earned by a
family of four could increase to $13.200

Farmworker households also received
other reces and payments 26 percent
obtained food stamps, 4iperent MediCal
benefits. 21 percent publicly subsidized
housing. 14 percent disability insurance.
12 percent Aid to Families with Depen-
dent Children (AFDC). and 5 percent So-
cial Security. The amount of each benefit
was not determined in this study Some
households undoubtedly participated In
social service programs only for a short
time There was little difference between
Mexican-born and U.S.born families in
these social insurance programs, 60 per-
cent of the households obtained benefits
from at least ooe program and 20 percent
two or more. Most undocumented work-
ers did not obtain UI or welfare benefits
Only to to S0 percent of the illegal work-
ers obtained benefits

Moat farmworker households (73 per-
cent) owned a car or truck. 20 percent
owned a home in the United States, and 35
percent owned homes in Mexico Over 28
percent of the households had a U.S. bank
account, and 1$ percent had a bank ac-
count In Mexico Asset ownersp varied
with legal status 62 percent of the US
citizens and legal Immigrants owned a
car or truck versus 44 percent of the un-
documented workers

Conclusions
The picture that emerges from this.

survey is that settled Mexican families do
most of the state's farm work for high
borly but low annual earnings Efforts to
restructure farm Jobs so that fewer work-
ers could be employed for longer Periods
would alleviate employer fears of labor
shortages and raie farmeorker earnings
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Representative SCHEUER. Thank- you very much, Professor

Martin. I'm not at all knowledgeable in the field of agricultural ec-
onomics and you are, and I take my hat off to you for that. It's
always been an area that's baffled me completely.

But one of the arguments you often hear justifying the flow of
illegal immigration from Mexico-and I think this underlies the
administration's rather complacent attitude about it-is that for
the industrialized agribusiness community of the South, the South-
west and the West, very well represented by California as you indi-
cated, the supply of cheap, easily exploitable labor is good for agri-
business and that it's necessary for agribusiness.

Now the question I'm asking you is, do you believe that, or are
there alternatives to cheap, easily exploitable labor? Agricultural
machinery, high technology applied to stoop labor displacing
human beings. Is it good for our country and, more specifically,
let's narrow-&fo&_Ti_'iis -iit good for agribusiness and is it neces-
sary for agribusiness? It is necessary? Is it good or even necessary
for agribusiness to have a limitless flow of cheap, easily exploitable
and com arativel unskilled farm labor?

Mr. MARTIN. The short answer is, it's absolutely necessary to
have the continued flow of labor if you don't want to have any
change in that agriculture.

Representative SCHEUER. If you don't want to make capital in-
vestments in equipment?

Mr. MARTIN. The agriculture of Cailfornia is based on water
which is dammed up and flows south through State and Federal
Government channels. It's based in part on the Tax Code and the
tax breaks that are available to people who invest in that kind of
agriculture, and it's based on labor. It's also based in part on mar-
keting orders which allow some farmers to control the flow of com-
modities to the market.

There are a lot of things which have shaped agriculture and
structured it to be what it is now. Any change in one of these di-
mensions-water, taxes, marketing, or labor-is going to be costly.
Some people are going to be put out of business by it. Other people
are going to benefit by it.

Therefore, any time you propose a change in the availability of
labor, you are essentially threatening the livelihood of a certain
group of employers because some of them would not survive the
transition. Therefore, you can understand why there is powerful
opposition to any kind of a change.

To give you an example, there was, as you know, under the Bra-
cero Program opposition to termination of that program and there
were predictions that many farmers would go out of business and
that t~he price of commodities would go up and all that sort of
thing.

Some farmers did go out of business. Whether the price of the
commodity went up or down is unclear and, in the case of toma-
toes, which was the big commodity that was mechanized right after
the end of the Bracero Program, the price of tomatoes did not go
up substantially. But in making the transition some farmers and
some American workers were hurt and I think the essential truth
in dealing with labor in California agriculture is that the structure
has evolved to be dependent on the flow of immigrant workers. To
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change that dependency is costly and, therefore, there is enormous
resistance to any kind of change.

Representative SCHEUER. It may be costly, but it may be desira-
ble to encourage capital investments in labor-saving, stoop-labor-
saving machinery.

Let me ask you, just to contrast things-the farmers in the Euro-
pean Economic Community, have they depended on a continuing
flow of low-skilled, low-paid labor from Algeria, from Turkey, from
Spain, and so forth; or have they invested in capital intensive
equipment that would be a saving in stoop labor, and how has their
competitive position been affected by the presence or absence of the
continuing large-scale guestworker program?

Mr. MARTIN. In general, the European questworker programs
were started by manufacturing and construction and some workers
slipped into agriculture and services.

In our country, the guestworker programs have usually had their
origin in agriculture, with some slippage out of agriculture into
construction and other things.

But the biggest difference between Europe and the United States
in agriculture is that in most of continental Europe there are rela-
tively few hired workers. It's a family farming system; just as there
are not a lot of illegal workers in Iowa because it's a family farm-
ing system, in Europe or in Germany, for example, there are not a
lot of immigrant workers in agriculture because it s a family farm-
ing system. And that's true in most of Italy and Spain.

There are a substantial number of European hired workers and
the place that's closest to California is southern France where
there seems to be a relatively heavy dependence on Algerian immi-
rant workers to produce commodities especially fruits and vegeta-

bles for the Paris region.
Representative SCHEUER. Doyou think by and large that we need

a resurgence, a rebirth, of the Bracero Program?
Mr. MARTIN. Well, I think I've said a number of times that Cali-

fornia agriculture and the country would be better off phasing out
dependence on labor via mechanization. What California did was
say that distance is not' relevant to produce fruits and vegetables.
In other words, the lettuce grown in California commands a higher
price in New York City than the lettuce grown in New York State
does, even though it's only an hour or two away.

So the technology and the plant breeding and the scientific ad-
vances made distance irrelevant.

The problem is that as developing countries learn that same
trick they are going to have even lower cost land, even lower cost
water, and lower cost labor. So what I have said is that if you
project this thing out 15 or 20 years, there's no way that California
will be able to continue competing on wages unless we have a total-
ly isolated farm labor market in which no "American" worker will
go out and work. It's getting to be like that in some commodities
and in some areas already, that it's completely immigrant work-
ers-in some cases, completely illegal immigrant workers and,
therefore costs can be held down and competition with producers
abroad can be maintained.

But in the long run I have always thought that such a system is
not sustainable. If our wage levels average $4 an hour or $5 an
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hour in agriculture and they are under $1 an hour abroad, eventu-
ally foreigners are going to get their technology and their water
and their marketing together and be competitive and we already
hear about that. We hear about the subsidized Turkish raisins
coming into the United States. We hear about the South Afri-
can--

Representative SCHEUER. Subsidized by whom?
Mr. MARTIN. Well, there is, as you probably know, a continuing

row between the United States and Europe and particular other
countries about unfair agricultural subsidies. Our producers argue
that either the European Community is subsidizing Greek apricots
or raisins or the Turkish Government is doing it and, therefore, we
slap tariffs or quotas or in some other way limit the influx of the
imported products. This kind of dispute is going on all the time.

Take Colombians in flowers: we allege that it is not just a pure
flower market; there is also a drug trade connected with it; there-
fore, they can produce cheaper than we do so we want to put a
tariff or limit in some way the import of flowers. We already see a
bit of the international competition in these labor-intensive com-
modities.

Representative SCHEUER. We strictly limit the importation of
fruits and vegetables from Mexico like tomatoes. Mexican tomatoes
are far better than American tomatoes, yet we don't permit their
importation here.

Mr. MARTIN. Well, what we have in that instance is a marketing
order which requires the Mexican producers to produce to exactly
the same standards as the Florida producers.

Representative SCHEUER. Yes, we've achieved a miracle in mar-
keting orders. Apparently you have to htwe a tomato that you
could drop off the top of the Leaning Tower of Pisa onto a concrete
platform and it wouldn't bruise. If it could pass that test, then I
suppose we would let it into the country, although it's odorless,
colorless, and tasteless, and an offense to the human body and the
human taste buds.

Mr. MARTIN. I think your point is well taken but I think the idea
is that we have set up certain procedures which our producers
maintain are to help the American consumer. The foreign produc-
ers might allege that these procedures just protect the American
industry, and there are volumes and volumes of debate on the issue
of the real impact or the real intent of such programs.

]Representative SCHEUER. Well, thank you very much.
Professor Dunn, I really enjoyed your testimony and I am hard

put to come up with answers or even questions to ask you in re-
sponse to your indictment of our national policy.

I had thought that the courts were doing a little bit better than
the executive branch or the legislative branch. The courts-and I
think extremely wisely-have required StateA to provide free edu-
cation for the kids of illegal immigrants and I think they have also
required States to provide health services to them on the premise-
the rather transparently obvious premise that if these kids are
here or peo .. ple are here, we don't want the kids to grow up func-
tionally illiterate or totally illiterate and be absolutely unable to
assimilate into American life. Neither do we want them to be
moving about us with communicable diseases.
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So it's a minor point.
Mr. DUNN. Oh, I don't think it's a minor point at all, Mr. Chair-

man.
Representative SCHEUER. You added the words "the courts" when

I sa
Mr. DUNN. And I stand by that, but the people of Dade County

and the people of Florida don't need the courts to tell us to treat
sick children and sick people. We don't need the courts to tell us to
educate children.

Representative SCHEUER. Well, apparently the people of Texas
needed the courts.

Mr. DUNN. Well, the people of Texas may not be as generous as
the people of Florida.

But if the court system were working effectively, then we
wouldn't have these people by the hundreds held in prisons around
the country in limbo indefinitely with no legal solution at hand. I
don't think the courts have anything to crow about in terms of
having helped us out of this problem.

Representative SCHEUER. What would the courts be doing with
the people who are now held in prison for having come in here
without documentation illegally?

Mr. DUNN. I'm sorry. What should they be doing?
Representative SCHEUER. Yes.
Mr. DUNN. Well, I think the courts might require a higher stand-

ard of proof from the Government that some of these people are
dangerous, for example. The impression in Miami-as a matter of
fact, it may be attendant to the disturbance last night-by many
people is that for a lot of people still in jail there's no reason for
them to be in prison and that the Government has overstated its
case. I can't comment beyond that.

Representative SCHEUER. Is the Government under a legal obliga-
tion to show that they are dangerous or isn't the fact that they are
here illegally ipso facto enough for the Government to want to
remove them? It's obviously impossible for us to remove the mil-
lions and millions of illegal immigrants and perhaps we shouldn't
be making invidious distinctions as between Cuban illegals, Haitian'
illegals, and Central American illegals and Mexican illegals, and
maybe we are. But would you say that the Government now, faced
with this absolute avalanche of illegal immigrants, should have to
prove that an illegal immigrant is dangerous in order to send him
back from whence he came?

Mr. DUNN. Well, the people who are being held in these deten-
tion camps are being held because they have a record from Cuba
for having broken the law and having not just broken the law but
having done something that was life threatening or in some way
suggested that they were dangerous.

Representative SCHEUER. Right.
Mr. DUiNN.' Other people were released, of course.
Representative SCHEUER. I see.
Mr. DUNN. As you know, the problem has been we can't get

Castro to agree to take them back and it's a very uncomfortable
situation for both sides.

Representative SCHEUER. Would you agree with Governor Lamm
that the most important thing we could do to staunch the flow of
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illegal immigration would be for Congress to legislate employer
sanctions against the employment of the undocumented aliens or
illegal immigrants, however you wish to characterize it?

Mr. DUNN. Oh, yes, most definitely.
Representative SCHEUER. You would support that?
Mr. DUNN. Yes, I certainly would. I think it's criminal for people'

to be able to exploit these workers as they are without very signifi-
cant sanctions against doing it. It's almost profitable. Certainly it's
worth the risk to hire illegal aliens and if you get caught pay the
fine, and why worry about it?

I see this as probably a reflection of perhaps the wimpish stance
of Congress in terms of being talked into agreeing to the lobbyists
who have actively worked against significant laws against hiring il-
legal aliens.

Representative SCHEUER. As to the Cubans in Miami and the
question of assimilation, which the first panel addressed, Mr. Tei-
telbaum and Mr. Graham, on the assimilability or the rate of as-
similation of these groups, do you find that Cubans in Miami are
assimilating at a faster rate than the other Hispanics? Do they
seem to want to stay here?

Mr. DUNN. Yes.
Representative SCHEUER. Or do they have their eye really set on

9 going back to Cuba? What explains the differential rate of success
etween the Cubans and other Hispanics who have come here?
Mr. DUNN. The first first wave of Cubans, Mr. Chairman, who

came into Florida were relatively privileged Cubans who came here
even with the wealth.

Representative SCHEUER. The managerial and executive classes?
Mr. DUNN. Yeri, before Castro decided to prevent people from

leaving with any real property. So these people came in with the
training, experience, money and the ability to assimilate very
quickly and very easily and, of course, the spirit in this country
was one of welcoming them because of their having escaped com-
munism and all of that. So tremendous amounts of resources were
made available to assist them to adjust and to assimilate.

As to interest in going back to Cuba, there appears to be at least
lipservice given to that, but I think Cubans in Miami gave up on
that after the Bay of Pigs invasion and the agreement made be-
tween the United States Government and the Soviet Union, and I
think people now accept with resignation the fact that they are
going to be in this country for quite a long time.

There is some debate in Miami, of course, as to whether or not
many of them would go back if they could. Quite frankly, I rather
doubt that they would. We are now talking about second genera-
tion Cuban-Americans who are certainly very, very comfortable in
this country and for good reason. They have made a very, very
good adjustment and contribution to the community.

Representative SCHEUER. Thank you very much.
Ms. Bogen, I'd like to ask you a few questions about your testi-

mony. Since I come from New York your testimony was especially
interesting for me.

You mention that New York's immigrants have not over-
whelmed the city's social institutions nor its physical infrastruc-
ture and that the city has sustained a net loss of 800,000 residents
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between 1970 and 1980 and that this loss would have been greater
without the immigrant influx.

It's generally perceived that the immigrant influx has burdened
our educational system-if you want to say hurt it, that's a judg-
mental phrase-but have burdened it with extraordinary prob-
lems-language problems, incentive problems, behavior problems,
violent crime in the schools, high rates of out-of-wedlock pregnan-
cy, high rates of drug use. The same phenomenon has affected our
public transportation system.

It doesn't seem fair to say that immigrants have had no part in
the problem of crime and drugs that have burdened our public
transportation system.

You say that the population loss would have been more than
800,000 if it hadn't been for the influx of illegal aliens.

Ms. BOGEN, Not illegal aliens.
Representative SCHEUER. Excuse me-of immigrants.
What would have been wrong having a reduction of 1 million or

11/2 million and of keeping New York more primarily a city of
people with English language skills, with at least high school edu-
cation, literacy skills, job skills, a city that was more integrated
and more assimilated than it is now? What would be wrong with
the city contracting rather than let's say maintaining its size with
a large influx of low-income, low-skilled, low-literacy population
with very significant behavioral problems that they brought with
them of drugs, violent crime, out-of-wedlock pregnancy, and a very-
high rate of high school dropouts? For the Hispanics we've heard
that it's approximately 50 percent. Why is that influx of people
into our city looked upon as a positive good?

Ms. BOGEN. Well, first of all, I would be surprised if it turned out
that there were huge disproportionate numbers of immigrant chil-
dren making problems in the public schools. I think that it is
true--and certainly the city recognizes that it's Hispanic students
in general that have a lot of difficulty, especially in the area of
dropout rates, but most of them are Puerto Rican. They are not im-
migrants. And sometimes you get a distorted view of what's ha]p-
pening with immigrants because people are looking at the Hispanic
group as a whole.

Now on the subject of crime, I don't think there's any doubt that
certain immigrant groups or subgroups have been a crime problem
for New York City. Obviously, some of the Mariel Cubans posed a
very serious problem in crime in New York. It is also true that
there is some number of Colombians who perhaps are not really
residents but are merely commuters.

But if you look at the overall statistics, you would find that on
the whole immigrants contribute proportionately less to New York
City crime than nonimmigrants. So that, yes; there are problems
that need solutions among immigrants, but that doesn't mean that
they are any worse than the native born. In fact, they aren't.

Representative SCHEUER. Do you have any hard statistics to backi hat i ?

V_ Ms. BOOEN, We have some statistics from the New York Police
Department. We did an analysis of arrest records for a 8-month
period in 1984 using the police data, which are flawed in various
ways that I can tell you if you're interested in knowing, and it was
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in that study apparent that immigrants were about 10 percent of
the arrested population, although they were 24 percent of the total
population. So that they were being arrested at considerably lower
than what their proportional rate would be.

Now those 10 percent are a problem and I would never say that
they weren't, but it's only 10 percent; it's not 24 percent.

Representative SCHEUER. Well, that's very interesting and that's
significant that their behavioral problems are less than the rest of
the low-income, presumable low-education levels, low-skills level
community into which they were merging. They, in effect, im-
proved the behavioral level is what you're saying.

Ms. BOGEN. Yes.
Representative SCHEUER. Could you provide that study to us?
Ms. BOGEN. Yes.'
Representative SCHEUER. We will hold the record open for 5 or 10

days until that comes in.
I used to represent the South Bronx and I had the highest per-

centage Hispanic population in the country for a number of years
and at that time I remember the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico
telling me that many Hispanics, particularly Dominicans but
others too, represented themselves to be Puerto Ricans because
they apparently had an easier time qualifying for various New
York City benefits.

Have you ever looked into that perhaps fraudulent claims by
other non-Puerto Rican Hispanics that they were of Puerto Rican
origin?

Ms. BOGEN. Yes. We're sure that that exists to some extent. We
understand that the INS is being tougher about it or the State De-
partment is being tougher about it in Puerto Rico because that's
where the control is weak, in Puerto Rico. So the situation may be
better than it was, but I don't think there's any doubt that at one
point there were many Dominicans who were coming in through
Puerto Rico, and that's why the crime figures may also be a little
bit low because you may have foreign-born Hispanics who are iden-
tified as Puerto Rican rather than as immigrants. I couldn't tell
you the amounts though.

Representative SCHEUER. You say on the last page of your testi-
mony that the presence of large numbers of new immigrants re-
quires some accommodation from the human services system in
terms of language services and culturally appropriate services.

Can you tell me what they are?
Ms. BOGEN. Both of them, language and cultural?
Representative SCHEUER. Well, language services are obvious. I

take it you're talking about bilingual education in the schools
and--

Ms. BOGEN. I'm also talking about the availability of foreign lan-
guage speakers in major city agencies where large groups of immi-
grants have to come to do some kind of business.

Representative SCHEUER. You also mentioned medical care to
those who cannot pay, but you mentioned in your oral testimony

I See Ms. Bogen's letter of response, dated June 9, 1986, beginning on p. 652.
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that immigrants didn't impose stress on our Government institu-
tions and Government services.

Ms. BOGEN. I said actually that medical care was an exception.
Representative SCHEUER. How about education? Is that not an

exception too, a major exception?
Ms. BOGEN. In one way, yes; and in one way, no. And the way no

is, again, immigrant children, the children of immigrants, many of
whom are native born, do not represent higher than their propor-
tional number of school seats. Immigrant households are 28 per-
cent of New York City households and the children of immigrants
were 27 percent of the kids in public school. So they are not exceed-
ing their proportionate share.

Now it is a fact that it costs a lot to educate children, that that's
a very expensive service and, furthermore, it's expensive to local-
ities because they pay a larger share of educational costs.

Representative SCHEUER. You mean it's expensive to educate im-
migrant children?

Ms. BOGEN. No. It's expensive to educate any children.
Representative SCHEUER. Well, immigrant children particularly I

think it's reasonable to say that they need bilingual education and
they need help in language skills.

Ms. BOGEN. It is almost definite that, even though the board of
education doesn't count how many kids in their bilingual program
are Puerto Rican versus how many are foreign-born Hispanics
versus native-born children of foreign-born Hispanics-it is almost
certain that by far the largest number of kids in the bilingual pro-
gram are Puerto pican.

Representative SCHEUER. Well, that may be true for New York.
Let's leave that.

Ms. BOGEN. Yes; for New York.
Representative SCHEUER. I was the House author of the Bilingual

Education Act almost 20 years ago along with Senator Yarborough
of Texas, and I sponsored it, having in mind the needs of our
Puerto Rican children, and he sponsored it having in mind the
need of his Mexican-American children. So I suppose around the
country the need for bilingual education would be overwhelmingly
for immigrant children. In New York, because Puerto Ricans are
Americans, it might well be that they are not immigrants, but
looking at it as the national Congress, you would have to say that
among the pluses and minuses, benefits and costs of immigration
you have to count the cost of bilingual education as a cost, and we
should do it. I thought we should do it 20 years ago.

What is a culturally appropriate service?
Ms. BOGEN. Well, that really means, for instance, in a medical

facility that it would be helpful if the staff members are aware of a
foreign culture's attitude toward health and health care because if
they re not it very often makes it impossible for them even to in-
terpret symptomatology correctly because things have different
meanings in different cultures and errors can be made.

Representative SCHEUER. In diagnosis and in treatment?
Ms. BOGEN. In diagnosis and in treatment. It can be impossible to

engage a family in treatment if the wrong methods are used. Very
often, culturally sensitive medical facilities make a point of invit-
ing important members of an ethnic community to participate. For
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instance, the more native health remedies are often incorporated
into the treatment plan largely to produce compliance with a medi-
cal regime that's really going to be helpful.

If you intimidate people and force them to accept something to-
tally alien, very often they won't take it even if it's a matter of life
or death. They would rather go and try their methods.

Representative SCHEUER. Well, of course, when it comes to health
today, you really can't force them to do anything. You can urge
them.

What is the posture of the New York City health system on
giving family planning assistance to Hispanic women, Hispanic
mothers, Hispanic females who come in?

Ms. BOGEN. It's available to them, of whatever immigration
status.

Representative SCHEUER. I'm not talking about sheer availability.
I'm talking about counseling. I'm talking about advising them,
about the advantages to themselves and their already born chil-
dren on the benefits of controlling their fertility and reducing their
family size goals from what might have very well prevailed in their
country of origin.

Ms. BOGEN. I don't know the answer to your question. It's an in-
teresting question but I don't know the answer.'

Representative SCHEUER. Would you give us some information on
that?

I just came back from a conference in Zimbabwe, the first ever
parliamentary conference on population and development there. It
was sponsored by the Parliament of Zimbabwe and the Global
Committee of Parliamentarians on Population and Development,
on which I serve as chairman, and for the first time we had major
statements by African leaders, by the President of Senegal and the
chairman of the Organization of African Unity, who said absolutely
that family planning and population control-rational population
policies, reduced family size goals, is a quintessential precondition
for success in all of their wanted development programs for health,
education, housing, and especially job development

The Prime Minister of Zimbabwe said the same thing. The Presi-
dent of Tunisia said the same thing. And that's a continent that
has enormous cultural baggage and it was heartening to those of us
who were there that they seemed to have crossed the rubicon and
had a virtually unanimous consensus of the leaders across the con-
tinent that they had to engage in effective population policies.

And there was a very interesting I thought op-ed piece in yester-
day's New York Times on this conference. My modesty prevents
me from identifying the author.

Professor Bean, your study concluded that immigrants really
don't displace native workers, but we had testimony a week or so
ago from Ray Marshall, we heard from Governor Lamm, they all
said there is displacement and it's real and we're kidding ourselves
if we believe that millions of illegal immigrants coming here des-
perate for jobs and willing to work at cutrate wages and cutrate
working conditions don't displace Americans.

'See Ms. Bogen's letter of response., dated June 9, 1986, beginning on p. 652.
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What explains the difference between the evidence you have ad-
duced and what seems to be a very considerable consensus that
there is displacement, that it's real, that affects the standard of
living and the job opportunities and the quality of life of low-
income legal immigrants and American citizens, mostly but not en-
tirely minorities-Hispanic and black?

Mr. BEAN. Well, several things. To my knowledge, ours is the
first study that has actually been able to use data, although they
are aggregate data, on the relative number of undocumented Mexi-
cans in metropolitan labor markets across the country, and basical-
ly we find very little effect.

I didn't put it in my testimony, but we find essentially the same
pattern in both California and Texas. I can offer a personal opin-
ion.

Representative SCHEUER. Please do.
Mr. BEAN. I think in part it's because it's such an idea that

makes so much sense, that if you have another new person coming
into a labor market or into a work situation under static condi-
tions, under equilibrium conditions, somebody has to be displaced.

Representative SCHEUER. Sort of the post hoc or ergo propter hoc
argument?

A l mmi ant comes in and therefore somebody has got to
dipaced

Mr. BEAN. I think if that's all that's going on, perhaps that's the
case. There's a recent study done by the Government Accounting
Office that comes to that conclusion.

But there are a number of other possibilities I think that are ig-
nored in that study and that have been left out of the reasoning
process when people look at the effects of immigration. It is possi-
ble that some jobs are saved by virtue of undocumented immigra-
tion, albeit perhaps at a cost of industrial modernization and coin-
petitiveness. That's another question. It's also possible that for
every job saved there are others created in order to serve the undo-
cumenteds. The whole economic process I think is -one that is a
little more complex than has been sometimes thought. Anyway, I.
don't particularly myself have a position on this one way or the
other, at least in advance of looking at these data, but when we
have looked at them-and I really think it's probably the best evi-
dence that has come out so far-we don't find any effect.

Now our data are from 1980 and we are already in 1986. I would
not want to conclude necessarily that we should not have reformsin immigration policy, nor would I want to conclude that the same
results would obtain if the volume of undocumented immigration
increased. But I think sometimes the whole question of displace-
ment and effects on wages and the numbers involved has been
blown out of proportion. I think there are other good reasons to im-
plement some reforms in immigration policy and if I could just add
one footnote, I have not heard much talk today-and I think this is
very important-maybe there was some in the other hearings-

.- _abot what happens in Mexico. I think it's clear that there is a: -cis m excoandi-ie-Lh 'fiite-lStata'os-mcesful-inharden ......
crisis in exc
ing the border through employer sanctions or through some other
mechanism, perhaps some benefits would result from that. We
might end up with a situation-and I don't say this to suggest that

-J
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immigration reform should not be passed, but we could end up
with a situation where we're confronting thousands and thousands,
perhaps hundreds of thousands of economic refugees from Mexico
rather than labor migrants which has been the tendency in the
past.

Of course, immigration reform cannot deal with that problem,
but you asked somebody else what do we need to do to really deal
with this situation in the long run, and I think Mexico is a very
special case for the interests of the United States. And the reason-
ing that applies to immigration from Asia and from other countries
just is different than that which applies in the case of Mexico.
Mexico has a large population. We have a large border with
Mexico. And I think unless there's some economic development
that can occur there and some attention can be given to how that
can be brought about, then we might end up successfully closing
the border but not necessarily solving the problem.

Representative SCHEUER. Well, we're not going to solve Mexico's
problem by closing the border, but we will certainly solve our prob-
lem and we will force Mexico, I would think, to begin to look-it
would force Mexican Government officials at top levels and opinion
leaders there to look at their own problem and to find out why,
even as one of the few developing s-that-are-oil-riohthey-

==...have had -such problems of economic disarray and why the social -
contract in Mexico seems to be falling apart. They're having state
elections in which a clear majority of voters seem to be coming out
against the PRI, and the PRI simply won't permit those elections
to stand. There's widespread fraud and each election begets an in-
creasing opposition to the PRI in the next state election which
begets an even greater order of magnitude of fraud.

The Mexican Government is suppressing its opposition. The state
elections would be virtually all won by the opposition parties down -
there, but the Mexican Government isn't permitting that to
happen. There's political iron fist. There's gross maldistribution of
wealth and resources with a top stratum of thevery, 'ery rich and
very little middle class and masses of poor people. With all of that
oil wealth, why hasn't Mexico been able to get its act together?

I went down there with a congressional delegation 5 or 6 years
ago and we saw the President of Mexico who was at that time De
La Madrid, and I begged him to use some of that oil wealth, to set
it aside to create some job intensive industries to provide employ-
ment for Mexicans, and I spelled out to him the fact that Mexico
had maybe 600,000 or 700,000 new entrants coming into the job
market, entrants that were already born. It was predictable' inevi-
table, inexorable. And the fact is that they had never produced
more than 200,000 or 250,000 jobs, and I urged him to engage in
some widespread labor-intensive job creation and to eschew the
capital-intensive model. What Mexico is in desperate shortage of is
capital. They are exporting their capital to numbered Swiss bank
accounts, the elites in Mexico, and what they have a pitiful Pain-

i.---ful- desperate -surplus -of-is-labor._Yet-th-M h-ican eltes are con-
stantly promoting capital-intensive development schemes. It's
almost an assault on the practical challenge that faces Mexican so-
ciety which is to find jobs for their people. It's an insulting assault
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on their people and the Mexican Government has done virtually
nothing about this.

Perhaps if they knew they couldn't rely on the United States as
a safety valve to take their 500,000 or 600,000 or 700,000 people
who couldn't find jobs every year, that they might adopt the strata-
gem, "Physician, heal thyself." They might be forced to look within
themselves and come up with distributional policies that would be
fairer, that would be more equitable. They might decide they had
to have a fair income tax system. They might decide they had to
stop the exodus of capital -to--numbered Swiss bank accounts and
start investing that money to produce jobs for Mexicans and they
might be forced to do a lot of things. But right now, they don t
have to do any of that. They may be on the verge of revolution, but
they think they have it easy. They think that they have no prob-
lem because their excess population simply gravitates north over
the border and it seems to be a matter of public policy down there
to encourage that in every way possible.

So, frankly, I think that as far as the well-being of the Mexican
masses is concerned, the first precondition for concentrating the at-
tention of the Mexican Government on stopping their capital out-
flow and improving the quality of life of the Mexican masses, on

_ac hin.a.aatimpr ment in the distribution of goods and serv-
ices, a-redistribution of capital, redistribution of income, ac Hieve-
ment of a fair tax system, getting away from this outrageously ir-
relevant pattern of capital-intensive industrial development rather
than labor-intensive enterprise, particularly in rural areas, until
we close down that border, I just don't think there's going to be
any incentive for them to bite the bullet and make the hard deci-
sions that they are going to have to make.

One last question, Ms. Bogen. You state that the city derives
,_.great -benefit when immigrants are willing to work at the mini-

mum wage.
As I understand it, you can't really raise a family of even two or

_- three in New York City on the minimum wage. Would you contest
that?

Ms. BOGEN. No; I think it's a very difficult situation.
Representative SCHEUER. Right. You can't do that and, in effect,

anybody who's working at the minimum wage, any wage earner
who's the head of a family in New York City who's working at the
minimum wage, has to enjoy public subsidy.

Ms. BOGEN. No; or a spouse who's working. Very often what
you'll have in-an immigrant household is three wage earners. And
with three wage earners in a household working at the minimum
wage you can live.
a Representative SCHEUER. You can live with three wage earners
at the minimum wage. Would you say that a good many immi-
grants working at the minimum wage are on welfare and enjoying
some kind of public assistance?

Ms. BOGEN. No; I wouldn't say that.
'--.. Rer*titative SCHEuER. You-wouldn't say-that? .........

Ms. BOGEN. No.
Representative SCHEUER. You may be right. To me, it seems that

in i'high-cost city like New York you're not achieving anything
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very good for the city to have a large number of people working at
the minimum wage. They really can't make it.

Ms. BOGEN. That point I think was only made in connection with
the idea that it kept the garment industry here. Certainly we
wouldn't want to see any large number of any families working at
only the minimum wage and having to have so many wage earners
in the family. It's certainly not desirable from that standpoint. All
I meant was that looked at in the most hard economic light you
could say that it works to the city's advantage, let's say to the ad-
vantage of New York City's garment industry that people will
work for low wages, or to the advantage of its restaurant industry
that people will work for low wages. If you consider the human
cost, it's something else.

Representative SCHEUER. Well, let's take the restaurant industry
or let's take the hotel industry. The garment industry is something
else because the garment entrepreneurship and the garment indus-
try capital can flee. It can go to Asia. It can go to Mexico just
across the border and enjoy significant tax benefits. So you may
have a point with the garment industry.

But let's take the hotel and restaurant and laundry and other
low-income, low-paid jobs. Why shouldn't the hotels and the restau-
rants and the laundries raise their prices 5 or 10 percent and pay

_ .peoploadeent-living-wagerwhich-for-ew-York-tty'h t'e sig--
nificantly more than the minimum wage?

Ms. BOGEN. I agree with you.
Representative SCHEUER. What's so hotsy-totsy about having

large numbers of low-income people living at the sharp edge of pov-
erty in New York City? I think I would be happy to have our tour-
ists and our business people who may, pitifully and tragically, only
be able to deduct 80 percent of their $50 dinner bill from their
income taxes-that has to be enough to make tears come to theeyes of every persort in this. room-they may only- deduct 80-,per-.
-cert. Supposing they had to pay another couple of dollars for a
meal to pay the labor in the kitchen, the dishwashers, the waiters,
everybody., Supposing it c0st another 5 or 10 cents to have your
shirt cleaned or another 50 cents to have your suit cleaned. Suppos-
ing it cost another $2 or $5 a night on your hotel room, which is
ging to be over $100 a night anyway for most first-class hotels in

ew York.
Do you think people would stop coming to New York for the the-

ater and concerts and opera and business center of communica-
tions, the center of practically everything that's creative in the arts
and sciences and communications-would people stop coming
there? Would it affect our commerce, our industry? I don't think it
would one whit.

Ms. BOGEN. I think you're absolutely right and I think that sen-
tence should be taken out of my testimony.

Representative SCHEUER. I think these industries are getting
away with murder. Oh, of course, it was taken out of context.

MS. BOGEN. No; I said I think that sentence should be taken out
..-. of my testimony. I think-youare100 percent-right..

Representative SCHEUER. Oh, all right. You've given me a perfect
closing statement. It's after 1:30. You' poor people have been here
since 9:30. That's 4 hours. You are entitled to time and a half for
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overtime and a purple heart with oak leaf clusters. I really appreci-
ate your patience and tolerance and your very forthcoming testimo-
ny.

I thank you very much for your forebearance. You have given us
very wonderful testimony and I regret again that this hearing was
originally set on a day when Congress was scheduled to be in ses-
sion when this whole place would have been filled with colleagues
eager to absorb your every word and benefit by them and, unfortu-
nately, we changed our schedule not more than 5 or 10 days ago to
extend the Memorial Day recess by a week, so that my colleagues
are in their districts representing their people and doing the Lord's
work. Otherwise, they would have been here and I'm sure they
would have benefited as much from your fine testimony as I have.
Thank you very much.

The subcommittee is adjourned.
[Whereupon, at 1:35 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject to

the call of the Chair.]
[The following letter of response was subsequently submitted for

the record by Ms. Bogen:]
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DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING
CITY OF NEW YORK

OFFICE OF IMMIGRANT AFFAIRS RECEIVED

June 9, 1986

The Hon. James Scheuer 
7A 1 ,101 .. 1C . .

Congress of the United States
Joint Economic Committee
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Congressman Scheuer:

When I testified before the Joint Economic Committee on May
29, you asked me to provide you with information on a couple of
points that came up in discussion.

First, you asked for data on the crime rate among the
foreign-born. A study by City Planning showed thefLhe-first------

-- three-monthsof412.7-peceiio misdemeanor and felony
defendants in New York City identified themselves to police as
foreign-born. Census data for 1980 showed that the foreign-born
made up 23.6 per cent of the population. Therefore, if the
foreign-born were only 12.7 per cent of arrests, they were
considerably underrepresented. It is probable that there was
some undercounting of arrests of the foreign-born since some
foreign-born persons may have identified themselves as natives
(presumably, some foreign-born hispanics passing as Puerto
Rican). But it is also likely that the foreign-born made up

-eGeasderably more than 23.6 per cent of the population since
undocumented aliens were considerably undercounted in the 1980
Census. The two kinds of underreporting may cancel each other
out, leaving the 12.7 per cent figure fairly close to accurate.

The city!s arrest data tend to be supported by the results
of an October 1984 state prison census. In that month, 7.7 per
cent of state prison inmates reported having been born in a
foreign country. Again, there was probably some under-reporting,
but the incarceration rate for the foreign-born would still be
far below their proportional share.

Second, you asked for information on family planning outreach.
The Department of Health and the Health and Hospitals Corporation
both provide family planning services to the foreign-born, either
free or oh a sliding fee scale. Generally, clients seek these
services on their own, but there is an outreach program at Kings
County Hospital designed to bring Haitian %omen into the hospital
for prenatal care. The purpose of the program was to reduce the

Two Lfay.tte Steet, New York N.Y. 10007 - 1363, Room 2220, (212) 566-2944
Elizbeth Bogen, Director
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exceptionally high infant mortality rate among Haitian women by
giving them adequate prenatal care, but the program serves many
other functions, among them family planning.

Also as discussed on May 29, I would appreciate it if you
would delete the last chapter on page 7 of my testimony. You
were entirely correct that this paragraph was poorly thought out.

If there is any other information I can provide, please let
me know. I appreciate having had the opportunity to present New
York City's testimony to you.

Yours truly,

Elizabeth Bogen
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