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ABSTRACT

bjectives, Methodology, and leltg;l ons of the Study

»m‘

The purpose of this s .
tics, country of origin, ﬁmplqymgnf hiztory, T
ndd te oxamine the man-

: _ . . L b . .
study was to gathe:, for the first time, information on the

demographic characteris
ipation in public servives of illegal aliens in the U.S5., a
power policy implications »f an analysis of the data on illegals.

This report does not purport to be a study representative of all illegals in the
o labor market or in the U.S. Because the number, distribution, -h T £
yjals in the U.8. labor e not knowrl, and because I: Y a
population is not possible, a reprcsentative samnple could not ch
o cooperation of the Immigration.and. Naturalization Service (I NS) 793 gypl;ha nded ille-

g l aliens, 16 vears of age or mure, who had worked for wages at least two weeks in
the J.5., were interviewed in May=June 1975. The study group con: ted of 481 Mexican
237 illegals from other rations in the Western Hemisphere (WH respondents),
] fr om ﬂatléﬂ: in the Eastern Hem sphere (EH respondents) . The respon-
across the nation; only a

primarily metrepolitan, si
were held at the U. S_EHEﬁiCQ h@rdgr No atbtempt was made

ce. The tentative con=-
~ted in thisz survey as

&

Survey rindings

Mozt of the 793 illegals were young disadvantaged adults who came from less de-

veloped countries to find employment here, primarily in low-wage, low-skill, and low=

tatus jobs.

Threoc—-fourths of the respondents fGFthFd that they had come to the U.S. to get
a job. Almost 9 out of 10 Mexican respondents as compared with 6 out of 10 of the
WH and 2 out of 10 of the El respondents, répm ted employment as their primary motive
for migration. 5 leave the U.5., a majority (52%)
plaﬁngd to return, qgneralLy to find employment again. . '

lore t L I n in the U.5. for two or mcre yeéa
The illegals ware yoaung (an average age of 28.5 years) males (91%), who helped suppor
(8l%) at least cne relative in thei homeland. Less than half (478) ‘wexe married; ;7%

t
reported a spouse in the U.S.

The 793 respon

$105 a month to their homeland, which
supported or he >

sons. As a group, the Mexican respon-
their home iauntry than fé%pDﬁﬂéﬁtg

dents reported glgnlf;canﬁly mors depzndents 1 = ?
from other regions of origin. Although t

] garnings of respondents from any region o
montk) than either WH (£76) or EH (537) resperndent

i *The ﬁﬁpujatioﬁ of int, st in this study is the population of illegals in the U.S5.

-he nation (a .prasumably 1argcr group, with possibly different characteristics) nor the
population of appreherded illegals (a presumably smaller group, which includes illegals

neither working nor seeking employment). Further, the sampling strateqy was designed
to include selection of 300 Mexican and 300 non-Mexican raspondents apprehended away
Ir

labor market. HNote that thi ﬁé equivalent to neither the population of illegals in
N

om the border; the distribution of the respondents' country of origin cannot be used
" to construct a statistically valid estimate of the corresponding distribution of ille-
" gals in the labor market or in the* nation.
O ' : = - . ) - i ) N
. . ]
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The illegals had much less education th.in Ehe: U.S5. civilian labor force (6.7 as
mpared with 12.4 years of schiooling). Respondents from Mexico had substantially

<0

less education (4.9 years) than WH respondents (8,7 vears), who -had, in turn, consid-
erably less schooling than EH respondents (11.9 years). Almost two-thirds of the
respondonts could:not speak English. Less than one-guarter of the Mexican respondents
spoka Priglish, in contrast to almost half of the WH and more than four—fifths of the
EH rjipﬁﬁdtnt‘ ?

The regp@ﬁdEﬁts had been primarily low-skilled workers in thelr country of origin.
Of the 628 who had been employed there since 1970, 18% had been white-collar gvorkers
les or clerical workers), 42% had been blue-collar workers (more

{(a majority had been s

.than haif had been operatives or laborers), 36% had been farmworkers, and 5% had been

workers. Homeland @Pcupatiéﬁ differed significantly, however, according to
nt's region of origin; e.g., 49% of the (407) Mexican respondents had been
as’ compared with 13% at the (173) WH and 2% of the (48) EH respondents.

zervico

- Mozt illegals were unskilled or. semi-skilled workers in their most recent U.S.
job. Although almost half the respondents who had been farmworkers in their homeland
mowvesl into nonagricultural work in the U.3., the net effect of the U.S. labor market
upon the occupational status of the respondents was a depreésive one. The oeccupation=
al distribution.of the study group in the U.S. was even less comparable to that of U.S.
workers tman the occupational distribution of illegals in their homeland. Almost half
(49%) of U.S. employed persons in 1974 were white-collar workers, as contrasted with
5% of the 788 illegals in their most recent U.S5. job; 34% of U.S. workers and 55% of
respondents in the U.S., were blue-collar workers; 13% of U.S. workers were in service
occupations as compared with 21% of the respondents; and 4% of U.S5. workers were farm-
workers, as compared with :19% of the respondents. : ’ L
rticipants in the study droup had been employed in the U.5. for an average of
years. Of the 782 illegals responding to this question, 44% had worked for wages
n the U.5. for less than 1 year, 27% had worked here from 1 to 3 years, 2i%, from
3 to 6 years, and 2%, from & to 20 years. .

The average hourly wage of the 793 illegals in their most recent U.S. job was
$2.71. The respondents from Mexico earned, however, significantly less an hour than
respondents from other regions: $2.34 as compared with $3.05 for.WH and $4.08 for EH
respondents. Working an average of 42.4 hours a week, the 23 illegals employed as
demestics: had an average hourly wage of $1.62 (which is below the minimum wage). The
134 respondents employed in agriculture, fa?astry, and fisheries (most of whom were
Mexican farmdarkgr;) worked a 53.6-hour week with an average hourly wage of QLED7-

_Respondents employed in other indust:ial divisions (mining=-1, construction-124,
manufa;turlng 259, transportation-10, trade-152, finarnce—-6, and nonhousehold services-
57) earned a substantially lower average hourly wage than all U.S. production and non-,
supervisory workers: $2.66, as compared with $4.47. In addition, those 609 fezpandenés
worked an average of 8.6 more hours a week than U.S. workers in those industrial divi-
sions but earned considerably less (an average of $117.03 as compared with 5160.47 a
week) . . A

More than a fifth of the 766 respondents who were wage workers and for whom
complote data on their mest recent U.S. job were available appear to have been paid
less than the minimum hourly wage (roughly defined for this study as $1.80 for respon-.
dents employed in farms, forestry, and fisheries; $2.00 an hour for those in sales, ‘
services, or pr;vate hous EhaléS;\aﬂd $2.10 for those in other industries).

o

a
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study group had belonqg~d to a labor union in their homeland,
a'uﬂi@n in the U.S5.; almost half (62 respondents) had belonged

m

only 10% of the
but 16% had joined
for two or more years.,

]

This group of illegal alien workers were significantly more likely to havL
participated in tax-paying systems (many of which are automatic) than to have used
tax-supported programs. For example, while 77% of the study group reported that
thev had had social security taxes withheld and 73% reported that they had federal
income taxes withheld, only 27% used hoespitals orBclinics, 4% collected one or more

'WQER* of unemployment insurance, 4% had children in U.§. schools), 1% participated

O i
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in U.S5.-funded job- tra;nlng praqram 1% gecured food stamps, and 0.5% secured wel-
5]

faré ayments, s
; i
Conclusions
Illegal workers in the U.s. are likely to be disadvantaged persons, with signif=
i;aﬁ,ly less education and fewer £kills than the U.5. labor force. Most are likely

o
o
o
I

, employed in low-level jobs. TIllegals therefore appear to be increasing, to an
undetermined degree, the supply of low-wage, low-skill, and low-status wWofkers in
the nation, . ' . e

Illegals are Erababﬁl qulte successful in obtaining lDw=lavel jobs: On the onas
hand, apart from any consideration of their illegal status, they appear to be like
immigrant workers: highly motivated and hard-working employees, whom U.S. employers
apparently regard as very productive workers, despite the fact that many do not speak
English. On the other hand, current immigration law makes. it illegal for most aliens
without immigrant status to work in thL U.5., but specifically exempts emplovers from
vielation of thﬁge laws.

pepending upon their numbers, the degree to which they cluster in specific labor
markets, and such non-market factors as the prercence of unions, an increasing supply
of these apparently highly productive, experienced, but.generally low-skilled illegal
workers is likely to have the follcwing adverse effects on the labor market:

s it may depress the educational and skill level of the labor force;

‘@ it may depress labor standards in the secondary sector, which in
some casesg would create an underground market of illegal wages, hours,

)

and workers;: - : . ) . .

-

¢ it may cause a displacement of low-skill legal resident workers;

‘@ it may create a new class of disadvantaged workers, one that in-
extricably conjoins national origin and illegal status ia the U.S

. R 4

A=3
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o
i
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PREFACE

The objectives of +this study were to gather heretofore
unavailable data on the characteristics and labor-market
expariences of illegal aliens in the U.S. work force, to
present those data within the context of current infofma-
tion on illegal immigration, and to examine the résulting
policy implications, with special reference to the question
of .the role and impact of 1llegals in the U. S.\labar market.

Wlth the financial sugg@rt and. intellectual encourage-=
ment of the Office of Manpower Research and Development, of
the Department of Labor, and the caapératlgﬂ of the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service (INS), of the Department of
Justice, 793 apprehended illegal aliens who had worked at '
least two weeks in the U.S. were interviewed in 19 sites
across the nation. . In addition, with the assistance of the
Catholic Migration Service and the law firm of Fried, -
Fragomen,. and del Rey, supplemental interviews were conduc-
- *ted of 51 unapprehended illegals working in two of those
“igites. In order to aEh1§V§ as high a level of cooperation
and honesty as possible, a common procedure used with’such
surveys has been falléwed, all lntervlews were Valuntary,

rgcgrded

The sampling strateqgy used in the survey, while resul-
ting in selection of a diverse collection of case histories
of apprehended illegals with work experience in the U.S.,
was not desigmed to produce a :epresentatlve sample of either
the population of illegal aliens in the U.S. labor market,
or of the population of apprehended illegals in that market.
Because random selection from either of those populations is

" not physically possible (even with strata based on character-
isties of interest), and because the distributions of those
characteristics are unknown (and are not a focus of this
study), it is not possible to construct statistically valid
estimates of the characteristics of either population from
the survey data. The reader must remain aware that extra-
polation of the gquantitative survey results to. the’ ‘universe
from which the sample was drawn requires judgment. General-
izations reached by such a procedure may therefore be in
Berror.
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With' the above proviso in mind, when the authors :héése
to go beyond the survey results and make inferences about |
the characteristics and role of illegals in the' labor force,
as opposed to the characteristics of illegals in, their sample,
they do so by drawing upon their own knowledge of and exper-
ience in the study of ‘aliens, both legal and illegal. 1In such
instances, which adre noted as such and which occur primarily
in the final chapter, the reader is free, of%course, to draw
his own conclusions, on the basis of differences in unﬂerlying
agsumptlgns about that papulaﬁlaﬁ. The survey data remain, .
however, a valuable inp' t into any such pracéss. < , -

In order to lav the grauﬁdwcrk for an understanding of ¢
the complexities of illegal immigration, the firsc chapter
of this report focusses upon American immigration policy
and practicés and the legal, economic, and social context
in which illegal- immigration is“occurring today. f~hapter II
describes the objectives and limitations of the study and
the survey methodology. The third chapter discusses causes :
of illegal immigration, examines the region of orlgln of . . ]
illegals, ‘and presents comparative socio-economic data on :
the United Stat=s and a selected group of nations which are .
major- sources of illegals. Data on the backhome socio- .
economic conditions of the survey. respondents and their .
motivations for coming to the U.S. are ‘also included. " Chapter
IV examines the characteristics of the interviewed illegals: , .
age, ‘sex, marital status, family responsibilities, education, g
fluency in English, and the duration and frequency of visits
to the U.S. The fifth, and central, chapter describes the
respondents' work eypgrlenges, octupations, wages, ‘and
working conditions in the U.S. labor market. Chapter VI
describes their contact with various governmental systems
and discusses the degree to which t@gggslllégal workers. pay
taxes and use tax-supported services. The final chapter
discusses the role and 1mpast of illegals on the labor market
in'light ©f the authors' lnterpretatlaﬂ of the survey results’
and the major objectives of U.S. manpower policy. Appendix A
reports the results of a survey“of 250 members of another
group of alien workers, the some 60,000 "green-card cpmmuters,
aliens with a unique kind of immigrant status who live in
Mexico or Canada but work in the U.S. These interviews took
place in three sites at the Canadian and seven sites at the S
Mexican border, and were- carried out in May-July of 1975, [
during the course of the lﬂtéerews with the appIEhEQded

=~

1llegalsi S
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This study is a 5pin—éff of an ongoing major study of
the role of immigrants in the American work-place, funded.
by the Office of Manpgwer Research and Development. Through-
out this study we have been grateful for the continuing
interest and cooperation of Dr. Howard Rosen and Ms. Ellen

Sehgal of that Office, and for the help of the staffs of the
INS Central and field offices; we also gratefully acknowledge
.the assistance of -other researchers in the field, including
Charles Keely, William Weissert, and our late colleague,

John Delaplaine. John M:Carthy and.his assaclates at the
Catholic Migration Service were particularly ‘helpful, as
was Austin Fragomen of the law firm, Fried, Fragomen, and
del Rey. Ms. B.J. Warren and her troupe of TransCentury
interviewers gathered the interview data for us with skill,
and Phil Loiterstein, Owen Sondergaard, and David Halem of
Group . Dperat;@ns, Inc. provided us with statistical expe:t;se'
in preparing the data for -analysis and splicitously nursing -
them through the computer. We are also grateful for the
continuing assistance of our research associate, Lili Wilson,
and to Robin Wagner and Charlene Johnson, who produced the -
pages, tables and charts which follow. Finally, we owe a
major debt of gratitude to the hundreds of illegals, without
wh@m thlE study wauld have been nELther p@ss;ble nor necessary,

the errars) are our own réspanalblllty ‘and do nat necessarily
reflect those of our sponsors or associates.
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+ implications, is offered. e

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Objectives

.The pxlmary ébjectlve qﬁithls small study, an offshoot
of a longitudinal study of the role of recent immiigrants in
the labor market, was an exploratory one: to secure hereto-.
fore unavailable empirical data on the characteristics and
experiences of illegal-aliens in the U.S. labor market. To

" provide a framework fox understandlng those data-dnd some per-

spective on this complex phenomenon, other often widely
scattered and unanalyzed information relating to 1llegal immi=
"gration, especially as ‘it concerns the labor market, is also.
presented. In addition, a preliminary analysis of the 1abaz—
market role and impact of illegals, and their manpcwer\pallcy

A
\

‘Methédclagy o . ; 0 - X\
i . : o
. WithH the ﬁaaperat:an ﬂf the Immlqratlgn andé ﬂatural;zatian
~Service (INS) of the Department of Justice, a survey instryment
was administered by bilingual interviewers unaffiliated with
INS td 793 apprehended illegal aliens, both Mexican and ,non-
‘Mexican, 16 years of age or more, who had worked for wages: at

'least two weeks in the United States. The interviews were \

conducted in 19 sites across the nation, primarily in INS;
District Offices in Los Angeles, New York éifj, San Antonio,
-Chleag@, Miami, Qéwark, gan FfabulSEQ, Detroit, Seattlep and
Wash;ngt@n, D.C. A limited numbker of ;nte:w;ews ware alse
wheld-in INS Border Patrel offices in various sites at the -
‘Mexican and Canadian borders. In addition, a small number ‘
(51) of unapprehended illegals were interviewed in New York,
City and Wash;ngtanF_D C. to provide some insight into” péssgbleﬂ
- dif ferences’ between appfehénaed and unapprehended illegals. =~ -
To secure as high a level of cooperation and honesty as pos-
sible, all interviews were voluntary, and neither the name
‘nor the address of resPQHdents was recorded, ‘

_“ ' The non-responss rate was unexpectedly low (around 5%),
and most respgnd?ﬂﬁs answvered detailed questions about their
experiences in the U.S. labor market, the amount of monev :
they had sent home, the number of trips they had made to the
U.8. in the last five years, the amount of money they had |
‘paid a smuggler, if they had been smuggled, and the number

_of times_ they had been apprahenaeﬂ by Iﬂvw">ThE,EQmplEtéﬁEEEZ___M
of the interviews and the frequency with which the respondents

gave answers contrary to their sélf-interest suggest that the
survey results can generally be regarded as reliable? .

4



. .%*an IN3 term.referring to aliens who illegally enter the °

=

N The survey data were aﬁalyzéé acccrdlng to the 793 appre~

hended illegal alien respondents' region®’of origin (Eastern

Hemisphere [EH respoAdents]; Western Hemisphere, axcludlng

Mexico [WH respondents]; and Mexico); location_ of most recent |

_U.S. job (East Coast; Mid- and Northwest; Southwest; excluding -
Callfarnla- and California):; cumulative duration in the U.S.

(12 s--than two years; two or more years); type of EmplDYmEﬁt in .
the. U.S. (agflcu1ture, nonagriculture); entry technlque (EWI;~

visa abuser); English-speaking .ability (spoke "English; did not C
speak English); and-age (16-24; 25-34; 35+), Data on the 51 , e
unapprehended 1llegals were handled separately Cross tabu- o
lations were also run for sele:ted groups of apprehended !
respondents those whose most recent-U.S. job had been in -

the New York.City, Los Angeles, San Antonioi— .or Chicago stan-

dard metropolitan areas (SMSAS),’and ‘those whaseimestﬂrecent

" U.S. job had been in one of the 23 U.S. cauntles that border

Mexico. s ' : . Do
Respondents'’ reglan @f Qr:gln and the location of their

most recent U.S. job, which was in some instances different

from the location of their a§prehEE51an and interview, were

as, fﬁllaws. - ,

;atrlbutlgnraf Reglaﬁ GE Origin of Apprehended IllegaL Al;en
Respondents, by Location of Most Recent U.S. Job. ' .

.y g . ) i

- - south-  Mid- and East "

Region of Origin Total -California 'LEESF¥, Northwest  Coast
‘Mexico .= a8l 181, 222 66 12

. . B ’ \“ N

Western Hemisphere, £ s ) ¥

exc. Mexico . 237 41" 1 18 177

Eastern Hemisphere" 75 9 7o 20 46 , ) 5
TOTAL 793 231 223 104 © o235 °

pefined in this study as the SEEtE§ of Texas, Arizona, New Mexico, : .
: | .

 @§1§h@ma, and Colorado. .. ‘ . - . .

Source: Linton & Company Illegal Alien Study,11975.

L7

nation (i.e., "enter without inspection"),.as contrasted with

aliens who abuse a nanlmmlgrant visa by taking unauthorized
employment or by remaining in the nation beyond the always tem- .
pgfary petlad permitted by the;r visa. - : =

. S-2




It is 1mp§rtant for the reader to note that because the
number, dlstrlbut;cn, and characteristics of illeyals are not
knogn, and because random sampling from that population is
not .possible, a prasaﬂtatlva sample could not be drawn from
it. Thus, alkhaugh the. sampling st:ategy used in tHe survey
resulted in selection of a diverse collection of case histor-
ies of apprehended illegals with work experience in the U.S.,
it was not designed to produce a representative. sample of ille-

_ gals, or of apprehended illegals, -in the U.S. labor market.
T Extrapolation of the guantitative survey results to the uni-
verse from which the. sample was drawn thus requires judgment,
: and the reader must remain aware that generalizations reached
. by such a procedure may be in error. ?hé researchers have
T . therefore made no attempt to estimate fhe number of illegals
Cow currently ‘in the nation or the distributions of their char-=
' acteristics; however, in considering the role and impact of
illegals on_ the labor market, they have drawn upon their
studies of alien workers, both ;égal and illegal, to develop,
tentative canslu%;ans that are consistent W;th, and Scmetlmes
strangly 1nd1;ated by, the su:vey results, : -

”‘Ba:kg unﬂ

Illegal 1mm1grat15n i3 not a - new phenomenoni. Neverthe-
lezs, despite only minimal grawth in INS resdurces, the number
of deportable aliens--located by that agency has-risen rapidly.
In the decade ending in FY¥-1974, the annual number of appre-

! - Hensions of.illegal aliens staadlly increadged from 86,597 in

FY 1964 to 788,145. HFhus, in recent yearsr”the numbal of
apprehernded 1llégals ‘has exceededrthe number O0f aliens annu-
ally admitted as immigrants, which®has been roughly 4007,000-— —
since the 1965 Amendments to the Immigration & Nat;anallty

Act closed U.S. borders by extending to the Western Hémlsphere
numerical restrlctlﬁns placed earller&upun the Easternﬂﬁeml—

. Sphere. . :

S

Historically, illegal immigration has been-largely .con-. .
fined to Mexican wetbacks, i.e., to EWIs who crossed the '
southwestern border illegally. INS has therefore consis- -
tently concentrated most of its law enforcement resources
near that border, where most apprehensions continue to be
made. In FY 1974, for example, 90.1% of all apprehensions
were of Mexican lll;gals, most were EWIs located near the -
Mexlﬂarj border l:y INS Bérder Patrol staff.- )

Unlike Mexican aprehended illegals, most non-Mekican'
apprehended 1llegals enter with nonimmigrant visas, in par-

—————ticular—tourist-visas;- whlﬁh‘*fi‘léy—gubﬁéqﬁéﬁt—lf—&b’dﬁ%ﬁ"* ra-
: maining in the nation or by finding unauthorized employment -
N (Most naﬁlmmlqrant visas specifically proscribe emplayment
in the U.S.; with few exceptions, only allens who are immi-
grants may lagally work in the nation.) : '
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In FY 1974, almost as many apprehended illegals came : .

from the Caribbean or from Central or South America  (34,948)
- as came from the rest of the world, excluding Mexico. Al-

thDugh the number of apprehended 1llagals from that region

is small in comparison with the 'number of apgrehended Mexicans,
" it has progressively increased and indeed doubled in the last
decade. Further, aur;ng that same period; there have beén
EKPIDSLVE increases in <the annual number of mala fide nonimmi-~
grant visa appllcatléns,uas well as in the anpnual number of |
honimmigrants (in partlcular, tourists) and legal immigrants ! .
admltted lﬁ the U.8. fram that rég;gn. Taken tagethér, : A
a Western’ Hamlsphéfe phen@menan.: Mcre generally, the egpia—
sive increase in the number of nonimmigrants admitted annually
into the nation (1n FY 1974, almost 7 million - nonimmigrants
entered the U.S.; more entered New York City-~[1.8 million] - a
that year than entared the nation in FY 1964); “the lack of
post-admission controls over their departure or activities
" while here; and the -allocation of msgt INS 14w enforcement
. ‘'resources to staff and offices near the Mexican border sug- _

. gest. that INS apprehension statistics are more likely to .

. - indicate the number and national origin of ‘the flow of- Lllegal ;% R
: g 1mmigratlan across that border than the number and national R
origin of the stock of illegals in +the nation. L t o

- R T _ . -

vSurvey FlndLngS B

L ) . " : i

1. MQt;vatlsn,;n Caming to the U S. Al mast three- quarters
- (74.2%) of the 793 respondents reparted they came to the U.S. :
_to get. a ij - The 48] Mexican illedgals were more likely to U
" have come to. the U.S. for economic reasons than were the 237 ; :
illegals from other nations in the Weste;n Hemlsphere (WH
respondents) or the 75 illegals. from' the Eastern Hem;sphere
. (EH respondents): 88.9% of the’ Mexlcan, .60.4% of the WH, and
- 23.0% of the EH respondents reported that they came to.the
© United States in order to get a jab.. Other reasons reported
W by the r&spandents were "to see U.S." (8.9%.0f the study group),
LN ~ "tp study" (7.5%), "to visit relatives" (4.4%), .and "other"
-~ ,(4.8%). In addition, though. all responderits wer:. required
. by'INS to return to their country of origin, a majority (414 .
" " “.respondents) said they planned to come back to the United - ' .
States, primarily 283 reported, to get (Dr, in a few instances,

to keep) a job. ne;e. o :

- 27 “Entry Technlqué A substantial majEthY (70.7%) of [
the 785 respondents to a question-concerning their:- status at, )
entry were EWIs. In addition, 21.3% had gntered the U.s.
with a téurisﬁ“qisa; 4.5%, with a student visa; and 1.7% had




been crewmen. The remaining: 1.9% had entered with other kinds ° |
of visas. Thus, most respondents (555) were EWIs, though a i
substantial minority (238) were visa abusers. As predictable,

virtually all (95. 4%) of the Mexican respondents .reported that - .
they had been EWIs. The majority (55.5%) of the WH respondents
had entered as tourists; an unexpected 37.6% of all respondents
from this region weie EWIs. Only 17.3% of the EH respondents

had been EWIs, as compared with 34.7% who had entered with stu~
dent wvisas, 26.7% who had been tourists, and 13.3% who had been-

Crewmen. -

3. Duration in the U. Respandents in the study group
had been in the U.S, for an average of 2.5 years. The majority -

' (53.4%) -had been here two or more years; those 423 respondents s
had been in the U.S. for an average of 4.2 years. The 370 ‘
respandents who had been. here less than two years had been in
the U.S. for an average of .5"years. £H IESpeﬁdeQ;s had been:
in the nation an average of 3.1 years,.as compared with 2.5 .
and 2.4 years for the WH and Mex1can respandents, resgeztlvely

=

4. 'Age. Most raspondents were young adults. The aver-
age age of the study group was 28.5 years, as compared with- A Y
. 39.0 years, the average age of males in the U.s. labor force. o .
hﬂére precisely,. 40.1% of the regpéndentsﬁwe e 16-24 years Gf C
____age; . 38.0% were 25-34, and 21.9% were 35 or a;der.&

s

5. Educati@n The study group had about half the edu* L .
cation of the U.S. civilian labor force 18 years or older: _an :
average of 6.7 as compared with 12.4 years of schooling. Re-
spondents from Mexico had substantially less education (4.9
years. of schooling) than. WH- respondents, and WH respondents
had s;gnlflaantif less (8.7 years) than EH fespcndents (11’%),

who came gl@se to the U.S. norm.. :

6. Sex and Marltaluggﬁtus._ The respondents, like appre-
hended illegals generally, were -predominantly male (90:8%), and
were less likely to be married than U.S. men cf the same age.
For example, 36.9% of the 318 respondents who were 25-34 years
0td were slngle, as campared with 15.9% of U.S. males the same
age. , Less than half (47.4%) .of all resp@ndénts were married:

at the t;me ﬁf—the ;nterv1ew. 7 o \

7. Dependents in Country of Drlgln. Despite” the rela- _ )
tively low iIncidence: of marriages in the study group, respon- .
dénts reported substantial family responsibilities in their o

.country- of origin. Almost 80% of all respondents reported i
that they supported or helped to support at le?Et one relative

in their country of origin. As a group, respanients suppartedp
heir homeland.

ive “Eiﬁeéwguﬁﬁgftéanhavera§e-af,4 Efpersans in




. - . ,
. _ o - ;
* The Mexican r%spandents were more 1lkaly than WH or EH réspcn—
dents to report country. of origin dependents,'and they were
. more 1;kely o report more aapendgnts. .
. Pe:centage D£ Apprehended Illegal Al;en Resgandents Repa;tlng
- Ccuntrzraf Qﬁ'g;n D%Pﬁndénts and Average Number of Country
of Orjgin Dependents, bg,Reglan af ergln P ™~
Western -
S Hemisphere
R : o Eastern exc.
Dependency Indices Total  Hemisphere Mexico ~ Mekico
Percentage of respondents , :
‘reporting 1 or more coun- 79.7 43.7 72.1 88.9
try of origin dependents VA °
L e . s
. Average no. of country of s . _ ]
" origin dependents of total 4.6. l.8 '>3i5 : 5.4
no. of respondents: ' N
“Total no. of respondents 793 75 . 237 481 E%Eﬁ
R _ o ——— —~ —
~ Source:  Linton & Company Illegal Alieh Study, 1975
. o 7S§h7Rem;ttan¢es tg Hameland Wlth an’ aVE?age grass weekly
wage of $120, as a graﬁp, s F FE——
an average af 5105 home a manth Mexlcan respéndéntsgrwha re-
- - ported the lowest earnings of respondents from any region of
' origin, also reported the highest monthly xemlttances to th51r |
-+ country of ar;glna 3 . - .
sz _Average Weekly Wage and Manthly Remlttance to H@melanéraf '
Apprehended Illegal Al;en Respandents, by REQlQnrﬂrmh;lg;D ’ *
) - _ : Average Average ° No. of
: Region of Origin Weekly Wage Monthly Remittance — Respondents
. Mexico 5106 $129 481
Western Hemisphere, . ) N 7 :
. exc. Mexico © 127 76 237 L
Eastern Hemisphere « 195 37 ot 75 *
TOTAL 120 105 . 793 B
Source: Linton & Company Illegal kliéﬁlsgudyf 19%%, -
o . s .
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=5§Dndents,

Mexican respandents were,

9. Relatives in U.S. Seventeen percent of the study
group (135 respondénts) reported that their spouse lived in
the U.8%; 12.7% reparted they had one or more children here
Resp&ﬂdénts here® two ar more years were five times as likely
to hawve a spouse in the U.S, as those here less than two years
(27.4% and 5.1%, respectively). WH respondents were more
likely. to report spouses in the U. S. than either EH or Mexican
-respondents (27.8% as compared with 21.3% and 11. 0%, respec-
More generally, 33.8% of‘the study- group fep@rted v
the presenve of at least one relative (spouse, child, parent,

~or sibling), whose legal r251den:e here may permit respondents

to legalise their status. " WH respondents were the most likely
‘to have one or more such relatives here (38.4%), fallgwed by
EHﬁgesp@ndents (33 3%), and Mexléan respandEﬁts (31 5%)

10. Number af Trips to Hgmeland The Mexlcan respon—
‘dents were substantially more. llkely to visit their homeland
‘than respondents from other regions. Since 1978, the Mexican
respondents had_ averadged 4.5 tripsxﬁa their country of arlg;g,
as compared with 1.8 and 1.4 trips for the .EH and. the WH re-

respectlvely

1l. Apprehen51gn5 by INS All respondents in the study
group were in the custody ef INS at the time of the interview.
however, ‘'eight times®more likely, to
reporif a previous apprehERSlan than non=-Mexican fESPDndEHtS,

- though respondents in the latter group had been in the U.S.

for a slightly longer period of time than the fdrmer. grbup

:té answer guéstions relating tb other- 11Legalsi

4

dents could not speak English.

resgand%ﬂts were the least llkely t@ Epeak English:

athar regions;

(2. 44y$a:sv% fi;he.Mexlhans; 2.6 years for the non-Mexicans).

Respondents were-.least likely
‘Nevertheless,
almost half. (48, 1%3) of the 621 illegals who responded reported .
» they knew at least one illegal from their hometown; more than®
half (60,9%) .0f 604 respondents reported that they had met at
least @ne illegal” in the ' U.S., and 41. 4% of 688 respandénts
reported that they llved with at- ‘least one,other illegal .in"

the U.8. ' As a group, respondents®knew an ave:aga of-17.1 1il-
legals in the U.S. The Mexican respondents were ‘more 11k§ly

to be lnvalved in an illedal netyork.than respondents from
e.g.,-53.9% of the Mexican respondents, but

ofily 27,5% of the WH .and 14.1% of the EH Lespandents reported
.that they lived with other lllegals

12~i The Illegal—wetwgrk

Engllsh Speaking Abll;ty ‘Fully 63.9% of the respon-
""" Those who could$ usually had
The Mexican
.only 23.6%

13,

learned it in school in their country of origin.



1 of that gréup spaka any Engllsh, -as c@mpared w;th 46.8% .of the
e WH and fully 83.8% of the EH respondents. As gxpected English- -
.speaking respondents’ were less likely to have Deen praviously -
apprehended by INS and were more llkely to have had higher wages
and higher status ijS in the U.s. than non-English $péak1ﬁg
re:pcndents‘ :

l4 Wark Experience in Hame Cauntry Despite their rela-
tive youth, few respondents were new entrants to the labor mar-
ket when 'they entered the U.S. _Less than 10% of the study
group had worked for wages less than one year. As a group,
respondents had worked for wages in their home countxy an
average of 9.4 years. WH respondents had been employed in
‘their homeland for an average of 10.7 years,-as compared with-
9.4 years for the Mexican and 5.8 for the EH respondents.. .

15. Unemplayment Respcnﬂeﬁts appear to have had an .
unemplgyﬁént rate of 10.2% since 1970 =- that is, on average,
. 10.2% of the respondents ‘were both without jobs_and lo@klng
fog work duflng the perlcd 197@ 1975

16 Part1c1pat1an in the U. S. Labor' Market; The 793"
- respandents had -been emplayed in. the U.S. for an average of s
2.1 years. . Respondents in the U, S. less than two years (46. 6%}//
of the. study group) had been employed for ah avezage of only
. .5 years. R Respanﬂents in the U.S. two or more years had been
émployed for an average of 3.4 years. More Prea;selypxaf the
- £, 782 illegals who responded to the questlcn, 43.5% had worked
' for wages in the U.S. for less than'l year; 12.7% had worked
“for from 1 to 2 years; 14.2%, for from 2—to—3-years; 20.8% “
for from 3 to 6 years; and 9.0%, from 6 to 20 years.

-« .In addition, 40.1% of the study group had held one U.S.
~ job. for at least one yéar, and 25.7% had held that joh two
or more ye&rs - Respondents working in the Southwest, those

?ﬁ%ﬁ' employed in U.S. agflculture, and those from Mexico were the’™
ST least likely to report long job tenure of any of the Subgrgupg
of respondents chSldered;J ) _ .

171 chupatlﬂﬁ in-® Cauntry of Drlgln Réspa%denta ware
substantlally more llhely to have been Lcwﬂskllled than skilled
workers in their homeland. The 628 réspondents who had been

" employed in their country of origin since 1970 were twice as
. likelywto have been farmworkers, (35.7%) as white-collar work-
"4 ers <(17.6%), and they were even moreé likely to have been blue-
coLlar workers (41.5%). Few, however, had 'been servige work- =
ers (5.2%). Respandents occupation in their cauntﬁy wf origin
since 1970 was highly correlated with their region of "origin
and educatién. For example, the 407 Mexican respondentss (4.9
years of schooling) were the most likely to have been farm- :
workers ,in their homeland (49. 3%) and the least l;kely to have

. ) ’ . . ) ' 2’j

L



o o F
.7 . been white-colldr workers .(6.8%). The 48 EH. reSpondents
(¥1.9 years of schooling) were the most llkelg t@whﬁve,béeh T
B . White-collar workers (47.9%) and the least likely to have = - :
cm e ' ‘been farmworkers (2.1%). -The' 173 WH respondents ‘(8.7 Y§ars W

‘of schooling) were less likely than EH respondents to’
been white-collar workers in their hgméland (34. 1%) and
‘more likely to have béén farmwgrkers (1277 :
L
18. Campaflsan Df Cauntrg of Diié“' Qé:_patlans.n
Almost half the respondents who had been farmwafkers in theilr
home country moved into nonagricultural work in the u. S_, and

twa thlras af the respandents WhD had bae'

e warke:s, Thus, as the fcllmwrng table‘ ug
1 . U.S. labor market tended to homog

~of these 62B respondents, ! 1
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19. Occupation in U.S% Since the 1965 Amendments to the
Immigration & Nationality Act went into effect, aliens can

become immigrants only if they are qualified relatives of U.S.
legal residents, political refugees, or needed workers. Aliens
applying for i grant status as needed workers are automatically
denied labor carélflcatlon by the Department of Labor if they

are seeking U.S. ﬂebs in "Schedule B" occupations, e.g., assem-
blers, cleaners, clerks, kitchen helpers. Three-quarters (575)
of the 788 respgndents’whg reported their:most recent U.S. occu-
patiom were employed in a Schedule B job; 8 had been self-employed,
and 205 did not have Schedule B jobs, though a number were em-=
ployed in low-skilled jobs, e.g., were working as waiters or dry-
cleaning operatives. The occupational distribution of these 788
respondents was as follows:  professional, technical and ‘kindred
(1.8%); owners, managers, and administrators, except farm (1.5%);
sales workers (1.5%); clerical and kindred (1.6%); craft and

- kindred (16.0%); operatives (27.5%); nonfarm laborers (13. 7%\

farm 1ab®zers (15;6%).‘serv1ce workers (20. 7%)

20. Wages. The average hourly wage of the 793 zesgandents
instheir most recent U.S. job was $2.71. Average haufly wages
differed substantially according to respondents' region of origin

tand the location of their U.S. job. The Mexican respondents
“earned an average hourly wage of 52 34, as compared with average

hourly wages of $3.05 for WH and $4, 08 for EH respondents. The
223 respondents employed in the Southwest earned an average
hourly wage of $1.98, as compared with $2.60, the average hourly
wage of the 231 Callfarnla respondents; $3.18, the average hour-

ly wage of the 104 respondents employed in the Mid- and North-

west;’' and $3.29, the average hourly wage.of the 235 respondents
employed on, the East Coast. In addition, the 136 respondents

: émplaied in U.S. agriculture earned a.lower average hourly wage

than” the 657 respondents emplayed in nanagrlcultural work:
$2.11, as 'compared with $2. 83

The low hourly wages of most respondents in the study group
are consistent with the results of an 'INS survey of the wages of
almost 48,000 illegals who were employed when'app:eheniéﬁ in
January-March 1975. 'The lower wage levels in the INS study yroup
are probably a consequence of the very high proportion of agri-
cultural to nonagricultural and southwestern to nonsouthwestern
respondents ‘in the INS group, as compared with the L&Co. group.

¥
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TABLE V=4

1y #2544 11 Ma
Fespondonts ir I

T Tllegael AL

LiCo. Scudy Group'-
65,2 51.2
53.5% = 54,41 39,2 41.5
.87 3.5 5.5
) Su.%L OF H:ifa i1 1.8
) — o _ _
ie.o 2033:3
47,347 7759

£3 for apsrehendsd lllegal
¥ through Mareh 1%75%; esluamn 2,
M en Stady, 1§75. . !

- ' HouwIly YiGs SAEa unavatlauvlae for 14 of the 7-;( respondante,
7/

) 2l: Average. Hourly and Weekly Earnings and Hours. Respon-
‘dents (excluding those in agriculture and private households)
earned substantially less than U.S. .production and nonsupervis-
ory workers: an average hourly wage of $2.66 as compared with
$4.47. As the following table indicates, ‘the 609 respondents '
earned between 35% and 81% of the avérage hourly wage of these
U.S5. workers in each of the seven industrial divisions. 1In
addition, féSpOﬂﬂéﬁts worked longer hours but canslstently
edrned slgﬂlflcantly less per week than U.S. ‘'workers. -

ioyéd 6F eritted §.ACSIFF, VAGHE, BF NOUEs AFE 3L
E eaclules 13 respondzAte iR AJFicui®us: &Ad 23 iR ! uu

Feragd =#ealy hunfl FAY RGL SUAL AVETAGE wf
caafdf Chaf the averkgs warkly wigs, Indisat
g®f ROurw.
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22. The. Questlgn of Explaltatlaﬁ ‘Four sets of factors
were regarded as indicators of explaltatlén of respondents in
their most recent U.S. job:

e minimum wage violations;

e respondents' perceptions of their working
conditions;

respondents’- reports of the presence of
other illegals in their workplace; and

o

° payment of wages in cash.

Mlnlmum Wége Vlolatléns M@re ﬁhan a flfth (23 8%) .

whom camplete ‘data on their mast recent U S rj@b were,
available appear to have been paid less than the minimum
hourly wage, which was roughly defined for this study as-
$1.80 for respondents employed in farms, foreery, and
fisheries; $2.00 an hour for those employed in sales, .
services, br private households; and $2.10 for those em-
ployed in other industries. . St

Respondents employed as domestics or farmworkers
were more likely to be paid illegal wages than respor-
dents employed in other industries (almost two-thirds
of the 23 respondents employed as domestics and one-

°  third of those employed as farmworkers (136 respondents)
appear to have been paid less than the minimumf‘wage).
In addition, respondents employed in the Southwest, but
particularly respondents employed in the 23 counties
bordering Mexico, were significantly more likely to be
paldlléss than the minimum wage than respondents em-
pl@yed in other regions in the U. 5. '
/ A .
’ Respondents' Perceptions of Their Working CDndltanS.
\1though approximately one-sixth of all respondents were

nWwilling to make judgments about the practices of their
ormer U.Ss. employers, .

rmﬂ‘w

e ® 17.9% of the entire study group (142 respondents)

' reported that they had been hired because they
, were illegal. . Respondents employed in the South-
{ . west.were two to:-three times more likely to report
they had been hired because they were illegal than
rezpondents’ employed in California, the Mid- and
A Northwest, or the East Coast.

b
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- : e 16.0% (127 respondents) reported-that they had been
paid less than legal coworkers;

@ 11.7% (93 respcndents) reported that they had been
paid less than the minimum'waqe; and

o only 3.5% (28 regpundentﬁ) Leparteﬂ that they had
been "badly treated" by thgg.r émpli)yér

N Other Illeqals in thé Warkplace. Although almgst &
302 of the study group refused to answer questions re-
‘lating to cther illegals or claimed ignorance concerning
the matter, a slight majority of the respondents to this
question (306 illegals.or 38.6% of all Legpﬂndents) re= -
ported that there was. at least one Gther illegal in. their
workplace. As a group, respondernits had wérked with an

. average of 8 other illegals. The Mexican respondents
were three times more likely to feport the presence of
“illegal coworkers as WH or EH respondents. Respondents
-employed in California, the Southwest, and the Mid- and
Northwest were roughly twice as-likely as illegals in

the East Coast to report llleqal coworkers. .

_ cash Wage Payments. More than one-fifth (22.1%)

of all respondents reported that their wages had usu-
ally been paid in cash, an obvious means of avoilding
the documentation of wages that payment by check would
entail, and hence an indicator of possible exploitation.
The 68 illegals employed in the counties barderlng Mexico
were most likely to report payment of wages in cash
(63.3%) of any subgroup considered,. and respondents
émplﬂygd imr the Southwest were more likely to report
cash wages (36.0%) than respondents employed in the
East (2(.0%), in California (14.8%), or the Mid- and
Northwest (10.7%).

23. Union._ Membersh;p Only 10. 2% of the study graup re-
p@rteﬂ ‘that they had belon%ed to a labor union in their country
of origin, but 130 respondénts (L6.4% of the study group) had -
joined a unidn in the U.S., and almost half (62 respondents)-
had belonged (for two or more years. Membership in a U.S. union
tended to be negatlvely correlated with low wages as well as
the indicatorls of exploitation described above, e.g., the
extremély lowrpald respondents employed in the counties border-
ing MEK;ED were the least likely to belong t© a union in the
U.S. == though they were fmost likely to have belamged in their
country of origin (l 5% belonged to a U.S. union as compared
with 17.7% wh% had! belonged to a un;ﬂn in Mexl:g) Further,

" ! \ . . «
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only 1.4% of the low-paid respondents employed.in the South-
west reported membership in- a U.S. union, as compared with
15.6% of those employed in California, 23.8% of those employed
in the Mid- and Northwest, and 29.0% of those in the East
Coast.

24. Partlclpatlan in Tax-Paying and Tax- -Using Programs.
The respondents were more 13kely to have participated in tax-
paying systems (many of whlch are’ automatic) than to have used
tax-supported programs.

€‘

Extent of Pa;ﬁi;;pétiap of Apprehended Illegal Alien Respande
an

In Tax-Paying and Tax-Supported Programs

Percentage of

Program Activity . , Reséahden@AEa;ticipatiénf
Input
S@Eial-Se, ty taxes withheld 77.3
Federal income taxes withheld 73.2
Eo p tallzat;an payménts withheld 44.0
Fi led U.8. income tax féturns ~ 31.5 9
Dupgpt
Used hospitals or clinics : 27.4
ollected one or more weeks of unerglayment 3.9
ingurance
Have children in U.S5. schools 3.7
Participated in U.5.-funded jéb training pragrams 1.4
Secvured food stamps - 1.3
- 0.5

Secured weliare payments

The Charazterlstlcsi Rale, and Impact of Illegal in the U.S. :
Labor ﬁarkét. _Preliminary Conclusions of the Researchers

R 1. Illegal aliens are probably disadvantaged persons,

but they do not appear to constitute a homogeneous group. Most
fESPGﬂdEntS in our study group were young :disadvantaged adults
who came ‘from underdeveloped nations to find employment hetre.
There were, however, significant differences between respon-
dents from Mexico, those from other nations in the Western
Hemisphere, and those from the Eastern Hem;sphe*e. in their
level of education,c occupational status in their native ‘land,
ability to speak English, and once here, in the extent of
- their continuing ties to their homeland and their contact
with U.S. governmental agencies, including INS.
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Though Mexico is a more advanced nation than most nations
sending illegals to the United Statek% today, tha Mexican re- .
spondents were substantially wore -likely than non~Mexican
respondents to nave come from rural areas, to have besen farm-
workers in their country of origin, to have had less than a
primary education, and to speak no English. The non-Mexican
respondents,- bt in particular those from the Eastern liemi-
sphere, were moTe likely. to come from urhan arszas, to have

had at least some 'seconidary education, to have been emploved
in white-collar jobs in their homeland, and to speak English.
In brief, the socioeconomic status at entry of EH respondents
was”close to the U.S. norm; WH respondents clustered well
below that norm; while the Mexican respondents fell below the
norm of this natlén 5 most dlsagvantaged peaplgs its blacks
and Chicanos. :

The Mex{:an illegals were.also considerably more likely
than respondents irom other regions to report that they had
come here explicitly in search of a job. .Once :in the United
States, "they remained more closely tied to their <ountry of
origin_than did the other respondents: they were more likely
to have a spouse and children in their home country, to visit
their homeland, and to send money home to.relatives. The
non-Mexican respondents were, on the other hand, more likely
to have a spouse and children here, "and to use public servicas
in the U.S., such as schools and hospitals. They were also
considerably less likely to be apprehended by INS. :

tt s reasonable té”éup§055'that these differences be-

tween MéKlLan and non- Mehlcan respondents are principally

the res ult of the unique physical accessibility of the U.S.
to Mexico, which enables Mexicans of a lower socioeconomic
class to become illegal aliens and enables Mexican aliens,
legal or illegal, to maintain ties to both nations. And,

in fact, most Mexican respondents were EWIs who crossed the

southwestern border ;ufreptltously, on foot =--.an entry
technique that requires. more in the way of physical endur-
ance, native intelligence, personal ambition, and social
contacts with an illegal network than 1L requirez in the
way of either money or education. By ccntrast, a large
majority «f the non-Mexican respondents were tourist visa

abusers, which presupposes a socioeconomic status that will

provide a prospective illégal with access to a U.S. consular
office abroad, convince a State Department official that the
alien's application for -a nanlmmlgrant visa is a bona fide
request, and that the alien has.the means to travel to-his
destination and to return to his native land. Further, al-
most half the EH lllegals had entered the U.S. with a stu=
dent visa, which in most cases presuppuses a secondary edu-
cation and requires an alien to sh@w that he or she has the
means to suppart himself whlle a student in the U.S.



More generally, however, it seems reasonable to suppose
that aliens become illegal workers in the United States only
if they have more to gain than to lose by ergaging in this
illegal business. If that is indeed the case, the low socio-
economic status of most respondents in our study group is
likely to be typical of most illegals in the U.S. work farce.
In particular. aliens who are skilled (and therefore, by
implication, more likely to be established) workers in their
country of origin are unlikely to become illegal workers in
the U.S. - The presence:in the U.S. labor market of the young
but s;bstantlally more educated student visa abusers is sim-
ilarly explained: they, too, are unestablished, with rela- .
tively little to lose. Further, like students generally,
they are likely to be ;mpléyed in lQW”Ekllléd ijE, as were
most respandents. :

2. Illégals probably cluster qegﬁrﬁphlcally. INS and
other experts 1n the field agree, and there are some INS and
Visa folEE data tD support the Elalm, that lllégals are no

cuéture, but are 1ncrea&;ngly an urban phenamengn, bath w;thé_
in and without the Southwest. We suggest that illegals are
likely to cluster in the .nation in the same manner as legal
immigrants. In particular, EWIs crossing the southwest bor-
der (who are predominantly but not exélu51ve%y Mexican ille-
gals) increasingly appear to migrate to metropolitan areas

in that regién or té the industrial centezs Qf the Mid=West

In‘addltlan, as 1mm1graﬁts ‘have ﬂane since the turn éf the
century and as immigrants do today, increasing numbers of il-
lagalg from other nations in the Western or the Eastern Hemi~
sphere (who -are usually visa abusers) cluster in major metro-
politan areas in the nation, especially in its principal ports
- of entry along both coasts, where the supportive ethnic
communities they need and the employment opportunities for
low-skilled workers they seek, generally CDJHELdé.

3

3. Illegals are Erqbably clusteréd in the secondary labar

market. Most of the respondents in our study group were em-
ployed in the Secanda:y sector of the U.S. labor market; i.e.,
most were employed in low-wage, low=s klll, low-status jobs.
Less than a gquarter were employed in white-collar or skilled
blue-collar jobs, and most who were so employed were crafts
workers (16%). Further, though respondents generally worked
significantly more hours per week than did U, S production
and nonsupervisory workers, their wages were bstantlally
below the average weekly wage of such WOkaﬁS\ln each of the
seven majgr industrial divisions for which there were compara-
ble data. - In’' addltloﬁ, a significant mlnarlty of resp@ndents

T



in the study group (more than 20%) were apparently paid less
than the minimum wage, particularly domestics, (Mexican) re-
spondents working in Texas, New Mexico, Avizona, or Colorado,:
and especially those w&:k;ng ‘in the 23 counties that barder
Mexilco.

B

3 Respondents! CDﬂGEﬂtIatlDﬂ at or near the bottom of the U S.
labor market, with more than' three quarters employed in unskilled
or semi~skilled jobs, contravened the heterogeneity of the study
group. ,Despite the fact that respondents from Mexico, other
nations in the West, and in the East tended to have different
- characteristics as individunls and workers in their country of
origin, their. roles in the U.S. labor market were markedly sim-
ilar. Like recent legal immigrants, the few respondents who
had been white-collar workers in their homeland exhibited a
strong downward occupational movement upon entry in the U.S.° —
labor market. Respondents were, however,.significantly less ’
likely to be employed in farmwork in the U.S. than in their
country of origin. Hence the American labor market appareritly
tends to homogenize at a low level an otherwise more hetero-
geneous but still pzéd@mlnantly low-8killed work f@:ce,

In general, 1t is reasonable to suppasa that lf most 111%&
gals working in the nation have' Tittle education, few sk;lls, "
and speak little or no English, their employment patterns are
llkely “to resembla'thﬂsé of our survey fespandents, i.e., they
are likely to be employed as laborers, service workers, or,
to a lesser extent, as Gperatives; . s :

4. Il;egals gpgear ta increase the supply of. low-wage
labor and. compete with disadvantaged U. S. workers. 1If most
illegal workers in the U.S. are disadvantaged persons employed
in low-level jobs, illegals are of course increasing, to an
undetermined degree, the supply of- low- ~wage _ workers. in the
nation. It follows, then, that the subgroups of the U.S. labor
.force with which illegals are most likely to be campetlng are
disadvantaged U.S. workers: the young, the old, members of ,
minority groups, women, immigrants, and the handicapped, who,
in ‘'some instanies, tend to be clustered .in the same parts of
the natioun, e.g., the Spanish-speaking in ‘the Southwest, and
minority qraupg qenerally and 1;”1qrants in major urban LEﬁtérS!

=

Further, illegals are 1;kely to compete qulte sucaessfully
in the. secondary labor market.. On the one hand, ‘current immi~
gration legislation, which makés it illegal for most ﬂgnlmml—
grant aliens to work in the U.S. but specifically exempts
employers from any violation of those laws, makes illegals
attractive to employers of cheap labor. On the other hand,
apart from any consideration of their- illegal status, illegal
workers appear to be like immigrant workers: "highly motivated
and hard-working employees, whom.U.S. employers generally re-
gard as:exceptionally productive workers, desplte the fact that
few speak Engllsh :

e



5. . The major immediate impact of 11legals in the U.S.
taaay is probably on the labor market. Most Eégﬁéhaénts came
to the United States exXplicitly to find emplgyment. We suspect
that most illegals who establish a residence in the U.S. sim-
ilarly came to find jobs, and that those who did not are un-~
likely to remain in the nation without entering the labor force.
Further, if the survey réspandents are typical of illegals work-
ing in the nation, illegals ‘in the U.S. labor force are substan-
tially more likely to pay taxes than to use tax- -supported sys-
tems and to support relatives in. their country of origin than
to have a spouse or children here. - Apparently, then, illegals
are also likely to have a s;gnlflcant impact on the balance .of
payments Almost 80% of all survey respondents sent.an average
of $151 a month to relatives in their homeland. The Mexican
regpondents were less likely than the non-Mexican respondents.
to have a spouse or children in the U.S. or to use public ser-
vices, but they were more likely to send money home, and to
report higher remittances. (We estimate a balance of. payments
loss of §l.5-billion‘a year from that source alone, if we
assume that there arz2 1 million Mexicans lllega]ly working in
the U.S. and that the Mexican respandents in our study group

are EEPEESéﬂtatlFE of that papulatlen ) /

. ° ) L

It is important to note, however, that 'if illegals settle
permanently in the nation -- a question which this study does
not address’ -~ their impacts,. both direct and indirect, will
of course be .both more far-ranging and profound. -In particu- .
lar, if illegals working in the U.S. tend to become permanent
residents, they can be expected to acquire a U.S.-based spouse
and children, to have an impact on population, and to make more
use of pum’;c services as they become more lntagrated into the
‘sazlety.

Impact of Illégals-' Depénd;ng upan the degree. to which
illegals cluster in specific labor markets, their numbers,
and the pre-illegal entry conditions of those markets (e.g.,
the presence of unions), an increasing supply of highly pro-
ductive, experienced, but generally low-skilled illegals, who
-are willing to work in low-level jobs at low wages for long
hours, is likely to produce some particular combination of
the following. five klnds of lnterdependent 1mpacts upon the
markets théy enter:

e ;l;egais will maiptain or increase productivity;
e they will @aintaiﬁ-gr'increasé profits; -

: o - s-18



e they will maintain or increase the use of labnr-
lﬂtEnSlVE work structures; -

e they will maintain or depress labor standards in
the secondary sector; and |

:® they will compete successfully with low-skilled
legal workers.

Cangruence With Manpower Policy. The nation. has been
1 making manpawet pallcy decisions for years, but:only recent=-
- - ly has it regarded them as such. As it evolved within the
framework of a society which stresses both .the v’rﬁue of
productivity and the value of the 1nd1v1dual, U.5. manpower
policy can be viewed as having four principal Dbjectlves
with a f£fifth appearlng on the thlZQﬁ more recently:

® to upgrade thé sk;l;s of thé~werk fcrcef

e to pratest the welfare and rlghts of the work
force;

@ to provide employment appartunltles for all
members of the work force; -

® to provide equal émgloyment ggpariunities for
" all members of the labor force, regardless of
race, color, creed, national origin, Dr sex; and

. ® to increase the level of job satlsfactlan.

The Adversa Effects of Illegals in the Labor Market.

If one accepts. this brcadbruSh dasa:lptian’@f”the nation's
manpower policy, a continuing influx.,of illegal aliens into _
the U.S. labor market will have the fDlléWlﬂg adverse effects:

e it w;ll depress the educational and skill lEVel
of the labor: farce-

® it will deprev- labgr standards -in the se:anﬂary
sector, which in some’ “cases will create an under-
ground market’ of 1llegal wages, houfs, and warkers-

® it will cause a dis placemént of low-skill legal
resident workers; . "\ ’ ’

o it will create a new class Df dlsadvantaged workers,

I ‘ one which 1nextf;§ably conjoins ‘national origin and
;llegal status in the U.S.; and ™
7 . . : N\
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e it will inhibit efforts to improve job satisfaction
in the secondary sector.

Given the inherent conflict between what the nation has
been, for generations, trying to do in the work place, and
the apparent direction of the impact of illegal aliens, we
believe that it is important to preserve both the direction,
and the momentum of the nation's manpower policy, by decrea-
sing the flaw of illegal immigration 1nta its labor market.

Régamméndatlans

On the assumptlan that lllegals are for the most part dis-
advantaded persons whose adverse socioeconomic costs to the
U.s. autwe;gh th21r beneilté as préductlve law—ievel warkers,

icy tawards 1llegal 1mm1grat1an and ;ﬁplemaﬁt more effegtlve
means of controlling it, prlmarlly by discouraging their entry
into the labor market, which appears to be their principal
gaal - Further, we recommend,that the Government emphasize the
pzeventian of future lllegal "immigration rather than the re-
"mcval of "illegals :urrently in the nation. .There are three y
general reasons for ‘advocating the latter appraach. adminis- '~
trative (it is more.cost effective to prevent the entry of
prospective .illegals than to apprehend and transport them

‘home again); humanitarian. (illegals whose entry is prevented
"are less badly hurt than those who are apprehended after estab-
lishing residence in the U.S.; the possible infringement of ,
the .civil liberties of minority-group members associated 'with
the identification and apprehension of illegal residents are
similarly avoided); and substantive (illegal immigration
appears to set off a chain migration and to come primarily
from-underdeveloped nations with high population growth rates;
i.e.,. illegal immigration appears to beget more illegal immi-
gration). .In the opinion of the researchers, it is the likeli-
hood .0f continuing generations of disadvantaged aliens attemp-
ting illegal entry into the U.S. labor market that poses the .
most serious threat to the nation, .and calls for the adoption
of a more restrictive immigration policy as well as for more !
adequate enforcement of current restrictions... :

-Within the framework-.of a restrictive policy and a preven-
tive approach, strategies that discourage the employment of
illegals and inhibit their movement into the nation appear the'’
most effective. The recommendations have been divided into
three categories: those requiring only agency policy changes,
those that also require budgetary déélSlQhS, and those that
require statutory revisions as well.



gggngy Policy Recammendatlmns

Recommendation 1: The Government Should Create Illegals'
: Employers Strike Forces.

[1%)

The Immigration and Naturalization -
Service Should Focus More Attention
on Visa Abusers. ’

Recommendation

Recommendation 3: The Government Should Develop Strategies
- i to Discourage the Growth of Illegal
Immigration from Specific Regions of
Origin.
Recommendation 4: The Labor Department Should Deny- Labor
. : : Certifications to Emplayérs of Illegal
Aliens. - -

w

Steps Should be Taken t@ Iiucrease the
Prosecution of Document-Abusing Illegal
Aliens. r

Recommendation

RééémighgaFiQﬁs InvclvingﬁEQlicy and Buaget ngs;derat;qns
- Recommendation 6: The Gavernment Shauléwiiiacaté ‘More -
- Resources, and the State Department
Should Allocate More Resources and
Prestige, to the Visa Issuance FuhEtlDﬂ.
" Recommendation 7: .The Government Sh@uld Allocate More
Resources to INS.
5 ? .
Ra:ammendatlans Invalv;ng Policy, Budget, and Statutory Con-
siderations ; o T

R mmendat;an 8: The Congress -Should Enact % Wgrk Permit
Program. ‘ :
ok {
Recommendation 9: The Cangre s Should Rémgve Elaments in
R the Immlgratlan and Nationality Act
’ Which Facilitate the Legalization of
Illegal Aléens.
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CHAPTER I: ILOEGAL IMMIGRATION IN THE 1970S: THE BACKGROUND

AND THE PROBLEM :

Introduction

W

Under current immigration law, there are four kinds of
people present in the naticn at any given time. Most are
citizens, ‘either native-born, or aliens who have become
naturalized; a minority are aliens, who are grouped into
three classes, First, there are immigrants or "permanent
resident allens,u to use- the parlance of INS: aliens who
may stay here for life, 1ive and work where they wish, and
become citizens if they so choose; they have,” with minor.

-exceptions, the rights of citizens, except they cannot vote

or hold elective office. The next group are ‘nonimmigrants,
aliens who are authorized to be in the U.S. for a limited
period of time and for a-gpecific purpose (e.g., as a student,
a feprésentat;ve of a foreign government, or simply as a
tourist); most nonimmigrants are explicitly barred, by the
terns of their visas, from working in the American labor o
mark=t. Finally, there are illegal aliens, aliens who
either entered the nation without any authorization (those
who "entered without inspection” (EWI), to use the INS term),
or those who violate the terms of their nonimmigrant visa,

By overstaying their allotted time or by working ccntrary

to the conditions of that visa. .

Before examining the characteristics and U.S. labor
market experiancés of our sample of apprehended illegal
workers, it is useful to review the context within which
this underground but increasingly publicized phenomenon
is now GEEufflﬂg We begin, then, with a discussion of

_the nation's current immigration- lelcy and its- evolution;

particularly as it relates to the issue of alien labor,

. We then describe the recent escalation in the apprehenslan Coe

of.illegal aliens’ increasing public interest in the subject,
and the need for a well-articulated federal response to the

. issue, based upon more reliable data and a more comprehen-

sive assessment of the policy 1mpllcatlans of this issue
than have- been available,



‘Current American Immlgratlan Policy: The Legal Framework
of Illegal Immigration S

.,

" U.S. Policy Toward Alien Labor.  American immigration N\
policy has historically been founded upon the oftern unstated K
but nonetheless fundamental principle that no distinction
is to be drawn (at least since the Civil War) between being a
member of the American labor force and being a member of
its society.. Thus, aliens who enter the nation to perform
a role in its economy acquire the right to reside perman-
ently in the nation, the right to move at will in its

N economic and in. ltE social structure, and the right to :
become a member of the body politic. In a word, they
acquire the.right to become citizens; they enter the nation

- as immigrants. Many .other nations do make that distinction:
aliens are #dmitted as workers but as neither permanent.
residents nor praspéctlve citizens; their movements within
the labor- market are therefore generally hlghly regulafed,
and their partlc1pat1an in the social and political fabric
of those nation$ is usually even more severely regtricted.
Most of the some six million guéstwarkers in the European
common Market are-in this situation; they have been granted -
only temporary entry, their status in those nations is
usually limited to their role as wage workers, and they
are generally EmpléyE§ as unskilled labarers.-

Once, dur;ng World War II, we initiated such an arrange= .
ment: the bracero program. Mexican males were admitted as

' - temporary (nonimmigrant) workers, primarily to perform
N -unskilled farm labor in the Southwest. The braceros could
L neither seek other employment nor.could they stay‘in the

N nation (without changing their nonimmigrant status), and
- they were sent home when their employer no longer needed : :
them. Although the Departmeat of Ag:;culture (first) and ‘ -
the Department of Labor (later) made an effort to guarantee
their working conditions, these alien ‘workers had few rights, )
and if they displeased their employer, they could: be deported.
The bracero program violated our. longstanding policy against.
the use of alien contract labgr; although.its advantages to
growers are obvious, with or without the Jlabor shortage .
generated by that war, it became increasingly difficult,
over time, to justify its continuance. Coéntrédversial-from
Yoo« its beglnnlng, the pfégram :was finally terminated in. the
’ mid-sixties. A )

L] - R . T - .
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It is becausewe have traditionally proscribed the use
- of alien nonimmigrant labor, with .the historic major ‘exception
of the generation-long bracero program and some minor and
_little-noticed explicit exceptions to it today,* that a dis-
cussion of our immigration policy is so integral to an under- -
. standing of the recent influx of illegals and the manpower ¥
policy issues that it raises. Excluding that narrow band | J
of exceptions, only citizens or aliens who are admitted as
immigrants can lawfully participate in the American labor-
o market. What laws, then, govern the admission of aliens as
. . immigrants to “he nation, and how do they relate to” its labor
. market and the increase in the apprehension of illegals in
the last decade? '

Immigration Policy Before 1965. One might imagine that
anything as central as the admission policy of a modern
nation -~ its criteria and methods. of selecting its newcomers =-
would be made with some foresight and continuing attention. :
. _ to their relationship to national goals, particularly its
- - manpower policies. One would be mistaken. Since- the turn’
‘ o - of the century, when American immigration policy first came
e into being, it has been revised.about once every other
‘ " “generation, with some tinkering or one-shot adjustments
-~ . in between. - And when immigration policy has been formulated,
: its principal objective has usually been the elimination of
the errors of the previous generation. '

Up until the 1880s we did not have a formal immigration - -
policy;: ours was an empty. land, and the frontier needed
people. In 1884 we decided that it was not a good idéa
to* admit the Chinese, and we passed the Chinese. Exclusion
Act; the Japanese were subsequently excluded, first by an’
international agreement, and subsequently by legisiﬁtiqn.

7

:% Under current legislation, temporary workers admitted
o under SecHions 101 (a)(15) (H) (i), (ii), and, (iii) of immigra-
. , tion law, &nd Intra-Company Transferees, admitted under section
I 101 (a) (15) (L), are the only clearcut and deliberate excegtions
to this statement; other kinds of nonimmigrants, such as
‘ Exchange Visitors and Students_are allowed to/work, but only
e T under highly specified conditions, and alwayg for. a limited
i - period of time. ) ' L ’ : :
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Immigration from Europe continued at a rapid pace, and
by the first decade of this century we were absorbing as
many as a million a year; by then it was clear that the
flows of immigrants were coming more. from Southern and
Eastérn Europe than from the rest. of that continent,: which
hadsprev1ausly been our prlnclpal source of immigrants.

The highly ethnocentric Immigration Commission, created
during the Taft Administration, reacted adversely to this,
phenomenon. Its multi-volume report set in motion the
racist immigration legislation which occ¢urred in the twen-
ties and coincided (by no means. accidentally) with’ IEjectlpn
of the League of Nations and the arrival of "Normalcy." A
spate of immigration legislation then Eraduced the nation-
of-origin guota systeri: if you lived in one of the blond-
haired, blue-eyed, Eurapean :auntr*es -- or the rlelatively
unpopulated New World -- 'you couiﬂ—1mm;grate to the United
States with ease (but few came); if you. lived in Southern
or Eastern Europe you could apply (but the waiting.lists
were-long); if" yau were from Asla, you knew you were not

Wanted.

‘Theré the matter rested for a long. tlme. Presidents
Truman, Eisenhcwer, and -Kennedy all f@und the country- afe
origin restrictions noxious and sought to change them, but
all they secured were a few adjustments for post-war dis-

piaced persons, and a reconfirmation of .the country-of-

origin system in the Mcéarran Act, passed by the 80th

Congress in lBSE.‘

The,lSES Amendments. The 1965 Amendments finally

put an end to the blatantly discriminatory immigration

policies instituted more than forty years earlier. Althaughvﬂé

the intention of. this legislation was Prlmar;ly negative
(and was in this respect very much an expression of the
social .policies of the 1960s, which sought to reverse all
earlier policies that discriminated between Persans on. the
basis of their race, color, creed, sex, or -- as in this
case ~-- their national origin), it simultaneously created,
without much debate, a new immigration policy, which is
with us today. And it is this policy which supplies the
legal framework that all aliens 'encounter when they enter
the U.S., and which defines their status in the nation as

either legal or illegal.



Despite the obvious merits of. this legislation, one
‘of the principal problems with the 1965 Amendments was
their negative intent. Those interested in reforming
immigration law were so incensed with the ethnocentrism
of the laws of the past that they spent virtually all of.
their energies seeking to eliminate the country-of-origin
~provisions, and gave very little attention to the substance .
or long-range implications of the policy that would replace '
them.* ' o ’

What did the struggle produce? It produced a totally

new and complex preference system for screening would-be

immigrants from the Eastern Hemisphere, and set an-annual B

ceiling of 170,000 immigrants from that part of the world.
It set an annual ceiling of 120,000 immigrants from the
Western Hemisphere, and in so doing extended the concept
of numerically limited immigration to the New World, for
the first time in our history. - In addition, it attempted
both to protect and to assist the U.S. labor market by -
creating the immigrant category of needed worker and 2
positive, rather than a merely negative, labor certifica~
‘tion program, i.e., it gave the Secretary of Labor the

~ power to certify (though not to nominate nor to admit) .

*~ immigrants applying for admission as needed workers.**

* In particular, the Administration's bill had continued

the traditional nonrestrictive policy towards immigration

from the Western Hemisphere, as did the bill which passed

the House. In conference, however, a Senate proposal to

restrict Western Hemisphere immigration to an annual ceiling

of 120,000 wal accepted, as was the appointment of a Select

‘Commission to| study that limitati . ~Although the Commission

‘subsequently fecommended a year-loc..g delay”in the imposition

of the ‘ceiling, Congress ignored the recommendation, and AN

the limitation went into effect on July 1, 1968. v AN
, v , & N

%% The notion of needed worker was not new to immigration )

legislation, but it had been only a minor, and little used

component of the 1952 country-of-origin preference system..

The labor certification program which those amendments had

created was likewise rarely utilized, and it was negatively

defined; -i.e., the Department of Labor did not routinely

screen applications for visas, but the Secretary was em-

powered, should he so decide, to intervene in specific cases’

in which he deemed ‘that the admission cof an immigrant, or

a ‘group of them, would adversely affect U.S. workers. The

1965 Amendments, on the other hand, made it mandatory that .

all immigrants seeking admission as.needed workers submit

their applications to the Department (or one of its agents)

“for review. ' o

r
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As the new immigrant category of needed worker implies,
the restrictions placed upon immigration by the' '65 Amend-
. ments were_not simply numerical ones. Since the pas;tlve
as well as the negative goal of those amendments were essen-
tially humanitarian -- in particular, the new legislation
gsought to enable the unification of families, which the
earlier ethnocentric immigration policies had often made
difficult, if not impossible -- the new qualitative cri- .
teria for selecting immigrants reflect that explicitly
humanitarian aim. Nevertheless, these criteria of admis-
51@n are at bottom more exclusive thaninclusive, for the
165 Amendments restricted aliens.who could enter the nation
as 1mm1grants to three classes: (1) aliens with family
ties to American citizens or immigrants; (2) political
refugees; and (3) aliens with occupational skills needed
by the UrS., as det%;mlned by the Secretary of Labor .
Aliens who do not meet any one of these three criteria |
‘can. neither become 1mm1grant5 nor can they 1awfu11y work
nor ras;da permanently in the ‘nation. .

=+

*Al;ens who seek immigrant status on the basis of
family ties do so only with the consent of some American
* relative, who must initiate the alien's petition for an
immigrant visa. Those whé are immediate relatives of -
adult U.S. citizens (i.e., their spouse, parents, or -
unmarried children under 21 years of age) are admissible
outside the annual ceiling placed upon immigration from
each hemisphere. Beyond the perscnal .inclinations of
the individual American relatives, current 1mmlgratlcn'
policy towards aliens with close family ties to U.S. |
citizens is thus a wholly unrestrictive one,. though by
its very nature, dimmigration of this kind is self- llmltlﬂg /
and -tends. to favsr relatively new Eltlzeﬁs, since they are
more likely to have immediate relat;ves who are c1tlzens
of _other natléns.

All gther prospective immigrants must be admitted

¢ within the confines of the annual numerical restrictions,
and must belong to one of the three classes of aliens des-
cribed above. Aliens who are not accepted as relatives

are admissible as immigrants only if they qualify as politi-
cal 'refugees or,needed workers. But both categories are
rigorously deflned refugees are eligible only if. they are
from the Mlddle East or Eastern Europe;* and labor certifi-

* Ha;t;ans, fcr examplé, who constitute ah Qﬁten ~discussed
and frequently debatéd subgroup of ‘the illegal population

of ‘New York City and4M1am1, have not been granted this status;
revertheless, these definitions are, in fact, subject to
rapid and large-scale changes, when a Presidént decides

the natior should play host to such defeated foes of Com-

munism as the Hungar;ans, Cubans, and the Vietnamese.
! f
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cations are issued only if the Department has determlned that f _

the applicant will ne;thar compete with nor endanger the
prevailing ‘wages and working conditions of U.S. workers.
In addition, in many but not all cases, the alien can urider-
.take his quest for employment or residence in the nation
anly under the aegis of an American employer who is wil-
ling to offer him a job and to petition that he be admltted
as an immigrant.

. Ironically,; however, jone of the paradéxlgal CénsequEﬂm
.ces of current ;mmlgratlan Egl;cy is that its method of
‘applying labor-market controls to immigration renders its
effort to protect the ‘U.S5. labor market largely futile.

In the f;rst place, Sane the three qualitative Gri—
teria for admission are independent rather than int rde—
pendent criteria (as, for example, in Canada's selegtlaﬁ
procedures), and since the agpllcatlcn of two fﬁth@se
criteria are subject to a number of restr;;tlans# the.

.great majority of the aliens who are admitted” ‘as 1mmlgrant5 &

enter on the basis of family ties to U.S. residents.* Most
immigrants are therefore selected independently of labor-
market c@n51derat1ans, and, as one might ‘expect, 1mm1grants
admitted ‘as relatives have considerably less to offer in
the way of skills and education than 1mm1grants who aze
admitted as neaded wgrkers.

Sécanaly, since there is a long waiting list of pra—
spective 1mmlgrant5 from the Western Hemlsphere, which has
no. preference system, the rejection of a labor certification
request filed on behalf of 'a Western Hemisphere resident =--
who. is, say, an auto mechanic -- produces a result which

surely Congress did not intend. The auto mechan;c is denied

« entry because the Department rules that he is not a needed

worker;. there are plenty of auto mechanics in the city where
he wants to work; he therefore does not secure the right to
stand in line for a visa; and his place is taken by a farm-
worker whose wife gave birth to a child in the United States
(who thereby became a U.S. citizen). Thus, in this not
unusual circumstance, a system that was created to protect
the labor market pr@duces a worker w;th an even lower level
of skills. .

* The 1970 cahart Df 1mm1grants was camFrlsed of 76.2%
relatives, as compared to 16.2% labor certification bene-
ficiaries, 6.0% refugees, and 1.6% members of other, smaller

' classes. See U.S. Department of Labor, Manpower Administra-

tion, Immigrants in the American Labor Market, by David'S.

' North and William G. Weissert (Springfield, Va: -National

Technical Information S§rv;ce, 1974), p. 9.
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. In sum, more by accident .than by plan,/ Eangréss I placed
the detested cauntry of-origin quotas wit] "a set of un

lated qualitative criteria which, when applled within thE
congtraints of its new system of numerical restrictions,

has generated an immigration pallcyiequlvalent to a nation-
al policy of nepotism -- one that:’ is practiced today on a
large scale. Despite the restrlctlgns to which we have
referred and excesslvely camplex and frequently bizarre
differences between the screening procedures governing
immigration from the twd hemispheres, most immigrants to

the nation today are selected apart Ifrom any consideration

of their céntrlbutlcn to society,* and their role in or im-
pact upon i'ts labor market. 1In effect, then, in 1965 Congress
" decided, more by omission than by commission, not to construct
. an immigration policy explicitly related to some positive
definition _of the public interest; instead, it created a
policy aimed primarily at fulfilling the private interests

" of its 1égal residénts and their alien relatives '=-- and it .
simultaneously delegated to those individuals (and.to a
limited number of its employers) much of its power to

‘select future citizens and wcrkérs in the nat;an.

Further, as tlmé has passed,” it has become evident
that there are more legally admissible prospective immigrants
from the Western Hemisphere than from the Eastern Hemisphere,
though more visas are available for the latter than the former.
This imbalance is reflected, in mirror-like fashion, by
statistics on apprehended illegal aliens, virtually all ﬂf
whom came fr@m the Western Hemisphere.

In_ short, the 1mm1gratlcn system now in place excludes
the very kind of person who is most likely to want to
immigrate to the United States, the kind that flocked to
" our shores at the turn of the century: the young, self-
selected male, with more. ambition thap training, and with.
no family ties to the nation. It is no wonder, then, as
we shall presently show, that most .of the illegals we inter-
viewed turned out to be young, self-selected males, with’
more ambition than education, and in most cases, without
the kinds of relatives needed to secure a visa.

* Negative screening persists, however; for example, would=-
be immigrants must be judged not to be likely to- become
.public charges.
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A Dual Immigration Policy: Alien Labor in the Southwest

~ What we have described in the preceding pages 1is the
nation's progressively more restrictive de jure policy s
toward alien workers, which has governed most of the nation,
but not the Southwest. For generations, a quite different
immigration policy has been in effect in that region, where
:almbst ten times as many Mexican nonimmigrant workers and -
-apgrghénﬂéd illegals were reported to have crossed its
1,945-mile land border, as compared to the number of
. ,Mexican immigrants, between the years 1870-1970 (see
- Figure 1). o - '

This regional policy grew out of a unique background
of historical, geographic, economic and cultural factors,
which has no real parallel elsewhere in the continental
United States. Historically, the Southwest had been a/
possession of Spain, .and then a major portion of Mexico

" before its conquest by the Anglos in the mid-19th century.
Hence, unlike other parts of the American West, which we
acquired from the English and the French, there was a sub-
stantial resident population enmeshed in the culture’and
physically close to its former countrymen. ‘Thus  the .move-
ment of a worker across the Rio Grande was not-an inter-
national journey until the middle of the last century, and’
even after the creation of this political boundary, the
Mexican migrant who crossed it faced few ‘cultural or social
parriers and no legal impediments or formalities until the
mid-1920s. In addition, the Mexican Revolution led-to-a
surge of Mexicans into the U.S. in the second decade of
this century, which served as a precedent for later work-
related migration and laid the groundwork for the support:
system that facilitates the movement of peoples from cme
region to another. , L .

“For generations, then, there were no bars to the.
northbound movement of Mexican nationals, and,.as the

Southwest began to be developed, for generations there

has been a large surplus of unskilled labor on, the.south-
ern side of that border and a long hHistory of demand for
it on the northern side. ' To some extent that demand re-
lated to the mature  of the terrain, .to the kind of labor-
intensive agriculture that was profitable in the Imperial

: _ ) and Lower Rio Grande Valleys, for instance; and to some

extent the abundant supply of unskilled labor attracted

: ‘labor-intensive light industry to the area. As these

T activities flourished, over time, on both sides of the

porder, news of the opportunities for employment and good

|
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(by Mexican standards) wages traveled back to campesinos

in the interior of :Mexico, and workers came north to the
border provinces, which have had a remarkable record for
population growth. Thus the supply of unskilled labor

has continued to expand at a much faster rate than job
opportunities in the area =- a situation which has created
substantial levels of unemployment on both sides of the
border, as discussed in Appendix A of this report. 1In
brief, given the developing labor-intensive economy in

the north and the pool of unskilled labor - in the south,

a historic precedent of northbound migration, the Span;sh—
speak;ng culture which bridged the border, and the politi-
cal insignificance (for so many years) of the border itself,
workers moved easily from their homes in Mexico-to

"gobs in the states, as those jobs came into being. - .

In 1925, some farmalltles began to lﬂtEEVEEE in
- this easy flow of workers; movements which had pIEVlGusly
been extralegal became eitHer sanctioned, legal ones, or
-equally sdnctioned, but’ 1llegal ones. : -

The formally sanctioned movements - of alien WEIRE£S
were three in number; first, there was the arrjval of
immigrants who came to the Unlted States to. llve and
work. This:process was considerably less.of-a barrier

© to Mexican workers than.it was to, say; Italianm’ones,

because there were no gquotas; most young, healthy Mexican
nationals who wanted an immigrant visa (and were willing,
as many were not, to wade through the required red tape)
could secure one. ~ ‘

B i .

The second movement, one we deal with more exten-
s;vely in Appendix A, was a 5peg;al;zed segment of the
first: the use of the immigrant visa to legitimate ‘the
daily or weekly movement of Mex;can nationals, who had
secured the- ng ht to be permanent resident aliens, from
their homes In Mexico te their jobs in the States. While
the permanent movement of immigrants, noted abave, is
analagaus to that of Eastern Hemlsphere 1mm1grants, this’
"green-card commuter” phenomenon is a unique, if minor,
southwestern variation Dﬁ how the natlsn acqulres alien -
workers.

The third of these legally sanctléneg,mcvements of
.alien workers was that of the braceros. Although some
‘of the braceros seeped into the Mid West (and were "used
in Michigan's cucumber hatvest -as recently as 1964), the
bracero pragram was esseﬁtlally, as we nﬁtea earlier,

P



created and, for arquarter of a century, valiantly defended, E
by scuthwest agricultural interests. The program:was a P
“large one; in many years more than 400,000 braceros were
annually admitted to work in the United States. But it
produced morée than temporary alien workers: it created
T patterns of explicitly work-related movements of aliens, .
’ from South to North; it created the braeercs' expectations
of higher wages than were possible within the Mexican eco- N
nomy; it provided them with U:S. job contacts ‘and job
3 skills; it exposed them to the Anglo demand for their labor;
’ and it armed them with an acquaintance with the English
language and Anglo customs == including the work. habits
-of INS. For many rural Mexican males, the bracero program
was an eye-opener; they learned abcut American jobs and
American wages; many responded to their U.S. employers'
interest in bypassing the federally regulatga program ) ,
during its existence; and many kept traveling north after _ e
the program ended, despite the fact those trips were illegal a
‘'ones. Thus, unlike the. rest of the natlcn, ‘where one
generally had te\bé an 1mm1grant to work in the U.S., there
e were, over many years, substant;al numbers of sanctioned,
' semi~immigrant (qreen=ca:d cammuters), nﬁnlmmlgrant and
illegal aliens avallable to ‘do’ the region's least attrac- ,
tive work.

But gféénﬂcard commuters are n@t much good to a
.grower 200 miles from the border, the bracero program was,
not always in eperatlan, nor was.it always the preferred
- method of finding: either workers or work; "undocumented
workers" (the charming euphemism of the Chicano militants,
.recently adopted by the U.N.) have been the historic an-
swer to the Southwest's need for low-skilled labor; with .
their incidence rising and falling with varying. economic : '
and gavernmental conditions. When times are good, illegal
workers are ‘de facto sanctioned, though de jure proscribed.
when times are bad, such as durlng the thirties, or.when
the federdl government cracks down on illegals (as it did
during "Operation Wetback" in the mid-fifties), the number
ADf illegals are decreasgd. .




Thus the Southwest has institutedba sui geﬁe;is'iﬁmié
gration policy* with respect to its use of alien labor -- -
a policy which, when it affected federal policy, led to

_the bracero program,-and to the notorious ‘Texas Proviso

in the Immigration & Nationality Act,” which explicitly

" defines employment.of or employment-related actions

toward illegals as non-harboring activities, which exempts
employers of illegals from the criminal penalties attached
to the harboring of illegals. ‘Hence it is not illegal for
an employer to hire aliens who are not legally authorized
to work in the U.S., though it is illegal for those aliens
to work. : s A : ST

The foregoing discussion of the Southwest has “largely

ignored the- role of INS, though most.of its resources-

are concentrated along that border; this was not'acciden-
tal. Two points should be made about its role in this
region, First, it'is an alien force in that part of the
country. . Unlike the employers of illegals, who are tied
to the area by their investments and families, and the
illegals, who are often tied to .the region by family con-

" pnections ‘and inertia, the Immigration Service has no : -

such bonds. 1It-has been dispatched to the border to .

do  what needs to be done, as determined by the Government-
;FsWashiggt@ni= It is lonely business, for there is precious
l%gtle support for what tliey have to do: . the Chicanos
do\not like "La Migra," as INS is called, .because they
apprehend Mexicans, and the Establishment does not like
it,ggézause'it apprehends its workers.-

§gc®nd1y, the Immigration Service has been largely ,
a static and limited force;, its resources remain relatively
the same' (and until recently its tactics and techniques -
varied little as well), and it had little flexibility,
to cope with the rise and fall of flows of illegals. The
only major exception to this rule was during. "Operation’

‘Weétback," when substantially increased resources were made.

available to the Service.. e
. s, .
\'\

* gee, for exaggleg Ellwyn R. Stoddard, "Illegal Mexican

Labor in the Borderlands: Institutionalized Support of an-.
Unlawful Practice," paper presented at the American Socio- .
logical Association,s 26 August 1975, to be published 'in the
April/July 1976 issue of the Pacific Sociological Review,

in revised form. \ B - :

,
s
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INS, .in shcrt,‘ls a factor but not a major Vaflablé
in the alien. worker eguatlan in the Southwest; although
its misgion is to uphold federal immigration policy, forces
that produced its de facto alien worker policy have kept
it a small enough element so that it does rot unduly .
threaten the felt needs of the southwest Establishment.
As Ellwyn Stoddard has recently argued, illegals are so
much a part of the socio-economic structure of the South-

. west, that INS provides more of a peace-keeping operation

~.than a laW*enf@rcement rgle in that’ §art of the nat;aﬁ *

lllleggl Imm;gratlan in the 19705

Numbers. The 1965. Amendments went 1nt@ full effect:
in 1968, Since then, about 400,000-aliens have been.
annually admitted as immigrants within the framework of
the immigration poélicy outlined above. 1In recent. years,
however, -the number: of illegal aliens apprehended by
+ INS has annually exceeded the number of aliens adm;tted
as, lmmlgrants. oo

In FY. 1974, for axam§lé, almost twice as many lllegal
aliens were located than immigrants were admitted: 788,145
deportable (i.e., illegal) aliens; 394,861, immigrants.,

In fact, INS apprehensions of illegal aliens have increased
enarmcusly since 1964, despite only a minimal 1ﬂcrEaSE in
its staff;ng, shawn 1n Figure 2. v

As natéd in the introduction to th;s chapter. illegals
are allens who are- eithér present in the nation without
-any auﬁharlzatian at all (EWIS), or they-are aliens whose
activities or c¢ontinued presénce here v1alate the E@ndltanE
of the;r nanlmmlgrant visa (visa abusers) -

Some illegal al;ens are Qﬁlg;technlcally 1llega1-_ .
that is, they have valid-claims to reside here, but. ELthera
they have not bothered.to légitimate their status, or they
are waiting fd% that sometimes lengthy and complicated pro-
cedure to be completed. Ironically, however, 1mm1gratléﬂ
law is such that the longer an illegal is here, the better
his or her chances of becoming a legal resident. "Close
family ties," for example, can be acquired by marrying a
U.S. citizen or a resident alien, or by becoming the parent
of an Amérlcan-barn child. a frleﬂdly emplayér, or certain

i,

4

* .Stoddard, "Illegal Mexican Labor," p. 15.

i
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, F GURE I-2 )

Percentage of Change in Bardar Patrol Apprehens.lans Df Illegal
Aliens amﬂ. Stafflng le the B@rdar Patrol, 1954 1974
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needed occupational skills ~- and therefore labor certi- =~ -
fication and adjustment from illegal or nonimmigrant status
to immigrant status -- can be.similarly acquired. Tech-
nical illegality can thérefcre o. :en signal the former..
presence of a "real" illegal, &s well as the future pre- '
_sence of a~"real" legal. Th;s ambiguity is one instance
of what soon becomes apparent’in.the course of a study of
illegals: ~the phenomenon of, 1llegal immigration, while .
clearly. a. function of space, since it takeés place across
1nternatlgnal borders, must: alsc be viewed as a function
of time. Illegal allens are the résult. Qf an interaction
"~~~ or series ‘of 1nteract1@ns -~ between ‘zn individual °
foréigner and the intricacies of American ;mmlgratlan .
policy and practices. As edch:changes over time, so, too,
will their interaction, and hence . the ‘legality or illegal-
ity of the 1nd1v1dual in question; for example, millions
of nsnlmmlgrant visas are issued ‘each year anﬂimllllgns
likewise ‘expire, though the aliens who hold them may re- -
maln, enroll as stuﬂents, marry, bear chlldfén, or work .
for ‘a fare;gn embassy, with or w1thgut an appfcprlate
change in thegr legal status. ’ |

As our sketch of the sauthwest border suggests, the

. "massive influx" of illegal aliens occurring in the 1970s
~is not, however, unique in-U.S8. hlstéry and cannot there-

" fore be viewed solely as a consequence of the 1965 Amends:
ments. Although its numerical restrictions to immigration
were new, at least as they apply to the Western Hemisphere,
the source of most apprehended illegals, a flow of large
numbers of illegal aliens into the nation.is not. Even
before numerical limitations were extended to the Western
Hemisphere; the number of illegal aliens found in the U.S.
wds, often far in excess of the rumber of immigrants arriving
thén 1n,thé_nat;§n, as the following INS statistics reveal.

In 1941-50, 1,035,139 immigrants were aﬁmlttéﬂ' L.
‘1,377,210 illegal aliens were apprehended by INS; - during
the bracero pr@gram,;ln 1951~60,. when "Operation Wetback"
took place in the EDuthwest over a two-year period,
2,515,479 immigrants were admitted;. 3,584,299 deportable
aliens were found. Presumably the success ¢f that, full-
scale INS activity played. a role in the considerable de-.
crease of illegals apprehended in the following decade
(1961-70), when-3,321,677 immigrants were.admitted and

1,608,356 illegals were apprehended. Since that time,

from July 1, 1970 to June 30, 1974, 1,550,086 immigrants
have been admltted == and 2, 370 188 1llegals were appre-
hended.

5d | ,,
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Geographic Distribution. Most apprehéﬁégd illegal aliens
are located at the southwest border, where|INS resources are
hneavily concentrated. " In FY 1974, for example, 88.4% of the
788,145 deportable aliens located that year were apprehended
in that region;* the overwhelming majority |(681,100) were’
Mexican EWIs; most (611,246) were located by that region's -
Border Patrol.** Table I-lL shows in more detail the geo-
graphic distribution of those apprehensions, which is typical

of earlier years, and it also reflects the INS distinction
between arrests made by the Border Patrol, the unifoxmed

‘police:force of the Immigration Service, and those by INS

District Cffice staff, plainclothes officers routinely sta-
tioned away from U.S. boxders. Co ;

As discussed in more detail in Chapter II, INS apprehen— .
sion statistics are workload, not demographic, data; they
record what the agency does, and where it does it. What INS
does is, in turn, a reflection of the resources available to
it and their distribution. Tdentifying and apprehending ille-
gals at the southwest border is far more cost effective than
in the interior of the nation. In the latter instance, there
are practical and legal difficulties in identifying persons

~as illegal aliens, legal representation, which intreases staff
time, is more likely, and custodial costs associated with appre-
hersions are also higher (along. the bordexr, INS maintains its

owr: detention facilities; in the intexior, the agency rents
prison .cells, at motel rates). Further, and most significantly,
illegals apprehended at or near the southwest border can be
Lused back across it; illegals located in Chicago, for example,
must be flown back to their country of origin, often at INS

.expense.

i : .
Given these considerations and the fact that illegal immi-
gration has historically been largely confined to Mexican ille-
gal “entrants, INS has consistently concentrated most of its
resources at the southwest border ,.where most apprehensions
dapntinue \to be made. ' ;

‘ \

e \,3, 77 i ”  ; ) ;'EW 175 '! . ‘-g ;‘,f"

*The INS Southwest Region was at that time defined by INS

as comprising Arizona, Caiif@:nia,'Calaraﬂ@,‘Hawail,”Nevaﬂa,
‘New Mexico, Oklahoma, Texas, Utah, and Wyoming. Early in 1976,

INS rearrangeéd 'its regional boundaries, to divide the Mexican
border -between ch2 new Southern Region, headquartered in Dallas,
and a new. Westarn. Region, headquartered: at San Pedro, Califor-
nia. All references to INS regions in this report relate to
the earlier set of boundaries. - : |

' ¥*TNS Annual Report, 1974, Tables 27B and 30.
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TABLE I-1

Mumber of Iliegal Alieng Apprehended by INS, by Apprehending Unit and
Place of Apprehiensinn, 1974

.

HORTHEAST REGION . . . . . . , 31

25%  SOUTHEAST REGION . . . . . . . 27,757
1) : ’ 3

Border Patrol . . ., . . . . 6,012 ‘E@rdgtrfargi; c s s s o= s s 10,837

Miami, FIL 5,408
New Orleans, LA 5,129 -

Buffalo, MY 1,1
Houlton, ME 7
Ogdensburg, Ny 8
swanton, VT Co3,2

District 0ffice . . . . . . 16,820

Atlanta, GA 86l -
. Baltimore, MD 1,105
Boston, MA 1,696, Cleveland, OH . 200
Buffalo, NY 502 Miami, FL L 3,505
Hartford, CT 995 Neéw Orleans, LA 570
. Newark, NI . 3,446 Philadelphia, PA 2,335
- : New York, NY 18,324 San Juan, PR ) 5,010
Portland, ME ) 249 . Washington, DC 2,634

st. Albans, VT 31

%]
LAy
Tt
bt

District Office .,

. _SOUTHWEST REGION . . . . . . 690,221
NORTHWEST REGION . . . . . . . 31,758 (88.4%)

Border Patrei . . . .. . . 611,246
Border Patrol . . ., ., . . . 6,682 S ‘ -

- : R : Chula Vista, CA 196,981

. .Blaine wA 1,007 Del Rio, TX % 44,098

T hotrolit, MI- 1,639 El Centro, CA 26,143

Grand Forks, ND 84 El Paso, TX © 112,432

Havre, MT . 1,714 " Larede, TX 10,061

Spokane, WA 1,438 Livermore, CA 39,640

, Karfa, TX . ¢ 23,291

"Distriet Office . . o . . . 2 McAllen, TX 38,668

S Turson, AZ 50,108

Anchorage, AR, -+ 103 Yuma,” AZ 49,824

* .. Chicago, IL | 14,830

Detroit, MI '+ | 1,954 District Office . .- . . , 7B,975

Helena, MT 804 - :

|t
[
~
L=
]
L]

if

a

. Kansas City, MO 2,387 . Denver, CO 8
Omaha, NB ‘ 998 - E1 Paso, TX 8,0L2 ,
vortland, OR ' - , 1,570 Kouston, TX 16
St. Paul, MN ’ 324 Honolulu, HI 543 - .
Scattle, WA o 2,106 Los Angeles, CA 18,552 IR

: ' Phoeniz, AZ 4,748

Fort Isabel, TX 11

‘ N San Antonio, TX 11,640

i San Francisco, CA 9,661

— e —

. \ ! Border Patral 634,777 (B1.3%)
! ) \ " District Office 146,214 (18.7%)
, e _

T "77. ) N
. ‘ P
Source: Unppublished IRS\data (Form G-23.18).
. ] Lo

| : ) :
‘*Total all regions!includes 7,154 crewnen on 29-day vessels (who are only .
\ technically illegal). |- o

s
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These factors suggest that INS arrest data are unlikely
to reflect the geographical distribution of the stock of
illegals in the U.S. In addition, INS officials and ot:i.:zr
experts in the field agree* that there have been significant
changes in the geographical location of illegals in the last
decade, which can be summarized as follovs:

¢ Increasing numbers of Mexican illegals are moving

into: urban areas in the Southwest and entering
nonagricultural empleyment; i.e., Mexican illegals
in the Southwest are decreasingly an agricultural
phenomenon ;

@ ‘Increasing numbers of Mexican lllegalz are using

; the southwest border as a conduit to other parts
of the nation, particularly the industrial centers
in the Mjid-West, where Mexican immigrants who left
the southwest region have historically tended to go;

® Increasing nunbers of aliens from octhear BatiQﬁS?
are entering other parts of the U.S., where they
"tend to concentrate in its major metropolitan
‘centers and to abuse their nonimmigrant visas by
illegally working or remaining in the nation.

Twe sets of data are available which shed light on the
geographical location of illegals in the United States, both
of limited utility: INS apprehension statistics and data on
other alien populations (legal immigrants and nonimmigrants).
Despite the inadequacies of apprehension data, these three

*See, for example, the testimony of INS regional and cen-
tral staff, regional administrators of the Department of Labor,
and others kniowledgeable in the field, in the 1971-1972 hear-
ings on illegal aliens, héld by Subccmmi%;ee No. 1 of the House
Committee on the Judiciary, which have been summarized in
Illegal Aliens: A Review of Hearings Condugted During the
92d Congress (Séflél No, 13, Pts. 1-5) By Subcommittee No. 1,°

93d Cong., lst sess., 1973. The above—cited three chaﬁges

in-the distribution of illegals in the nation 513@ represent

the consensus of the subcammzttee whose general® conclusion

~on this issue was that "the 1113951 alien pr@blem'is not Lim-

- ited to the Southwest border as had been originally Emt;clpated,

but .extends to most of ocur major méthQOlLtdﬂ areas Related

to this is the finding that the problem is no langer 11m1ted

perarlly to agrlcuLtu:e considerable numbE?s of illegal N
aliens are now found in industry (p. 7). See also Sub5©gueﬂt

reports on the subject lssueﬁ by the Géneral Accounting foice,~

C;:Lted on page 27,
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trends cutlined above receive some support from apprehension
statistics. INS Southwest Region records show that the num-
ber of Mexican illegals employed in nonagricultural work when
apprehended has steadily increased from 1967 (the earliest' year
for which these data are available), though the percentage has
wavered, as thé following table shows:

When Apprehended in the INS Southwest Regionm,
' . For Selected Years

Type of Employment of Mexican Illegals Employed

3

FY 1987 " FY 1968 FY 1971 FYy 1974
Ho. of Parcent of Ho. of Fercent of No. of Parcent of Ko. of Parguat of

Iype of Erplovment jlléggl} _Total Ho. Zllegals _Torsl No, Illegals Toeal No. Illegals _fToral No.

industry & Qther 14,416 33.4 26,745 39.9 35,632 i2.2 £8,972 38.8

Agriculture 28,7517 B6:6 40,236 60,0 74,995 67.8 108,970 61.2

TOTAL 43,173 | 100.0 66,981 99.% 110,637 100.0 177,942 100.0

Source: Unpublished INS data from form G=1).l8, for yoars citad.
Further, both the number and the percentage of Mexican
illegals apprehended outside the INS Southwest Region have
also increased in the last decade:
Location of Apprehended Mexican Illegals,
: For Selected Years
FY 1964 FY 1968 FY 1974
No. of  Parcent of  HNo. of Percent of No. of ' pPercent ot
Location Illeqals Total No, Illeqals Total No.. Ifllegals _Tctal ho.
Southvest Region 41,799 95.3 . 143,948 .  94.9 “671,901 94.6
Other : 4.7 7,732 5. 38,058 5.4
) TOTAL 43,844 100.0 151,680 . 100.0 708,959 100.0
i . A R

Source: Unpublished INS data From Form G=—23.18, for years cltsd.

e
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7 In addition, though the percentage of non-Mexican EQEIE*
hended illegals has fallen dramatically in the last decade, the
number has steadily increased: B -

' Nationality of gpp:ehegde§ri;legals,
For Selected Years

Py 1364 FY 1968 FYy 1974
=

Percent of Ho. of Parcent of

.o, of - L £
Maticnallty Iilegals Total Mo, Illegals _Total Ho. Illegals © Toral No.

Mexiean 43,844 50.6 151,705 1.5 709,353 90.1 -

Lon=Hexican 57,753, 43.4 _60,352 3.5 78,186 5,9 .

(3]

STAL 2,397 190.0 212,057 100.0 788,145 160.0

" Seurce: IHS Annual Peport, Table 27B, for years cited.

We have previously advanced the hypothesis* that the successful

illegals, i.ce., those who establish a residence or find employ-

- ment in the.U.S., cluster where recently arrived legal immigrants

' : from the same nation cluster. This hypothesis, which regards )
' illegal immigration as a particular instance of the phenomenon

of chain migration and the tendency of migrants to cluster accord-

ing to national origin, ** is widely accepted among people who
work with illegals, and was supported by a.small experiment we

*(J,S. Department of Justice, Llaw Enforcement. Assistance
Administration, "Illegal Aliens: Final Report Outling a Ration-
ale for and a Preliminary Design of a Study of the Magnitude,.
Distribution, Flow, Characteristics, and Impact of Illegal Aliens
in the United .States," by David S. North, 1975. ‘Subsequently

- reproduced by  the Immigration and Naturalization Service.

[
5

. **gee, for example, Oscar Handlin, ?@éfN?ﬁg:méfsr(ﬁambridge:,
Harvard University Press, 1959) for an cverview of migration

patterns in New York City and the formation of ethnic communities.
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undertook in the District of Columbia last year, when we used

- the addresses of recent legal immigrants to locate unapprehended
illegals. (Alejandro Portes* has convincingly argued a related
point, that today's Mexican-born immigrant. is yesterday 5 success-
ful illegal -- and it could be argued that such an immigrant
would be likely to settle in the same génaral area where he or
.she had lived as an illegal.) :

TuLnlng ta the data avallable on cher aiien p@pulatians,
appllcat;an forms, WhlEh 1nﬂ;cate where an arrlv1ng lmmlgrant
intends to live. These data are annually available from INS,
and they.are presented for all states, for the major cities
within the states, and on a rural-small city-big city breakout
for each state. Another source of information on the geographical
distribution of aliens in the U.§. are the alien registration
cards filed annually by aliens (usually immigrants, though some
nonimmigrants file .as well). Unfortunately, INS tabhulates geor-
graphical information from these c¢ards, filed by aliens who
have not been here long enough to become naturalized, as well
as those who have chosen not to d¢ so, by state only.

The former source shows that the percentage of Mexican immi- -
grants arriving in the four boxdexr -states (Arizona, California,
New Mexico, and Texas), who selected rural areas of residence
(under 2,500 population) fell from 19.8% in 1963 to 14.8% in
1966, and 12.0% in 1970. (A substantially different definition
of rural area&‘drave the percent ¢hoosing rural areas to below
1% in 1973 and (1974; hence we have excluded more recent data on
this subject.) ‘ oo : _

Regardlng the second pIEVLDusly des:rlbed trend, intended ’
residence ﬂata'shaw that recently arriving Mexican immigrants®
are increasingly settllng outside the border states, with the
‘numbers being 3,906 in FY .1%64, 6,909 in FY 1968, and 11,259 in
Fy 1974. (In addltlan, the percéntagés of Mexican immigrants
selecting non-border states increased, but not as dramatically.)
Similarly, alleﬂ registration data point in the same direction:
70,071 Mexican jimmigrants.filed outside the border states in
1964, 81,748 in 1968, and 109,076 in 1974. :

April/ |

*Alejandro. PDrtes,“Return of the Wetback," Society,
May 1974. oclety

-
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More generally, INS data on the slightly more than 4 million
ermanent resident aliens who filed registration cards in 1974
show that immigrants are not randomly distributed throughout the
nation, nor is their distribution identical with that of the
total U.S. population. As Table I-2 indicates, the 11 states
with the greatest numbers of permanent resident aliens accounted
for 82% of that population in 1974 (as compared with 58% of the
total U.S. population). In fact, one-quarter of all permanent
resident aliens live in California, and more than two-thirds
(69.0%) live in six states: california, New Yoxrk, Texas, Florida,
New Jersey, ‘and Tl1linois, as opposed to slightly more than one-
third of the total U.$. population (36.5%).*%* (More than half
of all Mexican permanent resident aliens live in California, and
about one-fourth of them live in Texas, the two states where the
largest number of illegals are apprehended, and where- INS believes
the largest number Of unapprehended Mexican illegals live.)

o]

Data on the intended residence of the almost 2 miilion immi=
grants who arrived in the U.S. in 1970~74, which are available
on 4 more precise basis, provide some documentation of the claim
that aliens do cluster in major metropolitan centers: one-third’
of those lmmigrants selected the nation's 10 most populous cities

as their residence, as compared with 10.8% of the total U.S.

population who resided there in 1970. (see Table I-3.) -

. Most .apprehended illegals who entered the nation at points
ather than the southwest border enter with nonimnigrant visas.
Although the number and geographic location of nonimmigrants who
become visa abusers by illegally working or remaining in the
nation is unknown, I[NS does collect data on nonimmigrants' port
of entoy. ‘ : '

In FY .1974, more nonimmigrants arrived in New York City than
entered the nation in FY 1964: 1,865,145 came through New York's
airports (and a handful through its harbor)." Miami (726,828)
was the second most active port,.followed, in descending order,
by Boston, San Juan, Chicago, Los Angeles, and San Francisco.
With the exception of Boston and San Juan (which is generally
a stopover before entry at Miami or New Yyork), those ports of
entry were also the same citles most frequently selected by
recent immigrants as their place of intended residence.

l

_ xSimilarly, in 1972-1973, 57.4% of the 146,097 foreign
students (the only group of nonimmigrants for which data on
geographical distributioh are available) resided in those same
six states. See "Open Doodrsl973," Internatiomal Institute of
Education, New York, 1973, Figure IV. :
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. TABLE I-2

S;ﬁtes With the Largest Numbers of Permanent Resident Aliens, by Region of Origin

/ -
/ (as indi cateﬂ by the January 1974 filing of alien reglstratlan cards)
e
PERMANENT RE%IDENT ALIENS -
STATE B o ) , WESTERN HEMISPHERE
TOTAL PERCENT OF EZSTERN — : —
77 | _NOMBER*  TOTAL NO. | HEMISPHERE Tctal Mexico 7Dth§g 3
california [ 1,015,379 24.8 382,464 | 630,083 455;055 175,017
New York 709,972 17.3 397, 642 i/ 307,642 7,636 305,006
Texas 305,991 7.5 34,883 / 267,872 154,532 13,340
Florida 278,262 6.7 50,293 226,499 5,114 2;{1,585
New Jersey ;;7,895 6.1 155,381 90,603 825 89,778
Il%ix;c:is 243,190 5.9 148,975 93,091 58,623 34,468
Méssachmgettg 163,595 3.9 118,100 44,255 263 43:992
* Michiqan 129,710 3.2 82,230 46,404 6,371 40,033
ngnsyluania 97,565 2.4 82,095 14,647 408 | 14,239
Connecticut 95,750 2.3 85,573 29,#54 224 29,530
,th@E 82,688 2.0 59,590 12;638 1,448 11,190
Subtotal 3,369,997 -Szi; l;S§7;225 1,763,488 785,510 977,978
Other states 730,303 -17.9 427,775 | 275,651 85;941= 190,610
Total 4,100,300 ’lDQ,G- 2;@2550015 2,039,139 870,551 1,168, 588
Source: INS éggpalfﬁep@r;;j1§7§; Table 34. ) . ) X
*Includes 36, 160 permanent résidentialieﬁl who are stateless or of unknown
nationality; numbers of- aliens from the Eastern and Western Hemlsgheresﬁthe:e=
. fore do not equal total number of permanent resident aliens. - \
‘ ’ i \
; 62 '
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TABLE I-3

Distributions pfggﬁ”lu7o 1974 Arriving Immlgzants and Total 1970 U.S. Population
in the Ten Most Papulau5 u, SiVCltlEE

ARRIVING 1970-74 I,MNIG@!?,TS, TOTAL 1970 U.S. POPULATION
Percent of N " Percent of
crtyY . HNumber Total No. Number ~~~ Total No.
New York 371,847 19,3l .7,834,852 3.9
Chjiaﬁm eq,éza 4.4 3,359 359 1.7
Los Angeles 85,442 4.4 < 2,809,596 1.4
rnilaQ}Lphid ' . 17,864 vois 7 ) 1,950i69&’ 1.0
Detfoit. 17,552 0.9 1,513,601 0.7
Houston ; 18,399 )‘f 1.0 1,232,802 0.6
Baltimore C 10,350 | 0.5 ) ) | 905, 753 . 0.4
ballas 7,645 : 0.4 qu;,aat ‘ 0.4
Washington ' o _l5,667 0.8 | 756,510 0.4
Cleveland j 9,537 0.5 750,879 0.4
Total , 638,769 33.2 22,027,867  10.8
Total 1970-74 Immigration: Total 1970 1.S. Population:
1,923,413 : 201,235,298

S frmigration data report'intended r 1dencg of arr1v1ﬂg lmmlgrantd

and are taken from Table 12A of the INS ! Annual REDGEL fg? the years con-
cerncd; pwopulation data are f;@ﬁ 1973 Werd Almanau, p. 136.

NDLE The sum of the individual per:éntages do not equal total per;antagF
be

cause of roundoff.

”J ]
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Thus, even apart from the testimony of INS District Offices
ana the rapérts @f 1@cal gcvernmEﬁtal agéncies in majér métfﬁ*
s;d;ng or warklng in thgse areas, it is ;eas@nable to sugpase
that nonimmigrants who abuse their visas and become illegal
aliens live and work near these same ports of entry, which have
historically attracted immigrants in great numbers .and which
therefore offer newcomers an ethnic community that speaks the
same language and a social network that hélps them find a ]@b
and a place to live. :

‘In sum, we suggest, then, that the geographic distribution of
recent immigrants may be more representative of the distribution
of illegals who establish a residence or find employment than:
the distribution of INS apprehensions. In any case, the increa-
sing public concern about the presence of illegals in the natlan,
to which ‘'we now turn, stems in part from the now common thesls
that illegal immigration is no longer a phenomenon of the South-
west.

The Prablem af Ill gal Alléns ngay

A %ubjéct of InCrEaSlng Cancern."Thaugh as we have seen,
the flow of large numbers of illegals into the nation is by no
means unprecedented, its character and distribution appears to
be changing, and apprehension rates have increased exponentially
in the last decade, giving rise to gquestions concerning: the
adequacy of INS resources, the effectiveness of its law enforce-
ment technigques, and the extent to which illegal immigration
will increase, over time, and hence increasingly strain INS
ability to control it. These guestibns, “in turn, have raised.
further guestions cancerﬁlng the - adequacy of the law itself,
particularly with respect to the sanctions contained w1th;n
it: were there sufficient deterrents?

Beginning in 1971, when Cangressiaﬁal‘héarings of the
subject were begun by the House subcommittee responsible for
immigration legislation, what was initially examined as aulaw
enforcement problem soon, however, came to be discussed in far
broader terms. -"Questions concerning how illegal immigration
can be controlled almost imperceptibly ¢ changed into related,
but far more complex, questions concerning why it should be i
controlled.- Thus, the focus of "the problem of illegal aliens"
began to shift from a consideration of the impact of ;llegals ;
upon INS .and the adequacy of current immigration law in stemming
the flow cof aliens it defined as illegal, to a discussion of
the impact of these aliens upon the nation, and the adequacy
of today's immigrati@n\églicy in meéting the national interest.
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earlier, specifically excludes empl@ya s from pernalties for bharboring

The extensive hearings held across the.nation led the sub-
committee to conclude that illegal aliens did indeed have a
substantial and nationwide adverse impact on the domestic labor
market, federal and state public assistance programs, and U.S.
balance of payments.* In anticipation that the flow of ille-
gals would increase in coming years,' given the general belief
that illegals are job seekers from nations with enormous popula-
tion pressures and axtreme poverty, the subcommittee .recommended,
among other measures, the imposition of sanctions aga;nst the .
EmplﬁyLIa of lll%g@15~$*

Since the ‘initial hearlngs,publ;c attéﬁtlBﬂ to the increa-
sing apprea hen51on ratas -~ and to increasing INS estimates of
the number of unappr%h&ﬂﬁéﬂ illegals, which progressively jumped
over the-next two years from 2 to 12 milldion illegals.~- hds

"itself escalated. Additional hearings on the subject were held

by the House Committe& on Government Operations, and rising
Congressional interaest led to a series of reports on illegals
by the General Accounting Office.*** 1In 1973, the Special Study
Group on Illegal Immigrants from Mexico, chaired by Roger.C.

ki

*U.5~ Congrass, House Qemmittéé on the Judieiary, op..cit., pp. 12,18.

**This is the wellﬂknmwn Rodinn bill, which paszed the House twice,
only to die in Fenate committee, which has ‘considered no lmmiqrdflan ques=
tions in the last eight years. Current immigration law, as we noted

illegals:  while it is a Ffederal crime to provide an illeqgal, who is your
brother, a rvom for the night, it 1s not illegal to hire or house a dozen

- illegal farmhands.

. ‘ B .
= &

kAR S, Général Afeounting OFffice, Report to ‘the Congress: Need to
Reduce Public ﬁYULDﬁlEUrQS ¥or Newly Arrived Immlg;ants and Carreét .

IﬁEﬁthy in Current Immlqratlﬁn Law (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing.
(_)LEIEE. 1975) . ) : ‘

s HE@@rt tﬂ the Committee on thé Judiciary, Hous
of PLErEEEﬂtdthET' Adminigtration erth; Al;an Labor Fert;flLatlﬁn -
Pfagram Should bé étfengzhened (Wa hlngtgn, D.C.: GPQ 19759 . R

Tu

; 'i‘,{ Réﬁcrt tﬁ the TanrESs Eettér Cantr@ls Vépapd

and Etay WHLlE in tha UnLted States (Washlngtan, DECF; GPD 1375)

by =
. ) S RLQ@rt to the Cangre More Need5 to be Déno to
Reduce thr Numbéf and Adverse Impact of Illpqal Al;ans in th; Un téi States

(wgrhlnqtmn, D.C.: GBRO;.1972).



Crampton of the Department of Justice, released its final report,
which similarly found that "this massive influx of illegal aliens
creates 4 wide variety of social, economic, legal, diplomatic,
political, and human difficulties in both countries (Mexico and
the U.S.), and the existing situation seems likely to become
worse unless effective countermeasures are taken.*

State legislatures, including Illinois and New York, but
‘particularly California, have also given the issue high priority.
'‘And, most ‘recently, in 1975 President Ford appointed a Domestic
Council Committee on Illegal Immigration to consider the problem.
Media attention has given prominent coverage to the issue, in
New York City, Washington, b.C., 'and Miami, as well as -in El Paso,
Los Angeles, and San Francisco, and illegals: were the subject of
a nationwide television special early that year. P .

. El
, It .% clear that the belief that there are now substantial
numbers of illegals in the nation and in the labor market (and
perhaps many more to come), meostly from ethnic groups that are
minority groups. in this nation, evekes _a number of American eco-
nomic interests and numerous social and political commitments.
Those range from such diverse groups as INS itself, to cost-
consciows growers, the traditional employer of aliens, both
legal and illegal; and, more generally, employers of low-skilled
workers, with an identical imterest in cheap-labor, and a similar
tradition of employing aliens; organized labor, concerned with
protecting the rights and interasts of workers, including the
newly organized farmworkers;. ¢iwil libertarians, concerned with
protecting the rights-of aliens and minority-group members from
‘undue and unconstitutional imfringements upon their rights by
INS and employers; minority groups themselves, particularly
Chicanos, who are often torn between protecting their rights as
-citizens and responding to the overt social and economic needs
of all 8panish~speaking persans; immigrant-serving groups, long.
conicernad, with protecting the rights of the foreign born; popu-
lation-aontrol groups, interested in limiting the size of the
hation's population to ensure an ecologically balanced society;
and manpower and social policymakers, concerned with the current
high unaemployment rates, the future structure of werk in the :
nation, the rising issue of job satisfaction, and the general
quality of life for its residents. B : . ~
‘ . — . . . : :

The diversity of those interasts inevitably imply divergent
opinionsa as to the significance of illegals and their sociv- :
economi¢ role and impact, as well as correspondingly diverse
interpretations of the national interest, in terms of which
the -adequacy .0f current immigration policy is now being assessed. -
Neverthaless, the attitude of the public is in general one of
increasing congern and, often, hostility. . :

*y.§. Department of Justice, "A Program for Effective and Humane Action
of Illegal Mexican, Immigrants: Final Report of the Special Study Group on

Illegal Immigrants from Mexico" (1973) p. I. : e

| . | =28~
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‘tan that remains defined as illegal can possibly be viewed

i

Increasingly adverse publi: opinion should not, however,
simply attributed to ‘increasing adverse effects of this
qLaund and therefore obviously unkn@wn phenomencon. The
Qutcry against illegal aliens too closely resembles
the l%BDg, when similar aSCIlptlDﬁS of their adverse eco-
n@mlc role, under all too"similar conditions, led to the

"repatriation" -of tens of thousands of MEXlEaﬂS,VWith little
regard for their real legal status, or their legal relatives.
Public concern with the economic adversities bfﬁught about
by illegals today llkew15e coincides with. a time of scarcity,

"both 'real and perceived, when the interests of all groups

seem threatened. And, in fact, the retent hostility expressed
against the admission of the Vietnamese refugees, and the :
results of syrveys conducted in Washington, D.C. by the

‘Bureau »f Social Science Research in 1973 and in the early.

3pflnq of 1975,¢* qlve furthar evndance that a nativist mcve- |
ment 1is afoot. . :

The Need EDE a Federal Resganse In sum, preésufe,frém
within and wichout the g@verﬂmént for a federal response to
significant numhers of alliens illegally present in .the ndtion
has mounted —st&adily in the 1970s, partly in response to public
awareness of its 1ﬂ§:é§51ng'@r:urrenae in areas beyond the
Southwest, but also, it seems clear, partly in response to
the economic insecurities that characterize the times.
However inflated the éstimates of their numgéis, and the
number of well-paying jobs illegals are taking from legal .
residents, the-explosive increase in apprehen51gns sSuggests .
that'fhéfi are "substantial" numbers of unapprehended ille-

als now in the nation and squésts even more Stranqu that
thera wili be many .more to come, unless additional measures
are taken by the federal government.. :

. Federal response to illegal immigration admits of three
general policy alternatives: (1) a policy of neglect; iL.e.,
a decision (by commission or omission) to effect no changes
in current immigration policy, or ir its enforcement; (2)
changes in the degree to which, or ways in which, current
immigration policy is now being implemented; -or_ (3) changes.
in current immigration policy itself. Dlsm;551ng the first
alternative, on. the ground that there is no reason to suppose
that a policy of néglect toward any rapidly growing. popula-

as.a policy of benign neglect, consideration of the two |,
remaining alternatives reduces to a choice between changing
the facts to fit current immigration policy or: Lhanglng the
law to accommodate . thjffacta. - .

*Albert E..Gollin and Mary Eileen Dixon, Social Patt&rns
and Attltudes in Greater Washington, 1973-75, ‘{Bureau of
Social Science Research, -1975) . L . ;
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iggalgf(sin:eithése, too, conflict, a& i !
.a balanced budget and adequate social services). are to ba .
~addressed in formulating an immigration policy? - -

In essence, escalating apprehension rates of illegals.
are a sign that there is a ;serious discrepancy betwaen de
jure and de facto immigration policy, and that this gap is
widening. The fgndamental,igsus thus confronting public’
bolicy makers is’ == in which direction should this gap be

" ¢losed? Are increasifig apprehension. rates to be' regarded

simply as a sign that current enforcement of immigratdion .

, law is less than adequate in inhibiting a phenomen~n that
-4t has simultaneously proscribed? Or are increasing appre—

hension rates & sign that immigration policy is out of

kilter with current .(and future) social, political, and
economic interests? If so, which interests_are most con-

gruent with current national goals? And which national

The complexities of the issues raised by illegal immi-

. 'gration, which are, of course; international in scope; -the .
+high degree of public concern it has recently evoked -- and
‘the unhappy example of the Southwest, where two conflicting

immigration pclicies do coexist, indicate the need for a
federal response ‘founded upon /(1) more reliable information:

on its impact upon the U.S5., particularly its labor market;

‘" and :(2) an assessment of the lorng-range socio=-economic. -

implications of that impact, particularly as it affects

" U.S§. manpower policies. . . - 5
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. CHAPTER II: 'THE SURVEY METHODOLOGY: OBJECTIVES AND LIMITATIONS
: OF THE STUDY ) ' S .

DbjEEtLVES and leltatlans of the Study

he number, distr;butlcn, :ha:actezlstlcg,'ané.imgaét of
lllegaL aliens in the nation are unknown. With the exception
- of data :Dllected by INS, data- Dnilllegals are not available.*

, INS statistics on Lllegals refer, however, only to ille-
gals located by that agency. Fdrther, the Lnfarmathn they ‘
collect about apprehended illegals, is ;nadequate and of limited

use in a study of the role of lllegals in the U.S. labor market. '

Apprehension data are, as. nated ‘in Chapter I, Essentlally
‘workload data, collected for law= enfarcement and administrative
' purposes. They report the annual* number of apprehensions, not
the number of individuals who have|been apprehended. Since some
individuals may have multiple appréhﬁnsléns the number of ille-—
gals apprehended by INS in a given: .vear is not known.** Further,
* INS data are clearly a function of the distribution of INS
resources in addition to the distribution of. illegals in the

station. INS allocates most of 1ts\law -enforcemnent resources
at the Mexico- United States border. Most apprehensions occur
near that border (see Figure I-1). : The distribution of INS

.apprehensions cannot therefore be sansgdéréa as representative
of the distribution of Lllegals in thE\patlan-' -

*See, however, SQELDIZglst Jullaﬂ Sammza s study, Los Majach;

The Wethack Story, which PEDVLdES an overview of Mexican illegal
1mmlgraﬁlgn,’ﬁértlaularLy in the Southwest. That study briefly
reports the results of interviews w1th 493 Mexjecan illegals appre-
“‘hended in that region in 1969. For E review of the literature,
‘sec Department of Justice, Law Enfarﬁemént Assistance Adminis-
tration, "Illegal Aliens: An Anﬁntated Bibliography of Recent
"and Related Literature on the Subject, -1968-1975," by Marion F.
doustoun (1975); subsequently reprﬂauced by the Immigration and

Natﬁralizatian Service.

’“t*Eg; example, in,FY 1974, IN3~ reﬁarteﬂ that 182,351 illegals
locatéd that year had'been "previously expelled," and 10,902 had
previous criminal records. 1In additién, INS believes that a
number of Mexican EWis (who, unlike visa abusers, do not possess
nonimmigrant visas that identify them) are frequent reneaters,

and that this infreguently becomes a mattez of record. See
Los Mojados, pp. 86-88, for a discussion of this problem.
GH
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INS collects basic demographic data on illegals who are
apprehended, but most data collected by that’ agency relate to
immigration and law-enforcement matters. (See Figure II-1 for
a copy of INS Form I-213, the source of all data on apprehended
illegals.) ' Fey data are tabulated; fewer are published. Beyond
nation of origin, immigrant status at entry, employment status,
and the location and branch of INS responsible.for the apprehen-
sion (Border Patrol or District Office)’, data on apprehended '
illegals are géﬂéraLly not available.* Moreover, INS data ure
collected by alaw-enforcement staff whose primary task is to
locate deportable aliens, not to collect demographic or  /labor=

‘market data. Apprehension data are often collected under con=
ditionsa inimigél to the requirements of research, and ypecords
are often incomplete. In addition, illegals have a vested in=
terest in not telling the truth; e.g., admission of tdo many
trips to the United States makes /them vulnerable to prosecution;
admission that!they live in the intericr cf Mexico can lead to
an unwanted trip home, which takes them far fxom &another attempt
at illegal entry. Much of the data that are collected are there-
fore of doubtful reliability, e%pegially “hose ralating to the
illegals' experiences in the U%ited Statey . : a

. ‘ . {

INS apprehénsion data conseguently provide little inform.u-
tion about the characteristics/and experiences of illegals in
the U.S.  The primary objective of this study was theref:re an
exploratory onle: to secure, through a small survey of illogal
workers. in the nation, otherwise unobtainable data con their

. characteristics, education, tfaining, and family obiigations;
their motivations for immigrating, their movements, and their
desire to return or stay here; their occupaticn, /employment
history, and experiences in the U.S. labor market: and finally,
their interactions with U.S. lpublic programs. To provide some
perspective on this complex dubject, other available but often
widely scattered and unanalyzed information relhting to illegal
immigratien is presented, and a preliminary assessment of the
probable role and impact of illegals upon the labor market,

~and their implications for manppower policy, is offered in the
concluding chapter of the report. The lack of/ data on illegals,
and practical considerations, brecluded, however, a. sampling '
strategy designed to estimate the number, geographical distri-
bution, or characteristics of illegals in the/nation or its
tabor market. The study group dannot be' considered a repre-

| \ e | .
*Data on adult males and a copbined category of women
and children are also available E&i Mexican illegals. Data

-

relating to employment are recorded under "status when found,"
entries for which include employmeht (agriculture, industry
and other, seeking employment) arl'“other" (in institutions,
in travel). 1 5
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sentative sample of illegals in the nation or its labor market,
and cannot be used to establish either the number of illegals
currently in ‘the United States or the élstrlbut;éns of the;r
:hara:terLstlcs,— : .

4

Methodology
.Sampling Strategy,j The universe of interest in this study
is the population of 1llegals in the U.S. labor market. Note
that this is equivalent to neither the population of illegals
in the nation (a presumably larger group, with possibly differ-
ent characteristics), nor the pcpuLatlaﬁ of apprehended ille~
gals (a presumably smaller group, which includes apprehended
" illegals who are neither working nar SEEELHQ empl@ymEﬂt)

Since the numbaer, iistrlbutﬂan, and gharacterlstlﬂs of the
illegal alien labor fc¢.ce in the ﬂatlan are nct known, and since
random sampling frcm that population is not p@551ble, a repre-
sentative sample ;Llld not be drawn from Lt-]

A probability sanple of apprehended 1llegals could in
principle be designed, but it would be of limited ‘interest.
It would be inappropriate tc make inferences from it about
illegals who had succeeded in ectablishing a residence in the
United States, about illegals ri *i:< labor market, about ille-
gals living in areas beyond tha Mziico border, or about illegals
from nations other than lexico. Yetl those {(overlapping) groups -
of illegals are Eonsidered by INS to be both the least likely
to be apprehended and the most likely to have great impact.
(In FY 1974, for example, 61.8% of all apprehended ‘illegals
were located within 72 hours of ant:y, 68.6% were not employed
when found; 72.5% were appreher -ded. in the nine horder patrol
sectors at the southwest bo. ler; anj\QDiD% were Mexican.*¥)

Practical considerations impelled us to select apprehended
illegals for interview, and the focu: of the research effort
led us to-design a sample that would result in selection of a
diverse collection of case histories of apprehended illegals

®

*INS is planning to conduct a nation-wide study to deter-
mine the numker, distribution, and impacts of illegals in the
nation, but the results of this study will not be available
until 1977. An interim estimate of the numbker of illegals
cui. ntly in the U.S&. was, however, released by that agency
as ‘this report was being written. See €hapter VII for a brief
discussion of its merits. :

**INS.Anrual Report, 1974, Table 27B, and unpublished INS
data from Form G-23.18. ’
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with work experience in the’ United'States, rather than a repre= .
sentative. sample of apprehended illégals.*  In this way, the.’
range of illegals' education and wu:k‘sk;lls, and their agcupa—
tion, wages, and working conditions in areas of ‘the nation where
they are believed to be concentrated in large numbers could be
explored within the framework of a limited budget, and could
be used in formulating a preliminary assessment of the possible
range of illegals' impact upon the labor market. 1In addition,
it was - anticipated that data acquireé thrauqh suzh a Survey
h4ra;t2r15t1ﬁ§ @E lllegalsvand the;r EhpérLEﬂGE in thL U.s.
labor market, which ‘would be useful in future research on the

2]

subject. s 3 .

A decision was therefaré'maﬂe to interview 800 apprehended

i1llegal aliens, 16 years of age or mere, who had worked at least
two -weeks in the United States. The interviews were to be held

in INS offices in 20 sites: 200 illegals apprehended by the
INS Border Patrol, primarily at the Mexican border, and 600

QBOD Mexican and 300 non-Mexican) illegals apprehended by INS
DL fl&t Office’staff (see Table II-1).** 1In addition, the
( >y of apprehended illegals was to be supplemerted by inter—

views with 50 unappféﬁéndeé illegals in one<of those sites ’ &
fMNow York City). Those interviews, to be held in the offices :
of immigrant-serving agencies, were undertaken to provide some.
data on ways in which unapprehended lllegals m;ght dlLfEf frém
dggféﬂbﬂdéd illegals.

uir

*Samora's universe of study was Mexican illegals in the -
Inited States. Though / the researchers originally decided to
‘interview unapprehended Mexiran illegals, and were siccessful
in locating them, all /attempis at intevview failed. Faced with
the same sampling difficulties in selecting apprehénded illégals
for interview, the researchers spent three days in each of the
three TNS detention centers in the INS. Southwest Region, and
administered guestionnaires to -as many persons as possible. Tn
this manner 493 men of an estimated 1,000 in the centers at the

time of the interviews were interviewsd. Only 51% of those re-
spondents had been employed when apprahendéd See Los Mojados,
pp. 80~ 6 9. ; :

+*Despite the logistical attraction of using detention cen-
ters for interview sites \(illegals are present in large numbers
and have nothing to do), \e avoided them on the -grounds that
they would give us a sample which would be all-male, very
heavily Mekican, and biased itowards repeaters and illeyals .
with oriminal records. ‘ - S0 : :
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TABLE ‘II~1

Number of Igﬁe:ﬁieyg by Intérvigﬁ,gité and Source for

Linton & Company 1975 Illegal Alien Study

a

-

A TOTAL , DISTRICT OFFICE | UNAPPREHENDED
INTERVIEW SITE: APPREHENDED BOMDER Lo ILLEGALS
R ILLEGALS PATROL [Mexican Other| === -
East Coast’
Miami, FL 60 10 - 50 -
New York, NY 123 - 2- 121 50
Newark, NJ 30 - = 30 -
Swanton, VT 8 B = C - -
Washington, DC 25 i - 25 -
Mid- & Northwest :
Chicago, IL 72 - 48 24 -
Detroit, MI 19 7 - 12 -
Seattle, WA 8 - 8 = =
Southwest -
- .. *Chula Vvista, CA 46 46 - - -
T " #*El Centro, CA |7 9 T Tl TR TF = - T
Los Angeles, CA 131 - lo? 24 -
, San.Francisco, CA 26 12 - <14 -
° *Tucson, AZ L. 17 17 - y - -
*Yuma, AZ 13 13 - fa -
“*Del Rio, TX . 16 16 = - -
*El Paso, TX 58 - 30 28 - -
*Laredo, TX 9 ¢ ES = = =
*Marfa, TX ~ 8 8 - - =
( *McAllen, TX 15 15 - - -
o San Antonioc, TX. 107 o 107 - -,
Total 800 200 300. 300 50

*Southwest Border Patrol Sector headguarters.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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The sites and numbers of interviews allocated to each were .
selected for their high concentrations of illegal residents
and workers, on the basis of apprehension data, and for their
aeoyraphical diversity. = Because the population of interest was
‘at the flow ¢f illegals entering the nation (who are appre-
hGended primavily within 72 hours of entry by the. Berder Patrol),
mut rather the stock of- illegal workers in the-nation (who are
orimarily apprehended by the INS District fo;zes), most ille- -
zﬂls selected for -interview. were those apprehended by area
control staff of the*INS District folgés o “

The Si*éa chosen to receive'thé most attention for ille-
gals apprehended by INS District Offices were New York City,
the major East (Coast urban center and port of entry.for all

~aliens, where large numbers of illegals from all parts of the
world are believed to live, and where a substantial majority-
‘of all illegalsa apprehéndgd in the INS Northeast Region are-
located; Los Angeles, the major metropolitan area and port
of entry on the West Coast, where Mexican illegals are believed
to reside in large numbers, and where a similar number of -
i1llegals are apprehended; San Antonio, a major southwestern
city, also close to Mexico, whose considerably smaller and
more depressed labor market is held to be heavily: impacted
upon by the presence’of Mexican illegals, substantial numbers
of whom are appxrehended annually. More than 100 interviews:
were allézatéd to each of th@se'three metropolitan areas.

Chl:aga anﬁ mi were alSD SElFEtEﬂ fDr_relatlvely large
numbers of interwiews, again for both large ,numbers.of illegal
aliens (presumed on the basis’ . of apprehension data) ang eo="
graphic diversity. For similar reasons, interviews wef also
allocated to Newar'., San Francisco, Seattle, Detroit, and
Washington, D.C. In addition, a small number of interviews
were allocated to Border.Patrol offices in. two sites at the
Canadian border, Detroit and Swanton, Vermont, and to each
of the nine Border Patrol sector headquarters at the Mexican
"border. . Interviews were alse allocated to each ‘af the four
lntérv1éw sites in. which INS has' both Border Patrol and District
Offices (San Francisco, * E1 Paso, Detroit, and Miami).

;mNét;an of" @rlgln was 1gnﬁréd'in selecting unapprehended
illegals and illegals apprehended by the Border Patrol. The
proportion of Mexican to non=Mexican subjects apprehended by
INS District Cffice staff was chosen to approximate the dorres-
pDnding Qf@?@ftlﬁﬁ of Mexican and non-Mexican illegals appre-
hended by INS Dlstrlct folzes Interviewers were instructed

LI

£

¥*The Border Patrol secto: headquarters is located at Liver-
more, Jﬂ an agrécultural area near Ssan Francisco.
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‘to 1nterv;§w young and old, ‘male and female, apprehEnﬂ%d ille-
- gals in the same . prcpcrtlen as they were ava;lable for inter-

view. - / . _ : ‘

o

. - foo
Thg.Survey Instrument

A ére coded questionnaire was des;gned and tested on . .
unapprghended illegals by bilingual interviewers in Washington,
D.C.; /fevised and retested/with illegals apprehended at the’ ’

. southwest border, in Brownsville, Texas, and revised and re-
tested again in Washington, D.C., thls time with 1llagals appre-
hended by the INS Distridt folce. f(Sae Appendlx B for a copy

¥

: aﬁ/%h survey 1nstrumen? j

/! Because the route: 'to illegal alien status are diverse,
;///éna because illegals are m;grants,;we expectﬁd their experiences

to vary widely and to/be intermittent, both in and out Gf their

home country, and in/and out’'of d;ffarent labor markets. _Part’

ff £ the survey 1nstrument theref@re canslsted of a series of
/ quéstlons which ware designed to .obtain ‘a’ capsule case history -
e - of the 'respondent,; particularly with respe:t to the labor market
/- from January 1970 to June 1975, when the quast;annalres were
' admlﬁlstered

o In addltlén to the difficulties inherent in any effort to
s collect data on migrants in a manner amenable/to statistical
' analysis, we found, as Expected, that few pre—sazvay respondents
pake Engllsh Thus, the survey ;nstrument was uaually adm;nls*
In a few cazes, hgwever (as ‘had samet;mes been the case when the
survey instrument was tested), a tfanslatar was used, e.g., in
an interview with an unappréhenéad Haltlan, whose Creole proved

impenetrable. B . ; ,
The pra-tast venture in, Bzgwnsv;lle revealed, héWEVéf,

that it was our subjects’ lack of education, lnfarmal as well

as formal, which rendered the collection of useful data parti=-

cularly difficult. The conceptual niceties of census-takers

proved even more foreign to some respondents than did the -

English language. And looming behind those obstructions to the

kind of communication that permits precise codification, was '

the fact that. we were probing into the illegal activities of

aliens who were in the custady of INS because of their v1alatlan

of 1mm1gratlan law.

We attempted to deal with the problem af Pcmprehenslan :
by formulating /questions as simply and as concretely as possible.
For example,gw% translated abstractions like "filing an federal
income tax return" to "mailing a federal jincome tax form to
the U.S. government." As did Samora, we tried to reduce the
problem of intimidation by instructing.interviewers to stress

76
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that neither names or addresses wauLd he asked @nd that the
-interviews were voluntary. Further, respondents were instruc-
. ted that they could refuse to answer individual guestions, and .
_could terminate the interview at any time. In addition, the
questlannalre was structured so that non- thréatenlng questlcns
were asked first, in'prder to biild a base for" Qpen communica-
$ion. Checks for lying were also built into the instrument,
e.g.,, we asked in several different ways how long respandents

had>been in the Uﬁltaé States.,

The Survel

With the a551stance of INS, the survey instrument was
administered by bilingual interviewers, unaffiliatéd with INS,
to" 793 apprehended illegal ‘aliens located in 19" sites acress
the nation during the m@nths of May add June 1975 (see Table
I1-2 and Figure II-2). Durlﬂg that same period, 51 uﬁapprehende&
illegals were administered the same surveysinstrument in the
offices of a New: York City immigration law firm, Fried, Fragomen,
"and del Rey, and the Catholic Migration SEfVlCE ;n New York City
and Washlngtan, D.C.

Qu@tas were mat in all but four of the interview sites.

No illegals were apprehended in Swanton, Vermont, during the
(extended) course®of the survay; hence that site was dropped.
Similarly, few illegals were appréhended in McAllen, Texas.
The number of INS interviews in Washlngtén, D.C., New York
City, and Miami were affected by the. arrival of the Vietnamese
refugees, which coincided with the survey, The lack of
apprehensions in Swanton and McAllen and the influx of large
numbers of refugees considerably lengthened the period- of time.
in-which interviews took place, in the latter case, because a
-number of INS staff were pulled away from their normal assign-
ments, with a resulting drop in apprehensions.” $Since the
effect of the refugees was more severe on Washimgton, D.C. than
it was on New ¥York, thost interviews allocated to the former were
completed in New York City. Some respondents im the latter
site were, however, interviewed at the INS detemtion center
instead @f.Di%triét Offices. The Miami Districkt Office staff
were similarly preoccupied with refugees; ‘most interviews
allocated to their office were filléd by interviews with ille-
gals apprehended by the Miami Border Patrol, which covers the
same territory. An attempt to fill the McAllan guota with
interviews in the nearby Port Isabel, Texas, dekention center,
near the bdrder failed; additiaﬁ%i‘intérviéws were finally
held in*Los Angeles. Interviews allocated &~ illagals appre-
~.hended by the Swanton Border Patrol were filled by illegals
~appfehended by the Miami Border Patrol. The arrival of the
refugees also affected the locaticn of the interviews of the
uﬁapprehended illegals, all of whom had been scheduled for
interview in New York City; eleven were thevefore held in
Wwashington, D.C. i . o

17
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: " Number of Mexican and Non-Mexican Appreh
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TABLE II-2

=

ended

and Unapprehended:

Illegal Alien Respondents, by Region and Interview Site.: =

-

=

¥

INTERVIEW SITE

APPREHENDED ILLEGALS

a . @ V_, o
UNAPP REHENDED -ILLEGALSL.

sy

‘Total Mexicam -Other

T

Total Méxican | Other

~East Coast

‘Miami, FL

New York, NY
Mewark, NJ '
Washington, DC
. Total '
le
Mid=-

Nor thwest

¥ R

Chicago,. IL

Detroit, !
o '~ Seattle,

Total

» California™

*Chula Vista
*E]l Centro
Los Angeles
" San Francisco
Total )

-

Southwest

*Tucson, AZ
;_ *Yuma, AZ ;
n *Del Rio, TX
' *El Paso, T¥X
*Laredo, TX
*Marfa, T¥
*McAllen, TX
.8an Antonio,

T
\ ) "Total

70
132
30

237

[Ce Y N ]
W] w

b

g
Ly

O
%]
L
]

40

11
5L

w

y —

Total No. of
Raespondents

51

L

48

1

Unapprehended illegals were selected without yegard to nationality.

NS Southwest Border Patrol Sector Headquarters respondents -were

Q ‘ﬁ

E

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

RIC - - \

=

Source: Linton & Company I1l

£

égal Alien Study, 1975.

*1
selected without regard to naticnality.
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. were studlausly ‘avoided in the interviews; and (3) to some,

INS, théL intéract;an with authorities was all but DVEI,

+ * dent answered more specific questions about their earnir:.:. .

- of trips they had made to the Unitad States in the last five
- years, the amount of’ money. they had paid a smuggler, if- they

.claims to ignorance ran as high as 25%, é g., when resp@ndents

The Survey Results

Though the valuﬁtary aspéﬁt and research character of the -

_interviews were emphasized by INS ztaff and ~he interxviewers,

the non- -response rate was uneggeutealy le, around five percent.

. We attribute this to a combination of threa fectors: (1) in

the opinion of t e interviewers, 1llegais felt unable to re-
fuse the request, since it was made through the auspices of
INS; (2) respondents may not have f6éund fulfillment of that
request threatenlng* they soon- ‘discovered that the requests
for identification lnvarlably associated with legal authority -

the 1ntarvlewsrweré probably a diversion from otherwise un-
occupied time:  respondents had already. been procdessed by

and they were waltlng for transportation hoine. s

Refusals ta respgnd to specific quéstlgns and claims of
;gnaraﬂce G:curred in only a minority of the interviews and
for @niv a small humber of quéstions. Most illégals answered
most questl@ns. A substantial minority, however, chose to !
protect other illegals by refusing to respond to ‘questions e
that referred to them. Almost 30% of the apprehended ille- = ... . . .
gals- refused to answer a question about the number of other S
illégals in their U.S. wafkplace.; Around 20% refused to T
answer similar questions, e.g., the number of illegals they CLT e e
knew from their hometown, or in the United States. No cther
guestlans evoked such large refusal rates in a few*lnstances,

opinions were asked, or when estimates of their anaual earn-
ings in recent years were requested. Such claims, however, . !
appeared, to be genuine, for they rarely concerned subjects that:

the respondents would wish to avoid, and almost-every respon-

-Most respondents did not take advantage of thaiffaptién;f

. =2

‘to protect their own interests, With only a handful of 5;;?';‘

exXceptions, almost all apprehanded réspaﬂﬂents answered dé- .
tailed questions about their experiences in the U.S. labér | .
market,- the amount of money they had sent hame, the number

had been smuggled, and how many times they had been appre- .
hended by INS. More than half claimed they had been in the . : A
nation for two or more years (and 10% regarted they” had been s
here between six and twenty years). This is information -
which is not collected by INS, "and it can scatrcely be regarded,

under therg¥r§umstanges, as a self- serv;ng respanse. Addition=

al evidence of the respondents' hanesty was provision of such



damaglng Lnfaématlén ‘as’ tha EéllﬂWlng‘; Even ¢ - e
the “interviawed aliens were karred from wcrking U SR
—‘quaftEfS ‘of the 788. apPrEhEEdéd*lllégalﬁ who =~ - -

“Yihy did you-come to the .United :”]f! R 3

3 answa +J "to get' a jéb.f They - cculd have ‘ Lo

_',the questléﬁ 1 mor

. :a%panded_ >,
~States thls

L

, ESPGndents angwared na%t questl@nsf thaﬂqh
'refuseé to. answer questions’ about other illegals.
S 90 % “that they plannéa to stay in the coun~ ' .
o try, primaril they'éiplalneﬂ for econdmic. -reasons.. Most A
CoL T unapprehendad ﬁllegals aavailable for’ interview were willing T
. .7 to be inte ieweé, probably- because the’ reque=ts for ‘inter- .’ o
. 7 ‘.views wére made in;a supportive rather than an. adversary - . S
,EﬂVlr@nment,land thé valuntary nature QF the 1ﬂtEZVlFW5 ‘was
»agaln stressed. ', | | . P T e, . w

;\*frESpDﬁgés;\
- close tq half
‘More than :

S In sum, déSplte ﬁha fact that allens were seléﬁtéd f@r
vfiwﬁ%erv1ew ‘because they" had. ylﬂlated immigration. law, few \\ .
© rgfused to be. lﬂté:VlEWéd, and respondents usually 1gnarea ) ' U

: . their right to. reflise to-answer questlgns, ‘except when in= - o

3 L ffarma1lan about other 1llégais was fequested-_ ‘The” EESPQR*;:‘

: dents' w1lTlngne;5 t@fg ve’ detalléd“lntarmatlan about thelf o

own’ 1llegal activities strongly ‘suggests that data which _ L
e, g.,,th51r almost uni= o _—

‘might Dthéle;égaﬁpear unreliable
-versal denial that they-had used Food stanmps,,” or had Eeen
on welfale, Lan llkéWlSE ba EDH ldéred rellablé‘;;

1 Analysls of the Data"

The’ survey rgsult; were analyzed“accardlng to resganﬂ =
dents' region .of origin (Eastern Hemisphere (EH),-WEstern i
Hemisphere, excluding Mexico (WH), and Mexico); location -

f their most recent:U.S. job' (East Coast, Mldﬁand Northwest,” .
Sauthwest, éycludlng~Callfarnla, and. Callfarnla) (cumula~ - ey
tive) duration in the U:S." (less than two years, two or moxe i
years) ; type. Of employment in the,U;S.g(agficulture, nonagri~ ‘
'culture) entry teghnlqug‘Tente:ed nation’ w1thaut inspection’ R
(EWI) ;- v1sa—abuser), age | (1€ P4 Q»“?a aﬁd Dlﬂar), and‘ . A
Eng1lsh speaklng ab;llty%(spake Engll

——— —_— e "Q‘;‘ . .
. *See Figure II-2 far the baunaarles af the%:

which were created for analytic purpageg aﬂdwda I
n w;th INS reglangi . ; : '
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Data on the 51 unapprehended illegals were handled separ-

aratelg, and are not included in che survey resulhs of the 793
apprehiended illegals. Cross frabulations were aiso run for
selacted groups of the ﬁﬁpf&hénﬂeé illéqals thé%ﬁ WHGEP most
recent U.S. es,
San 5thgig; Chl:a,g ‘standard metLnglltan area MSAs) ,
and those %h@%e most recent U.S. jok had been in one of the

23 border counties adjacent to Mexico, in the state of Texas,

New Mexico, Arizona, or California.



CHAPTER III: THE ORIGIN AND DYNAMICS OF IILE AL IMMIGRATIDN TQDAY
]
) \

The Origin of Illegal fmmigration

\ciing Nations. Although migrants, Wit aftions
tQLnatlcndl'bgundar1e;, can simply be pusihed out
Jjion of origin by adversities (byl a Eamlne for -
lled intc their region of ﬂift“ﬁatlonA“ﬁlﬁl

"(as in =he California gold rush), most micg
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tors, and all migration 'ocqurs because of
ometimes only apparent) ﬂ€5paritie$ hetween
rant's origin and that of his destination.
those disparities must come to the atten’ion
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regioch
In additicn,
and be within the reach of migrants, most migration hasg rean
inverse'y related to the distance between sending and receiving
regions. ; ; " :
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As known through I1I..5 apprehension statistics, illegal
: immigration to the United States follows those general patterns
/ of migratory behavior. The disparities between the senﬂinq
nations and the United States are primarily socio-economic
and they are both radical and real. Modern igmmunl;dtlﬂﬂa
have increasingly brought them to the attention of the campe-
sino in the interior of Mexico, the school-girl in Honduras,

and * ~ cook in-Hong Kong -- and the postwar availability and

rel: _v inexpense of interr ional transportation have pro-
, vid n» .y for that gap to breached{ albeit illegally..

' j aough apprehended ltegy . aliens in the United Statnms

today come from all over the world (in our survey ci 793, |
rationals of 53 countries were encou. .ered), mcst come from
nations that are physically clnse to the United State- but,
economically very different indeed. Thus Mexico has long |
Leen the source c¢f most known illegal 1mmlgrat1§n, for the
land border that it shares with the United States provides
its residents with ready access to opportunities for employ-
@éﬂt, a standard of living, and a chance at upward mellltj
available to only a small mlnorlty of its now burgeocning’ :
population. 1In that respect it is very unlike Canada, whlih
sends -few illegals, and offers its residents opportunities P
and a standard of living comparably free from population ;
, Press res. o ! : ‘
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In FY 1968, when current immigration law went ir<r £ull
effect, Mexicr a5 the source of more than 70% of al pr
herd~d illega.s. By FY 1974, INS statistics show al:
sevenfold increase 1in ﬁpﬁfﬁhéﬂSléﬂg ‘of 1llegals, 90%
were Mexice 1 = Table III-1). '

Because IN5 is unlikely to spprehsnd illegals who do not
-z the Mexican porder and ce is unlikely to apprehend
jals who are not Mexican, what is of paftl:ulaf interext
is not only the phenomeral explosion in the apprehens:on
Yewxican illegals, which is well known, but the fa-t that

' numbar of apprehensions of 1llegal§ from the Eastern Haem—
phere and from Canada has remained virtually constant, while
number of illegais from other nations in the Western Hem-
-1he:e has prcgressively increased, and more than doubled,
ween the years 1968 and 1974. '

This increase in apprehensions of illegals from nations
in the. West, excluding Mexilco and Canada, is a significant
trend, particularly when placed within the context of a sub-
stantial increase in legal immigration- from those nations and
a substantial increase in their residents' use of nonimmigrant
visas, in particular, tourist visas, to visit the United States.*
That is, while the former indicates the existence of a new
intersst in or option of immigrating to the United States and
lays tiie grcundwork for the sonial network that geﬁerallj
supports all immigration, but in particular, illegal immigra-
tion, the latter opens up the pocsibility of a substantirsl
amount of nonimmigrant visa abuse. And, in fact, a receni
analysis of wla fide nonimmigrant apglicatians shawed ~hat
six of the seven nations with the highest nanlmmlqrant visa
refusal rates were Western Hemisp*iere nations. In FY 1972,
35% -r more ~f the applications for nonimmigrant visas in
Guatemala, Lczuador, Guyana, Trinidad and Tobago, Jamaica;
Poland, snd the Dominican Republic were determined by .con-
sular officers in those nations to be illegitimate requests.
Similarly, three of the six nations with 25% to 35% nonimmi-
grant visa refusal -rates -- Colombia, Haiti, Mexico, Bulgaria,
Romania, and Portugal were in this hemisphere. Further, a
survey of consular cfficers stationed at Jamaica, Haiti,

Dominican Republic, Trinidad and Tobago, Guyana, Colombia,

*Lega. immigration from Central and South America and the Caribbean,
numarically unrestricted until 1968, accounted For 1.5% of all legal immi- .
gration in 1901-10; 3.2% in each of the following two decades; 5.5% in
l%ﬁl QD‘ 12 7% in 1951-60; 22.2% in l@El 55 and 31% in 1966*7@ ThESE

581,478 5n IBEE 7Qg (IN: Anggél Repart, 1574, Iabl; 13)' ThL numbar Qf
temporary visitor admissions has likewise steadily increased from the
in FY 1965, 558,154 were admitted from North America

Western Hemisphere:

rand 138,117 Erom South America; by FY 197§, the totals-had increased to

2,275,420 from North America, and 320,099, from South America (INS Annual
Report, 1974, Table 15A).
i = T



TABLI II1-!

n of Apprehended Illegal Al:ens, for Selected Years, FY 1968-5" 1974

FY 1974

No. of
Apprehended Percer
Illegals Total »

No. of
i Apprehended  Percent of
Illegals Tatal Hol

Apprehénde
| Illegals

WO
e N
LR -]

277,317
11,323

L]
dad 0

430,213 B - 709,959

11,012 i.2 9,362
28,119 5.6 34,948
459,344 754,269
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@ 278, for the years cited.

centages may not add to 100 due to roundoff.
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and Guatemals indicated their belief that over 70% of all mala
fide nonimmigrant applicants in those countries had some family
members in the United S:tat=s, and over 90% had friends or -
acquaintances here.”? ‘

Although the number of nonimmigrants admitted to the
United ;tatEE has increased exponentially in the last two
decades, no controls are exerted on their activities du;*ag

their stay in the country, nors-on their departure from ic.

L \rT

U

~

Thius the number and national orlg;n of aliens who abuse their
visas by working or remaining in the nation (in particular
those who come as tempcrﬁry visitors for pleasure or as stu-
dents) can bz decumented ‘iirectly only through INS apprehéﬂalgﬁ
statistics and indirectly only through the number of nonimmi-
srant visa refusals by the State Départment which have pro-
gressively increased from 100,597 in FY 1968 to 305, 035 in
FY 1974.%*% . 1 .
, In FY 1968, 2,042,666 aliens were admitted as temporary
visitorﬁ for pleaauxa, 73,303 were admitted as students.
During that same year, 57,114 aliens who had abused their
tourist visa and 5, ,641 student visa abusers were apprehenﬁeﬁ
by TNS. In FY 1974, 4,722,536 temporary visitors for plea-
sur and 109,197 students "ére:admltted 55,485 tourist and
89,132 student visa abusers were apprehended.. Thus, although
Ln; enormous increase in the number of nonimmigrants admitted
into the nation parallels the increase-in the apprehension of
illegals in the nation, the escalation in INS &ppfebené;uns is
primarily the result of its apprehension of EVWls, 1.e., aliens
who enter the nation 1llegally, without 1n5§eﬁ%lani In FY
1974, for example, 8§8% of all apprehended illegals prDTtéd
that they had entered the nation illegslly, without a visa,
mostly at the Mexican irde” = predictable, almost all
(681,100 of tha 693;08é} riere. exican. An increasing number
of non-Mexircan EWI= were apprehended, however, and most were
illegals from the Caribbean or from Central or South America:
7,48% 1in FY 1971, as compared to 430 apgfehénded EWIs fl@ﬂw
Fimag nations in FY 1968.

8 : *j,5. Department of State, Foreign Service Inst ute,
‘The Illegal Immigrant to the United States, by Loren ..
derenc; (Wa:h;nctcn, J.C., 1974).
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In brief, as.Table III-” suggests, despite the widespread
and common belief, and the considerable anecdotal evidence,
that a substantial rice in the number of nonimmigrant visa
abusers has accompanied the phenomenal rise in the number of

= ‘nonimmigrant admissions, INS apprehension data do little to
document that belief.

Most apprehended illegals who are not EWIs are aliens who
have violated their tourist visas. Though INS apprehension
data do not substantiate the claim that a phenomenal number
of visa abusers now reside in the nation, they do support its
-corollary, at increasing numbers of tourist visa abusers
are from natlars other than Mexico, and in particular, come
from nations in theé Caribbean or from Central and South America.
Ii. fact, there has hizen a recent decrease in the number of
apprehended Mexicar, Canadian, and European tourist visa
abusers, along with a\kigniflcant increase in the number of
apprehended tourist visa abusers from other nations in the
Western¢ H=misphare, and rrom non-European nations in the Last
(see Tabl: [1I=3). t

In short, INS apprehension statistics show that most
apprehended illegals today ccme as EWIs from neighboring
Mexico, but that increasing (though proportionally minimal) .
numbers come as nonimmigrants from other nations in the West. .
excluding Canada, and, tc a far lesser extent, from.non-

/ Eurdpean nations in the East. 1In addition, the number of

appreﬁénded EWIs from other Western. Hemisphere natin Ln
execluding Canada, has increased =ven more rapidly &l e
number of apprehended Mexican EWIs, though their +%ot. camber
is'small, In judging the usefulness of these findin e

dete:m;nlng the nationali nrigin of illegals in the navion,

. it ie important to note, however, that (1) the lack of post-
adrission controls on the millions of nonimmigrants annually
admitted into the nation and (2} the allocation of most of
INS ]aw inFGrcament resources to the Eafﬂer Patrﬂl at th;
are more llkely to regzeaent the numbér and natzanal erglﬂ
of the flow of illegal immigration across that border than,
the number and wnational origin of the stock of .illegals in
the nation.. Thus it is not 5urpr151ng that INS apprehension
data do not document the claim that visa abusers -aré-'present
i'n the nation in large numbers, thaurﬂ they do suggest that
the nation of.origin distribution of illegals in the United
States is widening, to include increasing numbers of illegals
from the Caribbean and from Central and South America and
non~European nations in the East. 'Apparently, then, as.

Loren Lawrence has recently suggésted if substantial numbers
of nonimmigrants are abusing their visas by working or remain-

e

'-49-




FY 196

g8

5, F1 1568 = FY 1974

FY 1974

& AT ENTRY

Nn. of
Avr ehended
_illegals

3 Apprehended
Mo. | Tllegal:

No. of

Percent of
Total Be.

Yo, of
Apprehanded
11llegals

No. of
Parcent of
Total Ko._

Apprehe led
Illegals

Percent of
Total Ne.

ed Without
ctiont,

=

244,492

358,290 -

78.7

87.%

or 57,114 26.9 64,163 8.6 64,547 12.8 55,485 7.0
nt 5,641 2.7 5,238 1.5 5,495 1.1 8,132 1.0

28,255 13.3 31,460 5.1 37,817 7.4 31,444 4.0
2 212,057 100.0 345,353 100.0 505,949 100.0 788,145 99.9

a:  INS Antnual Report, Table 27B,

S term for aliens.who enter the U.

rcentages may not add to 100 due *
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for the years cited.

5. without authorization.

roundoff.



Distribution of Reslon of Origin of

TABLE III-3

Aoprehende

¢ Visitor Visa Mhusers, for Selected Vears, FY 1364 - FY

FLIE
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Apprehanded of Total
Ulgals
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Tatal
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047 ' 1
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2,17 76,0

6084 - 124
4,602

1,82

M.0
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source:  INS“Annual Report, Table 278, for the years citeds
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ing in- thé nation, they are likely to” come from nations in
thecse regions, which are, for the most part, like Mexico,
unﬁafﬂevelaped nations with high pagulatlgn growth rates and
increasing legal immigration to the U.5.% :

Ille ggl Immigration fzgmrﬂeﬁiga The widening distribu-
tion of nations sending 1llegals to the Unlted States, which
Sﬁﬁgésts that proximity and tradition are less the signifi-
cant factors in 1llega1 immigration that théy once vere,
maes paralléj changes in ili=zgal lmmlgratlan from Mexico
itself. On the basis Df a trend. indicated by the divergent
findings of earlier Mexican immigration scholars, Julian
Samora has recently sﬁgge;ted that the source of Mexican
illegal lmmlgratlmn 15 be:@mlnq miore widely distributed
throughout that nation. . That is, he notes, whereas Gamio
found, in his classic study in 1930, that 60% of all Mexican
immigrants came from the Mexican states of Michoacan, Guana-
juato, Jalisco, and Nueve Leon; in 1951, -Saunders and Leonard
found that 70% of all wetbacks in their study ~wme from those
four-states -and San Luis Potosi. In 1969, how:ver, Samora
found that 37.5% of the 493 apprehénded Mexicai illegals in
Fis study group camé from those five states.** similarly,
in our 1975 study group Of 481 apprehended Me:ican illegal
aliens, 38.3% of those respondents came from ihe same five
states (see rigure ITI-1). In fact, as Tabls I1I~4 shows,
the differences in the distribution of the 3% .te of birth
of respondents in Samera's study group and thi distribution
‘of the state 6f residence of the-Mexican resiondents-in our .-
later s.udy are consistent with his hypothesis.*** In
gene. :i, more.respondents in Samora's 1962 study group came
from wn.. state (18.5% were born in the border state of

Chibhwanma) as compared with respondents in our 1575 study
(11. %% .22} homes : Jalisco, located in the interior of
Mexico, . &3 more fubp@ndents ~ame from fewer states in :
the eay ., . 3.0y than in the later one.

*Lawrence, Illegal Immigrant to the U.S., p. 6-7.

**Samora. Los_ M@fadag /p. 91-94.

***Uﬂllké Samora, data ¢ollacted' on the migration of respon-
dents .n our study were gatheréﬁ accord:i .ng to state of f%SldEDCé,
‘not state of birth. Unless the internal migration of the
reépgndentL in these twc study groups ran counter to the pre-
vailing internal Mexican migration, which is generally a north-
" bound_ movement t@ward .the more rapidly lndustrlallzlng border
states or a movement into Mexico City, any differences between
the distributions of the staté of birth of the two groups would

. be even more supportive of Samora's hypothesis.
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FLGURE I11-1: Mexican State of Residence of 481 Apprehended Mexican I1legal Alien:Respondents
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rce: Linton & Company Illegal Alien Study, 1975.
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The Dynamlcd

Tllejal Immigration: Socio-Economic Disparities

Between bgndlnurénd deceiving Nations

Macro D;fierenaagé Sending Nations and the U.S. INS
colleCts data on the nation of origin of apprehended illegal
aliens, but 1t tabulates those data for only a handful of
individual nations. PApprehénsion data on specific nations
sending illregals from the Western Hemisphere are, for example,
limited to data on illegals from Mexico, Canada, Cuba, the

DQMLHlEdn Republic, and thé British West Indies,.and Belize,
which are grouped together. All other apprehended illegals
from the West are tabulated as "Other Western Hemisphere."

Thus, though INS data show thatsincreasing numbers of

_apprehended illegals come from other nations in the Western
“Hemi

shere and non-European nations in the East, it is pot
possible to identify, much less rank, leading sources of
known illegal immigration by country of origin, once the
ohvicgus identification of Mexico has been made. In selecting
other nations sending. illegals for brief discussien of the
causes of i1llegal immigration, we have therefore relied on
the results of our survey, which was designed to interview
300 Mexican and 300 non-Mexican illegals appreehénded by the
ING. D]atfl -+t Offices, which are responsible for enforcing
immigrat law in the interior of the mation, and 200 ille-
gals ﬂppr?haﬂdeﬂ by the INS Border Patrol, wheré nation of
ignored.

origin vas

, most respondents apprehended by the Border
ican; hence 48] respondents in the study

an illegals. Most non~-Mexican respondents
nations in the Western Hemisphere: 237,
cgmpa;ed with 75 ?&sp@ndéntg from the Eastern HemlsphEEE.

5 Tab:le ITI=-5 shows, altho illegals from 53 ndtions were
interviswed, more than a third of the non-Mexican respondents
came from four nations in the West: El1 Salvador,; Guatemala,

_Colombia, and Ecuador. Each of those natlons is considered
by INS to be the source of significant numbers of illegals

in the nation, and Guatemala, Colombia, and Ecuador are
amonyg the seven nations with the highest nonimmigrant visa
usal rates, as noted earlier. To gain some understanding

refus
of the dyramics of illegal immigration at the macro level,
we turn next to & brief compariscn of socio-economic con-
ditions in the United States with those in Mexico and those
iéur nations.
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TABLE TIT-5

,Ragion and Country of Origin of Apprehended Illegal Alien Respondents

WESTERN HEMISPHERE

North -America

Antigua
: Bahamas
1 Barbados -
k Belize
i Canada
Costa Rica
Dominican Republic
*El Salvador
Grenada '
C*Guatemale
Haiti
Honduras
! Jamaica
*Mexico
Nicaragua,
Trinidad
. Total

-South America

Argentina
Bolivia
& Brazil
Chile
*Colombia
- *Ecuador
Guvyana
Peru
Uruguay
Venezusla
‘ Total

Total Western
-

(Mo, of
Respondents

Percent of
Total HNo. Europe

ERSTERN HEMISPHERE

No. of

Respondents

5

Percent of:
Total No.
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Indonesia -
Iran

Israel
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+ Nations s~lected for comparative analysis.
: . source: Linten & Company Illegal Alien Study, 1975.
'lPeriéntage may nétfaéd £to 100 due to roundaff.
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ia, ang Ecuador are undergoing \,

onsiderable economic development (Mexico, in particular, D\

sxperisnced rapid economic growth, and has had the fast-
rate of econonic growth.in Latin America in the last:
their low level,of per capita income, which ranged
$286 in E1 Salvadag&t@ 5681 in Mexico, indicate theix
us as developing nations and signal the existence of
ne poverty, both absolute gnd relative to the United |
with its highly developed eccnomy and wildly differ-

5,
per capita income of $4,981,

Lo Il <
o

il

=

The validity of that conventional index of poverty is
nd reinforced by the accompanying data presented
ie. Though the mate._al standard of liwving is
Jener substantially higher in ‘Mexico than in El Salvador,
GCuatemala, Colombia, and Ecuador, the five lLatin American
nations are markedly similar to each other and dissimilar

to tie United States in the lack of medical help and in the
health conditions of theilr citizens, as measured by number
of persons per physician, infant mortality rates, and years
of life expectancy at birth. Housing conditions ‘reveal com-
parable disparities between those nations and the United
States (see Table III-7). :

i
b

The material standard of living in those five nations
is thus radically different frém that in the United States,
Guite apart from any consideration of the equally disparate
population pressures bearing upon them. The population
growth rates of the five nations, which are typical of
Latin America and most develozing nations, are among the
highest in the world, ranging in recent years from an annual
growth rate of 3.5% in El Salvador to 2.8% in Guatemals
and Colombia. Those rates contrast sharply with the U.S5.
populaticn growth rate of 1%. Thus, not only do the rapid-
1y increasing populations in each of the five Latin American

- naticns have a depressive effect upon their economy, which
serves to offset their recent gains, the relative lack of

population pressure in-the United States will, over time,
dec little to dispel the economic disparities between it
dand its Latin-American neighbors. o : oE
Taken together, those data indicate significant but
still purely statistical differences between the level of
poverty and standard of living in the U.5. and in those
five nations, without regard to severe imbalances in the-
Aistribution of wealth and opportunities in the latter nations.
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Characteristics of Households in the U.5.

P

TABLE III-7

and in Selected Latin-Anerican Nations

llousehold Characteristics

Inited

atates

Hexico

El
Salvador

- Guategala

Colombia - Ecueder

Average No. of Persons per
Household

hverage No. of Rooms per
Dwelllng

Percentage of Households
“jith Running Water

Percentage of Households
With Electricity
] i

3.2
(1970)

5.1
(1970)

97.5
(1970)

H

5.7
(1970)

VR

(1970)

8.7 .

~1970)

- (1970)

, 52

(1964)
g 20
0 (1984)

11.3

250
(1964)

(1964

¢

!

2.9
(1964)

41.3 .

(1964) .

7.4
(1964)

‘5,1
(1962)

5.1
(1962)

L

123

(1562)

12,3
(1962)

:5!

Conperable data not available.

Sgurce:' U Stgt@stigalngarpeak, 1973, Table 198.
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Additional data presented in Table III-6 give indirect evidence
of such maldistributions. The percentage of total population
living in urban areas -- where medical facilities, educational
' opportunities, and‘work are far more likely to be available =~
"is much less in these sending nations that in the U.S., and it
.is often radically different. The percentage of thes totnl e
populationiliving in urban areas in Guatemala and E1 Salvador
'in 1974 was 33,6 and 39.8, respectively, while in Mexido (which
has been undergoing rapid urbanization in vertain areas in’
recent years), 62.3% of the population were reported to be -living
_ in urban areas in 19747 as compared to 73.5% in 1970 in the
s U.£. High illiteracy rates-similarly give further evidence
of significant differences within the populations of sending
" nations as wéll as between those populations and the U.5. -

i

e Despite increasing industrialization, the benefits of
these developing nations still go primarily to the upper-
income few. Tn 1972, for example, 'some 52% of the population
'bf Ecuador subsisted largely outside the money economy and
had an averagye, annual income of $76 per capita, obtaining
ﬁess than 10% of tHe gross domestic product (GDP), while the
lupper 7% of its population received 'some 50% of it.* SimMar
radical discrepancies in income distribution in Mexico have
ioften been cited, and are considered a sigmnificant factor in
the escalating occurrence of Mexican illegal immigration in T
/the U.S.** : . . . S

| P
o Though labor-market data for Latin America are scanty,’

[ unemployment. and underemployment are marked, indicating severe
| differences in economic welfare within the populations of these
| sénding nations as well as between them and,.tHe U.S. ,Despite

| Mexico's dynamic economy and rapid indugtrialization, for
. example, the number of people seeking work far outnumber the

- = o e
=T g -
= =

. :

*Iﬁtér¥Am§fican‘Dggeiémeﬁt Bank, Econamic and Social - ¢
Progress in latin America, 1974 Annual Report, p. 273. v

L **See, for-éxample, Vernon Briggs, Mexican Migration and
the U,S. .Labor Market; Ray Marshall, "Economic Factors In-
. fluencing the International Migration of Workers," a paper
0 presented at a .Conference on Contemporary Dilemmas of the
rder, San Antonio, April 15, 1975; Samora

_Mexican-U.S. Bo
-~ Los Mojados. e G

. = 5=
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N . : .
jobs available.* -- with little prospect for immediate relief,
- given the youthfulness of its population .(46.4% under the age
y of 15), and its high birth rate. *x' The other, far ‘less indus-=

crialized, nations, 1m1la*lj hurdened by vouthful populations
and high birth rates, also confront agﬁgld@fabla unemp loyiment
, and 1nordinate under L:%, ployment rates.. In Guatemala, for exam-

_ ple, 56% of the economically active population still depends

. upon agriculture for its livelihood, and 42.4% of that popula-

' tion has been dstimated to be unﬁerémplayéd **% . Though unem-

glaynpnt in the U.5. is currently high in Fﬁm@arlsan with-- 4

. recoat times, it is neither indigenous to its developed e canamy,

R - ricr 1s <4t intensified by a young work force and % high birth
rate., . " .

., In addition, thé'waqeféiﬁgaritiés between Latin.2Ameticans
' who have found employment and U.S. employed: persans are enormous
. (see Table III-8). The average weekly wage in “thése Pive
; countriecs, which ranges:from $11.04 in Colaombi¢ to $31.21 in .
- Mexico, 1s one-fifth LQ one-tenth that of thé average weekly
. wage of U.S. workers. ' A Colombian employed in industry, for
T “ example, earns in a week what a similarly employed American h
worker earns in less than half a day, and though a Mexiean
industrial employee earns about three times the weekly wage
of that Colombian, he earns in a week no more than a U.S. .
. worker earns in 5lightly moré than a day. Similarly, in - -
;. Chihuahua, Mexico, the source of substantial nunbegrs of appre=
_hended Mexican 1Llegalg, the minimum wage of $10.00 a week'is
: " equivalent tqrthe minimum wage for less than a day's Wka in
T : the U.5., while the minimum weekly wage in Colombia,4s almost
' 1dentlcél to the m;ﬂlmbm wage for an hour of wark 1n the U.5.

ES

’ - ’ ’ . i »
v o I . L . .

——
*The Meylran Ministry of Labor.- feleased ‘an . unémplaymEHE—
_Eum underemployment rate of 40% in 1974 (ane]s¢ﬁr, Mexico
City, February 18, 1974) ’fﬁ“ﬁ ! : o .

**L;Gngﬂlc and Saf1al Prggfess in Latin Ameflca, 1974,

-

’***Ibiéaffﬁ:rggs-
T N

P 106

-61l- . : , o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



O

PAruntext provided oy enic |

e

- -z9-

g mlgems

N | @
g
N o g «
D . ran’aLg ,
"lakaiCle'ﬂCt@ll“i gl 1.5 ard 5o lurel Laliﬁé}ﬁéfifiﬂ_ fay L 0iE E
2 : fetite) L2
ke hazftedinis \_ﬂnitgdst;gtezx Hijed Bl salv.;daz‘ ‘ ﬁ—uaﬁmlg Cﬁl:ﬂhia Ecyadsz
i = = '—_ S e o — = e = S S e S S .!- —— T =
Roonaichly ke it pfulatias @illlens 9 6.8 L2050 1331 1587 5,141
ud b fpa®l . oo s Ip+ 1gw Col AES
(1g . £lizh 57le L@ . 119341 (;m);
o Biedtgtin eidlean b3l B2 4.1 70 Ay,
' o (174} g gnzh (la7lle BEN Lmdid (W7
- incetgtin Mty 2L 7 a0 o 138 et 10
: (14 rzlh fo7lle - nem (LI (Te
Mrcetighin % s _ 144 ho " 12 Q60 13
(234 A2l (1570¢ WERH (1o&)d  (1373e
hetit oe 0. 5 5/ 3yl el \_‘ ) - 08 (.00 s
‘ lola - 457118 islh ti7da (7l
nagieulire v, 5653 Sead0 \ 1,90 4 - ¥ *
{f9Ma SO {1973a :
9 i ‘ o
I 2ol ey (05, 4 {1540 \ si,18 e, i8m se 9
[Lgla g zh M7~ (1870 0e7cla  (L7Na
Ingenies (18, § 116840 ' + ¢ * +
Loy _
HurlBe Vagd (1.5 § Fekdy) §1. 02,0 p_er e 510 3P + ¢ 1.0 +
, .8 - uric g 870
C e
Inesplotse ee etient) | 7 i c AT 7 (ST
’ (a7 {far2) E-NA {1370 (under employ-
N ' ‘ Clictales Wiais - 43,4 seat saverid
enlazmnzl | (AW73)h tinaz this
i , : fiqued) B

Ea b e a4 Rjel soute o afrelinded Ll lmLE,
TR laj}ﬂm. wron dononically active,
sy wiloyine | il smional lastive:
P oepapsile e Nt wva ilble -

Sew

Sgirees!
[
"5, dodleatin lirs, 104, Msttue: hsnmiiesn
w———#'
dg I aliscdn, Quamizagion deled kndticams,

- ur;!ﬂn, he. .1974 |
h. sl G giﬂ"‘l@ﬁ,lg'ﬂr peimeifenil

st;xgmn; g; tadiypzla g[;;crcls, bizice im Ceneald
de lgradiyedn pes, B oWz,

in; Stieg looptlien y Sxials, (nedfs sitlosll de
"Eﬂ:fi'l gl r;lon F:angrl:g.ﬁc?!mﬁiftu

T T
ﬁg irpgtinacioy - Global, swriol de lvattigition
‘g sllcas, fas §adudor, T,

] S Bedlasin, _1‘955_ fesen Cﬁl‘eill i1
i Begta BB, LEL

Iegty, o hatitna

L. s e R — e S

8

RE

Sexls Iltadhggrsl 1861=8972, Republica dek Eeuadar,
Ingt|zule ﬁlugm Ji Eatadisticas {uiw, 194,

aa]mn!nfqrm,,&hg jagoe Eefinltiva; del Uil Cemen
liatiapal d& Pah‘,l!ng;n ds] % dn Hipzo ds 1973, Hindsterie
de Lramalen D:m—.sson Gmml f¢ EitadiEtice; Repchlica

de Gatmaldl g, 173

;ssu;t_igaz‘. Mtiice of_the United States, 1904,

b Ecannm.ic L Engigl progress [n latin Imetica, haal

L

_ggg_lgl! Trly-lesica Divelopxent Em.

Haxlean Minlipey o Libor, BxSolslor; Muito cnyi
Febiuasi L8 197, '




3

TABLE 111-9 | o

)

—£9 -

100

+ “No. of Respondents

Characteristics of Hagsgh@ld7@§rApp;ghen§eq Illegal Alien Respondents in The@:VC@untryraf Origin

Household Charac’eristics

Total

Fastern
Hemisphere

Illegals

Western Hemisphere

Illegals
(exc. Mexico)

Mexican

’ Illeqals_

Average M. of Persons per
Household t

Percentage of flouseholds -
with Electricity

Percentage of Households
with Running Water

= Pei:&ntage of fouseholds with

Radio ot 1.V,

64

79.4

04

=

5.0
93.5

9.8

5.9

6.8

13.4

60,5 -

75,5

Don't Know/Refuse to.Answer
No Household in'Country
of Origin .

e e, m—

_ 4451_-

Total ¥o, of Respondents

193

‘5@@3 hﬂM&CMEWIMﬁﬂAH@SQW,EEg
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Tn sum, the general income level, health and housing
conditions, education, and oppertunities for employment in
Mexico, El Salvador, Guatemala, Colombia, and Ecuador are
minimal in comparison with those in the United States, and
they signal the existence of real inadequacies as well as
relative disparities. When looked at in terms of the added
factors of inordinate population pressures’ and Gnegual dis-
tributions of that income and those opportunities, the
current conditions and immediate prospects of large numbers
of Latin Americans are grim. These push factoxs, which are

ot

typical of the socio-economic conditions in most latin Amer- -~

ican countries and other developing nations, ccntrast sharply
with the attractions of the United States and the myth of

‘the American Dream, which portable radios and television

sets now bring to the attention of increasing numbers of .
people throughout the world. . That these circumstances combine’
with the post-war availability of international- transportation
to produce an increasing flow of iilegal immigration from
those nations is not surprising. Further, it is a phenomenon
that is, unlikely to subside mntil the imbalance between the

demand for and the supply of goods that generally attends N

modexrn developing nations is adjusted, and the socio-economic -
disparities between nations sending illegals and the United
States are ‘diminished. Loe Y
Micro Différences: The Study Group. In general, the
socio—economic characteristics of the illegals interviewed
for this study* reflect the gemerally depressed socio-economic
conditions of -their country of origin. There were, however,
significant differences between respondents from Mexico, those.
from other nations in the Western Hemisphere '(WH illegals), and

4

those from nations in the- Eastern Hemisphere (EH illegals). The
Mexican illegals in our study group.were significantly more dis-

advantaged persons and workers in. their .countxry of-origim-than

were the-illegals from other nations in the Western Hemisphere,

though Mexico is genérally a more economically advanced and
urbanized nation than most countries in the Caribbean, or
Central and South America. . Further, respondents from-the
Eastern Hemisphere (who came Qri@aﬁily;fram Greece, Thai

I

- r . O E

xRe ferences to the study group or to respondents designate
the 793 apprehended illegals interviewed for this study; refer-

ences to the 51 unapprehended illegals who were also interviewed

are always describgd as such in the text and tables.

-64-
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"spondents reported that.

Ind;a, Pakistan, -and‘'the Philippines) were consistently more
advantagea than were 1&spgnaents from the Western Hemlsph?fe,
ExcluaLng Méxlﬂﬁt; . : : Ly

e

5

The 481 Mexican 1112?315 vere 5ub5tamtlaily more likely
to have 'come from rural areas and to have been farmworkers
in their country. of origin:than were the 237 WH or the 75 EH
illegals. A third of the Mexlzan respondents to the guestion
came from towns with a po@ulat;@n of less than 2,500, as com=-
pared with less than ten perd%ﬁt of the WH iliegals, and
slightly more than ten percent.of the EH lllegals, Viewed .
from the other end of the Jgectfum, the. difference in degree
of urbanization between the Meﬁlcan and the non-Mexican re-
spondents vas even more striking:. 52.1% off the WH and 48.2%
of the EH illegals Leported -a h@metcwn with\ a pagulatlgn Df
1 million or more, as compared with" 9 0% of \the Mexican ille-
gals. Similarly,” .though the péfdgﬁtage of thg;labar force in
agr;iultgfe is generally lower in Mexico than it is.in other
nationg sending illegals from the Westeﬁﬂ Hemisphere (see -
Tablée III-8)+. almost half the .407 Mexican respondents who
_"had worked in-their home country since 1970 xeported that
. they had _been farmwarkers there, as compareéd with slightly .
more than ten percent of the 173 -WH respondents\who had
worked in their country of origin. Only one.of the 48 EH
- respondents who had- “worked in their homeland since 1970 had
been emplayed in- ggrLculture

Tha h@us;ng Ecﬂﬂ;tlans reported by the Mexican illegals.
were also consistently lnferler tothose repmrteﬂ by the WH
illegals’;, which waexe, iy inferior to those reported by
the EH illegals (Table ™ On average; the Mexican re-
“persons lived in their home in
their native land: pared to an average of 5.9 and 5.0
persons in WH and;EH. gseh@ld% respectively. Mexican re-
spondents were also twice‘as likely not to have ele:trlglty
and three times as likely hot to have running water in fhELA
homes, as were WH zespondents. Similarly, the average
monthly rent or mortgage payment in cases. where such pay-— -
ments were made, were substantlaily rkigher among the WH

*In d;scusslnq gLffEremces between MEKIGQP and non- Mechan
respondents, it is,important to note that only 6.4% or 15 of
the WH respondents cdme with student visas. Most (55.5%) had
entéred as tourists, but a substantial minority (37.6%Y were:
EWIs. Almost all Mexican respondents were.EWIs, though 7.3%

or 35 were tourists, and 1.7% or 2 had entered as students.

EH respondents formed a quite different group: 34.7% or 26
came with student visas; 26.7% or 20, with tourist visas; 17.3%
or 13 were EWIS; the rest had entered with other types Df v1sas

i
N
M.

/

/
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illegals than among the-Mexicans :($47 and $28 respectively).

3»4% - . The dozen-EH illegals who reported on the cost of their home
. in their ceountry of origin rep@rted payments averaglng nore
. than $LDD a month. .
ELVEH -the l;m;ted 21rcumstanc55 of most rasg@ndentsw Gf-%\’
is not surprlslng that almost three-quarters (74.2%) of all S

— respondents in the study_.group reported that they came to
the United' States 'in order to-find a job. Further, when re-
spondents’® motivation for cgmlng ta- fhé United States are
viewed in terms of their region of grlg;n,/the socio~economic
differences noted between the three subgroups of- respanaents
have their SUbjEEELVE analogue. As the following table-shows, .
. almost 90% of the Mexican illegals, as compared with 60% of .. =
. the WH and less than a quarter of the EH respisndents. fépaxted
‘thsy came; taathe U.s. to find empléymént ,

. TABLE III-10 - A

i

3

gpgrehenied ILleqal Alien RESipi)ntﬂEﬁts Primary Reason

For C‘:ornJ.ng to the -United states ..., -

Cas pari‘ents t::f g;‘au§ res pandlng)

Eeésa; for ‘Coming  ° EH WH " Mexican
_the U.S. Total Illegals Illegals ;lleééls
o get a job | . 722 " 230 .60.4 88. 9

n _ To see the u's. " - 8.9  10.8 16.6 4.8

To study ) 7.5 45.9 7.2 1.7 ¢

To visit r ldt;vés 4;3 8.1 6.0 3.1

Other - 4.9 12.2 9.7 15

E:ubtt;\t;al}: - o 7: 59.9 o 7lD’D-iQ 7 77;’99.’97 | 710(3‘@7

No. of Respondents .788 - 74 235 47y’

Fon' t_know/Refuse to Answer . !DQE 1:3 . 0.8 - 0.4

T\;xt;al No. éf _Regpeﬁdeﬁts . 793. 715 - 217 . 481 ’

loerceitages may not add to 100 due to roundoff.

g‘;‘? Ség{r;e; Linton & Company Illegal Alien Study, 1975.




f%ﬁu%, the mpst é;saavantaged of the, three groups of respon-
dents; the ‘Mexi/cans, were. the most liKely to come to the United
‘States fqr explicitly economic reasons, while the most advan-
taged, the EH /fillegals, were least llkelg to report that they
had migrated. in order to find émpléyment. Though the majority
of the WH illegals came expl;:Ltly in search of a.U.8. job, a
substantial minority of -this-subgroup. of-respondents and most. S
 EH respondents, apparently grlfteﬂ into illegal status, i. é.,& T
remained in/ the nation and entered the American labor market
more by. chdnce than by dedign, more as a result of firsthand
knowledge /of the attractions of work in the U.S. than fL:Sﬁ“
hand experience of economic adversities in their country of
origin. /[To bverstate but underscore this difference between :
. these grpups of res;andents* while most Mexican, and a slight- .
majority of the WH, 111egal5 appear to have . been,prlmarlly
-pushed put of their region of origin by adverse econonic.cir-
cumstaﬂceg and to have come illegally in search of employment,
most EH illegals, and a szgnlf;cant minority ‘of the WH-ille-
gals /appéar to have been primarily pulled here by the
attractions of the United . States, and to .have be&ame ;llégals

/?‘beza se Of its ‘greater uppDrtunltlEa. o = .

In gum,,zhaugh macro data on natlmns senaLng 1llegals -are
~ viptually non-existent, and though _our survey focuysed upon .
2 charasterlstlés cf respandents and their experiences in
the U.S. labor market, rather than-the environment which’ they
cHose to_leave behind.them, the IespgnaentS»_preiamlnaﬁtly ;
economic explanation of their  reason for migratingy—the;
¢haracteristics as genérally disadvantaged individuals and-a
.workers, and thaageaerally depressed socio-economic cqn-
ditions of the nations fram which most came illustrate the
adversities illegals face in their native land, both real

and relative to the U.5. Given current restrictions upon-
immigration to the ¥.S5., and its historic proscription of
nonimmigrant alien -labor, most aliens who, wish to follow in
“the footsteps of the millions of earlier legal 1mm1granﬁs to
the U.S. must do so illegally. Nevertheless, in recent years, .
the number-of aliens who opt for this illegal alternative

to a subsistence or ﬁtherwxse limited way of life has 1nzzeased
. and thelr region mf erg;n ap§eara to have ‘widened.

.r‘e"
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CHAPTER 1V: “THE CHARACTERISTICS OF THE ILLEGAL ALIENS . = +

. oo

=IntIEﬂuEtlﬂn Q@ _ » ﬂf ; )

lntEIVlEWEa Lliegafﬁalzens, the - subgect of Chagt&r V or
their experiences with governmental programs, the sabgec* of
Chapter VI, we describe their charactérlst;cs as individuals, _ .
as family members, and as migrants. Knowing something about '
these characteristics will provide ‘some leads as to the respon-
) dents' impacts on society; such knowledge, once secured on a
Tt broader and deeper scale, would be helpful when-considering
alternative pQILC1es and strategies vis-a-vis illegal aliens
(a2 policy appropriate if the population consists of floating o
groups of bachelors, who visit the U.S. from time- to time; _ o
. might not be appropriate 1f ‘the pcgﬂlat;én is/ aeeplg imbedded’ .
”ln the Saclal fabric).

“With thls in mind, we will first-examine the respondents 2
as individuals, deallng w1th characteristics of age, sex, and ’ '
education,.’ We then turn to’a description of the respondents
as family members, their mhrital status, number of children, :
family obligations abroad, and family ties in the U.S. Flnally,#
we-will déscribe the regpcnaents' ties with this country and-
their country-of origin, covering such subjects as their entry

: technigues, the number of trips they have made between their
oW homeland and the”U.S.,, their past brushes with :INS, their
' : Qantact w;th the 111egaLs " network, and their fuﬁuré plans. .

*Characteristics:- Age; Sex, and Eﬂugaticn

N » ' . éﬂ% " The interviewed illegals* were young, yaunger than e
the average member of the U.S. labor force, but not as young ' :
: as some might expect; the illegals” -average age was 28.5 years,
. as compared to 32.0 for male U.S. workers Jenerally. - (Both
. figures are fox. he working population, aged 16 and older; the
N interviewvers had been instructed to administer the survey to.
) " > illegals who had worked in the U;S. for at least two weeks,
“and who were 16 years of age or older; no upper age limit was -
\peslf;ed ) . . ' ‘ y o .
‘=\ A - B

L . B T -

‘«':m:fg\ — e — . )
*All\references to interviewed illegals or to respondents

are to the 793 apprehended illegals in the study. Any references

" ko the- smailer\graup of unapprehended illegals LﬁtéfVleeﬁ are

SQEElflzally 1den\1fleé as such. Y *
i H\.,,, WE
SN _ 11?3
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N »
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. There were fgur 16-year olds among the 793 Iespgnﬁents,
" and a lone’ 65-year old at the other end of ‘the ‘age range; the
most common age was 22, which was reported. by 55 of the respon-
dents, f@llawed by 20, which was thé age of 52 af themH P

o . . While there were some dlffereﬁces in tha average ages

. ;apgrted by the different subgroups, the differences were X

not Drcnmunced Perhaps the most 5lgn*fl§ant of these dif-

ferences wag“between«thatﬁzgcsrdea for £he visa abusers,_

. * and that of the EWIs. The former aVEraéed “3079-years-of.age,.
4+  .while the latter averaged 27.5. (This is understandable, as

an INS official told wus, "because teenagers have difficulty
. ,securing visas, but are pérfECtly capable Df walklng aﬁrﬁss
;fﬂtge border.") C : .

e ST /

In terms of Qflgln, Mexléan—b@rn resp@ndents were slightly
younger (27.6 yearg of age on average) than those from the
Eastern Hemisphere (EH illegals), who _averaged 28 3 years.

The oldest of *the three feglon~gfﬂar1g1n groups were those - -
-from the Western Hemisphere, excliuding Mexico (WH . lllegals), .

whose .average age was.30.4 years. A comparison of the age
distribution of respéndénts and the U.S. labor force is shown
,fhv : £ i . ‘

,in Table IV-1. o s

Taklng a closer lpck~ ble IV 2 at. the largest and .
youngest group of illega¥s “in this study, those from Mexico,
we campared ‘the age distribution of these respondents with

E those in the only other recent study ¢f illegals;* and with
the ‘legal Mexican 1mm1g:aﬂts who arrlfad in FY 1974. Al~-_
: though both.groups of illegals have more representatlﬂn Ain
' * the l16-24 age bracket’than do the leqgal immigrants, the
: 'dlstrlbutlcns are otherwise remarkab;y slmllar.

) Sex. Althaugh the zmnventlonsl wisdom that illegals®
) : T are géﬂ%fally younyg adults is prﬁbahly correct, we are less
° - assured of the accuracy of ‘its claim. that illegals are young
men. T o
INS apprehensions are pr;maglly @E men and, cgnsequantlg,
50.8% of the interviewad apprehenﬂed lllegals were male., INS
apprehen51cns, however, reflect a mix of two realities ~~ the
demography  of the illegal. .population and INS practice®. The P
INS enforcement staff is overwhelmingly male, and its members
, are likely to think along masculine lines as. they‘plan their
. _operations, and hence they tend to focus on situations where
T male .illegals may congregate, such as at construction sites
or in citrus groves. Further, there are: -serious logistical and

. & X : .
" - . . L

. *Samora,  Los MGJédDS, pﬁ 90,
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TABLE IVEl

and of the fI S, Labc:r FEEEE

(as percents cf grnup)

Dz,stmbutmns of Age of Apprehended I;Llegal Alien ‘Reag@nients by Reg;an of ergm,

\ Q{rAGE e | RGO OF omtem || .

AT TAST - | Western 0.8 h J
| BfCRTHDAY | T | Basters  Hemisghere . LABOR FORCE ... / Y Ny
- 7 7' L Hamsphe;e exc. Mexico  Mexico | L A

L. B . ‘e_,"‘! 5 , | : .
o, \ 24 / 40,1 30.7 30.0 46,6 1. 231
N L 36| 640 b3 2| a8 “
No. of Rgspand&\ts 793 . B W 481 -
’J . . ) i ’ ' S ' l . .
Csmromn |00 | d00.00 - 1000 1000 [, 999
_Don't mw/R&fpse 0 T . - g
: AHEWEI -..,,k“ R i G'GA . D-D _n; D-G D;D = _ .
Totil o, S{ Respondbnts | 743 B.o.wm e . '
-~ Average Age (1n yeaks)) 8.5 7 283 304 7.6 | 390 ¥
' . \\ wlF T "
standard Deviation | 8.7 13 - B 9.0 -
. ) \‘ Chy, "S"" .
i :’l ‘ iy \\ i W —— * — — = —— - - " "\\""
~ Sources: ~ Lodumns Kthmugh 4, Lmt;m & Company Illegal Alien Study, 19751 r:olurrm 5 1973-
lahor force data f ren Statistical Rbstract of the United States, 1974, Table 544; average -
' age calculate:d from Emﬂayment and Earnings, April, 1975, Tables A9 and A-19, (I:;gta in
f;rst Eczux’ eolumns is fcr a 90, 8% 'nale labor fuzceg) o o
1031 averdges in tables in this veport refer-to mean, A I
i A |i1 ‘ &8 N : h, i x:r{. £y ‘




S— SN £

“r * ' Afr;v;ng Hexlcan Male Immigraﬁts ¢ . gffs

—_— : o “ ) E, " . ;
4 K 7 (as percents of gzgpgs) ‘ o

. o ~ . 'AGE GROUP S S 3551974
: _ . AT LAST . LECO. . . SAMORA _ ARRIVING |
o ' BIRTHDAY __sTupy GROUPY  STUDY GR@UPE;’IHMIGRANTE3 o

EREY o

o : o 16 .= 24. L ;'vés.g , : Sl}gf . 43.0 ; "

&F

S ’ . o7 o , yd _

o : - 25 = 44 . S 47,2 % /45.3 48.4
B} RS B S o 7
* © 7 45 & Over 7 6.2 ‘;fg 3.4 8.7 A

F

= o a0 '_ = = :v;sf

" No. of Respondents , 4817 - ", .. 489 36,124

. F

s . N . H

susToTAL? . ;Lﬁo.a 9919 - 100.1 ‘

; o . Don't Know/Refuse to s . )
' » . Answer : 7 o~ 0.8 o=

Total No. of Respondents -~ 481 493 v 36,124 . !

Sburces: Columm 1, Linton & Company Illegal Alien Study, 1975;
Column 2, samora, Los Mojados, p. 90; caium" 3, INS Annual Report,
TaRle 9, , ; ’ v

ILsco. study’group included. 33 females.

: EE
- . & - Pt

25amora's age .groups’ were expressed as "under 25, 26-45, and
. over 46," and are’ thus.not precisely comparable to the others.. AT

3 ) : : . .
"INS data are presented by ten-year cohorts, thus the data on’
16-24 year olds used here were secured by taking 40% of the 10-19
o ' age group and adding it to 50% of the 20-29 age group, and so on.
. ' : 4percentages may not add to 100 due to roundoff. ‘ *
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‘Eerae:: P‘atz:al apprehended 182,002 Mexican illegals, of whom 89.2% were

1

C : . L . . . . . )
[y - ! N - \\ B R AR s L o ae -
. i N, ~ ‘; N . - e * _” . \ o l“‘ * . 2
\3 : : : LT CL ..1:;:,‘ b5

ghumanl arian. p:obleme COnnected with apprehen51ons ‘of women,
INS maintains nd over-nxght detention facilities for women,
and an apprehended woman. has\ to.be lodged (at considerable
expense) in the‘nearest jail \or prison that has such facili-
ties. Then there are the addiFLonal problens-caused by an ’
apprehendéﬂ yoman with one or more smalLl chlldren.

In add;tlon:to “hese operatlonal COHSlderatlonS, there LT
. is also a definitional complication in that apprehension - 4 o
- data reflect .evénts thSt happen within the United tate%ﬁ .
~and (usually) not at the ports of entry, If an Iﬁ%senﬁ%rce- -
ment officer encounters an illegal.l00 feet, or 100 m@&es, T e
inside: they nation's borders, that is an apprehension; if, .- E
. on the &ther hand, the INS immigration inspector on duty in. - v
a port of entry. denies-admission &6 ‘an. alien, that act is - -, - &
not caunteﬂ as an apprehenSLOn. Sana a substantial percen-. Lo
tage of those Qenied adnissign, accodeng to INS officials, S

L&

are women, ;the' nominclusion of a11en denials in apprehension’ ‘ .
~ data suggests that these data understate the an1dence.of\ R
bmen in the illegal population._ - T T '

. There are other 1nalcat10ns that’ theré‘are more female
~illegals in the U.S. than INS apprehehsion data reflect
For exemple- " e oo o i
® A Gaorgetown Unlversxty graduate ;student,. worklng I g
. with’the 1960 .and 1970 Mexican censuses, and using N
the residual method; calculated that 1,6 million ' .
pegple living 'in Mexico in 1960 weréd missing from S ® '
the 1970 Mexican Census, ‘and théy could not be D
Facceunted for either by death or by legal immigra-
“tion to thé United States. IHe attrlbuteé\the loss %
«0f thiggydup,three-sevenths of which he estimated e
to be~Wbme» 3 oflllegal immigration o ‘the Unlted Coe g
Stafes.,** T~ ~

F. . B . . . . . . e~

Ry

. ®*For 1nstance, in san -Diego, COunty (Qa.l:LEornJa) 2 in FY.1975, the -

<

_men‘ 16 years of age and older, the balance being women and boys under
) 167 on the other hand, of the 17,697 'aliens denied adnission at San
" Ysidro, the principal port of .entry in the county, INS officials esti- |

‘mate “that 75% were. women. . See San DlegO, Human Resources Agency, A . ..
Study of the Impact of §]:lega1 Al-iens on the_County: of San Dlego on o
E_peclf,l(;' Sc:e;.c;:ecbnomc Areas <1975) p: 37. - _ . -

2 . <
. A

v Slmllarly, in a bo:rder-v.Lde study of would—-be fraudulent entrants,
designed by ohe of the a\rtho:rs and conduc‘ted by INS, 54.9% of the 716
such persons identified by mumgrat:lorx 1nspectors in the course of the
5tudy were wamen. ’ . s

**Howard Goldberg, unpublLshed paper writter for the Center for

Population Research, Georgetown -University, Washmg‘tcn, B.c., 1975,

— . —72;
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e e An earlier and informal survey, which we conducted

for the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration,
of unappfahenaed illegals in WashlngtOﬁ, D.C., taken
largely in buildings occupied by Central Americans,
indicated a ratio of three men to two women among

the ;llegals.

Of the unapprehended 1llegals 1ntervlewe§ far this
study, 41% were female.

Df the 344 married appfehended 1llegals 1nterv1eweﬂ
for this study, 135 said they had a spouse in the

. United States. 1In answer to another question, 53
said their spouse was a citizen or a resident alien,
leaving a balance o6f B2 spouses present in the coun=
try who were neither citizens nor resident aliens;

.. .presumably most of these B2 were women and 1lle§al

o aliens. Had this group been added to the group in-

, terviewed, it would have doubled the number of women.

in the group.

The female apprehended illegal respcndents accounted
for only"7.0% of the EWIs but 14.3% of the visa abusers,
a group which is far less likely to be apprehended than

the EWIS. e

Education. Just as the allocation of INS enforcement re-
gources, "with a heavy emphasis on the Scuthwest and Califérnia,
results in the apprehension of far more Mexican than non-Mexican
illegals, and its practices pzababiy result in the-apprehension
of more males than females, so it is probable that INS may cap-

‘ture a higher proportion of the least educated illegals. than it

does of those w;th more education,**

.

This speculatlan should be borne in mind in the fDll@Wlng
comparisons of the general .level of the respondents' " education
with that of the U.S. population

*N@rth "Illegal Aliens: Final Report,"”gp. 66=77.

**The unappfehended respondents had an average of 11.3 years
of schooling; hence, they were considerably more. "educated than-
Mex;can or WH rESpéndents, though slightly less educated than

[
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Table IV-3 shows that respondents generally had half the
‘education of the U.S. civilian labor force, and that there were

. “remarkable differences among the levels of education reported by

the illegals, depending on where they were from, and where they.
were located in the United States. EH illegals, with 11.9 years
af educatlon, were almast at the U. S, ﬁorm, 12 4 years, but 11;2—
that n@rm. ﬁﬁilllegals, w;th B 7 years of educatlan, had about
twice the schooling of the Mexican 1llegals. .

A more precise comparison of §Ersaﬂs in the 25-34 age range,

shows that only a fraction over 1% of the U.S. -population, and -
nly about 2% of the nation's blacks, had four years of schooling

less, compared to 27.8% of the interviewed illegals as a
roup. *  On the other hand, data for employed males of Mexican
rigin in the U.S5. are falrly close to that of the illegals. Of
the U.S5. males aged 25-64 in this group (data for the 25-34 -
group are not available), there were 23.4% with four years or
less of schcal * % ’ - B

0w o U‘ )]
H

:

At the top of the educational spectrum, 8.9% of the inter-
viewed 25-34 year old illegals said they had completed one or-
more years of college, compared with more than a third of the
U.S. population generally and with more than a fifth of the
blacke in the same age group. Most of the illegals with this
level of education were born outside Mexico, and many of them
were natives of the Eastern Hemisphere who first arrived in
‘the U.S. with a student visa. i ,

3

et .

_ We also found that respondents who spoke English had about
twice as much education as those who did not, 11.0 years compared
to 5.6. Slmllarly, visa abusers, whg have to be gésmgpathan
enough to get a visa from the State Department 4n the flrst
place, had twice the education Ef the EWIs. . L

With a few éxcegtlons, m@st of the illegals had no‘contact
with U.S. educational institutions. This was partlculafly true
. for EWIs, for illegals over 35,. and\for Mexicans. Dhlyr@ 4% of
the latter group, for example, had beén enrolled in a U.S.
school. On the other hand, 25.0% of the WH illegals ‘and 47.3%.
of the EH illegals had been to school in the U.S. The EH ille-
gals were also more likely to be enrolled in U.S. schools for
longer periods of time. Of the ‘EH" illegals, 20.4% had attended
U.S. classes for three or more years, cémparéd to 2.9% of the

WH illegals and onky 0.6% of thgse born in Mexlco- .

*U = data drawn from the Sfatlstlcal Abstfa:t of the U. S., 1974,
Table 188, .

3

**Mex;can origin data from U. s. Bureau of the Census, Current Popula-
ticnﬁﬁgp@rts, P=-20, No. 280, "Persans of Spanish Crigin in tha .U.5.; March
1974 (Washington, D.C., 1975) Takle 21.




TABLE 1V-3

dod Tlleqal Alien fRespondents, by Reglon of Origin,
and by Lecation in U.5., and of 0.5, Civilian Labor Force

atinral Attalrrent of Aporehen

{as percents of group responding) i

L APPREHENDED ILQ@MM
/" FOION OF ORIGIN -

- = 1 L v d L Phecds wido
Westorn . e
TOTAL _ Hemisphere Hid/

(16 yra. & over) | Eastern fast lorth-  Southe
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LAECR FORCE
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t-1 10,0 4.1

1=
[
HE
AT
b,
jrery
[
ot
e
[y

1.9 '45.5 139 %l
5.8 | 40.2 :ziis» e 43| d2. M L 12.9
9= 11 I 162 0T 12| 179 5.4 8.5 165 19.7
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Total Mo. of Respordents "9 85,410,000

hverage Years of School .
Tenpleted 67" ‘119 8.7 490 89 15 46 6.2

%]
—
L)

-

standard Deviation S R R 4.0 L1 a1 48 3.0 1.8 -

=

- Byurces: Columns 1-8, Linton & Company 11legal Alien Study, 1975: column 9, Handbook of Labor Statisties, 1973, Table 12,

“Parcentages may net add to 100 due te roundoff.




The groups of respondents with the most education and the

mest contact with U.S. schools -—- those speaking English, visa
abusers, and those apprehended in New York City, to cite three
.examples -- tended to be am@ng the most sucﬁassful in the labor
market. .

. \ _
Characceristics: The Respondents as Family Members

iy

The factors which were just reviewed, age, sex, and, parti-
cularly, education, bear heavily on the kind of job a worker can
obtain. . The factors which are about to be described, marital
status and family obligations, have relatively little to do
with the kind of work that one does, but a great deal to do
with the motivation-that carries one into the work place. As
- will be shown, the respondents had substantial family obligations,
‘rarely blunted by sotial insurance or welfaré systems,-which ’
lgave them. great 1ﬁcent1ve to take chances, to migrate, and to
work hard. .. , ' S

F

C. Magltal Status. The respondents, a group which was 90.8%
male, were considerably less likely to be married than the U.S.
male population. ‘In order to make meaningful comparisons
(given the relative -youth of the illegals), we examined the
marital status of the illegals by three age groups, 16-24,
25=34, and 35 and over. {In the latter instance, we c@mpafed‘
‘the- illegals’ marital status to American males between 35 and
54, since virtually all of the QVEf=35 illegals in our sample
were under the age Qf 55. ) o

A5=Tablé Iv-4 indicates, the most dramatic contrast comes
in the ‘25-34 age range; only 15.9% of the U.S. males of this
age are 51ngle=never married, but 36.9% of the respondents were
in this category.* :

Typically, the percentage of illegals reportifig marriage
-(combining formal and common-law marriages for this purpose)
- varied ‘relatively little in most of our cross-tabulations;
there were variations with time (about 43% of those here less
than two years were married, compared to more than 51% who had
been here two years or mcre), and even more so with region of
origin (only 29.3% of the Eastern Hemisphere illegals were
married, compared to roughly half of those from Mexico, and
from elsewhera in the Western Hemispherz). A majority (56.9%)
of the unapprehended illegals were currently married.

=

*An INS staff memher IEV;éWlﬂg this statistic.commented
that the lack of a spcuse makes it possible for the single
- illegal to secure, either fraudulently or legitimately, an

ﬁlmm;granf s visa through marriage to a citizen ér to & perman-
ent ré31dent alien.
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" motal No. of Respondents "193 '? 0l

b * TABLE 1V-4

P

D1 thbUthﬂS uf Pﬂllaﬂl Status of A‘PFEhEﬂdEd T1legal Alien Uespondents,

and of Unit&éjstates

Males by Age Groups

(as percents of qroups)

ILLEGAL ALIENS

U.5. MALES

~ MARITAL STATUS S
Anotal [16-24 25-3 35-65 )

-2 5=

35 - 54

Married ga | 50 sa a2 | W

Single, Never Married fo | 18 s 185 | 6L

 single, Fomerly Married 55 | 0.9 8.3 9.2 | 1l

80.3 88.7
159 6.6

._3:7 ’ H 4:7

No. of Respondents - 793 | < 318

Don't Know/Refuse to Answer | 0.0 0.0

w1 -
SUBTOTALZ 100,0
00 00 | -

Lo -

Sources:
the Unitggratatgs, 1974, Table 48.

\

Columns 1-4, Linton & Company Illéga; Rlien Study, 1975; cclumng 57, Statistical Abstract of

pata in columns 1-4 are fgr a group which is 90.8% male

Ysince only 8 of the 174 Eespandents'ﬁver the age of 35 wege over the agé of 55, data for 0.5, males o

ages 35-54 were used for comparative purposes.

Zpercentages may not add to 100 due to roundoft.
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Ch;;ﬂgea The percentage of the respondents with children
was slightly higher thah the respondents who were married at
the time of- the interv;ew. More than 48% reported one or more
children under 18. Of those with children, about half reported
- three or more children under 18. The average for all illegals,

.including, bgth the single and married ones, was 1.6 children.

Most af the 11163315 children were not born._ 1n~the United
States; ,of the illegals who were parents, only about a guarter
~said that their children had been born in this country. (A
majority (56%) of the unapprehended 1llegals had children, and
most had been born in the U S.) \ S

= Céuntry of Df1q1ﬁ DEPEHdEEGy Ratios. Though the apﬂ:e—
. hendeéed 11129315 were less likely .to be married than U.S. males
~of the same age, and although only about half of them had child-
ren, their family obligations were substantiai; .

‘The illegals were asked: "How many relat;ves -living in
your home country do you help support?" More than three- ~guarters
(79..7%) said that they were supporting, or helping to support one
" or-more relatives. Their responses were as follows:

'No. of Dependents ! “§7gf,Re§pQQ§g§ts
None S ) 20.3*
One L , 5.5
T‘qé T ) - gié
Three-Four ' 18.3
Five=Eight . . 33.3
Nifle or more . , - 14.0°
’ " Total - 100.0 | "

The next quest;an was "About how much of that support do
you provide?" The largest single group -~ 38.3% - :said "all;"
13.1% said "more :than half;” 28.9% said "about half;" and 19.6%.
said they provided less than half thalr families' living expenses.

*There were soine slight discrepancies in answers to dif-
ferent questions on this ‘subject. In reply to the question,
"About haw often do you usually send money hameﬁ" 25.5% said
"never=" In reply to the question, "How many relatives llVlngpﬁ
in your home country do you help suppaft?“ 20.3% said "nomne."
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" With some exceptions, the respondents were workers with .
substantial .dependency ratios; on average, they were helping
to support 4.6 people in their home country (plus whatever .
obligations tney.had here), and 80% of those making such pay-

. ments estimated that they provided at least half of that home-

country sugpart Thus, these were workers who had strong moti-
vations for taking the chanaes that they were taking.

". The variations among the-gr@ups of apprehendéd illegals
in the number of dependents in their home country and the degree
to which illegals supported them were notable. Mexicans reported
a dependency ratio of 5.4 persons per illegal,ras compared to
3.6 dependents for WH lllegals, and 1.8 for EH illegals. Respon-
dents in the U.S. less than two years supported an average of
5.0 persons, as Lampared to 4.2 dependents for illegals in the
U.S. two or more years. . Illegals employed in farmwork in. the
U.S. supported more persons in their country of ergln, 5.8,
than illegals employed in- nanagrlcultural industries, who aver-
aged 4.3 _dependents. (our small gropp of unapprehended illegals
shared the same ‘dependency ratio-as illegals fr@m the Eastern
Hemlspheré 1.8 persons.) K -

" ., Payments Sent Abroad. One of the ironic findings of this
study is that the Mexican illegals, who were 'the least educated
and skilled of the respondents, not only were the most likely
to report supporting one or more dependents back home, they weére
also supporting more famlly members, and sending home the most .
money, though they were also the pDDrESt and most likely. t@ be
apprehended.

~This is shown, in part, in Table‘IV=5; where four variables
for seven groups of respondents are recorded: .the average weekly
wage; the average monthly. support payment made by those who make

such payments; the average payments made by each group (including
those who made payments and those who -did not), and the percen-

-~ tage of each group making these payments.

There is a substantial difference between the macro esti-"
mates of the Commerce Department, regarding these balance-of-
payment outflows, and those that cou’d-be drawn from this 'study.
The Department's estimate, a part of the ongoing balance of
payments estimation process conducted by the Bureau of Economic
Analysis, is for person-to—person remittances’.from individuals"
of all kinds in the U.S. (including U.S. citizens, légal immi-
grants, and illegal aliens, but excluding commuters, 'legal and
illegal) to .individuals of all kinds in Mexico (including U.S.

citizens there). The estimate for 1974 was $73.9 million.*

- S p— — L] — — e

Ahalysis, Department of Commerce.

*Unpublished data suiﬁlied by the;Epreau of Economic
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TABLE IV-5

.Paynents Mace to Homeland Relatives and Wages of Selected Groups of Apprehended Illegal Alien Respondents

Average

Average

Percentage

Average * Total

yuips of Respondents . i . . . _
Groups of Responcents Meekly . Monthly . ofGrowp  Monthly - No: of
T ' Wage 7,41i;anments% Making Paymentsfirwagymentszr __Respondents -

REGION OF. ORIGIN
Mexican Illegals

Western Hemisphere Illegals
{excluding Mexico)

Eastern Hemisphere Illegals

—08—

3106

127

195

sl - dal
% o

o o e e e

ENTRY TECKNIQUE

Entered Without Inspegtignz

Visa Abusers -

R q &
Illegals in SW Border
Counties ;

i

89

ALL ADCREHENDED RESPONDENTS

120

151

79

105 793

150

5 %

“average based on‘all illegals, including those not paying.

1
P

CERC \

N |

Source: Linton & Company Illegal Alien Study, 1975.
S . \\ ‘ . . .

lAver;ge base&x?n?cnly those making such payments.

. ' \\, ' : [ i ;3 :
YINs tern for aliens who enter the U.S. without authorization.
, X | ‘



'ébngaggalﬁ'draw a $1.5 billion annual estimate from this study,”
~'with the flow of funds being defined more narrowly as monies
~sent by illegal aliens in the U.S. to individuals in.Mexico.

. The. Department's estimates are based on a sampling of
financial transaction records examined within this country.
The estimate that could be drawn from ouf study would be based
on two -assumptions: - '

o e that the aVEzageegggméats fépaﬁtea by the inter-
viewed illegals .from' Mexico, $129 monthly, re-
flected the ‘average-of all such payments, and’

e that there were, at all times, 1,000,000 Mexican
illegals working. in the country. . -

This estimate of the size of the illegal Mexican work force is
not inconsistent with the lower ranges of INS estimates, and -
more modest than the, Lesko estimate of 5.3 million Mexican :
illegals (workers and non-workers) in the U.S., which is.dis- .
cussed on pages .153-154. v B :;sz

There are an array of reasons for differences inﬁ;ﬁé%e
balance-of-paynient. estimates which involve the Department's
methodology and our own, as well as the likely hyman- failing
on the part of the illegals, who may have reported what they
intended to do, which might have been better” than their actual
performance. In terms of the technigues~used by the interviewed.

. ] Mexican illegals, a quarter of them sdid they made these trans-

? actions through postal money orders, another quarter, through
money orders bought at banks, -&nd a thirg by purchasing money
orders at other places of bisiness. Other methods, such as
‘carrying cash home, or sending it with firiends, account for
"the balance. ~ :

~ Family Ties to the U.S. The location of the illegals’
families has three facets pertinent to this study:

' . @ to what extent were illegals tiéd to the U.s.
" by the presence of relatives? And what are
- "~ the éemqggaphié implications of those ties?

@ to what extert were illegals suppgrting-relas
tives here (zs opposed to abroad) and what are

© the economic consequences. of this dependency?
@ to what extent wauld thaiiurelatives?iﬂ the U.S.
- “enable illegals to become legal.immigrants? .

EK&; n., ’:v fzﬂpj ¢, . A132 ' A - : ﬁfj—ii‘




"We are not ablé to an;wer all af thes

g:quésﬁians, but they

are significant, and 1ﬂeeparable from questions concerning the
role of illegals in the labor market-

One-sixth of Qurrapprehended respondents haa a spouse in
this country, and an eighth~had children here (presumably these

two groups overlap substdntially).

The’

incidence of spouses

and children was c@nslderably hlghe: among the unapprehended
illegals; 53% agd§47% regpectively.®

Thﬁfﬁlstrlbut;an among the subgraups, in terms of famllles

in the~United sStates, was not expected.
Mexico, and its high birth rate, we expected EéSpGndEntS from ;

_~Me
her That was not the case.

Given the nearness of .

XLC§ to be among: the ones with the most wives and chlldren

As a graup, "17.0% of he appréhanded'illegals reported
that their spouse lived in the U.S., but"21.3% of the EH ille-

" gals and 27 8% of the WH illegals had-spouses in the U.S., as

campared "o only 11.0% of the Mexican ‘illegals. In general,
visa abusers were high on this. .stcale, with 31.1% reporting
cpouses present. Tllegals in the Southwest were unlikely .to
rave a spouse present with only 10.0% of them indicating that
this was the: case, as cgmpareé to 12.5%
and Northwest, 14.7% in-California, and
Further, there was a strong correlation
residence and the presence of a spouse;
for two years or longer were five times
spouse in this country as those who had

two years (27.4% and 5.1%, respectively).

- As in the case of spouses,

of those in the Mid-
27.7% on the East Coast.
between length of U.S.
those who had been here
as likely to have a

.ra'

‘been here for less. than

;

a higher percentage of visa
abusers reported the presence of children (21.8%) than did
EwWIs (8.I%). Similarly, 20.3% of the WH illegals, 10.7% of
the ‘EH lllegals and 9.6% of the Mexicans said that they had
children in this country. Of the whole group of apprehgnaéd
illegals, 12.7% said that theyihad children. in the U.S..

. The relat;vez that the respondents were most likely to
have in this country were not spouses or children, however,
they were from their "families or orientation," to use the
anthropologist's term, not from their  "families of EIDCIeatléD.
More than 29% of the apprehenaﬁd illegals and 64.7% of the .

unapprehended ones told the interviewers that they had at

least one parent and/or at least one.sibling living in the
Unlted ‘states. - The apprehended-respondents from Mexico were
. more likely to have these kinds. of re€latives here than alther ‘
1 WH or EH 11legals, 3L, 8%, as cgmpazed to 27.4% and 25.13%, re~

spectively.

*_ Around 20% of the unapprehended 1lleqals had come to' the folCéS where

we interviewed them to inquire about legalizing their status on the basis of

marriage to a permanent resident alien or a citizen,. .

—e2- '
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. Altogether, and canSidéring all the kinds of relatives
described above (spouses, children, parents, and siblings) 33.8%.
of the apprehended respondents had one or more such relatives in
the U.S. WH illegals were the most likely to have one or mare
relatives here, 38.4%, followed by EH illegals, 32.3% and Mex1tan
illegals, 31.6%. Non-Mexicans among the resp ondents, -in- short,
‘had more family ties in the U.S. than the Mexican respondents
did, and were less likely to be apprehended. Should INS change
its resource allocations, to concentrate on non-Mexican illegals,
it might find itself apprehending a higher percentage Df illegals
with family ties in this country than ;t now does. :

able to use ‘the presence of the relative (the relative willing)
to secure permanent resident status; whether this can be'done,
and%how long .it takes can depend on such variables as the nature

"A pIDSPECthE 1mmlgrant with relatlves in the U.S5. may be

of the relationship; the age and citizenship of the resident. - ° -

rélative, and the place of birth and marital status of the would-
be immigrant. Given the intricacies of “the immigration law on
the subject of family unification (sde Ch@pter I), it was not
possible to ask the full battery of guestions needed to secure
firm data on the immigration potential of the respondents, but
what was secured suggésted that a minority of them cauld secure
an immigrant's visa under the current law. R

 Presumably Dverlapplng graugs ‘among theé respondents had Ri -
thé fall@w1ng fam;ly tieg: LT

C;tlzen Or: féSldént allan spouses ,- 6.7% : ' .

U.S5.-born chalaren (3 of Mex;can

and WH illegals only*) 12.7%
" Citizen parents or siblings . _ 8.1%
Resident ilien parents or sibliﬁgs 19.9% .

L All the m;mbEf; of the f;rst two Eateqarlés could use the
relationship to secure lmmlgrant status; some of the members '
) ‘of the last two categories cauld also da 50, degend;ng on the
- variables cited above. \\ S

Characteristics:| Wlth Thélr Feet Planted in:Twa _Societies
: ~ -
_The role that lllegal aliens playxln th& U.S. economy is
qaverned by their relationships with two® SGClEtlES, the one
into which they werecborn, and the one to whlch they subsequently
migrated. As a result of these fElEtlQﬂShlpS, the illegals tend
.to act somewhat differently from the peaple with wh@m they. are = 7

. A

*U. S..barn chlldren @f EH @giegala are excluded -bécause
they cannot secure ;mmlgrants visas for their pdrents until the
children are 21. .

P
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. competing.. As workers in this society, their motivation levels.
are presumably raised by th21r obligation tosupport relatives
. 'in another society; as consumers, they presumably spend more -
‘ money on travel and money orders than those born here;. as illegal
' aliens, their options are more restricted than those of legal
residents. To illuminate these aspects of the respondents' lives,:
we examine the duration of their stay in this country, their trips
: b%tween their homeland and the U.S., their brushes with INS
(which often leads.to unplanned trips home), their entry tech-
niques, the networks of illegals they encounter here, thelz
command Gf Engllsh, and their, future plaﬁs.

. Ar;;gal and Duration in the U.S. " In the course of the
interviews, in the late spring of 1975, the respondents were
asked when they first arrived in the U.S. and how long, cumu-

latively, they had been here.

Most were not brand new arrivals; a majérlty (61.9%) . had
made their first. trip to the U.S. before 1974; almost a quarter
. had first come (but not necessarily stayed) ﬂurlng the sixties.
Eight of the 793, all Mexicans, had arrived in the 1940s, and
another 34, all but two of whom were Mexican, had first come
in the 1950s. These 42.cld-timers were heavily concentrated
.. in california and the S@uthwest (81.0%), and they were more ,
’llkély to be in farm than non-farm work. “h’he current location
= .0f “these lllegals, concentrated as they are, might be viewed .
‘as-a fleeting glimpse backwards at the~ dlstrlbutlan of 1llagals’

15 years ago. )

Althaugh the most senior members of: ége study group were
Mexican-born, so too were its most jumior. memhefs, as - Table
IV-6 indicates. 1In terms of duration of ;stay in the U.S.,
8.9% of the Mexiean-illegals had been here for less than a
mcnth compared to 1.7% of the WH Jllegals and none of the™ -
‘ EH- respondents. - / .

P . .

' o The respandents, as a group, had/been in the cauntry f@r
an average of 2.5 years; by region @f“arlgln, the duration of
stay was longest for the EH lllegals,[ané slightly langér for

“the WH illegals than the Mexicans. Visa abusers, illegals in-
California, and those working in non- farm jobs all repcrtea ,
longer stays than the average. -

= /

e

Perhaps th; verage is more slgnlflaant than the varia-
tions. The respondents have spent a considerable amount of
time in the U.S.; more than 36% of them, for example, have

T been here for more than three yedrs. Presumably they were well’
’ on the way toward 1ntegrat1@n into the saclety when they were

apprehendéd. /

L : A | 1::3'5 - |
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- . Both our data on respondents' first arrival in the U.S.
and on their ‘duration in the nation might - appear to be in con-

flict with INS workload data-on the subject, as_reported, for
example, in the INS 1973 Annua;'Répart: - ' ‘

P ., A51ﬂe from the 8,456 crewmen who technically
VlGlatEd their terms of admission because their ships
were unable to depart the United States within the time
specified, the time that elapsed in locating the other
647,512 aliens in illegal status was as follows: .55 '
pEIt’;‘EI’lt within 72 hours; 19 percent within 4 to 30 days;
léqgercenﬁ 1l to & manths, and 10 percent more than 6
manths : : .

There are three reasons for the disagreement in these
: figures; the first is because the study group deliberately
® included relatively few (183) 1%;é?als plcked up at the U.S.-
Mexico border; the annual catch ofN INS is dominated by this
group. ‘Secondly, and. more slgnlflcant;y, we interviewed only
illegals who had worked at least two weeks in the. U.S. labor

- market at some time; hence we excluded all new arrivals. 1In

’addltlan,,hQWEVEr, we did not ask the same questlcns, The .

INS question on the subject relates to the last time. the
alien crossed into the country; our questions (asked to secure
information on potential impact, rather than for law enforce-
ment reasons) were about the first arrlval and how long the.
alien had been here, in all. N o /

Number of Trips. The 793 apprehended illegals reported
a total of 920 previous trips to the U.S. since 1970 (i.e.,-.

" trips prior to the one that ended in the apprehension and the.
- interview which followed it). O0f these trips, 412 ended with
""INS apprehensions, which means that on 508 occasions. the .

illegals successfully entered and left the U.S. without con-
tact with INS; this-could be expressed as a 55.2% success rate
for the illegals (where success is defined as a trip into and
out of the U.S. without apprehension). This 'is. probably a '
conservative rendering of the data. Eight .of the repondents

- said that they had been in and out of the country too fre-
-quently to estimate the number of trips;- -although their appre-

hensions are included in the 412 f;gure, their trips are ngt
1n¢luded 1n the tctal of 920 PrEVl@uS V151t3.

Understanﬁably, "the. Mexlcan respandents were much more
likely to/travel in and out of the United States than those
from other parts of the world. The Mexican respondents had
averaged 4.5 trips, while EH illegals reported 1.8 and WH
illegals, 1.4. Since’ the Mexicans had been here an average _
of 2.4 years, this indicates a trip home every six months or so. -

T :
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INS Apprehensions.  Most of the respondents '(71.0%) said %

that the apprehension that led to the interviéw-was ‘the first .
that they-had experienced. The respondents, as 'a group, re-
ported a mean of .5:previous apprehensions, while subgroup
means ranged from .1 for visa abusers and .l for those on the
East Coast, to .7 for EWIs, .9 for those working in the South-
west, and 1.1 for those working in ‘agriculture. - The two group:s
of nén-Mexican illegals, EH and WH illegals, each reported an
average of .l previous apprehensions, which can be compared
to an average of .8 previous apprehensions for the Mexican
* _respondents. ' ’ ‘ .

Thus, the Mexican respondents in our study had, on the
;average, approximately eight times as many 'previous apprehen-
sions as their non-Mexican counterparts, while having spent,
on the average, approximately the’ same amount of ‘time in the

United States (2.4 years for Mexicans versus 2.6 years for- |

non-Mexicans). This suggests that the ratio of apprehensions'
is an inappropriate estimate of the true ratio of Mexican to
non-Mexican illegals in the U.S. A better estimator would .
reflec¢t the difference in apprehension rates. From this study,
we might suggest a.multiplicative factor of ' ' '

) 3" = . R
! . Average Mexican Apprehensions 'Y‘ Average Mexican's time in U.S.
= = = — = — & T = . ,7— T 7:7 L 77;—— {
average non-Mexican Apprehensions Average mon-Mexican's time - in U.S.

|
L
e

I

~}1

e

i
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o
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which, when multiplied by the non-Mexican to Mexican ratio

among apprehensions,* should provide an improved estimate of

the non-Mexican to Mexican ratio in the illegal alien population,

_ Several considerations might, however, impugn the use of ’
this specific figure. .In addition to statistical variations,
these inrlude possible deceits of the respondents and possible
lack of comparability of the study group vis-a-vis the illegal
alien population. Thus; while we are unable to justify use of

. the specific factor derived, we can and do suggest- that the

- proportion of non-Mexicans. among the illegal aliens may be sub-
stantially higher than the proportion of .non=Mexicans among

the apprehended illegals.

H

*4yhich was 1 to 9.08 in FY 1974.
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the Southwest) . -,

¥ = b
In addition to the foregoing conclusion, the labor-
market implications of these data are intriguing. For
‘example, as shown in the following chapter, the groups of
respondents least likely to be apprehended (non-Mexicans
and non-agricultural workers on the East Coast) tend to
make more money than those who are the most likely to be
apprehended (Mexicans, agricultural workers, and those in

Entfy Techniques. No matter how many times illegals
have -crossed the border into the U.S., it is always an event
in their lives, and despite the rapid advances in transporta-. -
tion, a slight Majority (51.9%) of the 588 IESPDHants willing
to talk to INS about it reported that they '‘came on foot; 27.2%
arrived by plane,- 10.0% came by car, and the rest by cher
means. . . T

A substantial majarity'(7ﬂ.7%) of the 785 respgndants
to a question coricerning their status at entry were EWIs. -

" In addition, 21.3% had entered the U.S. with a tourist visa;

4.5%, with a student visa;* and 1.7% had been crewmen. The
remaining 1.9% had entered with other kinds of visas. As
predictable, virtually -all (95.4%) of the Mexican respondents
reported that they had been EWIs. The majority (55.5%) of
the WH respondents had entered as tourlsts, an unexpected’
37.6% of all respondents from this region were EWIs. Only
17.3% of the EH respondents had been EWIs, as compared with
34.7% who had entered with student visas, 26.7% who had been
tourists, " and 13.3% who had been crewmen. ' : e
s .

As mentioned éarlier, respondents from regions other
than Mexico are better educated and more likely to make more
money than Mexican respondents. The primary reason for this
surely relates to the greater barriers that are raised to

‘the-arrival of a non-Mexican illegal who has no U.S. land

border conveniently ‘at hand. While the Border Patrol is
likely to be 'a formidable foe to the would-be EWI, one's
chances of cros..ng successfully rest more on endurance,

native intelligence, and luck, rather than on money, education,

and savoir faire.

’*The féspandénté, in regly to scmewhat similar QUestiOns

of tourist and student visas, probably because the s;tuatlon
was somewhat less threatening. For example, 35 of the 793
were recorded by INS as abusers of student visas; in reply to
our guestion, "Did you first come to the U. S with a student
visa?" 51 said yes. . :

.\
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i To enter this country, .without sneaking across its borders,
- ‘one must secure a visa, which means one must convinee a busy U.S5.
- diplomat that you are not going to become an illegal; or one must
buy a fraudulent document. ‘Usually one must also buy an airline
ticket. Both of these requirements (ticket and visa) are sub-
stantial barriers, and it is no surprise|\that the people who get
over them are more educated, earn more maney in this country, and
are more likely to evade INS. ' A visa abuger is a good candidate
for survival in this country;-he has already passed a séreening
test, which-is the illegal aliens' version of a eivil service
examination. : g - L S

s ' Entering the nation without .authorization may: be risky (in
the sense that you may get caught), or dangerous. (in the chilling
way that Samora describes the ph sical dangers faced by wetbacks),*
.but - for most, it is not a lonely lbusiness. |\We know from conver- .

' ‘sations with the Border Patrol, and from sensor-related apprehen-"
sion data, that people moving acrgss the border generally come in
small groups,** often including some relatives, and often follow-~
ing paths used by others from the same hometqown previously.

_ INS data generally do not shed much light on this- subject
but we did find one source of information; every time a busload
of illegals leaves an INS detention|center, it bears a manifest .
which lists the names, towns, and states of residence of the =~
Mexicans on the bus; this list is gilven to Mexfi.can authorities.

_ A review of several manifests in the| Port Isabel "(Texas) deten-
tion center indicated that many people with the same last names,
from the same town in Mexico, were traveling back together. . .
(presumably after being apprehended together on| the road north).
These communal ties are reflected, as|we point out later, in
residential patterns and labor-market|behavior among the illegals.

v ~ The process of entering the cou try illegallly can also
have commercial overtones; the illegall may pay someone to .
smuggle him or supply documents. We wanted information on
_the subject, without spending too much time on it, or asking
" questions of threatening specificity. |We asked, \therefore,
"During the last five years how many times did you pay. someone
- to help you get into the United States?" . And, ifiwe got a j
positive response, we asked how much. o . \
' *gamora, .Los Mojados, QPQEIDTﬂl27W i B

[
H

~**The average size of the groups of illegals in sensor-
related Border Patrol apprehensions along the Southern border
" was 3.9 persons in FY 1975 according to %alculati@ﬁs made from
unpublished INS data (Form CBP-29). | IR T :

[ . j
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About 21% of’ the illegals =-‘all from the Western Hemi-
sphere (including Mexico) -~ paid someone at least once.
‘Illegals working“in California (which usually means that they:
had”to. cross the tightly guarded border near San Diego) were

_ \the most likely to pay someone, with 38.5% saying that they
"> 'had done so; only 5.4% of those working in the Southwest said
that they had paid someone.. -Just under 25% of the illegals
working in the Mid- and Northwest reported they had paid
omeone at least once, as did 16.3% of the illegals working
\ . on the East Coast. ‘Only 3.0% of the visa abusers admitted
.- shch payments, as compared to 28.2% of the EWIs, presumably
\, indicating a much greater incidence of smuggling than the use
h of fraudulent documéntation.. The average payment was $234;
th%'uppérvlimit we encountered was $1200. :

N | - _The Illegal Network. Questions.were asked about the
‘ ‘extent to which the respondents knew about, and interacted
with, other illegals. 'The illegals were asked if.they knew
people from their\h@metgwn who had been illegals in the U.S.,
"if ‘they had met illegals here after their arrival in.the U.S.,
S and if they lived |in the U.S. with other illegals. The re-
sponses of . those épswering these questions in percentages are

=

«. - shown 'in Table Iv—?i : : .
' ‘\ . N ay ¥

Tﬁgse questi%ns were among the most threatening ones in’
the interview; 21.7% of the respondents refused to answer the -
first question, or said that they did not know the answer;
53.8% reacted similarly to the second question. The third
‘question, which would appear to be the most threatening, '
produced only, a 9.5% rate of refusal, possibly because it .
was asked mugﬁ\later\in the interview than the other gquestions,
and by that time the responderits had become mere relaxed.

5\
: Generally, about half the respondents admitted knowing
illegals in their hometown; three-fifths admitted meeting other
‘illegals in this country; and two-fifths said that they lived
with other illegalsg: ‘Ptesumably those not replying did so out
of a desire not to harm fellow illegals, and hence the extent
* .of these ties are probably greater than shown in Table IV-7.
The most dramatic variations in the extent of these ties is
along region of origin lines, with Mexican illegals consistently
more likely to report ties to other illégals than WH illegals,
who were consistently more likely to report them than EH illegals.
'similarly, such tiés were:more often reported by farmworkers
than non-farmworkers, and by EWIs, 'than visa abusers. Those
not speaking English were also more likely to report such ties,
- than respondents who' did. ‘ ' ' ,
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The extant éf the 1llega1 netwcrk —-= or the extent té
‘'which respondents admitted to being involved in it--- varied
considerably from city tD clty, with the networks appearing -
most prominently in‘Los'Angeles, and much less so in New York. .
For example, 75.3% of the LA respondents said that they had-
met other-illegals in the U.S., and 58.2% Qf them sa;ﬂ that

.they had lived with other illegals®in the U.S.; only 2.1%

.and 6.7% of the New York resp@ndents prlléﬂ ln the gsame -
mannar to the same quéstlcn, ' v .

We had hypcthes;zed that 11legals not Dnly would be 1n

, - -touch with other illegals,s but that they would settle in U, 5.

N neighborhoods where other persons of the same natlcnallgy =
lived.. The response to the multlplé—chalce question”on this
subgéct, "How many other peaple of your own nationality were .
in that--(i.e., your) n21ghbarhaad?“ was not particularly
5u§part1va of the hypathesls.’ Of those responding, 36.2%
replied that most, many, or about half of the people were of -
‘the’ respondent's nationality. Mexican illegals were about ’
twice as l;kely as non-Mexican respondents to answer in this_

- manner, with 46.0% of them so responding, as. ‘compared to 21. 5% °
of the EH 1llegals and 23.7% of the WH illegals. (Perhaps

the WH respénse would have been different had the guestion

_been asked-in terms of language, rather 'than nat;anal;ty,

. there being humerous neighborhoods where Spanish is widely

,\< sPaken, but by peaple frﬁm several dlffezent nat;éns )

;.35: Q\' Engllsh Speaking Ablllty. Most of the resPGn&ents spoke

L ,Engllsh very badly or not at all; 63.9% sp -evaluated. their ~
l;ngu;stlc abilities. Gnly 11.0% said that they spoke it
~veiy 'well, with 9.7% saying they spoke it fairly well, and -~
anct&er 15, 5% saying that they spoke 1t, hut not very well , -

As Table IV—S indicates,” there were substantlal var1é='
tions 1n the linguistic abilities of the subgroups of the
respéndents, with the variation being particularly obvious - ©
along: region ‘of origin:lines; almost half of the EH illegals
said that\they spoke English well, as compared to less than
a fifth of\the WH illegals, and gnly a handful of the  Mexican
ones. In ta;ms of location in the U.S., East Coast illegals
were the most, likely to speak the language well (23-2%); and
those who had\been here more than two years were, cansldérably
more likely té\speak it well than those here for less than :
two vears. S;m;larly, visa abusers were more proficient than

"EWIs, and nanaerarkers were more likely to speak Engllsh
well than farmwarkers.

/ » \
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Respondents were divided, for.analytical.purposes, into’
two groups, a minority of about 20%, who had considerable
‘ability with the Tanguage, and a majority that did not. The
‘English-speaking illegals were less likely to be married,

.less likely to have children, and less -likely to—support

people in their homeland than were the non-English speaking

illegals. The English~speakers had mapaged to. stay here
longer (3.1 years as opposed to 2:3), and as we report in:

the next chapter, they were more likely to hold white-collar .
positions, and to earn\more money than the other respondents.

.(In addition, understandably,  their apprehension/exposure
ratio was considerably lower than'that of the non-English
speaking respondents.) _. Lo ’ ’
-~ Future Ties to the U.S. No mattér how well they spoke
the language, how many‘relatives they| had in this country,
or how many checks they had wanted_ta]send back home, the
people we were interviewihg were, at the moment, on their
way out of the United Stdtes. We asked about their future.

-““Dé‘ygu plan to come back?" o . R

. Slightly more than.60% (414) of the 685 respondents to
this question answered affirmatively., with some interesting
. minor variations. Mexican illegals, for example, were some-
‘what less enthusiastic about returning to the U.S. than WH

<illegals or EH illegals (58.8%, as compared to 61.3% and
67.1%, respectively). ., Visa abusers- (68%) were more positive
than EWIs (56.7%), with a similaY variation between. those
who spoke English and those who did not. -Among the SMSas,
we found ohly one group which did not cast a hajority vote
for return, that was the one in Chicago. - : '

For thbse who said.they wanted to stay, we asked why.
More than Awo-thirds (283 respondents) said that they wanted
to return to get a job (with a few saying, precisely,” "to-
keep current job"). Though Mexican illegals were the 'least

' likely to want to come back ‘to the U.S., .they were by far

the most-likely to-want to come back for puréely’ economic’
reasons: 80.6% of the Mexican_illegals who 'said they want-
ed"to return reported that they wantéd to come back in order

to get a job, as compared to 55.6% of the WH illegals, and ... =

only 18.8% of the EH illegals (who gave @a scattering of
reasons for wanting to return).. - As éxpected, illegals work- .

. ing in the, Southwest were ‘even mores likely to! report that

they wanted to come back because they wanted to get a job -

(83.2%), and 87.1% of the illegals employed in U.S. farmwork :

gave a similar response to this guestion:

Y
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"Why not return?" we asked the others, in a multiple-choice
question, The largest single grouping, 30.7%, chose a general- °
ized "too much trouble." Very few (3.1%) responded to an
cconomic sfifficiency ("have enough money to live on now"} response,
and a relatively large percentage indicated that it was fear
of INS, 26.8%. Mexicans were the most likely to report fear
of apprehension as the primary reason they decided not to trxy
to come back: 33% gave this response, as,compared to 18.4% of
'the other WH illegals and only 9.5% of the EH illegals. '

Conclusions. 3In sum, our data on a series of variables
show that the Mexican respondents were consistently very differ-
ent from the respondents from elsewhere in the world, In additionm,-

" however, they also show that this is particularly the case ‘with
those (Mexican) illegals who live in the Southwest, and, above
~all, with those living in the coynties that border Mexico.

As more Mexican illegals move out of the Southwest and
California, and into other parts of the nation, the geographical
distance will probably generate social and psychological. changes,
and the ties of Mexican illegals to the homeland will loosen.

But in the meantime, for many of the Mexican illegals, the South-
west and california serve as.a kind of halfway house between the
relatively undeveloped economy and closed society to the south

of the Rio Grande and the highly developed economy and more open
society to the north. The Mexican illegal need not sesk to
enter the mainstream of U.S. economic life; he has, in a sense,

' an option of moving into a gquasi-Mexican existence, where ke can
make more money than he can in Mexico, while still speaking
Spanish and living in a predominantly Mexican community. Given
thig situation, it should come as no surprise that the illegals
who secure jobs in this environment should have substantially
different characteristics than illegals working elsewhere in the

. nation, o o '
A
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" CHAPTER V: ILLEGAL ALIENS IN THE LABOR MARKET.

—_— =

SLHEE the labor-market status and role of all individuals -
are determined to a significant degree by their age, sex, and
education, as well as their work experience, we beégin our exam-~
ination of the U.S. labor-market experiences of the 793 appre-
hended illegals interviewed for this study?* -- ‘each at least
16 years old, with at least two weeks' empléyment in ‘'the U.s.

-- by- br;éf;y noting their characteristics, theix varylng lenath
of stay in the U §., and their previous work experience.

The average age of all respondents was 28.5 years, thcugh
illegals from the Western Hemisphere, excluding Mexico (WH
.1llegals), were roughly two years oldex than those from Mexico
or the Eastern Hemlsphare (EH illegals). The great majority
‘were male; slightly less than 108 of the 1llega15 vere. women.
A3 a group, respondents had completed an average of-6.7 years

77— of -schooling, The 75 EH illegals were very close to the U.S.
norm, with 11.9 years of education; the 237 1llegals followed .
with 8.7 years; and the’48l Mexican illegals had an average
of 4.9 years of schooling.’ Further, 76.4% of the Mexican re~-
spondents, 53.2% of the WH respondents, and 16.2% of: thase
from the Eastern Hamlsphe:e did not speak Engllsh :

Regpénaents had been in the U.S, for an average of 2.5

'years in all. EH illegals had been in the nation the longest,
. an average of 3.1 years, as compared to an average of 2.5 years. -

for the WH illegals, and 2.4-years for those from Mexico. The

.. majority of the illegals (53.3%) had been in the U.58. twa or -

more ﬁears, respondents in that group had been in the nation

for an.average of 4.2 years. Illegals in the U.S§. less than

two years (46.7%) had been in the nation for an average of

.5 years. SN ‘ : :

Work H;stgry

Ey@er;enée The él£egals were therefaré Iélatzvely younyg .

"and poorly educated, if from the Western Hemi sphere. “Théy were -
not, however, Lnexpe:LEﬁ:ad wa?kexs At the time of the-inter-
views, fgépanﬂents had worked for wages, part-time or full- =time,

for an average of 11.6 years. Less than 10% had worked for ,
- wages léss than one year. WH iLlegals, who wexe slightly older.

\u ! i s ’ ™

A X

: *References ko EESPBPdEHtS déslqnate only the aggrehended
illegals who were interviewed; references to the 5L unapprehended /
1llegals;whc were also 1Fterv;awe§ for this Etudy are always /
dESﬁr;beq as such in the text and tables. : ./
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than EH or Mexican illegals, had worked for an average of 12.8
years; Mexican illegals had worked for an-average 11.5 years;
and EH illegals had worked for an average of 8.0 years (a dif--
fergnce that probably reflects their considerably longer years
of schooling). Illegals between the ages of i6 and 24 (40.1%

- of*all respondents) had worked for wages an average of 5.7 years;

J“those -between the ages of 25 and 34 (37.9%), for an average of
“11.1 years; and those 35 and older (21.9%), for an average of

" ~23.1 years. The 51 unapprehended respondents (41.2% of whom

were women) had worked for wages, part-time or full-time, an
average of 10.9 years.

Data on the numbex of years respondents had worked for
wages in their home country were derived from data on the total
number of years they had worked for wages’, part-time or full-
time, and data on the total number of years they had worked for
wages in the U.S., part-time or full-time. As a group, illegals
had worked for wages in their home country an average Gf 9.4
years. WH illegals had worked in their country of origin for
an average of 10.7 years; Mexican illegals, 9.4 years; and EH
illégals, 5.8 years. The unapprehended respondents had worked
an average of 7.6 years in their home country. :

Employment Status Since 1970. 'In view of the possibility
of a wide range 1in illegals' employment, both within and be-
- tween nations, no attempt was made to obtain employment data
according to nation of employment; instead, data were collected
on respondents' employment in any nation since 1970. Eaughly
onerquarter of the 777 respondents to questions. concerning
unemployment reported they had been empl@yéd continuously since
January 1970. Half of the respandents reported they had been
unemployed less than one year lﬂ\alL since that time; ocne-
quarter reported one or more years of unemployment. DNot sur-
prisingly, illegals 35 and older were almost three times as
likély to have been continuously employed since 1970 as ille-
gals under the age af 25 (36.0%, as %?Tpared to 12.7%, respec-

tlvely)

. .
‘The majority (62.9%) of the 662 respondents who had not
been continuously employed since January 1990 repoxted that
they had been locking for a. job when they we:e\m@t emnploved;
"17.3% had been students, and just under 10%, prgsuﬂably women,
‘reported that they had been taking care of th51r “families
during that time, Thus, not.only was unemplayment appaIEﬂtly
relatively low and generally of brief duration, given ‘the pop-
ulation under consideration, it was apparently also involuntary.
Most respondents reported that they had been actively seeking
work while unemployed; they.were not, then, discouraged workers.

16t

-97-

——



In comparing the ‘unemployment rate of the group of illegals
who were interviewed with that of legal workers in the U.S.
labor market, two things should be considered: unemployment
‘data for the study group were collected on a retrospective,
longitudinal basis, from the reports of the respondents, which
is neither a very reliable technique, nor is it the technigue
used by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Thus, the data are
tentatively offered, and they are only roughly comparable to
unemployment data. for legal workers. Secondly, we are dealing
here with a labor force with some notable disadvantages: their
careers have been interrupted from time to time by INS, and by
voluntary movements from nation to nation; their command of '
English is slight, and, of course, their participation in the
U.S. labor market is contrary to law. '

Regpondents had an average unemployment rate of 10. 2%,
that is, on average, 10.2% of the illegals were both without
jobs and loocking for work during that five-year periocd. Com-
paring that rate to unemployment rates in the United States
for the. first half of this decade, we £find that this group of
illegal workers did almost as well as blacks in the U.S. labor
market, who had an average unemployment rate of 9.4% during
that period; did considerably better than teen-agers, who had
an unemployment rate of 15.8%; but suffered significantly more
unemployment than did U.S, males, whose unemployment rate was
3.8%., (Data for U.S. workers of Spanish origin were available
for only one year, 1974, when their unemployment rate was 8%.)

it appears, then, that though most respondents came from
nations with high unemplcyment rates and had on average spent
half the last five years in the U.S. (see Chapter IW), their
rate of reported unemployment was only slightly higher than
the unemployment rates of blacks and those of Spanish origin
in the U.S. labor force, though somewhat lower than that of
the least established group of U.S. workers, its youth.

Job Turnover Since 1970. . Three-quarters of all respon-
dents reported they had been employed at least four out of
five years since Canuary 1970, but respondents had had an
average of 3.9 jobs during that period, in either their nation
of origin or in the U.5. Job turnover for the different sub-
groups of respondents considered showed no significant varia-
tions, even where one might have expected 'them; e.g., respon-
dents under the age of 25 had an average of 4.1 jobs; and those
35 and older, 3.6 jobs. similarly, respondents in the U.S.

- less than two years had an average of 3.9 jobs; those here
two or more years, 4.0 jobs. :
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Respondents working in the Southwest, who were the most
likely to have been apprehended by INS more than once, were
almost half as likely to report long-term employment in the
U.S. as were respondents working in other regions in the
nation. Only 23.1% of the illegals working-in the Southwest
reported one or more years of employment in a single U.S.
job since 1970, =s compared to 42.1%, 42.2%, and 53.4% of the
illegals who had worked in the Mid- and Northwest, California,
and the East Coast, respectively. On the assumption that long-
term employment in a single job is a positive value, Mexican

illegals fared more pooxly than illegals from other sending

regions: 20.6% of the Mexican respondents had held a single
U.S. job two or more years, as compared to 24.6% of the EH,
ané 36.8% of the WH respondents. Measured according to this
criterion, farmworkers were the least successful of all suib-
groups of respondents: only 11.8% of the 136 respondents|
employed in U.S. agriculture reported.that they had held 4
U.S. job for a year -or more, as .compared to 46% of the 657
respondents in nonagricultural U.S. jobs.

Participation in the U.S. Labor Market. .In general, %

respondents had been in the U.S5. for an average of 2.5 years,.
and they had been employed in the nation for an average of \2.1
years. Respondents in the U.S. less than two years had heen
in the nation and its labor market for an average of .5 years.
Those in the U.S. for two or more years had been in the nation
for an average of 4.2 yéars, and they had been employed in the
U.S. for an average of 3.4 years. : -

Not surprisingly, the oldest illegals were the most estab-
lished in the U.S. work force, while the youngest group of
respondents were the least established. . On average, respondents
35 years old or more reported they had been employed' in the U.S.
for 3.4 years; those between the ages 25-34, for 2.2 years; and
those 16-25, 1.2 years. B

: There were, however, minimal differences in duration of

U.S5. employment accoxding to respondents' region cf origin.-

EH illegals had been employed in the U.S. for an average of ‘

2.0 years; Mexican illegals, 2.1 years; and WH illegals, 2.2

years. U.S. regional differences in the duration of the illegals'

employment in the nation were m&ré noteworthy. = The 231 respon-

dents in California had:been employed in the U.S. (an average

of 2.5 years) longer than respondents who worked in every other

region in the U.s:i, and the 104 respondents working in the Mid-

and Northwest had been employed the shortest time (1.7 years).

Illegals working on the East Coast (235 respondents) had been

‘ employed in the U.S. for an average of 2.1 years; those employed

T in the Southwest (223 respondents) worked in the nation for an- -
average of 1.8 years. (See Table V-1  for presentation of "data
on the range of respondents' duration of employment in the
United States.) S -
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TABLE V-1

i

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

= E'Eg?zgn ~| " LOCATION OF U.5. JoB THRE OE‘,U ok AGE
YEARS TOTAL | - - Hemi, B - —
- Bast. exc. Eagt North-- South- Cali-| . Onder s
- o Hemi, Mexico ¢ico| Coast west -west . fornia | 3geic. Other| 25 25-34  Over
Less than 1 year 43.4 | 352 3.8 0.4 | 3.2 420 615 39.2.|60.0 38.9| 54.6 39.6  29.0
1lto2 yearsj 12.7 19.7 4.8 10.5 16.2  20.0 8.7 5.6 - lOJ- 13,1 4.0 ll;i 12.4
7 to ] years 14.2 2.5 174  11.4 ’rllsi'! 13.0 8.7 14.3 B.9 5.3 14,'9 15.1 i1.2
3 to & years 20.8 12.. 2.2 17.9 7.8 1i.0 11.9 231.9 112.6 2.6 . 14.6 23.2 28.4
6 te 10 years 9.0 9:9 6.8 9.9 5.1 8.0 9.2 13:(] 8.1 3.1 1.9 10.7 . 1-5;9
No. of Respondents 762 71 136 475 234 100 218 330 135 647 118 298 169
sumorAL) 100.1 100.0 100.0 100.1 lDG.VU 100.6 100.0 100.0 |100.0 00,0 |100.0. 10C.0 99.9
Don't Enaw/Ee;,use te Answer 1.4 5.3 0.4 1.2 0.4 3.d 2,2 0.4 0.7 1.5 0.9 1.0 2.9
fotal Ko, of Respordents | - 793 5 231 _4al| 235 14 23, 231 | 1% 657 PR R
;P;vé;;;a,géit;}a.i of ‘s’;a,rs T .1 20 ) 722 ;l 21 i 17.1 777 ) 1.37 .35 ) 1;6 : 22 7;L.7§; ) 2.2 3.5
standard .Deviati;:n 1.5 3.1 2.5 - 2.4 2.6 2.0 2.0 3.0 1.8 2.6 1.5 2.3 dD
Source: Linton & Company Illegal Rlien Study, 1975. N
| lFe;c.en;aga,u pay not add to 196 due to roundoff.
O



Illegals' movements iii the U.S. job market, like the dura-
tion of their employment in the United States, are not only a
function of their interaction with that labor market, they are
also a function of the interaction of INS with those labox-—
market activities. As a group, respondents had had &n average
of 2.2 jobs in the U.S. since January 1%70; those who had been
in the nation for less than two years had an average of 1.5
jobs; those here for two or moré years, 2.8 jobs. . Despite the
, ‘fact that slightly more than a third of all respondents ware
. apprehended by INS before they had been in the U.S5. a year,
. . 40.1% reported that they had held a sinc’e U.S. job at least
one year, 25.7% had held that job for * .0 or more years, and
12.2%, for three or more years. Thus chough a substantial
minority of all respondents achieved some! job tenure in the
U.S., only one-quarter of them’attained or cane close to
attaining the average job tenure of their American peers...
'That is, data from a longitudinal study of the U.S. labor mar-.
, ket show that the average job tenure for young men between the
ages of 20 and 28, out of school and in 'blue-collar, service,
or farm work —- workers similar to the illegals whe were inter-
viewed for this study, as we will presently show -- is 3.l
years for whites, and 2.8 years for blacks.*

.

' Occupation

Occupation in Country of Origin. Though even the youngest
group” of respondents were relatively experienced workers, only

a minority of the ¢28 illegals who had worked in their country
of origin since January 1970 had worked primarily -in skilled
white-collar or blue-collar jobs in their homeland.** -~

As predictable, respondents' occupation in their country
of origin was highly correlated with their level of education,
and the differences noted earlier between respondents from
Mexico, those from other -nations,in’ the Western Hemisphere,
and those from the Eastern Hemis&heré remain pronounced and
consistent within as well as without the labor market in their
‘region of origin. . | '

4

i

- *Unpublished data from the National Longitudinal Surveys

© (NLS) of Labor Market Experience, Center for Human Resource

: Researéh, -Qhio State University. ..NLS data for people of Spanish

; . origin, which would be more 'germane to the present study, weré€
not available. e \ "

e ) : A \'

o **around 18% (148) of all respondents reported that they had -
not worked in their home country in the last five|years, and, in
fact, 148 respondents independently reported that \theéy had been
in the U.S. from 5 to 20 years. Hence backhome occupation of
those respondents are not available. . I I :

7 ) -101- .. : ,\’( }
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Less than 2% ef the 407 Mexican réspaﬂﬂEﬁtS who had worked
in their homeland since 1970 had held professional or manager-
ial jobs, and only slightly lers than 7% had been employed in

any kind of white-~collar work. Further, 15% had worked in craft
and kindred occupations; less than 15% had worked as operatives.
Almost two-thirds ¢f all the Mexican respondents who had worked
in their home country in the last five years had worked as labor-
ers or service workers; most had worked primarily as farm labor-

ers (see Table V=2).*

The a:cupatlanal d;strlbut;an of the 173 WH réspandents
who had worked in their home country in the last five years
differed sharply. &lightly more than 15% had worked primarily -
in professional or managerial jobs; a third had 'been employed
as skilled blue-c¢ollar workers; slightly more than a fourth
had worked as- DPeratlves Less than a fourth had worked as
laborers or service workers, and only half of that latter graup
had been employed in agrlcultuvei .

The backhome occupational distribution of the 48 EH respon-
dents was, howeveér, much like that of U.5. workers (see Table
V-3 for a comparison). A third of the EH illegals who had- worked
in their home country in the last five years had generally been
employed in professional or managerial jobs; almost half had
been white=collar workers. Less than-15% had been skilled. blue-

collar workers. Slightly more than a-quarter had been operatives.

Less than 15% had been employed as laborers or service warkers.

e Only one EH illegal had been' employed in farmwork. Lo

LDDklng at the 1llegals who had worked in their c@untry
of origin in the last five years as a group, and viewing the
gsame set of data in terms of the grossly defined categoriées
of skilled (prafasSlDﬁal managerial, and craft occupations),
semi-skilled (sales and clerical workers, and all operatives),
and-unskilled- (laborers and service workers) QCCEPStLQns; we
find that even in their home EDuntry, where ‘language is not
the considerable barrier to empl@ymEﬁt and Q:cupatignal advance-
ment that it i% for must aliens -~ legal or lllegal -= in the
U.S.** less than a gquarter of these 628 illegals worked in

skilleﬁ jobs. Only slightly more "than a quarter were employed

in semi- gkllled gabs. and fully half were employed in unskilled

work.

*In Eamcra S Study,VST% of the 493 apgrehendeﬂ Mexican

“illegals, who were ‘interviewed in the Southwest Region, had

been empl@yed in agriculture in Mexico; 12% had been amplayed
in skilled work. See Los ngadas, p. 198

**North anﬂ Welssert Immlg;ants and the,;mg;%&agrLaﬁéﬁ R

Market, pp. 42-43. _
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TABLE V-2 _ ’ o '
o i
Digtributions of Dn‘::gg;s:!@n of Apprehended ] ille al Alien R "ndgﬁts in Their Country of Drgm 1970:75
. {as pareent of group fesP@ﬂding)
E.EGKQN QF DB.IEIN EWTRY TECH}JIQUE TYPE OF
OCCURATION GROUF TOTAL West, Henl. “Entered RGE . | m@oumm
East. exeept Without ., Visa _ INUS.

Heal.  Mexico HMexico | Inspection” Abuser| 16-2¢ 25-34 15+ | Agric. Other | than 2 more

professional, ‘rechmﬂal é

Kindred Worker 5.6 | 20.8 13.4 1.7 1.7 6.9 *2.4 7.9 7.0 OB R 3,9 1.5 .

Dvmers. Managers, Adminlé= . R

brators, except Famn .9 | 125 6.4 - 0.2 0.4 v 18,0 0.4 5.4 1.8 = 7 38 1.5- 4.4 )

Sales Horkers 5.1 6.3 9.8 1.2 4.1 8.7 4.5 59 56 08 64] 51 G55

Clerical & ¥indred Workers 1.8 a1 7.5 1.7 2,1 - B.J7 4.0 4.2 1.8 = 4.8 1.0 ° 4.8

Graft & Kindred Workers 1.8 | 12.5 15.0 .- 15.0 15.6 12.5 | -16.6 151 '11.3| 5&: 17.1'| 15.8 1.7 ] ’ : .
Operatives, except. | ;

Transport 35 ) T 2.0 8.4 16.9 2.2 [ 13.0 159 14.8) &3 153 9.6 18.1

Transpert Equipment . S .

Cperatives 4.1 = 1.6 4.4 4.5 ¢« 3l 3.7 54 3.5 12 44 4,1 4.1

Kanfarm Laberers a1 | 2l 46 11.8 130 n3 L7 50 90| La3 sl | 99 62
 Pagers ¢ fars fasgera | 03 | - 0.6 0.2 04 - - o8 | - od| 03 03
' Pagm Labotees & : : ) ' . .. : ' ’
Sﬂ?e;:j?lx?:‘s L. 154 2.1 1.1 49.1 45,7 5.0 40.5 38.5 38.0 EES.E 6.7 | 43.3 2.6 o )
Service Workers, except . - ' x . ’
Frivate Household 3.3 6.3 5.1 2.2 1.7, B.1 1.6 4.6 4.1 1.4 3.6 1.8 . 5l )
 Private Household Workers Lo | 21 . 1.7 2.0 1.5 111 2.6 04 42y 0.8 22| L2 L7
Wo. of Respondents _ T sl | 48 -1 407 488 10| 247 @9 42| 126 502 | 135 29
. serEms S . 100.0 :104:.1 8.3 99.9 | . 99.2 99}5 99.9 100.0 99.9100.0 :'m;s.L 100.% 100.0 '
ﬁan‘: Knew/Refuse to Answer 12.1 L0025 v .1 2.0 2;5 L 3 - ne 20 .4 1.3
Né:riﬁ Country &f D:igi’nil 1. ' ) 7 ) o '
1970-75 . e 18.7 W1 WS ) 13.3 13.7 30.3 19.2  18.3-18.4 4.4 2L.6 7.0 E_EiE ’
Total Ne. pf Respordants 791 7 75 31 [} 55? 138 318 il ‘;?4' - Al;E &57 370 422
i
‘;-‘h od from Januaéy 1,375—;1’@&, 1§7§‘md f@ps;ﬂ; resf l, dents’ major occupation in country af-asiqin‘ '
:1::5 tefu for il.*:e; _who epzer-0.5. vithout suthorization. ‘ ) ) ; '
3Respaﬁéeﬁ-t's ing;-l\.ﬂ 1only farmers. : ' . _ . . . . ) .
q’Eésﬁénﬂéntﬁ"iﬂélﬂdei‘ﬂﬁﬂ Eﬁp&:";fifﬂf, ' ‘ k . S 1 59
o :%EEEgﬁugeu Bay nm: “add Lté 100 due w2 roundeff, . w . . L : . . T - :
! e § . ! . . ' ]
- . y . » . .
O
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'TQELE V-3 ‘,
‘Dlstributmns aof Qccupatmn of Apprehended Illegal Alien Respandents in Their Country af Origin

and in Their Most Recent U.S. ~JobL, | and r::f U.s. Emplc:yed E‘ersans :

/ {as percent of g’r@hp)‘ !
o : I1legal Allens
Illegal Aliens . Employed in °,
‘ ' Employed in " Most Recent * © U.5. Employed
Occupaticn Group Country of Origin WS, Jab - ° Persans, 1974
White Collar ~ . ‘ e 5.4 L s
meess;nnal Tecnmcal & Kindred - s . \
. Workers / 3.8 ' : 1.6 . 14.6
Owners, Managers & Admlmstzatars, o S . ‘
except Farm | 2.8 ' 1.3. - 10,4
Sales Workers - © 5.3 ©lal " 6.3
Clerical & Kindred Waxkérs L 3.8 - 1.4 ‘ 17.4
E;ue Collar _ . 41,5 s 34,2
\ 1 . ' - ) - B ) -
Craft & Kindred. Workdrs 14,8 o153 13.3 .-
Operatives " 17.6 ) 25.1 ' le.1
Nonfarm Laborers : a1l 14.8 - - 4.8
. : ' ¢ .
Xviceﬂafkers . B2 o208 13.3
Farmworkers S . 38,7 . 18.8 / 3.6
TQTALV'\\_ o o / , ; 100.0 » - ;:LDGEDV 99,8 e

Source: \Lalumns I-2, Llntr:m 5 Cfcmpan; Illegai Iﬂ den 8 Lig, ,4975; column 3, Statistical Abstract of .
the Unltad States. 1974, Table 568. ' '

Vo .
Data f\gr 628 ﬁeapon:ienﬁs. 148 :esp@nﬁerlts wexe nat emplaﬂd in t:amtry of origin, 1970~ ]]ﬁiﬁ, and
17 resmndents did not provide this' information. These respondents vere Excluded from datajon re-

spondents® mast racen* U, Sq jD];! fcr camparatlve Purposesy — : / J/ ,
: ‘ \ . : ] ‘ - :
\a . I c o
"-?Percentage\,s;ma.y nak add to lQD due to roundoff, o :
* . ' T = . N . * /
l\ ;‘ * . {ﬁ ' s o= /; P
O
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. For the most part, then, the illegals interviewed for this:
study brought to.the-U.S. few of the skills congruent, with- and .
rewarded by a heavily industrialized ecOnony and a technclogical
society. Most respondents, but in particular those from Mexico,
had not acquired the socio-economic characteristics associated
with success, as opposed to simp.e survival, in the contemporary
U.S. labor market. As Table V~4 indicates, .pese illegal work-
ers were more like dimmigrants who entexed the nation and its
workforce im 1910 than they were like U.8. workers or immigrants
today. Few can therefore be expected to prospeg according to,
current American, as opposed to latin-Bmerican, standards. And,
as we will presently show, though respondents' had beén selected
because each had succeeded in finding employment in the U.S.,
orily a very small number d&id, in fact, prosper. :

Occupation in the U.S. If employment in white-collar work
(especlally, of course, in professional or managerial positions)
is the pinnacle of economic success and i1f employment in farm
work is its radir, the impact of the U.S. labor market upon ‘
the occupational status of the illegals who were interviewed
was to render the most successfill;—-less successful -- and the .
least successful, more successful.* That is, two-thirds of
the respondents who reported white-collar jobs inm their coun-
try of origin suffered a less of occupational status in the
United States, but almost half.the far more numerous ildegals
who reported they had been farmworkers in their homeland
achieved some measure of up¥ard mobility as a result of employ-
ment in the States (see Table V~5). The perceptage of respon-
dents. employed in white-collaxr woxk slipped f£rom 17.6% in their
homeland to $.4% in thelr jmost recent U.S. job (including a
slippage of profassicnal ad managerial™vorkers from 5.6% to
2.9%) =- but the percantage of illegals empioyed as farm - °
laborers decreased from 35.4% in their country of origin to
18.8% in their most recent U.S. job.

Tllegais employe in white~collar work exhibited substan-
tial dpwnward occur .onal movement upon entry into the U.S.
labor force, regaraless of their regiom of origin. EH respon-
dents, who were the most likely to have been white-collar
workers in their country of origin, werxe, however, the least
likely to lose that status im the United States. Mexican
respondents, on the other hand, who wexe the least likely. to
have beeh white~collar workeYs, vere the most likely to loge
that status iﬁithe Uu.s. St

e -

7 *5imilar. occupational adjustments are exhibited by recent
immigrants; e.g., immigrants who vwere professionals or managers.

. in their country of origin often take lower status jobs im the..

U.s., while farmworkers and domestics oflten move into -higher

status occupations. See North and Weissert, ‘Immigrants and —

the American Labor Market, p. 24, and Table lb. -

~105~ -
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" TABLE v-4

Digtributions of Occupation of Aperehended 11lzqal Alien SEEE’E}HELEVI‘KEE Aeriving ;:ﬁ.,mig:’ant;.—l
and Ls.r;’zmpl}yeﬁr Persons, for Selected Years

{as percent of group)

i

1975 Y 1978 1974 1900 o0 - | 1950 )
-~ OCCUPATION GROUP : 5 US. s, 0.s. 0.5,
o - | 1lleqal, Arriving enployed . Employed.i. ».. Employed Enployad
. S - | aliens Imnigrants PeTsons ;mggrgnés Persons | Immigrants Persons _Imigrants Persons

Professional, Technical & Kindred : A\ -
- Workezs } s 5.6 23.4 4.6 1.2 4.7 6.1 5.8 . 1§42

3.4 7.4 5.1

i

Owners, Hanagars, Adslnistrators 2.9 6.0 0.4 1.9 6.6
Salez Workers a . 8.3 C 2.0 6.3 : R ’ )

S ' 1.5 ©10.0 10.6 ° 152 13,3
Clerical & Kindred Workers . 3.8 8.7 17.4 . ’

t:raf;&l(inéréd. Workers 14.8 13.2 . 133 B v

x1
3
"
i =

Coperatives, except Tramport . | 15, 0 102w 1240 15.6 2.3 2.5 3.9

Transport Equipment Operatives N TS 7. 1.7 -
H

Nonfarm Laborera e I TSR 5 SR - BT I 2 12.0

-
[
[ 1)

.
-
wr
-
"
xm

Farpers & Farm Managers | 0.3 0.2 1 S N I 16.5 6.2 '12.4 4.0,
: © 3.6 ) -
7

"Fam Laborers & supervisors | 354 4.6 370 14.4 10.1 . 8.8 1.1

service Horkers, excipt Private ¥ s v . '
_ Household = P 12.0 , 1.1 -1
v : : 13,3

private Household Workers ' 1.9 5.

8.6

-8.8

19.3

3.6

ozl : oo 98- 998 - 9.9 1000 100.2 106.0 | %-9

] Ioccupation of illegal aliens is major occupation im thelr countzy of origin cccupation of arriving immigrants is s;étgd
* scupat lon on visa applications, s : : :

%5 ercentages nay mut add to 100 due to reundoff.
Sources: Column L, Linwh & Company Illegal Alisn Study, 1975; data cover period fzom 19?(331?7% fc?i: 63 illegals w’h@} reported
seuncry of origin sccupation (ses Table V=5)jcolumn 2, INs Annzal Report, 1974, 7abls 10A; eslumn 3, statistical absgract of

the United States, 1974, Table 568;. columns:4=9, North & Vaissert, Irmigrants and the Anerican Labor. Harket, Table 13. .
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Nevertheless, EH 1llpgals were alsg the nmost l;ke;y to bé—
# come unskilled workers in the U.S., though they were least ;
o likely to have heen ‘unskilled workers (laborers or service
workers) in their hameland (35.4% and 12.6%, respectively).
Conversely, Mexican illegals were the only group of illegals
‘to show any decline in the percentage of unskilled workers
in the U.s5. --— Lhéugh they were the most 1;kely to have been
unskilled workers in their native land (61.8% in the U.5.; .

- 65.3% in Mexico). WH illegals were more likely than EH ille-
gals .(but less likely than Mexican illegals) to lose vwhite-=
collar status in the U.S. =- but they were also less likely
to become unskilled workers in the U.S. than were "H illegals
(41.1% in the U.S.; 24.2% in” their home country). :

The U. 5. labar market ‘thus tended to hamagenlze what were
otherwise distinctly heterogeneous groups of illegals.. Its net
effect upon the occupational status of the illegals interviewed.
for this study was, however, clearly a depressive one. * In gen-
eral, fewer respondents vere prafesgLanals,_manggers, or. wh;te—
. collar workers in the U.S. than in their homeland, and more -
were employed in unskilled work, though the number employed in
farmwork substantially decreased. In fact, the occupational.
distribution of these 628 respondents in their most recent U.5.
job was significantly less like that of the U.s. labor force
than it had been when they were employed-in their homelandi
its closest analogue is the backhome c:cupatlanal ‘distribution
; of the least skilled and the.least~advantaged of all graups of
resganaénts _the Mexi¢an illegals (see Table VeS)

S *The 51 unapprehenééd illegals ;ﬂ;erv1ewed in New York
City and the District of Columbia appear to havre exberienced’
a similar decline in ogcupaticonal status in the U.S$. labor
market. Théese respondents, who came primarily frsm the West-
ern Hemisphere (3 from Mexico, 36 from other nations in the
Western Hemisphere, and 12 from the Easte:n Hemisphere), had
an average 11.3 years of schooling. Slightly more than three-
quarters spoke English; gnghtly less than two-thirds had

_ worked in their home country in .the last five years. Two-

- . thirds of the uﬁapp:éhéndéd respondents who had worked in thei.
home country in the last five years reported that they had been
primarily employed 'in white-meollar work. Less than 10%- had

P been craft or kindred workers; the same percentage had been
operatives; and 15% had Leen EEFVIE& workers, including one
private household worker. In their’ most recent U.S. job, sllghta
ly more than a feurth of all 51 respondents wvere white-collar
workers, slightly more than 10% were craft and kindred workers; |

16% weare Eptfatlves. Almost half of this group-of rESpDﬁﬁEﬂtS/

weré employed in uﬂskl led work, almpst’ dll as servlice vorkers,

including nine employad in p:;vate h.c;useht:ldsr A /
' /
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“'Parmers § Fare Managers

TABLE V-5

atlon of hpprehended Ille

qil Alien Regpondents in

(a3 peccents of group responding)

2 Thelr Countey of
“ard In Wost Recent U.S. Joh, by Region of Origin

yint

Honfaf; LADOREFE

MESICAN ILLEGALS

T W

HEMISPIERE

—EASTERN
HEAISPHERE

' OCCUPATION GROUP

oy
of Orighn 0.3,

Country
of Origln 0.5,

Country
of oeigdn .5,

fountry

of Orlgln U8

Eyo'essional, Technical & Kindred |
WO LREE o

Gurerg, Mapagers, Adminlatritova,
p1oept farm

Balzn Workers

Clerlcal & Kindred Yorkers
Crafr & mndrud Horiegs
G%mzlvéi. exgept LoanmpdEt

Transport Equipment fpmntates

i
Parn Laborars & Supervirore)

Service Workars, & :ept
Private Househald

SFivaks How ol ld Workecs

#

4.8

13.5

4.1
9.l
0.

154

i3

1§

A

16 |

14.8

14

12

17 0.5

"0 =
£ | G.?K

REA
150 U

a4 U

s 19
0.1 o

9.1 N

2.2 14

0 14

| - {4 '_BJ 4

10.4 17

e
]

6 17

.8 L2

1.5 41

0q J6d

1 4e

5.0 21d

L7 15

we 104

125 14
] 42
83 A2

125 N2

.l 4.7

Wo. of Respondantd

s

Don't fnaw/Refuas to Anwear

Wk in Countey of Drigi'n. UT=T5

Total No. of Respondents

628
100.0
21
18.7

79

Ll

628

187

783

407 407
95,9 54,97
1.l
113 1.1

48] 48l

n YK

9.9 1901

Wi A

m 1

{8 8
loo.l  100.0

1.3 11

75 75

source;  Lincon & Company ilegal Abien Stdy, 1975.

lpm cover peried frem Jemipry [570-Jue 1975 and report aapondents’ aafor pecupatlon

in epuntey of origln.

Yngspendents included oely fnrears,

Jm_pardenti {neluded one superviser n country of orlgis,
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£



Only six of the 146 respondents who had not been employed
in their country of origin since 1970 were employed in agricul-
ture in their. most recent U.S5. job; 142 were employed in other
work. Nevertheless,. inclusion of these respondents, who re-
ported they.had been in the United States between 5 and 20 .

' years, did not appreciably change the occupational distribution.
; of. the study group as a whole. As Table V-6 indicates, only
6.4% of the 788 respondents who reported their occupation in
their most recent U.S. job were employed as white-collar work-
B ers; 16.0% were employed in craft and kindred occupations; _
T 27.5% as operatives; and 13.7% as nonfarm laborers. Slightly. .
more than 15% were farmworkers, and slightly more than 20%
weére service workers, inaluding 3.2% in household services.
Thus, roughly 20% of all respondents were employed in skilled
occupations in their most recent U.S. job, generally in blue-.
collar work; 30% were employed in semi-skilled work; mostly
as operatives; and half were employed in unskilled occupations,
as laborers, ‘both farm and nonfarm, or as service workers.

"Schedule B" Occupations. With few exceptions, only

aliens admitted into the United States as immigrants can
= legally work in the U.S. laboxr market. Since the 1965 Amend-
. ments to the Immigration & Nationality Act went into effect,
. * aliens who do not qualify as relatives of U.S. residents or
. . as political refugees can become immigrants only if they qualify
e as needed workers.* = In turxn, aliens seeking immigrant-status
as ‘needed workers are admissible only if the U.S. .Department
of Labor has determined that (1) qualified U.S. workers are
not available for the type of employment the alien seeks; and
(2) the terms of the alien's prospective employment in the
U.S5. will not adversely affect the wages and working conditions -

of similarly employed U.§. workers.
\ :

To facilitate the processing of labor certification
requests frim prospective employers of aliens who seek immi-
grant status,** the Department of Labor provides a list of
. occupations (Schedule B) for which labor certification of
o ‘aliens is automatically denied, on the ground that there are
.-U.8. workers available for those occupations. Schedule B, as

SR e e e e — e .. A -

\ : *See Chapter I for a discussion of immigration law as it

relates to the U.S. labor market. | . o

**Céftiiﬁcatian of most aliens as needed workers requirés
a U.S5. job offer. . - \ .
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TABLE V-6~

) . : . 7 L
- Digtributions of Occupation of Apprehended Illegal Alien Respondents in Their Most Recent U.5. Job,
by Region of Origin, Enkry Tethnique, Location of Most Recent U.S. Job, and Years in U.S,

(45 percents of.group responding). .- . i .

'

REGION OF ORIGIN “ENTRY TECHNIQUE , | LOCATION CF U.S.-JOB o
st . - e yERRS I¥ U.5., .

- OCCUBATION GROUP— [1OMAL West. Hemi. - Entered 4 7 | .7 | Mid/. A .
' East, except - | Without , Visa |East North- South- Cali-| Less - 2.o0r “
Hewi, Mexico Mexico |Inspectionl Abuser |Coast west west fornia|than 2 more

t ) o Fl o

@
» -

Professional, Technical & Kindred - Lo = . o l';
Workers o We| 8.0 26 04 | 08 1 46 | 21 48 0.9 09 ] L9 17T /
Owners, Managers, Administrators, S o i

except Farm - C ns] 300 0 L7 - (LI B T R U RN [ %8 R

sales Workers . L8l 20 21 Lo .WB.‘?:T el w1 1 a3 e 1a
Clerical & Kindred Workers , Le; 6.0 4, Al 0.8 \43 34 1.0 - . 17 0.5 , 2.6
Craft & Kindred Vorkers. Sl1s0) 27 128 165 15.8 16.5 | 15.4 n 22,2 148 |11 185 -
Operatives, except Transport 21.0 8.0 110;0 23.6 . 25.2 : 3,1";52 8.6 33.7 16.4 2.6 23.2 0.3
Transport Equipment Operatives 0.5 - 0.4 0.6 05 0 o4 -~ 05 09| 03 07

. . & . . .

Nonfain Laborers W7 40 we 112 | 185 7.2 | 9.8 135 26.8 5.2 | 189 9.2
Fatmers & Fav® Managers S . - T ) - - .- - - r.o- - -
Fam Laborezs & Supervisors? | 158 - 40 2.1 | 24 21 | 5.1 1§ %é;s 282 | 2.6 10. ,

Service Workers, except I . P e P _
‘Private Household 11.% 3.0 - 20.0 13.4 14.2 -25.3 28.2 EEEQE/ 7.3 1.2 15.0 19.7 I 70

Private Household Workers S3.2 13 3,8 3.1 4.0 1.3 0.9 1.3 5.0 4.3 .1 3!5?—'_-

No. of Respondents we| 75 235 478 5L - 237 | 23¢ 1o 220 230 | 366, A%

susToTAL? : 99.9 | 100.1 100.0 99.9 99.8 'mbiq 99.9 100.0 100.1 100,0 | 99.9. 100.0
Don't Know/Aefuse to Answer. 0.6 - 0.8 C 0.6 . 0.7 0.4 (lé_;j A 0.4 1.1 ,Dii s

Total No."of Respondents ~ w3l 75 27 481 |° 585 28 | 247106 23w | 0 4B

- = . _ I o A L —

== - g B . E i . .

Source: Linten & Company Illegal Alien §twdy, 1975.

1ns term for aliens whe enter U.S. without énthérigatinﬁi ¥ ) o i

Zpespondents include only farm laborars.

EEercentages may fiot add £o 100 due £o roundoff.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:



it appeared most recently in the Fébruary 4, 1371 edition of
the Fedetral Rég;ster; lists and -then_defines 48 .occupational
titles, of varying degrees of spec;f1:1ty (see’ Appendix Cj..

© Almost all.refer. to unskilled jobs (e.g., busbay), +though

« a few refer to. semi~skilled jobs (e.g., clerk. typist).*
Whether unskilled or - -semi-skillled, however, labor certifica-
tions are denied to aliens seeklng work in Schedule B jobs
‘because placement of U:S. workers in - -those ]Qbs requires
little training that is not readlly available or easily ac-
quired, generally transferaﬁle from one low-skilled occupation -
to another, and 1nexpéﬁ51ve for employers to prDVldE *% ‘

Pradlgtably enough, three-quarters of the illegals inter-—,
viewed for this study (575 of the 788 respcndents who reported.
their most recent U.S,. agcupatlaﬁﬂ had been working in Schedule
B occupations in their most recent U.S. job. Eight illegals
had been self-employed; 205 respondents did not have Schedule
B jobs, though a number were employed in low-skilled jobs, - -
e.g., were working as dry cleaning operatives or waiters.

r (See Appendix D foxr a list of U.S. occupations reported by
' © respondents.) Similarly, 260.0r 81.3% of the 320 illegals

who reported thsir occupation in a previous U.S. job had also

been working in Schedule B jobs; none had been self-employed;

60 (18.8%) had not been holding Schedule B occupations.

b3

*Not all unskilled Qccupaﬁicﬁs} hawever, are llsted in
Schedule .B; some are excluded becausé of a Départmeﬁt of Lab@f’
determlﬁat;cﬂ that there:are shortages of applicants.’ .

«**Employers “and immigration attarneys often :@ntend how=- .
ever, -that there are no resident U.S. workers willing to accept
Schedule B ‘jobs at the prevalllng wages. The thrust of the
Department of Labor's response, ln this controversy, is that
the aunission of immigrants into' Schedule B occupations per-
petuates low wages and.undesirable working conditions by inter--
fering with the supply and demand :elatlcnshlps of the domestic
labor market, which, 1if pr@te:ted against the entry of low- -
wage workers, would tend to increase wages untll a Suggly of
workers for those j@bégbéﬁamé available.

The argument over Schedule B truas boils down to one over
wages and working conditions. The same set of issues, revolving
around the relationship between the supply of labor and labor
standards, is central to the ongoing controversy about the
role and impact of ll;egals in the U.S. labor-market (see
Chapter VII). . . ' .,

© -111-
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R Unllka ‘the earlier, genarat;@ns . of! 1mm;grants whom they
resembla, unless el;glble on the basis of family ties to.

;the U.8. or refugee status, a large majsrlty of the illegals
1ntarv1awed for this study wguld therefore have been denied

s permanent res;déhce insthe U.8."” and Hence éntry into its -

“ labor. market, on the ground that they have no needed occupa-,

tional- sk;lls and hence constitute a supply of Wworkers who
are, in principle, in competition’ with and thus aﬂversely

affecting Lhe U.S5. labor jp:ce. : - - . .

&

Emplgymant 1n the U. S.ﬁﬂ Waéwi and Warklng Qpnd;ﬁlans .

L3

Industrial DJstflbutlan.. At least one respondent wag

"emplsye5 in eaah of majﬁi indugtrial divisions, but most .
were employed ln*manufaeturlng, salés, agriculture, canstruc-_

 for v1alat1@n of Fourth Amendment rights.

-ane @ccupat;@nal.ﬁbasls.

-tien, and services (see Table V-7). The high proportion. of
resp@mdants in manufacturing, as compared to the relatively
felv in services, for éxamplé, is likely to be more a reflec-
tion of INS activities in our interview sites than.of ‘the

" employment patterns of the illegal papulatlcn. Industrial

sweeps, which offer the possibility of 1acat1ng a number of
Lllsgals at one time, have been a common INS Area Control
activity, though ‘they have recently run aféul of the cnurts,

e

For this reason, data on industries that empl@yea tﬁg'

ziilleggls interviewed for this study are rot likely tobe E
- indicative of the industrial distribution of illegals in the
- U.S. labor market. Datd.on this subject‘are of little direct

interest in this study, except insofar as they have been used
to derive earnings and hours data, which are generally avail-
able for the U.S5. labor fafce on an Lndustrlal xrather than

*

Since the very structure, wages, hcurs, and working

) conditions of farmwork are a law unto themselves, and labor

statistics for agriculture are therefore tabulated-guite
differently than data on other sectors of the economy, data

on respondents employed in U.S. agriculture have been set

aside for analysis. Before turning to an analysis of the

- wages and hours of nonagriculturally ‘employed residents,

héwevey, it is useful to discuss briefly this kind of illegal
worker, who formerly accounted for mepst of the population

of apprehended lllegals emplayed in the nation, but ﬂﬂes no’
l@nger, = ,

\_ é 1172. ) . X . .
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Qiaﬁr1buclgns of Industry (of Most Recent 0.8, Job) of Appréhéndéd 11leaq] Alien Rcapnndﬂnﬁg, by e gﬂg% ;ggi_ggggégg y
Entry Tﬁchn:gue. Lagation af u S Jah, ana ¥ears in U.5, et -
, A ' A
; Vo
o " las pertents of group r_espanding] Vo
L , L j
| A R o ) ] . ' \ |
[ | PEGION OF ORIGIN ENTRY TEC;HHIQUE LOCATION OF U.5. J0B |
| . e, L. S By l YEARS IV 0.5 Co
IVDVSTP&' opvIstoN "_mm Hemi. “Entered 1 T R et
\ _ East. ext. hlthcutf Visa | East- Horthe South- Cali-| Less Zory ~ " .
. | e | Hemi, Vexico Mexico |Ing apﬁcbicnl Bhuser |Const west . west fornia| than ] more | C e ;
Agrieultyze, Farg%try & ‘ P A
Fisheries my 13 8 %2 | /B3 .00 56 135 L5 85| W1 1Ll l ‘
‘ ¥ 133 [I = : ) B -;._ E \ v '
Hining B S P F B B ST ] ey \ :

I
Contract Construction

Manufacturing

Transportation s Public
Utilities

Trade: Wholesale § Petail

334

1.6

.7

14,7

16,0,

40

42,7

.3

51,9

17.4

0.8 .

7.0

1.2

13,9

19.7

1.4

9.6

14.3

Y

4.4

2l

2.7

10.7

19,7

2.1

25,6

1.2

%0  10.8

5,2

435

0.9

1.6

.‘17.9

4

Finance, Insurance & Peal s : _

fitate | 0.5 27 04 02 | 02 L3040 - 09 03 0T /
Services, ex&eét Private ) .

Household 100 173 w2 13 7.4 15.0 15.% 87 .94 Gl I 8.1 fll.E :

Household Serviégs ; 3;5 ‘1;3 iI;.E 14t 40 1;53 9a 13 40 3.3 A R

Mo. of Respondenss n“mi;‘. 7 25 48l | 5 Wl k2 B0 -3 "41:_‘: “
suszcﬁm} - | ;oaiﬁ_ 000 9.0 9.9 | 0. wnafine w1 9 w00 | 100 00 -\
"Den't ErnafR;EusE to Answer 1.1 j., W HP;E - 0,2 04| 04 - .04 ‘; ﬁéii 0.2 |

Total Mo, of Respondents | 19) 5 ’231 TR z:;e_ s m By, m i o

‘ , K. . Y . B o _x o 1\
§§§£gg: Llﬂtan § Conpany Tllegal Alien Study, 19]§JZN; ; - .f

“ling tormitor aliens who enter the U.5. without authoriZation. 174
E EPercngaqeé nay not add ta.;ﬂﬁ due to r@unéaff. § . a
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¢ ¢ Althgugb 35 7% (224) of the 11*egals whe were interviewed
reported they had been farma@rkers ir theif home country,.only
17.2% (134) worked in U.8. 4dgriculture in their most recent U.S.
job, Almost all the - 111@ga1 farmworkers were Mexican; only 1

‘EH- and 8 WH respan@gntsfﬁérg employed in farms, forestry, or

_E;sherles in the U.S. Less than half (46.3%) of the regpondents. .
..lﬂ UL 8., farmwork were employed in California; 34.3% were working U

“ip ‘the Southwest; 9.7% were employed in the Mid- and Northwest:
and 9.7%, on the East Gﬁastq Most -of the“illegal farmworkers
had been in the U.S. less than two YFEIE (65.7%); only s1ightly
more than a- third had heen here two or more years imn all:  Like’

*mast ‘Mexican respondents, virtually all illegals emgleyed in
U.8. agrlcu;tura were FWIs (128, as opposed to six visa abusers)
Illegais in' farmwork are generally considered to be young, and
‘the range in the age of the respondents in U.S. agriculture

| wag wider than expected: though 42.5% were under the age of
- 28, 32.8% wete between the ages of ‘25 and 34, -and 24.6% were

T35 years old or older, _ ' o } '

g

E

. The interview $ites in this study were prlmarlly in urban
areas, even in California and the Southwest, which obviously
tended to bias the distwyibution of respondents ‘toward ngnagﬁ
rlcultural employment. In seeking some indicator of illegals’

. emplgyment patterns, it may therefore be .useful to note that
) ¢lose to two-thirds of alkl respondents (49&) repﬁrteﬂ that

: they had illegally entered the U.S. at the Mexican border,.

A : “but only 108 respondents were employed in agrlcultuze in the

oL Southwest and California in their mast recent U.S. job. Work

axperience often to the. ﬂ@ntrary, the majgrlty of these pre-

; : mkﬁ@mlnantly Mexican EWIs therefore either chose 17+ to avail,

i - themselveés.of the’ traditionally w;ﬂesgreaé bppga iities for
Vo € +illegal fa#m=emplc'ment in that reglén —ﬁ;ar those opportunities
\ = ' were neo longer, availlahle, either 'in genesal, or for illegals,

L .- An particular.. Given IN§'s belief, which is generally shared
| *.~= °  hy sbuthwest barder, sahalars,that Mexican EWIs are deliber-

o - ately leaving the notoricusly backmbreak;ng, low-paying, and
TN .. lnstable jobs offered En southwest agriculture for jobs in

yrban areas, where thay ‘are also less likely to ‘be apprehended,
et aven lf they remain in the region, the former explanation seems

I tie more llkely, In addition, it receives some support from

e b ., this study's.finding that. responderits in the U.S. two or more

e vears were almost half as likely to be working in U.S. agrlﬁ

:  tulture as respondents in the nation less than two years_

%

[ e b P

= . -

. *gee, for example, Samora, Mojados, for a brief discussion
_ of the role of employment in southwest agriculture as a social-
‘ Jlwation .procdess for Mexlﬁan illegals.
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] ?g Jage leférem:és Eﬁmnq the~ ILlegals. The -
average hourly wa =+ all (apprehended)- respondents was $2.71 .
(see Table V~8¢) ... ine EH illegals earmed the highest average
/héuriy wage ~f any of the subgroups considered, anludlng N
the 51 unappreliended illegals: $4.08, as compar:d to $3.95.
. Mexican-: lllégals earhed’ an average of. $2.34 an hour; WH ille="
J gals, $3.04." As expected, illegals emglajeﬁ in U.S. agricul- -
- ‘ture earned less than illegals employed in all other. industries:

=—i_ e \

Averaqe Haur

averages of $2.11 and '$2.83 an haur, Iespectlvely- e N

. - L . \
s . = : £ . \

’ - * Preﬂlﬂtably,,resg@ndants in the Batlﬂﬁ two or more years . i
< . earned higher wages on the average than respondents in the’ :
. p natlan less than two years: the average hourly wage of the Co
- former group was $2.97; of the latter group,- $2 40, But the
.difference between those averagé hourly vages: appears low,
when the substantial difference between the duration of JEheir
employment in the United States is considered:? lliegals in
the U.8- . two or moxe years had worked here for an average of
3.4 years; those in the U.5. less than two veaxrs, for an
average of .5 years. Apparently, then, continued emplayment
in the U,S. labor market did not Eubstantzally increase the
wage level of these illegal wbrkers,* o . fa\
\ -.
‘The 68 respondents amplayed in the southvwest ‘border cguﬁt;és' o
earned $1.74, the lowest avErage hourly wdge of any regional gr§Lp Dy
of respondents considered. ' All were Mexican; 30% were farm :
. ' laborers, Respondents employed in the Scuthwest earned an B
- average hourly wage of §l. 98. 211 but one (a WH illegal) were ".___
Mexican; 21% were farmwarkers California :e%gandenﬁs earned !
an average of $2.607an hour:-Most (78%) were Mexican; 18% .

were WH, and 4% were EH Lllégals, 27%-were farmworkers. Mid- ey

and Northwest raspéndents earned. an average ¢f $3.15 an hour.. _ .~
The majority (64%) wére Mexicap;. 19% were Ef and 18% were WH- ~ =~
illegals;- 13% weré farmworkers, FEast Coast respondents earned
an average of $3.29 an hour. ThEEEFquarters were WH lilegals,
20% were EH and 5% were Méxlzaﬂ 1LlegaLs,_€% were farmworkers.

7 S
& E

f%Tha avarage hourly wvage Qf.the 324 sésyaﬁﬂénts who ﬁ%z'
ported .on .a previous U.S. jok was $2.25, Wage patterns among

o~ the various subgroups of respondents in that ij paralleled S
those in their most recent U.35. jﬁoi T Tyl
A ’ i .
P C I ~115- -




7aBLE V-8

dl nliun Rﬂspﬁﬁhpﬁti in Their test hecent U.S. Jab,

Distributions of Gross Hiourly Wage of hpprel E\dﬂﬂ illeg
=Ty ﬁEgiﬁn of Drigin, EOCCY Techniqug, Loeation of U5 uu» fears in .5, and_Type of U 5, Erployment

(as percents of graup resﬁeﬂdiﬂg)

\ [ ReGion of CRIGT_

| YERRs T 05 TPE OF U.5.

EHTFY C‘HIDUE LOCRTION OF U.3. JOE
— = E‘{PMYHE"M

'I{Em ¢ _
HOURLY WAGE  {POTAL Heni. Entored T M/ o
' Fast. ext. Yithout |, Visd |Rast Yorth- Souths Cali~| Less Zof
/ i{m Pexica_ﬁexig_r} Tﬁspactian}huser Cpast west  west fonm than 1 _more agric, Othet

w00~ L8 0| LA 52 Bl g 52| 1348 a7 192 84| 3L 100

4.8 4.7 0| 43 49 & 4,00 52 34 6.5 W

S 1Y 7.4 | 104 69 103 11| 1 B7] 154 14

§2,00 - §2.09 1.0 56 83

§2.10 - §2.49 0.0 5.6 9.6 204 Lon.8 11,5 | 16,9 107 2.7 iéil 0.6 169 199 0.1
§2,50 - $2,99 18,9 | 16.3 17,6 19.1 ;B.{; 19,0 1.7 l§;5 6] 1.6 0.0 132 0.1
§3.00 - §3.93 1.7 e Bl A 13.3 0.3 | 6.2 34 4l 1811 307 23;‘3; 6.6 201

|
H

| 54,00 - 94.99 8.9 127 8 5.2 4.7 1.0 85 17 Lé g6 30 04| 22 1.9
70 u1 0 e A8 5.8

$5.00 4 eyl 1 %8 11| 24 o uroed 0.8

fo. of Respondents| 779 | T BE A go a0 | Bl w26 as| 1% 60

| '
0 100,0 100.0 100.1 | 99.9 100.1 100,1 100.0 | 99,9 100.2 | 98,9 100.1 °
i

‘ SUBTOTALY 100,0 | 99.9 100.0
/ ' i
/'f Don't Know/Refuse : I — N
W ansier | L& 5 A0 06 111‘4‘17‘19 17 22| Le o L9) 00 Al '
Total Yo, of.— e LT T ‘ : ' ' -
_____ e ReSpOnents | omo o w | s e )8 o m nm| oo a)ue 67

~ Rversge Hourly Wage 52,71 | 54,08 §3.05 .34 | s A0 53,0 §3.18 §1.98  §2,60 [32.40 §2.97 |52,11° §2.83

ceandard Deviation | 1,54 |§3.05 SL34 §0.93 | §LO3 IS .08 §147 $0.72 §0.95 [§1.60 $1.44 1507 5150

[ N -
177 Source: Linton & Company I11egal Alien Study, 1975, . , ‘ _ ,:"/ .
' * : j
C Lins tern for aliens who enter the U.5, without autherization. :
2Percenta§&s pay not add o 100 due to roundof. R

il



In short, though the wage levels of respondents varied in
predictable directiuns. according to the duration, kind, and
location of their employment in the nation, interpretation of
those variations is confounded by the different region-of-origin
and industrial distributiors of responden:s in those subgroups.
Not:surprisingly, the variable most clearly associatzd with
‘'wage levels across those groupings was education, which ranged
from a low 3.5 years of schoo ing for illegals in farmwork to
a high of 8.9 years for illegals employed on the East Coast, did
from 4.9 years for Mexican to 1.9 for EH respondents:

Average “  Average
Years ‘ Hourly .
gelected Groups of Resp. Schooling  Rank U.5. Wage Rank

| A

L

Employed in Farmwork in U.S. 3.5 . 11

2.
Employed in Nonfarmwatk in U.S. 7.4 . 6 2

m N--U
Lo e
-
iz

Less than Two Years in U.S5. |
Two. or -More~Yéars iu U.S.

~3 Ln
(R
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On this dimension, the wage level of respondents was

strongly associated with their region of origin, which was

correlated with the mos: substantial Aifferences in respondents'
level of education. EH illegals, whoz:e schooling and cccupational
skills most closely approximated those of the'U.S. labor force,
earned a significantly higher average hourly wage than did either
the WH or the Mexican illegals. WH illegals, who had significantly
less education and lower worx skills than did EH illegals, earned

a significantly lower average hourly wage. Mexican illegals,

‘who had received substantially less schooling than had .WH illegals

and had acquired few occupational skills, were the most likely
to have been farmworkérs in the United . States. That group of

.respondents earned significantly less than WH illegals, and
‘almost half the average hourly wage of EH illegals, though
these respondents also supported the most pecople in their home

country, and. sent the most money. back home (see Chapter 1IV).
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The Rany of Illegals’ Hourly Wages

Hourly wageiagta collected by IN5 in January through liarch

1575 for almost 48,000 illegais who were employed when appra-~

hended provide add1t$cnal information on the range of illegals'
wages. Both INS data and data collected in this study plsce the
majority of the illegals who were interviewed at the lowesst end
of the wage spectrum, defined by iNS as "under $2.50 an Hour."
The majority of both the illegals surveyed by INS (65.7 ) and
those interviewed for this study (51.2%) reported ear  3Js less
than $2.50 an hour. At least 94% of the respondents ir each
study group had been earning less than $4.50 an hour zee Table
v=9).

The much larger INS survey, carried out in the course of.
ongeing apprehensions, included all employed~ ‘illegals apprehende
anywherarln the- nat;@n ‘during that three-month period, as con-

trasted with the survey undertaken for this study, which selecte

for interview only a limited number of illegals with U.S. work
experience in 19, primarily metropolitan, sites in different
parts of the nation. Since INS allocates most of its resources

ﬂ
-

to locations near the Mexico border, it is not surprising that

mc 't anprehended illegals are located iii the INS Southwest
Region (i.e., Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, Céii;érﬁia, Nevada,

‘Utah, Wyoming, Colorado, Okiahoma, and Hawaii). In fact, most

(78.7%) of the illegals interviewed 'in the INS wage survey had.
been emplcyed in that region (see Table V-10).  In addition,
more than half (53.1%) of the INS study group were farmworkers,
nd most farmworkexs “90.3%) were employed in the Southwest.
Region (see Table V-1l.) Thus, almost half (48.3%) of the INS
study group were farmworkers employed in that region.

Significant differences in wage rates batwean respondents
employed in the Southwest Region and elsewhere in thg nation,
and betwesn respondents in farmwork and thosze in cther kinds of
work suggest, however, that the INS finding that twc-thirds of
its respondents were earning less than $2.50 an hour should be
regarded to a great extent as a consequence of the agricultural-
nonagricultural and Southwest= n@ﬁsauthwest provortions @f that
study group. - -

*See Chapters I and III for a discussion of INS appre-

" hension data.
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TABLE V-9

Di- cributions of Hﬁurly Wage in MDSK .ecent U.S. " Job of .
*  “Apprehended Tllegal Alien ﬁéaPDndentP in _ IS and L&Co. Study Groups

—k —

(as percent of group)

¢ Hourly Wage INS Situdy Group L&CéiVStuﬂyWQ;ggpl
Less than $2.50 . 65,2 .. e e BT B
T s2.50 - $4.40 30.2 ‘ 41,5
$4.50 - $6.48 3.5 5
‘ 56.50 or Mol 1.1 1.8
TOTAL ' 100.0 100.0
No. of Respondents 47,947 A K ' 779
Squrzﬁs- "column 1, uﬁpﬁblishéd INS data for apprehended
i1Tegal aliens employed when found, January through March,
1975; column 2, Linton & Company Illegal Alien Study, 1975.
lHourly wage data unavailable for 14 of the 793
respondents -
. 181
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TABLE V=10

ons of Region of Emploved Apprehended Illsggl Al;eng

v

Intﬁrviewed by 'INS, by Industry

{as percent of group :esp@nﬂiﬂg)

Heavy Light Agri=

INS Regien Total Industry __Industry E;lturéﬁ;¢§35§£u¢ti§ﬁrVggégviiés
Northwest ;¥7 20.6 17.4 2.8 2.0 9.2

Northeast 4.6 6.7 9.2 0.1 33 15.3
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f Employed Approhiended flleggl Aliens

) o
“Interviewed by INS, by INS Region

{ag percentz of group responding) ) §
) \
INS REGION \
Indust Group _ Tatal Northwest Northeast _ Eaut;gas;\ Southwest
Heavy Industry 3.1 8.2 4.4 3.3 i 2.5
Light Industry i3.4 54.8 47.1 23.6 \ 20.1
Agriculture 53.1 18.9 0.5 41.6- = 60.9
4
Construction 5.6 1.5 3.6 4.4 6.2
Services 13.8 16.4 44 .3 26.9 \ 10.2
Totall | 100.0 99, ¢ .99.9 100.0 \99.9
\
\
Total No. of ! - . :
Respondents 47,947 3,705 2,263 4,207 37,754
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lpercentages may net aqd’tg 100 ﬁué to roundoff.
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Unuubllshbu INS dat: for apprehended illegal aliens Emplayed ‘when
January thfau%h March 1975 o -
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That is, as Table V-12 indicates, INS respondents employed
in the Southwest Region were two to three times more likely to
have earned less than $2.50 an hour than were respondents working
in other regions in the ﬁdtlﬂn. Close to 75% of all INS respon-

dents apprehended in the Southwest Region fell into that wage

* category, as compared to between 26% and BQ% of all INS respon-
dents ‘in each of the. QLraL regionss B

Similarly, as Table V- 13 EhOWS, INS respgnaents emplayed
in farmwork were :onSLderab;y more 'ikely to have earned less
than $2.%7 an hour than were respgndents employed in other in-
dustries, and tHeir wages clustered toward the bottom of the
wage scale to . 'a degree not exhibited by ‘illegals Empléyed in
any other induscry. More than 75% of all farmworkers in the
Jw5 . study group earnéd less than $2.50 an hour, and 9% earned
less than $4.50. Thaugh the majority of respondents in each
industry were employed in the Southwest &egion, only illegals
employed in service work (who were least iikely to Have been
employed in that region) came close to matching the low wage
rate of illeqgal farmworkexrs. The majority of the raspendents
employed in .11 ‘other indUstries (construction, light industry,
and heavy ;ndustry) earned mor=2 than $2.50 an hour (but less

than %4. 50) . =

These wage differences are consisten: .« ‘the findings
of our own studv. Almost two.thirds (64%) . ;11 rezpondents
employed in the Southwest Region in our stuuy group (L.e.,
California and the Southwest, as we have defined it) earned
less than $2:50 “an hcur, as compared to 36% of those employed
on the East Coast, and 33% of those employed in the Mid- and
Northwest. Similarly, 7%% of the farmworkers interviewed for
this report =arned less than $2.50 an hour, as contrasted with
slightly less than half (46%) of all nandgrlcultu:ally emplayed

respondents.

_ . Thus both wage surveys af apprehenﬂed illegals found that.
respondents employed ;n farmwork and thgse employed in the :
Southwest Region were 519n1tlaantly more likely to be at the
lowest end of the wage spectrum’ than were respondents employed
in. other types of work or employed in other regions of- the ’
nation. Nevertheless, the distribution of the two study groups
differed substantially on those tWo dimensions, which helps ex-
plain the fact that two-thirds of the respondents in ithe INS .
study but only half the respondents in this study made leg.
than $2.50 an hour:

_lzls .ok




TABRLE V=12

pPigtributions of ::

ygcﬁﬁppvehended illeg.

;1,gli§§5

NS Region

- mpgishnddng)
Hourly Wage _ ~ .ﬂTQtal _ Hegbbmrgy Hortheas :  Southeast Southwest
Less, than $2.50 65.2 5.6 35.2 | - 38.6 73.7
- o $2.50 - $4.49 o2 T ene | 4 4es | 24.9
- 54.50 = 5$6.49 3.5 164 8.2 8.5 1;2
$6.50 or More C 1.1 2.7 5.1 4.3 0.1
rotalt ©°100.0 100.0 99.9 99.9 100.0
. ’ ' ©  Total No. of L : '
Respondents ‘47,947 3,705 2,281 4,207 37,754
Source: Uﬁpubllshﬁﬁ Iﬁs d;ta for apﬁrehenﬁ ed illegal aliens employed when
féuné January through Ma?sh 1975,
5 1?erséntages may not add to 100 due to roundoff.
o
) TABLE" V-13 7 .
Di;tfj@gﬁjanslaf Hourly Wage of Emglgyed Apprehended Illegal Aliens
Intervicwed by INg, by Industgg} " g ’
{(as percents of gzéﬁg fespaﬁaing)
. Heavy Light Agri=
Hourly Wage ) F;qtigl Industry Industry culture Construction Servites
Less than $2.50 65.2 27.4 ’ 46.0 77.9 - 4B.8 65.7
52,50 - 54.49 30.2 £3.9 "46.5 21,1 f 40.0 27.1
54.50 = 56.49 3.5 14.8 6.6 0.9 5.9 4.4
. £€.50 or More 1 3.8 0.9 - 0.1 5.3 2.8
Totall 100.0 99.9 100.0 100.0 100.0°  100.0 _neme
’ ) - Tsésl No. of : | _
. Respondents 47,947, ;;SDE _ ll,ESl‘ 25,é2§ 2,676 6,614
. U : UnpubnghEﬂ INS data for apprehended illegal aliens employed when
. Iaun , January through Mafch 1875. : ,
] « © ' lpercenta ges may not add t@‘lcﬁ due to roundoff. .
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L&Co. - INS
Study Group udy Gt
% of 7-tal No. of Respondents Em- B ) '
' _ployed in INS Southwast-Region 57.2. B 78.7

1 of Total io. of Respondents
Employed in Farmwork in U.S. . 17.2 53.1

. " 3 of Total No. of Respondents . 7
Employed in Farmwork in INS ' 13.6 - 4B8.3
Southwest Region

Neither study group can be assumed to be representative of
the populdtion of aliens illegally working in the United States.
In particuldr, iz is highly likely that women and service work=-
ers, who are generally among the lowest-paid workers, whether .
B legal or illegal, are seriously underrepresented in both study
A groups. Illegals in nonagricultural work-and illegals employed
; outside the Southwest Region are also likely to be seriously
§ underrepresented in the #MS group.. Though this study attempted
to compensate for the bia6 introduced by th=z allocation of most
of INS resources to the Southwest Région, there is.no way of ’
determining whether, or to what degree, the regioenal or indus-
_trial Gistribiiions of ‘the responderts interviewed for this
study wore closely reflects the corresponding distributions'of
the totality of aliers warking illegally in the nation. Further,
if the substantial diifs=rences in education and skills betweenr
the Mexican, WE and EH apprehended illegals interviewed for
this report are representative of those groups of illegal '
workers in the nation, .o is reasnnable (o suppose ‘that the
substantial differenc in thei: wace levels will similarly
obtain. If that is the case, then distrikution of national |
origin of illegals in the U.S. lzhor market will have a strong
bearing upon the generai wacge level of that population. Finally,
it is possible that unapprehended illegal workers are signifi-
cantly more successful in the labor market than apprehended
illegals -- through the apprehended illegal resg?ﬂdepts who

had beeh in the nation two or more-yéais did nft e€arn sub~'—
stantially higher wages than those wh~ had been®hére less _

- than two vears, and 'the few unappreheaded respondents reported

earnings similar to those reported by apprehended respondents.

} . With those cautions in mind, we note chat both studies
‘0. +he hourly.waqes of apprehended illcgal aliens an» in agree-
. men’. «hat (1) at least three-guarters of a'l réspondents in
.. - farmwork earned less than $2.50 an hour; (2) -at least two-third:z
‘of all respoudants employed in the: S8outhwest Region earns’ less
than $2.50. an iocur; ,13) at least three-njuarters of all res7or:
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* of employment,

dents earned less than $4.50 an héuf,ifegafdléss of their type

gals interviewed, for this report), region of~origin; and (4)
at least 98% of’all respondents earned less t

0.5. Labor

Average Earnings and Hours: ‘Illegals an

~ Data collected from the 766 illegal .

self-employed and responded to all questiors ¢.uerning their

wage, hours, and employer in +heir most recr. i (1.8, job yield

hour and wage’ data that permit comparison with the average
[workers (see Table
/ : : .
!

Force.

hours and wages,K of. comma¥ably employed U.S5.
v-14).
.+ es of the illegalls interviewed for
this study fell marke. ™ “2low the norm in/eacg of the seven
industrial divisions fux which there-are comparable data on
U.5. werkers, and well below the average hdurly wage of most
of the U.S. workforce. »As a group, the 609 respondents em-
ployed in those seven industrial groups* earne. an average

of $2.66 an hour -- about 60% of $4.47, the average hourly
wage in 1975 of the some 50 million simildriy employed produc-
tion and nonsupervisory U.S. workers. . .

The average hour.

There were no exceptions to the ‘disparity between the
average hourly wages of the illegals interviewed for this-
study and those of comparably employed légal workers. -Re-
spondents in each of the seven industriall divisions earned
between 35% and 81% of the average h@urﬂy wage of similarly
employed U.S. production and»génEUPEfvi$Diy workers:

- R ) /5[
. _ ,: .7;
‘ Respondents! Hourly Wage
{as percent of average
i - .
hourl¥y wage in each in-

dustry)

Industry Group ;

Mining  © o | 35
céntract Construction ; 42
Manufacturing © ; - | 62
Transportation & Public Utilities [ - 48
Trade * | 69
rinance! and Related Industries i 81 - e =TT
-arvice, except Privatg Household - 70 ° //‘

i

|

60 7

Tétal . : : . i ;

ture and private houséd-
excluded for z@mggratEVe

*Respondents employed iﬁ'a%ricul
_holds (134 and 23, respectively) were!
purposes. !

"
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location in the U.S., or (with respect to ille~. .

han $6.50 an hour.
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52,00 ; g 5.6 ! 1M
Vinirg 1 | 2O S 100 e | s 3 |l
Contract Consiriction R 7,15 126,33 W51 .| 4.8 .1 ‘124
Hapsfacturing ; 9 4.7 12130 18441 - il1.7 By | 3
g | )
: ' © Transportation & Public : L
.o © Utilities 27 5,70 134.00 2.8, | 4B 0.7 10 ;
L i - ' “ x\, ! .
" eadn; Wlessle £ Tl 15 1 N6 Lhes | o4 3 152
finanee, Paal Estaze 1® "
Lszance , S onn Cem | e uede | %o %3 6
Services, excopt Private . i
Hpuserald® .73 3,08 13178 4.1 450 ¢ LT 57
Privats Hoisekold Cepvices 1.8 i BE. 10 . 4.4 t 23
e AL Industries (exclvdir] J . }
Agriculture § Private : ) L
pousahold) : 1.66 4.47 111,02 160.47 44.5 5.9 609
* oot Availatle < ' ,

Column 1, 3, 5 and 7, Linton s Compary Illegal Alden Study; columns 2, ¢, and 6, U5, Department of
lzment and Earnings, Volune 21, No. 11 (June 1975), Tables C-1, C-1.

% B ) i

v 5 [
zD%ta for 27 of the 790 respondents who vere self-smoloyed or omitbed industry, wage, of holits are exeluded, |
ot compartive nurposes, the total nusber of illé 15 excludes 134 respordents in & ziculture and 23 in private
m‘:ﬂlmi
. : fote that average bourly wage Sines dverage veakly hﬂu"ﬁ may fot amual average vee Hﬁ' wage. In fact,
) for these data, that product is conslstently greater tham the 4v;ragﬁ weskly wage, indltating 2 zcndenc}
q for rospondents with lover waqes tosark’ longer hours. -
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. In addition, those respondents earned less per veek than
comparably employed U.S. workers, though they generally worked
considerably longer hours. The average weekly wage of this
group of illegal workers was $117.03, roughly two-thirds that
of U.S. production and nonsupervisory workers, who. earned an
averadge $160.47 for a 35.9~hour work week. 'As a group, the
609 respondents worked an average 44.5 hours a week, 8.6 hours
more than legal workers. Further, with the exception of ' the -
six illegals employed in Finance, Real Estate, and Insurance,
réspondents in each of the seven industrial divisions worked
more hours per week than did legal workers, though their week-

. ly wages were consistently, and sometimes appreciably, lower.

In short, comparison ! *... &vcrage hours and earnings
of the illegals interv wmed $ns this study shows that respon-

dents learned significz’. ; Le3s than the buik of. the workers

in the American labor .. ket, i.e., those who, like most ille- /
gals in our study group are neither professional nor managerial
workers. Nevertheless,- wages within each of those industries @ Co
and,wdthin the very broadly defined category of production or :
nonsupervisory worker raunge from the comparatively high wages

of Ekilled constructién workers and cabinetmakers ”in Loz .
Angeles, for example, to the low wages .0f unskill construction

laborers or dishwashers ,in El Paso. ,Thus it would be incorrect

to ‘regard the considerable, and consistent dispasity between

the wages of the illegal respondents and thez- .of legal workers

as 'procf‘that the illegals interviewed for *his study aré not
si@ply low-paid workers-in the United States -- which they are
--'hbut that they are also underpald workers, i.e., that they
aré paid less than legal workers in tha same occupation, in
the same sector of the economy, and in the same ¢eccraphical
logation. ' ’ A Co

% cne would expect recpondents' earnings to fall at the .
lowest end of the U.S. wage sSpectrum, for as discussed earlier,
fully half the illegals in the study group were employed in
ungkilled jobs, 30% were employed in semi-skilled work .(mostly— "
as loperatives), and roughly 20% were employed in skilled, .
gernerally blue-collar, ocuupations. Nevertheless, the little ~

macro wage data-available for thanéfgl_@f'accﬁﬁaﬁiDﬁs with-

in |the category of "production and no: 1wy worker"
prdvide some perspective on the rdnge . : workers' wages,

and suggest a considezrable range in s »» upskilled
- work. Most of the average hourly wages .. © . workers in 11

ocdupations in all mevrbpol.tan-area industri&s ih 1972 were
corlsiderably higih.s than $2.66, the 1675 average Hourly wage
of lall comparably enployed illegals interviéewed for this
study. In 1972, skilled mainmtenance workers re¢eived tie
following wages: carpenters, $4.75; . electricians, $4.96; .
ma@hinists, $4i8§;!aﬁtgimechanigs, $4.83; tool/and die ma%ers, -

5

i . e -




%

) . - /
or unskiiled workers (all Schedule B occupations): /.

55.22;:

janitcors, perters, and cleaners, $2.79; laberers, material .
handlers, $3.53; oirder fillers, $2.62; truckdrivers, §$4.46;
forklift truckers, §3.81. A

_In. addition, a p@t cheak*af current listings** of ij
Dpénlngs in San Antonio, LoOs Angeles, and New Yorxrk City -
cities where a number of the illegals interviewéd for thlﬁ
ctudy had been emﬁlayed ~- shows that wages may vary congid-
erably ‘within the .same occupation, and in the- same metr@pﬂlltanﬁ
area. For example, in July 1975, janitors in San Antonio were
‘offered wages ranging from $2.10 to ©4.48 an houxr; in Lud
Angeles, they wereicffered a straight %2.10. Painters were
ofrered 53.00 an h@ur in Los Angeles, . rom $2.50 to ©5,00 an
hour in San Antonio,. and $4+37 in New York City. .The wage “ﬁﬁxﬁ
,offers for machine ngrat@rs was $2.10 in San Ant@nlé, $2.25

| 7in New York City, and $3.00 an hour in Los *nceles, It dg ————*>— .
. /apparéjt then, that current wages for even i1ow-ski ATed jobs

klvary to a degree which renders precarious any attempt to
*; establish standard wages for legal workers, which could in
R%turi ‘be used to measure the degree to which the ;e;p@ndants
‘received prevailing wage rates. One can refer to the few
current wage ﬁata that are avaiiable, and apply the general
rule of thumb -- that an adult U.S. »ma;e worker with no .
special skills earhs about twice the miniwmum wage, which was
.$2.00 to $2.10 in 1975 for nonagricultural. workers, and infer
that some respondents are likely to have been Lnderpald as well
as low-paid members of the U.S. work force. But in the absenc
of morc precise data on prevailing U.S. wages, it is img@ssiblu
tc determine, by a comparative wage analysis, whether respon-
dents received substandard wages, much less to establish that
their low wages were related to their status as illegal workers.

The Qgestianrafmﬁgg;gitat;gn

— 3

The Fakg #bor Standards Act does, however, define what
constitutes substandard wages and hours ior most jabs, and it
_is not unfiaSDﬁablE to asgume’ that . illegals who are paid less”
“than the minimum wage .are not Gﬂlj underpaid =»nd hence Explthed
‘Workers, but that they generally owe such EﬁplDltatan to the
fact that they are.illegal workers. For, althaugh illegals'

“jobs are-covered by labor. léglslatlcn .their participation in
"the U.S. labor force contravenes other laws;. hence they are in
no p@s;tl@ﬁ'ta ensure that minimum labor standarﬂgfare met.

B 0
! = .
L . A

—*1974 Handbook of Labor Btatistics, Table 107. '~

- A * ° 5 ’, . =
** These ‘are from the ESARS listings
~ Automated Reporting Systlem), .t
‘ the Departmant of Iabari 3

(Employmen

¥



!;and .- may legallv employ illegal workers,

Enployers, on the other
'though they violate federal law if they employ anyone in jabs .-
covered by the Fair Labor standards Act that do not comply with
those standards. , -

In addition to regarding earnings below the minimum Hggg
as an indicator that illegals intexviewed for this study were’
underpaid, we shall aiso take into account five other factors
in considering the question Df expleoitation:

e illegals' perception that they were hired because
they weare illegal;

e their pe::epiiaﬂ that ihey were paid less than
legal w@rkerg; -

e their PeISEptan that they were paid Jess than
the minimum wage;

© their reports of the presence of cher illegals
in their workplace; and

v

. s

o their Emplaymept in a cash economy .

Minimum Wage Violations. Minimum hourly wages-in 1975

were applLeﬂ 1n this study as follows: 51,80 for respondents,
employed in farms, forestry, and fisheries; $2.00 an hour for
-those employed in sales, services, or private households; and
£2.10, for those empleyed in mining, <onstruction, manufacturing,
ngnsp@rtatlan, or finance. Measured according. to those rough

. .approximations of minimum wage regulations, 182 or 2. 8% of the 7¢
iliegals who responded to all questions concerning their most-
recent U.S. job apparently received less than the minimum wage
(see Table V- 15)., - That is, a third of the farmworkers, 4
quarter of’ the construction workers, slightly more than 10%
of those in manufacturing, a quarter of those in sales, less
than 20% of those in services, and almost two-thirds of those
in household services repafted illegal -wages (as did one re-

gpondent in mining and one in finance and related industries).

*Sixty ~six Iéspéﬂﬂeﬁts in the entire study group reported
they had been given room or board in addition to wages, a group
that was not separated out in’'the wage analysis. Thus, it is

* possible that if room or boaxrd had been included, sameﬂréspan—
dents may not have earned less than the minimum wage. ‘“Burpri-
singly, less than half (30),were farmworkers. Most of the -
nonagriculturally employed respondents 1o received room or
board were domestics, though two were karate instructors.

LR e
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TABLE V=10
Diztribariong of feurby Wace o0 Aoprohended [Legal Aliem Fospondunts ir Thedr Most foeent U.S, b, By Trdustey
(as pereents of groups responding)

1 eravare

HASUTAC- X

N3t o, OF
KNG i 1

cesie | premer | sppyiesst ™ lwwepnanEnre
rr.f\DF lH:A;i:h »JhW}LES SUWZU% sﬁrgwnﬂ.[:m.u .

BOUHLY Wil

.00 - $1.43 Y |- 00 S o S N K 52.2 b4

L0 - 5L o1 | - ], 4 L5 I I B A Y

.00 - 55,99 .7 .= Lo 1.5 - 9.2 - 5.1 4.d 1
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72,50 = §2.99 ‘ 13.4 - 18.4 6.3, 40.0 12.5
N 34,00 = 54,99 11| - gl | lo.8 - 0| 16 12.3 43 53
10,00 = $5.99 15 | - 4.0 1.5 - 26| - 5.3 - 18
5,00 - 56,99 E- . 1.6 0.8 - 1o 18 - 1
17,00 - $7.9 T 3.2 -] - -] - . - 4

3800 - §8.99 0.7 | - G0 04 | - -] - 1.8 . o

— ge.6 | 100,0 5.9 1000 | w0 |see (1001 |02 | 9.9

£ ’ ‘ .
C bovof tempendents | 14 | U . 1M 259 10 152 | 6 57 23 766

Percent of Total i ] | | |
Yo. of dospandents | 17.5 | 0.1 6.2 1.8 L1 o198 8 14 00 | 150.0

Source: Linten & Company Tllegal alien tudy,. 1975,

= 1975 mininn vate level used: to estimat? extest of minimum wage violations (sec text] .
M 5
treclwdes private huuseholds.

“tata for 27 of the 793 respordents vho cnitted industzy, wages ox hours are excluded.

JPErcgntages may not add to 100 due te roundoff.
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Further analysis of the hourly wages of respondents

saggests that the closer respondents were to Mexlco, the more
likely their wages were to violate the Fair Labor Standards
Azt, The average hourly wage ($1.98) of the 223 illegals
employed in the Southwest was conspicuously lower ithan that
of any other regional subgroup of respondents, and it is below
. the minimum wage of all nonagricultural workers. In fact, 4
third of the respondents in that region earned less than the
minimum wage for farmworkers ($1.80), though only slightly
more than 20% were employed in agILcu1ture. More generally,
wages below the $2.00 nonagricultural minimum were three to
four times more likely to have been earned by respondents
working in the Southwest than those working in California or
other regions (see Table V~8). : : .

- - Further, the average hourly wage of the 68 respondents
employed in the southwest border counties ($1.74) was the
lowest wage rate of any subgroup of respaﬂdénts congidexred,
except that of private household workers, and it is below
all minimum wage levels. Half the respondents employed in
that area earned less than $1.80,- though less than a third
were farmworkers, and 60% earned less than $2.00 an hour.
Earnlngs below the nonagricultural minimum of $g 00 an hour
were thus substantially more likely to be reported by those
respondents than by any other subgroups of respondents con-
sidered, excluding domestics. Similarly, respondents employed
in San Antonioc were almost two to three times more likely to
report hourly earnings under $2.00 than were respondents em-—
ployed. in Chicago, Los Angeles, or New York City (20%, 13%,
12%, and 6%, respectively).

ThESE flndlngs, wh;ih §ugqegt that illegals émplayed
near the Mexican border are more 1Lke1y to receive illegal
wages than those employed elsewhere in the nation, are cecn-
sistent with a recenf analysis of INS wage data for 278 -
empl@yed illegals apprehended in the border city of El Paso -~ B
in February through March of last year. That study found :
that a number of respondents employed as bakers, bodymen,
carpenters, and mechanics, .as well as those employed as
janitors, waitresses, and stable hands, received less than
the minimum wage (see Table V-16).%

*Oscar J Martinez, "Border Boom Town: Ciudad Juarez
Since 188C" (Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Zal;f@rﬂla
at Los Angeles, 1975), p. 258, h :

£
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seldcted Oucuvations and We i
in 1 Pase, Februa

: of Illegal RllEﬁqr pprehended
ry=Mar;mf71975

HOURLY WAGES

Ocg ubg_gan Mean Median
Skilled
Bakers- 9 & 51.81 $52.00
Bodymen 11 1.8% - 2.00
Butchers g 2.40 2.50
Carpenters 4 1.98 2.00
Cooks 5 1.60 11.50
Mechanics & 1.87 . 1.50
Molders 6 -2.10 . 2.10
Painters 8 2.16 ~2.00
roofers a0 2.04 . 2.00
Upholsterers 3 ©2.50 ,2.50 :
SEfVlLé
Barmaids 6 1.63 1.50
Gardeners 1= 1.86 L 2.00 :
~ Maids 4 6.00 " 6.00 (per day)?* -~ -
Janitors 9 1.83 1.90 . :
Waltresse 3 1.63 1.50
Unskilled ;
Foodhandlers 15 1.97 2.00 -
Laborers : T 38 2.04 2.00
Stable Hands - 15 L.88 . 1.88

«. Tt is difficult to calculate precisely the hourly rate for
maids due to the varying arrangements made with individual
employers. This figure of $6.00 may include a working day gf
4-8 hours. It is likely that bus fare, often part of the
package, is not included in the $6.00. While many maids

work "by the day" for such rates (frequently in a different -
household each day), others prefer to "live in," taking one
or one-and-a-half days off during the weekend. “In such

cases wages vary.widely, from $15-335 a week. This -is "take~
home" pay and does not include "fringe benefl*s" such as
used clothes or toys and bus fare

Source: Oscar J. Martinez, {'Border Boom Town: Ciudad Juarez

Since 1880" (Fh D. digsertation, Uﬂlverglty of California at

Los Anyelegs, 1975), p. 258.
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- Illegals' Percegt;ana,af the;r Wafklng Conditions. Though

a few rESandEﬂtS in our study group were less than enthusiastic
about answering any qguesticns that directly referred to their
illegal status, that status rarely interfered with their respon-
siveness to the questionnaire -- excepi whén questions concerning
" the illegal status of other aliens were raised, or when the
questions required them to offer an independent judgment or
take a critical stance. Thus a significant number of illegals
chose not to respond to our attempt to asceftain if they had
been exploited, iwhich was expressed in a series of specific
gquestions regarding their perceptions of the :elat;QnSth be~-
tween their 1llegal status and their wgrklnq candltléns in
their most racent and prVLGus job-in" the U S.

RespcndEﬁts were asked for exampée, if they thaught their
emplayers knew, they were lllegal when they hired them. Just
under Y00 1llegals (12%) refused to answer the question or
claiméd they didn't know -~ although some illegals responded
by saying that| their empl@yez knew they were illegal "just by
looking,"” and it is unllkely that most émplcyers did not know
" most wetre 1llégal, since few (paftlcularly the Mexican illegals)
spoke Engllshj Nevertheless, on'y 304 illegals (38.3% of the
éntife study droup). gepo:ted tha  their amplayer;knew they
were iliagal.j Illegals in the Southwest cr in farmwork were
almost twice as ‘likely as illegals in other'regions or in non-
‘agricultural wgrk to report that their employer knew they
were illegal When they were hired. Mexican illegals were
almost three t;mes as likely as WH or EH illegals to report
that their emplayéf knew they were illegal, especially in the
border counties and in San Antonio. In fact, more than 80%
of the illegals who said their %mplay;r knew they were illegal.
were Mexicans who were working, with very few .exceptions, in
the+Southwest or, to a lesser axtEﬁt,,ln California. Almost

T B0% reported that they themselves had! told their prospective

, employer they were illegals; close to 20% reported that one
of the other workers had told the;r emplayer, .

Slightly more than 43% (142 lllégalsp 111 of whom were:
Mexican) of the respondents who had reported that their em-
ployer knew they were illegal also reported that they had been
hired because they were illegal. Thus 18% of the entire study
group claimed they had been hired because they were illegal,

and .78% of those respondents were Mexican. - More praclsely,
79.1% of all illegals working in the Southwest, 19.0% of~

those in California, 10.6% of those in the Mid- and Northwegt,
and 9.4% of those working on.the East Coast reported they had
been hired because they were 1llegal .
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© Most 111@9515 éhc reported that they had been hired.

‘because they were illegal also claimed that their employer

had paid them less than he paid legal workers. Thus: 127
illegals (16.0% of all respondents), 98 of whom were Mexicans
almost all working in the Southwesty or California, claimed
that they were paid lower -wages as a direct result of their
illegal status. In addition, 93 illegals (11.7% of the study
group) -—- again mostly Mexicans working in the Southwest,
particularly its border {counties -- reported they had been
paid less “han the minimém wage because they were illegal,
Very few respondents, however, reported that they had been
"badly treated" by their| employer because they were illegal
-- 28 illegals (3.5% of all respondents), mostly Mexicans,
responded affirmatively to that question. I

1

In sum, 18% of the&?EB apprehended illegal aliens ‘

, reported they had been hired because they were illegal; and’
‘most also reported’that their employers had, in their opinion,
. therefore paid them 1®gér§wagés than they paid legal workers.

In addition, the majority| of that group (66% or.93 respondents)

" asserted that .they had béép paid not only lower wages, but

less than the minimum wage, a claim that is certainly. con-

" gruent with our own assessment of this issue.

Ar even greater percentage (30%) of the 351 .illegals
who reported on their previous job in the U.S. likewise re-

" “ported that.they had been:hired.because they wefe illegal;

most. also reported thatﬁthey had been paid less than legal
workers, and less than the minimum wage. As one would expect,

" in both cases, illegals,K whosFTeported-exploitation of this

kind were almost twice as likely to have’ been in the U.S.
less than two vears than illegals who had been in the U.S.
two Or more Yyears. . : ; .

&

, Although thése reports of perceived, but objectively
defined, instances of exploitation,* cannot be confirmed or
disconfirmed, we are impressed by the fact that they came
almost entirely from the southwest border states, where 3
employers have-historically had a surplus of available low- [
wage Mexican workers, both legal and illegal, and are wvell
apprised of illegals' pressing need for work. ' .

*Questions regarding this- issue asked for respondents’
opinions, but in no instance used the term "exploitation.”

r
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Wé are also impfessed by the fact that very few illegals
lEpGItEd that they had been "hadly treated" by their employers,
as campared to,the larger number who reported concrete instances
of EKplDltatlQH This discrepancy suggests ‘to us that our
respbndents' reports of exploitation are more liikely to have
been the result of an accurate perception of @helr environment
than an indiscriminate expression of a hostile or fearful
attitude toward that environment. In fact, only a small-
minority of 'the lllagals volunteered any tee’;ngs of Expjglfaa
tion or discrimination. When asked how they had been treated
by pedple they had worked with in the U.S. in the last five
years, close to 90% of all respondents stated that they had
been treated "like anyone else" by their’ fellow workers; 6.4%
reported that they had been treated "not quite as well as most.
U.S. citizens," and 3.3% reported they had been treateﬂ "much
worse than U.S. CltlEénS ' :

Nevertheless, given illegals' relatively low expectations
and their understandable reluctance“to endanger their illegal
hold on the economic lifeline that the U.S. so often repregents
to them, more exploitation may Have occurred than our respon—
dents reported -~ and perhaps more occurred than they even )
perceived.

, Other Illegals in the Workplace. Illegals.tend to belong

"to a social network -of allens, both legal and illegal, who

often induce them -~ if only by example or tall tales of success
-— to come to the U.S, illegally in the first place, ‘and then
serve as a support system when they arrive. ** A significant
number of respondents in the study group (45.1%), for example,

reported that they had found their most recent job in the U.S.
through friends or relatives, almost all @f whom lived in the
= L] i

*Slmllarly, Sam@ra found that only 4% of the 493" Méhlﬂan

illegals interviewed in his study felt fhey were treated badly@)!

'~ See Los M@jadas P 97

**See Chapter IV féf a dlSCUEsiin of this subject For
an interesting discussion of its role in illegal.immigration,
see Grace M. Anderson, Networks of' Contact: »The Portuguesé
and Toronto (Wilfred Laurier University Press,'l9725{'an§1' -
"Tllegal Immigration: A Sociologically Unexplareé Field," an.

unpublished paper presented at the Ameri'can Sociological

Association (Denver, Colorado, '1971).

198
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U.S.* We suspected, however, that this principle of safety-
in-numbers for people in a strange land backfires for illegals
in the market place. fThough they may find jobs through this
channel, it seemed reasopable to assume that illegals are more
liKely to be subjected to substandard vageés and working con-
ditions if they are clustered together in a workplace rather
than if they ave dispersed. That is, a tipping of ‘the per-
ceived proportion of illegal to legal workers in a workplace
so that the former "emerge as:an identifiable group is. likely
to generate substandard, if not illecal, wage and hour norms,
‘and hence to creata the kind of undeiground market, on a micro
‘as well as a macro level, that Michael Piore has discussed.**

Respondents were thereforeé asked how -many other illegalg
worked in their place of employment. Almost 30% chose.not to
respond to this guestion or claimed that they didn't know,
258 respondents said there were no other illegals working. at
their place of employment, and 306 illegals, (54% of the ille-
gals who responded, to the question) knew of at least one’
illegal coworker, A% a group, all respondents had worked
with an average of f other+illegal employees. o e

Mexican illegals were three timés.-more likely to report

. the presence of jllegal coworkers than either WH or EH ille-
gals. TIllegals employed in California, the Southwest. or®

the Mid-= and Northwest (in that order) were roughly twice

as likely as illegals in:the East to report they worked,

with other illegals. Overall, 180 respondents reported from
one to five illegal coworkers; 5% reported the presence of
from six to '10; 21 reported from 11-20; 20 reported from 21-
40; and 16 repcrted a hundred or more other illegal enployees.

- - =
£y = . . N . L x
=

&
— R - - - - i,
Y
§

*In addition, 44.0% had asked the employer directly: |
2.8% found their job through classified ads; 2.7% had been
recruited by their employer; 1.7%,; thiough public employment
‘agencies;. 1.3%, through private employment agencies; .3%, ‘
through a unicn; 1.1%, thcough other means. ’

x*Michael-Piore, "The 'New Immigration' And thé Presump-
tions of Social Policy," Paper prepared for presentation at
a.meeting of the Industfial Relations Research Association
(December 29, 1974) and subsequently condensed in The New
Republic, (22 February 1975). ° o y -
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b | Despite the fact that about a third of all fEPQrtE of
illegal coworkers came from the Southwest, illegals tended
to Eluster moré heavily in workplaces in California (15, 5,
illeyal coworkers per respondent), and the Mid- and N@rthwegt
(10.0) than in either the Southwest (4.6) or the East Coast ™.
(2.5}.* Like illegals working in the Southwest, WH Jllégals %*
exhibbited a similar discr pan:y,bétween the number of respon-— . -
" dent repg;t;ng illegal coworkers and the 'number of illegal
‘coworkers' they reported. "Few WH.illegals reported the presence
. of 1ﬂlegal cowotkers, but thoge few had worked with_ such-a
;argﬂ number of other illegals that the average ﬂumbéf of
1llégal coworkers for this graup was almost the same as the
averdge number of illegals Mworking with Mexican, illegals (8. 7 o

! and §.9, respectively). yéry few illegals from the Eastern
HEEl%phéfE, however, repartéd other illegal employees =---and
the pumber of illegal coworkers that were regcrted was like-

wise| very 'small (.3 per EH ;espandent)

- . Illegal farmwcrkers were twice as’'likely to report the
' 'pré ence of pther illegal.employeées as illegals employed in
other ;ndustrles, but nonagricultural respondents tended to
work with more 11Legal coworkers (8.3 per nbnagricultural.
regpondent). Finally, illegals in the U.S. less than two
ygars were: cnly/Ellghtly more likely to 'report the presence-
- illegal cewarkers than those in the U.5. two or more years
<= but the farmer tended to work with a gmaller number of
;1légal emplqyees (7 .4). than the latter (8.5).
.= f -
// Illegalg in a Cash E;Dnamy Angtherrlndlcata; of
; exploitation 1s payment of wages in cash, for it.provides s
:/- an obvious means of avoiding the documentation of illegal
s w@ges, Whlch Qayment by check would entalL Gl

/o 7 ff ) g" R
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/ .+ / *Reports of concentrations of illegals in‘a“wérkplaﬁe

/ @bv;gusly indicate the presence of large numbers of workers

’ ‘ Lnsgeneral and not just the presence ‘of illegals, which pIDb*
~ably explalﬁs why respondents in the less industrialized
Southwest reported fewer .illegals than respondents in

»* California. The regional distribution of illegals employed

/in manufa:tu:lng was as follows: California, 38%; East Coast,

35%; Mid- and Narthwest 17%; and the Sauthwest lQ%;

**Nevertheless, small businesses, partléularly restaurants
whose customers pay primarily by cash, are sometimes owned by
friends and relatives of the illegals' whom they hire; thus
employees as well as employers may very well pa:tlclpate in
the obvious assets of a zash econamy, as well as be subjected

. to ;ts l;ab;lltlas

,f‘g‘ ‘\ * -
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More than a fifth (22.1%) of the respondents in this
study reported that their wages had usually been paid in cash:
26.1% of the EH illegals (most working in New. York City, prob-
ably in restaurants); 24:2% of the Mexicans; and 16.6% of the
WH illegals. Ill;qal amplayed in the border. ccuntlez ware
most likely to be paid in cash (63.3%), asg ﬁ@mpared to 36.0%
of all respoendents working in the Southwest, 21.0% of those
employed on ‘the East Coast, 14.8% of those wcrking in Cali-
fornia,and 10:7% of those w@rklng in the Mid- and Northwest.
Iileggis in the nation less than two years were almcst twice
as likely to report they wera paid in cash than were illegals
in the ndtion two. more years: S0, to a lesser extent, were
illegal farmworker: us compared to nonagriculturally employed

illegals. . _ , L -

. : & . _

Illegals whg reported a prev Lous gcb in %he U.§. were s
somewhat more likely to répart that they had heen paid in
cash in that job. More. than a guarter (27.1%).5o rep@rted
with much the same variationd in the- subgrgqps.

In sum, the illegals 1nterv1@wed for this study generally

" earned considerably less than most American workers, but worked
- much longer hours. 'More than one~fifth of them appear to have

been paid less than the minimup wage. Minimum wage violations
were strongly associated with lllegal domestics and, to a les=
ser extent, those employed in farmwork. Low wages ﬂnﬂ minimum

wage violations were, howaver, found particularly in the Sduth=

‘west, where regpondents were alsc most likely to report they

had been hired because they were illegal, that they had been -
paid less than laqal workerd, that they were paid less than .

the minimum wage, that they worked with other illegal gmplDyE@s,
and that they had been paid in cash. Flnally, evidence_of
exploitation was above all forthecoming from resp@ndants who
worked in the 23 counties that border Mexico. Thus, if we.
define an underground labor market as one in which illegal:
workers and 1112qa1 wages coingide, the flndlngs of thlS'm
study sugqast that it is more likely to exist in the counties -
that border Mexico, in the Southwest itself, and in nonagri-

cultural-as ﬂell as agricultural employment. ;_Sfffgaﬁg\
Unign,Eaﬁt;:iégﬁiégg . : . :

1 5 =
3

Though a|significant minority of all respondents had been
hired by emplaoyers who operated outside the laws that govern
the market place and hence were unprotected by those Laws,
1ls. qﬂ7af the idllegals interviewed for this study hady received
the protectior| that. unions offer their members. As Qredlctablé,
those two minorities did 'not averlapd and they were \as saclated
w;th 51qnlflcgntly dlfferent wage levels,

b

. \ : ~137~ - s L. - ST

)
. e



. A.few respondents (10.2% of the study group) had belonged
to unions in‘their.native land. Interestingly enough, of all
subgroupings, illegals warklng in the southwest border coun-

. ties were most likely to have belonged to a union in their hone
‘country: 17.7% of that group sc \F‘Gftgd followed by the
illegals working in. Chicago -115. 6%), Los Angeles (12.8%L, and-
New York (10.5%): Mexicans were slightly more likely to have
belonggd to a union than eithéw EH or Wk illegals (11% as com-
) pared to 9% for the latteyry two gyroups), but ;llegals WQrklﬁg
in.the Southwest were .Ieast -likely ke have belonged to a union
in their home country: 7.6%, as compared to 9.4% of +those
working on the East Coast, lD 8% ‘of those in California, and
13.5% of ,thdse in the Mld— and Northwest. Illegals working
in U.S. agr;cultu;e were only. slightly *less likely to havé
bélanged t¢ unions in their countxy-of origin than were ille-
~gals employed in ﬂ@nagﬁlcultu:al work (6.6% as campared to
11.0%, respectively)'. "Although respondents who' had belonged

to udnions in thei; gnatfve land reported. that they had belonged
-to a unlén for EE\éénﬂ a8 22 vyears, .the med;an was three vears.

Nearly twice- as many illegals héd'jalﬂéi unions in’ the

U.s. -- 130 respgnéen*sk or 16.4% of the study group. Almost
half (62 respondents) had Delﬂnged for two .or ‘more years.
.Though Mexicang had bzen somewhat more l;kely to have belonged
to .unions in their home cduntry than .either EH or WH illegals,
they were least 1ikely to belong t0-U.S. ‘unions: wonly 10.1%

af the Mexican respondehts had joined-a U. S. union, as-compared

17.3% of the EH and 29.5% of the WH illegals. Similar ‘

changes in Onion ParthLpétléﬂ in'«the U+sS. held for illegals
wgrk;ng in different parts of- th';Q“E., as the fall@W1n§ tablé

‘shcws* *‘ Ty T , , h
: bl . A Percent With Peréent W;th_
. | Location of Most dmmnﬂembers‘& - 'Union Membershlp ,
. * . p ,
' \ __Recent Job " ;fjn Home Country - ___invu.s. h
ey ‘;. o A - . . . - .
} Border CDuﬂtlE © 177 . 1.5 T
| Southwest . 7.6 ’ 1.4 ..
California’ . lo.s 15.6
] Mid- an N@rthwegt — 13.5 23.8
| East Qélast: ; ‘9.4 29.0
| :

= - . El

!; i ' = - . ¥ 0 ‘; - T
. é/;andents in nomnagricultural employment in the U.S. were

20 times more lLkeLY to belong to U.S. unions than respondents
empléyed in; ~farmwork (19.8% as compared to .7%, respectively).
IlleFals in' the nation-two or more years were flve times as
’like y to belong to U.S. unions as were those here less than
twa yeafs (26.6% as ﬁ@mpafgd to 5-2%). .
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The ]:24 .,J_lega;ls empLQyéé in New Y‘gr}: L:l.ty’ rgparted the h;ghgsg
incidence: 6f uznion nembership of any groum of EES?DI“J&%HCS
‘more than a third (373) helonged to an Zmerican union. Respon—~
dents in that me*ropoli tary area earned an average hourly wage2
of §3.35 — alrmost twice £he wage of respondents worxking at
the southwest border. Elﬁ"llL:al‘jy, 268 of +he respondents in
Chicaqo belonged to a U.S. union, and the average hourly wage
of the 71 illegals workdihg thexe was $3.05. Iwenty—four -
pexcent of the 125 rgspamﬁmts work ing -dn los Angeles had
joined an American. unigm, but the aVeIige horarly wage of the
illegals who worked.in that area was corsiderably lower than
~ that in New Yozxk or Chicago: 52.58. The howarly wage of the
. 96 illegals in San Antonic, vhere no Jlieg“al had joined a
\union, vias the lowest of all metropol itan aréas and barely
EDE\TE the ninizum wage: 52.18, though 33% wgrg enployed in ‘
craft apd kindzed occuwpations, as comparxed to'18% of the ille~
gals in Los Angeles, 1% of those in Chicago, and 19% of those
in New York City. : . ’
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CHAPTER VI:z THE ILLEGALS AS PARTICIPANTS IN PUBLIC PROGRAMS

= 3

Most current discussions ab@ut 1llegal aliens in the
United States revolve around two lssues' their presence in _
the labor market, and whether they are -- directly and in- Y
directly -="a drain on social service and income transfer BT
programs. Generally speaking, however, ‘there has been sub-
stantially more heat than light generated on the latter
subject, with much of the evidence anecdétal at best.

: * While we secured some information on the direct impacts

of the respondents on suclal service and income transfer pro-
grams, we can contribute nothing on- an equally important
subject, their indirect impact on these programs. ‘We do not
know,: and cannot know, the extent to which the 1llégaLs we
interviewed. caused other workers to draw “unemployment insux-—
ance henefits, or to rely on food stamps or welfare. €Civen

the inadequate data on these. indirect impacts, those who

have written on the subject have been forced to use a p:acesa
of building assumptions upon agsuﬁmﬁlanS; Lo

. While it would seem far easier to gather data on the
direct impact of illegals on social service and imcome trans-
fer programs than on the indirect impacts ; little has been
done in this field, either. The lack of data in this.field
has,been caused by an understandable -agency standoff; the

e agencles that ceollect program information . on unemployment

*See, for example, Paul E. Sultan and John M. Virgo,
"The Legal ard Illegal California Farmworker: Some- Implica-
tions for Unemployment Insurance,” Unemployment Insurance
Service, Manpower Administration, Washington, D.C., 1974)
“and the 4 December 1975 letter from 1chard D. Darman, Prin-
zlpaL, ICF Incorporated, to GEﬂeral\ieénarﬂ Chapman, Commis-
siorier, Immigration and Naturalization SerVLce, which INS
Eéleaseﬂ ta the press. .

For a one-¢ aunty study of thejlﬁlegals impact on such
systems as welfire, food stamps, education, and the provi-
sion of health services, see’the.previously cited "A Study
of -the Impact of Illegal Allgns on the County of San Diego
on Specific Socioceconomic Areas," by the San Diego (cali-
fornia) Human Resources Agency.

I

04
: ~140-



* prman, Regional Director, HEW, pp. BOEiBDQ.

1

insurance, for éxample, know theix program but have difficulty

identifying illegals. The one agency which can identify ille- —. -

gals, INS, routinely has l1ittle access to Social service and

social insurance data and has done little to reach out for them.

This state of knowledge, or lack thereof, has persisted e

for years; the 1971 Rodino Committee hearings, for instarce,
were studded with frustrating conversations between members
of the.Committee and state and federal welfare officials, with
the latter saving they were sure that illegals were collect-
ing welfare payments and using health services, but that they

had no way of knowing to what extent this was true.*

More recently, the Los Angeles County Health Department
sought to determine the extent to which it is financing medi-
cal care for illegal aliens. The County has estimated that
it spent $8.1 million dollars in 1973 for such purposes, and,
in order to dramatize the issue, it sent a bill for that amount
to the Immigration Service:. (The bill was not paid, and there’
was no expectation that it would be.)** = )

3 - ’ ’ .

In a somewhat similar vein, the General Accounting Office
(GAO) looked at some case histories of illegals collecting '
welfare in New York City, Boston, Los Angeles, and Miami,

While GAO found 27 instances of illegals on welfare rolls
in the course of its research, it made no effort to estimate .
the numbers of such cases that exist *** - T A

— : . _
*¥j.S, Congress, House of Representatives, Committee on

the Judiéia:yl2§Ll§galfAliggsﬁfEar;/g; Eea;iﬂgswﬁafggg,Su;snmj $
mittee No. 1, 92d Cong., lst session, June 24, 25; July 9. and

10, 1971. See, for example, testimony of Dr. william T. Van

**xFor some of the inherent difficulties in identifying
illegals receiving~-health cervices, see the testimony of Jerxy
Chamberlain, Chief Deputy Director of the Los Angeles County
Health Department, in "Transcript of Proceedings, Los Angeles,

~<california, in the matter of: "Illegal Alien Hearings, Before

the County Board of Supervisors, County of Tos Angeles, June
30, 1975," pp. 22-37. Chamberlain made the point that the

_Health Department does not press the identification -question
so vigorously that an illegal needing treatment decides not
to seek that treatment. o

o

F

x*x*xComptroller General of the United States, Report to the
Congress: More Needs To Be Done To Reduce The Number And
édgersg'Iméagt;DfWiLlegél,A;;ehg Tn The United States (#B-
{55051), Washington, D.C., 1973, pp. 41-46. - L

¢ . . 4
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fornia State Social Wé%faza Béarﬂ_écsit;@n

‘prob-
*

— .  Further, & Fal;
Statement "Issue: . Aliens in California" gddressed th
lem in general terms but reported no empirical research.

The interviews prav;ﬂe some data an the subject of ille-
gals' participation in public -programs. lQuest;Qns were asked.
_ about relationships to tax, social service, ‘and income trans-
’ fer programs. It should be noted, hawe?erf that the character-
- istics of the respondents, who were typlcally young male- work-
ez%,'are not those of a populaticn- likely to receive income
,,,,, g payments. The respondents reported the following
levels % program participation:

Percéntége of
. » Respondent
Program Activity participation

. Lmput

Social Security Taxes withheld .3
. Federal income taxes withheld P .2
. Hospitalization payments withheld .0
Filed U.S. income tax returns .5
Output

Used hospitals oxr clinics’ . :27.4

Collected ore or -more weeks of unemployment
insurance : ' . - 3.9
Have children in U.S. schcols = 3.7
Participated in U.S. .~ funded job training pragrams 1.4
: Secured food stamps- . . : 1.3
' 0.5

Secured welfare payments -

A program-by progran rev;ew of the respondents' partiti-

}

pation in these 10 activities.follows.

Social. Sécurlty Taxes. The m@st ngman ;nteractlan of
interviewed illegals with thé U.S. gévernment was, aof course,
their apprehension by INS at the time of the 1ntEEV1EW' khe
second most common dealt with Social Sézurlty taxes More
.than three-quarters of those interviewed said that these taxes
were withheld by their most recent employer.

El
*

_ kgtate of California, Health_ and Welfare Agéﬁgf, Depart-
ment of Social Welfare, Sacrementa, California, 1973.

"
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Two aspects of ‘these transactions should be borne in
mind; first, this, the most regressive of federal taxes,
carries with it no refund provisions; .in 1975, both the
- employer and the worker made contributions of 5.75% on the

_first $14,000 of a worker's wages. Secondly, to collect’ -

-the bénefits from the program, an individual usually has to
. work for a substantial period of time. ’ It is doubtful that

‘any but a small number of the respondents will be able to
recaptiure any of their investment in this system.

There were variations in the extent to which di fferent

° groups of responlents reported that social security taxes
were withhald, Expectedly, a higher percentage of those
‘with non—farm jobs reported such deductions, compared to
those in agricultural employment (80.5% vs., 61.7%, respec—
tively). Unexpectedly, there was a higher incidence of with- |
holding reported in San Antonio (84,0%) than in New York
'(74.1%) . The geographical area with the lowest rate reported
was the border counties, where only 27.9% of the respondents
reported .such deductions.  Of the Mexican respondents, 74.5%
reported these taxes, compared td 79.7% of:the WH illegals
and 82.3% of the EH illegals. o :

- _ Income Tax Withholding. There are circumstances, such
as relatively 1low wage payments, in‘'which an employer is = .
obligated to pay social security taxes but nmt to deduct
income taxes. This presumably explains the lower rate of
income tax withholding, which. was 73.2% for the interviewed
apprehended illegals. The rate vas higher among respondents
in’Loa Angeles (B3.5%) than.in New York. (77.1%), and consid-

erably lower along the border (24.6%).

We also asked about social security and income taX
deductions in the .respondents:' previous U.S. job; it is
presumably a measure of their upward movement that the |
incidence of such payments was a little higher in their
most recent job than in the previous one. In the case of
income taxes, for instance, 64.5% of the respondents who
had a previous jcb in the Btates reported that deductions
were made in.that job. o ‘ -

H 1 P N

Hospitalization. Income and Social Security tax dedug~
tions are mandated by the government, and violations by
employérs are risky. On the other .-hand, while Sometimes
written into unior-management contracts, there is no statutory
obligation for employers to deduct hospitalization insurance
from warkgrs‘waggs, or to finance it directly. Such deduc+
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tions were reported, however, by a substantial minority of
the respondents, 44.0%, which suggests that these illegals
were rot. completely excluded from the fringe benefits that
are generally pgnt of. the eampensatlﬂn for employment in
the United States.

Of the illegals who had worked in Los Angeles, 62.6%
were covered by hospitalization, as were only 9.4% of those
who had worked in the border counties. Eastern Hemisphere
illegals, the highest paid of the three groups in the study,
oddly, showed a lower :ate (37.3%) than WH illegals (44.2%),
and Méxlcans (45.1%) . 1 A

=

REg;Qﬂally, more than 60% of the respénéents in California
reported these deductions, compared to only 26.7% of those
who worked in the Southwest., The rate of deductions was 42.1%
on the East Coast and 47.5% in the Mid- and\ Northwest. o

2

It should Be noted that the only hasp;tallzaﬁ;@n 1nsux=
ance reported;vas that- deducted from the workers' paychecks.
It is possible that same illegals purchased such coverage
as: individuals, that some employers paid for hospitalization
‘(without making deductl@ns). or that scme illegals fargat such
deductions. In short, the 44.0% coverage. -should be ccﬂaldered
‘a low estimate of the percent covered by hcsgltallzatiﬂﬂ.
Despite all of these caveats, howevexr, comparison of, the. __
respondents' 4470% coverage with that of Americans, gemerally,
is suggEStive such coveraye for people under 65 was at the
- 79.8% Leval in 197l * o \ o

E;l;ng Incame Tax Returnsw The rate for f;llng of income
| tax.returns (31.5%) was approximately half that of withholding
' of income taxes reported by the respondents (73.2%). The
~precise activities inguired abput were w1thhaldlngs in the
most recent job and the filing of at least one incomeé tax
return since January 1970. Clearly, given a complicated. set
~of issues, sometimes dimly remenbered, we cannot construct
from these answers clear-cut projections of the extent of
income tax payments made by lllegals.~ :

i

It is @f lnterest, h@waver, that a much larger percentage
reported withholdings’ by the most recent émplayér than reported
the filing of a return in any year, Only in cases where a -
return isvfiled can there be a refumﬁ the fact: thaﬁ tha 1ﬁclﬂ

= a

*Saclal Inilcatars, lSié, Table 1/27.
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dence of withholding taxes was at least twice that of filing
returns indicates that there could have been no possibility
of refunds in a.substantial number of these cases. (Presumably,
the respondents' unwillingness to show his hand, by supplyiny-
his addréss .to the government, us well as a reluctance to

tackle a formal document ifn English, accounted for the low
incidence of-filings.) o S

Lo Zmong the respondents, visa abusers were more likely ;-%\XX
to file income tax returns than. EWls. More than 49% of the .
interviewed visa abusers, whose avérage U.S. income in 1974
was $4,793, reported £iling one or more returns, as compared ,
to only 23.9% of the EWI respondents, who nad an averag
1974 U.S. income of $2,224. S

There were widé variations in filing practices among I
the respondents, by location within the U.§. and by region i
of origin. For example, 12.2% of the respgondents in the
Southwest had filed one or more returns, compared to 28,2%
.in California, 35.9% in the Mid- and Northwest, and 41.4%
on the East Coast. -Similarly, 22.3% of the Mexicans'had -
£iled, :as had 43.0% of the WH illegals, and 54.8% of the EB
illegals. These patterns, when Jlaid against wage levels, P .
. suggest a correlation between wages and filing practices. - :

@

Use/ of Hospitals and Q;iﬂﬁpsi, One Or more visits to U.S5.

¢ _medical Facilities were reported by 27.4% of the respondents,

with such visits being reported by 41.0% of the visa abusers

and 22.1% of the EWLs. -‘Generally, such usage was higher in
the East (35.2%) than in the Southwest (18.6%), and lowest
“at the border (9.1%). WH illegals (37.8%) were more likely
o have used U.S. medical facilities than either EH illegals
(29.7%) or Mexican iltegals (22.0%). More than 83% of the,
interviewe#l i1legals who said, that they used such facilities
said that it had not been free -- that either they, their .- v
hospital insurance, or their employer had paid for the care. '

] Unemploymenrt Insurance, anong the respondents,-3.9% said
that they had collected one or more weeks of -unemployment -
insurance. The total number of weekly checks that the study
group had collected over The last five years was 270, which. - o
would egual approximately one a week during that five year
period. - Although the concepts here dd not mesh neatly with

the reporting systems used by the Depar tment of Labor, one Ul

check a week for a universe of 793 would be roughly compazrable

to an insured unemployed rate of less than 0.3%, if one assumes
that only half rhe illegals were covered by the system. (For

the full years covered by our questionnaire, 1970 through 1974,
the average insured unemployment ~ate was 3.7%.)



$ : One might also compare the number of weeks of UI benefits
’ claimed by the respondents to the approximate number of weeks
of unemployment that they.experienced in the U.S. The respon-
' _dents reported a 10% unemployment rate in the previous five
' “years, but did not specify the nation in which the unemployment .
took place. - Howevex,' this group of illegals had. spent an aver-
age of 2.5 years in the U.S. If the 10% rate .is applied to
this period (130 weeks), it would produce an average period oI
‘unemployment in the U.S. 0f’13 weeks per respondent. ‘Multiply- -
, ing 13 times 793 respondents, one secures a result of:10,309 = -,
’ weeks of U.S. unemployment; this estimate can then be compared
.  to the 270 weeks of UI benefits claimed. Even if the weeks-of-
 unemployment estimaté 1s overstated by a factor of four or Uive,
.it.is clear that the respondents were reporting a minimal util-

¢ -+ __ ization of unemployment insurance.. - . .

We assume that the respondents did not seek unemployment
compensation out of ‘a ccmbination of prudence (avoiding govern-
fment systems) . and ignorance (not knowing that the benefits were
‘pctentially available and that’ the unemployment insurance and

-~ immigration systems rarely relate to each other). We also .
~~pelievé-that the relatively'low incidence of UI claims reported
. ig considerably more significant than the even lower“rate. of - -
filing for-welfare payménts. Unemployment insurance is designed
. .for workers who-suffer unemplayment; the kind of illegal whom =
" we interviewed {(and that -INS apprehends} fits this description
perfectly. . Most welfate programs, however, are designed for
non-laborforce participants who lack income: this description
does not apply to the respondents,  so it 'is not-surprising
that they said that they rarely collected welfare benefits.. .. °

= e

[ =

. Returning to unemployment benefits, we found that the
visa abusers said they weré much more deeply involved in the
program; as they are in £iling income tax.returns and using

‘hospitals; although there were twice as many EWIs as visa
abusers among ‘the respondents, roughly the same number of each-
group were collecting UI, and visa abusers were more likely to-
collect it for a longer period of time. . Further, the group of
respondents who had been here more 'than two years=ﬁare much '
more likely to have collected UI than the group that had been
here less than two years. Interviewed EH illegals were’ the -
least likely to collect UI, 1.4% did so; WH illegals were the
most likely, 5.6%, and Mexican illegals were ih between, 3.6%.

H .
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Two more- points 'can he made.. Because our data suggest that

INS is more likely to apprehend EWIs than visa abusers, it -is.
apparently apprehending only a small portion of those most
likely to .use.the UI system .(just as it 15 less likely for it 7
to pick up high-wage illegals as opposed to-low-wage ones) . _
‘Secondly,” while an illegal injured on a job is probably-eligible
for workers' compensation, and an illegal who is o0ld enough B
and who has enough Social Security’credits is certainly eligible’

- for ra Social Security pension, it can be argued that an illegal

_ " _is.not eligible for UT payments, on the grounds that he is not o

legally “available for work," a UI requirement.*,

Cchildren in U.S. Scheools. Children enrolled in v.s8."
schools were reported by 29 of the 381 respondents who were ,
parents, or by 3.7% of all respondents; they reported a total
of 51 children enrolled. 'The geographical incidence of this

- activity was highest among New Yorkers (6.5%) and lowest in

_the border counties (1.4%); the incidence was corgiderably

‘ higher among the interviewed visa abusers-(7.1%) than aniong
the EWIs (2.2%), whose families tend to remain in the homeland.

Mexican-born respondents wérg the least” likely.to have! @? _,pé;
them in U.§. schools (2.7%), with 4.0% of the EH'illeguls o
reporting this phencmenon, as did 5.5% of the WH illeqgals, -

 Thesk relatively low school ‘usage figures may ke the ..
tip of the ijceberg; althougii 51 children were said co be in"
the schools, the interviewed ililegals reported a total of
153 children born.in the U.S. ® It seems likely that most, if
not all, of these cHildren were here .at the time of the inter-
view. That only a third of the children born here are reported
as in school is probable, .given the relative youth of the
respondents (28,5 years) and the relatively short stay here
(about two and a half years). There must be many very small
¢hildren among these 153. . i A o

=

_ O FA Califa:?%a court ruled in 1975 that an illegal alien
S cannot‘qualify for unemployment compensation under California
)  ¥“x law, because he was .not "available for work." See Alonso v.
™ State, Department of Human Resources, 123 Cal. Rptr. 536 -(Ct.
- oF_App.. 44 Dist. July 30, 1975) and, for a comment, Interpreter
+ Releases, Vol. 52, No. 49, December 15, 1975.- 7
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" Job~ TIaLﬂlﬂg Pr@grams. Gnly 1.4% of the study group
‘said that they had participated in such activities.* The
screening ‘and céhtlnulng contact in these programs is moxe
sxtensive than it is in the.unemployment insurance programs,

'~'so it is more likely that the illegals will be .screened out.

of such programs, or that.they will be ;eluctant to parti—
cipate Dut af fear of detectlcn. -

L4 =z
et

As time .passes, Lllegals tend to- beccme mare lntegratedA
into the society: of the 11 who reported that theywhad been -
in job-training programs, ten had been here for two years or
more. Of the 31 who reported calleétlng unemployment i:nsur-
-ance, 29 had been here for two or more years. The partici-
pation in all the programs mentioned in this chaptar were
noticeably highexr for respondents th'haa beer in the country
for longer perLst of time. . . .

Food Stamps- and Welfare. Although 19.3 millioh -citizens

.and germéHEnt IESLﬁEEt aliens participated -in the food stamp
program in April 1975, the resp@ndents had made little use of
it.. (As in the case of unemployment 1nsu:ance, but not wel-

' fare, if it were not for their illegal-status in -the datdion,

the réspondénts would, in many. cases, be eligible for. food

‘;stamps, which is ganerally based on the relationship between

income . and famlly size.) . _ e o T

Gnly 10 of the 793 raspandants, or 1. 3%, repgrteﬁ that
they had received food stamps. (One was a.WH v1sa abuﬁer,
‘the rest were. Mechaﬂ EWIS ),_ . .

Finally, we fgund four 1llegals fall EWIS, three fram o
Mexico and one WH illegal) who said that they had received
welfare assistarce.** That is a rate of 0.5%. /,

{\ : ) ;;

*Marginal notes fIEm our intexviewers 1ndlcatea ‘that i
a handful of illegals confided that this training had been .
acqulred ‘during a stint in prison, anxls%ue we did not raise

;w;th our respcﬂdamts- N

" **The yeader may suspect ‘that the respgnﬂents were e;ther;
‘'shading the truth-ox lylng outright in answering these ques™-
tions; the indications are, however, that there was little
dishonesty in connection with these topics. Other questlans
asked were evidently much more threatening than the ones dis-
cussed in this chapter, for the number of nonresponses was re-
markably higher; for instance, when we asked, " "About how marny
peoplé do you knaw from your home town who are now ox who =
~have been lllegal aliens?" we encountered 172 refusals

(fggtn@te continued on next page)

1 7 * : : : _ )«,
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K éu: data on the Eesponaents partlcipatiéﬁ in publié pro=

is on the labor market- %ﬁﬁé;gerhaps -upon the balance of pay~

‘ments), but not on the public treasuries. ~Nevertheless, the
foregoing analysie is based upon a gquestionnaire administéred; —-.

i*;thg=,sugq&%t that" th31r principal direct economic lmpaﬂt_

as we have noted hefore, to a gr@ug of illegals selected among

..those -caught by NS, and selected precisely because they had

been workers in the U.8. It cannot tharefare be reqarded as-
a reliable indicator of the activities of all illegals in the

‘ nation. Two. general canﬁluSlQng, h@wever, appear raas@nable

_query about famd stanps.

e insofar as 1llégals ‘are bona fide emplocyees of
. bona fide emplgyefs, as a substantial percentage .
of the rasp@ndents were,. they are making substan-
tial tay Cﬁntr;butiana in.the, form.of withholding

taxes, in addition to ﬁhateve: other ta¥“contri=. ... .

butions {are automatic (e.g., sales taxes, which
illegals. pay in their role as consumer). :

e, .the impact of illegals on social serwvice and

income transfer programs warrants further résearch,
but such sgudles vill be effective only if they are
cooperative. yentures in whidéh prcgram data will be
secured from within the program's files, and illegal
identification will be made by INS (or another know-
ledgeablavéntltyp such as an 1mmigrant serVLng
organization.)* . . 4 Y

i Sl = = = - Y

e
(fa@tnate coﬁtlnued) or professions Df an@ranc’;er only
seven lilegals reacted in this way to the welfare question,
eight on the- unemplmyment insurarnce quegtlcﬂ,'and five on our

]

*The Privacy Aot presumably wauld not be a barrléf to -

- such research, as it does not cover 81ther nanlmmlgrants ‘or

illegal aliens. .

#
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CHAPTER VII: THE ROLE AND IMPACT OF ILLEGALS ON THE U.S.

o _ LABOR MARKET: PRELIMINARY CONCLUSIONS AND -
e o RECOMMENDATIONS OF, THE RESEARCHERS

‘This chapter considers the question ©of the labor-market

role and impact of illegal ‘aldens and discusses their impli-~ - .

cations for U.S. manpowexr policy. /JIn undertaking this task, -
the researchers draw upon the survey regults and other avail-
able information, but it is important for the reader to'note

S

that the lack:.of adequate data on illegals renders any' such

discussion speculative, In.particular,’ as discussed in
Chapter II, because the numberg?distributimn, and character- :
istics:of illegals are unknown, -and because random sampling . 1\ .

* from that population is not possible, a vepresentative sample

could not be drawn from it. Extrapolaticn from the survey

Yésults to the population of illegals weorking in the nation

therefore requires’judgiment, ‘Thusj while the survey data are
not sufficient to substantiate firm conclusions, in consider- -
ing thHe role and impact of illegals upon the labor market,

‘the researchers have drawn upon théir cohgiderable experience in -

the sgudy of alien workers, both lagal and\illegal, to develop
tentative conclusions that are ‘consistent with, and sometimed
strongly indicated by, the" survey data., ’

?hg,éh;;aéte:iétigs aﬁg Bﬁléﬁﬁﬁ7111§g§;shinwﬁbe U.S. Labor
yg;ke§;r.P:é;im;§§;y Conclusions of the Resgearchers . -

“1.V 1lleqal aliens 'areprobably disadvantaged persons,

but they do not appear to constitute a homogeneous group. “Most

respondents in our study group were young disadvantaged  adults

who came from underdeveloped nations to find.employment-here. '
There were, however, significant differences between respon- "
dents irom Mexico,, those from other nations in the Western Ce
Hemisphere (WH illegals), and those'from the Eastern Hemisphere
(EH illegals):  in. their level of education, occupational status
in their native land, ability to speak English, and once here, . -
in the extent of their continuing ties to-their homeland and -
their contact with U.S. governmental agencies, including INS. .

( Thdugﬁ Méxicq{is a more advanced nation than most nations
sending illegals to the United States today, the Mexican re- '
spondents ‘were substantially more likely than non-Mexican .respon-

* dents to have come from rural areas, to have been farmworkers in

their country of origin, to have had lass than a primary educa-,
’ ' ‘ . . ! ) - ' ) \
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- N . The Mexican illega

1

*tiaﬁ” and to speak no English.. T

he non-MeXican respondents,

put in particular those from the Eastern Hermiéphere, were

more likely to come from urban ar
some secondary education, to have
collar”jobs” in their homeland, an
brief, the socioeconomic gtatus a
was close to the U.S. norm; WH re
below that norm; while the Mexiga
the norm of this nation's mogi’ di

blacks and Chicanos.

1§ were als
than respondents from other regio
come here explicit¥y in search of
States, they repdined more closel
origin_ than dj

ly to have ag”spouse and children

g
f

eas, to e had at least
‘been employed in white-~

4 to s&peak English. In

t erftry of EH tespondents
pondents. clustered well

n respondents fell below
sadvartaged peoples, its -~

o considerably more likely.
ns to report that they had

a job. Once in the United <

y tied to their country of

the other respondents: they were more like-
in their home. country, to

ﬁv;si;‘thef' homeland, and to send money home to rélatives.

fexican respondehts were,

services in the U.S., such as sch
&+ wefe also considerably less likel

;}ff' It is reasonable to suppose t

!gf

tween Mekican and non-Mexican res
the result of the unique physical
to Mexico, which enables Mexicans
class to become illegal aliens an

legal or illegal’, to maintain tie
in fact, most Mexican respondents
, southwestern border surreptitousl
technique that requires more in t

'ance, nacive intelligence, person
" contacts. with afi illegal network
way of either money or education.
majority. of, the non=Mexican respo

. on the other hand, more

to, have a spousé and children here, and to use public

ools and .hospitals., ° They:
y to be apprehended by INS.

hat these differences be-
pondents are principally
accessibility of the U.S.
of a lower socioeconomic
d enables Mexican aliens,
s to both nations. And,
were EWIs who crossed the
y, on foot -- an entry ’
he way of physical endur-
al ambition, and social
than it requires in. the
By. contrast, a large

ndents were tourist visa

ibusers, which presupposes a socioeconomic. status that will
provide a prospective illegal with access to a U.S. consular

office abroad,-convince a §ftate D
alien's application for a nomimmi
request, and that the alien has t
destination and to return to his

most half the EH illegals had ent
dént visa, which in most cases pr
cation "and requires an alien to s
‘means to support himself while a

El .
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epartment official that the
grant visa is a’bona fide
he means to travel to his
native land. Further, al-
ered the U.S. with a 'stu-

esupposes a secondary edu- '

how that he or she, has the’
student in the U.S.
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Malé geresally, h:weve: if: seems reasanabla to suppage
that allens~beggme LlTegal WQrkars in the:Unlted States only ~ng
lose by engaging .in this et
' 't theqlaw Sﬁél@ﬁ -

g < = B A%
aliens wba are" EE;lied (and theref re, by R
implicatioh, more dikely to be established) workers in thedr
country of Grlg;n are unlikely ‘to become: 1llegal wgrkefs 1n L

- the U.S.. The preseucé‘;n the U.§. labor market foung
but substantially more Sducated student visa abu!

,;;larly exglﬁlﬂea thEyr too; are unestabl;shad;ﬁ E .
“tively . little to lose. sFurthe:, like students gene*ally, ~ . &
‘they: are likely to be emplaygd in 1Qw=skllled jobs’, as ware -
most respandaﬁts . ) 5 _

i %

2.. illagals Efabablyrclustar ggag:aphizally, - INS and
Dther experts in the field agree, and. there are some INS and
V‘sa Offide data to /support the claim, that 1llegals are no-
slonger almost ekclusively ‘a phenomenon. of -southwest agri-~
¢ulture, butr are increasingly :an- urban phenomenofi,  both with-
in and without the Southwést. We: suggest that® illegals are-

L

f . likely to.cluster in the nation in the same manner as legal - immi-

grants. In particular, EWIS .trossing’ the: southwest border :(who arew
predominantly but not izclus;veLy Mexican illegals) increa~ ' -
Slﬂgly appear to migrake to metropolitan areas in that region - ¢
or to the 1n6u5trlal centers. of the Mid-West, as legal Mexican
immigrafits have h;stailballg tended to do. In-addition, as <
jimmigrants have done since the turn of the Eéhtufy and as '
immigrants do today, increasing numbers -of lllegals from

other nations in. the Western or the Eastern Hemisphere (wha
areiusually visa abusers) cluster in major. metrapglltas ‘wreas
in ‘the nation, especiallyin its prnclpal ports of" antxy
along both coasts, where the supportive ethnic communities o
they need and the employmnent Qgpertunlt;gs for 1aw—skllled o T
“workers they seek, qeme:ally caanlae : . 7

“Illeqals are g:ehgbly alugtéred in the se:gndary

labar market. Most of the respondents in our study group

mglayéd in the secondary sector of the U.S. labor,

3 7i.e., most werg employed in low-wage, 1aw—sklll.

law status jobg. [Less than a quarter were employed in white~ B

f collar or skilled blue-colldr jobs, 4nd most who were so . o
employed were crafts vworkers (16%). Further, ﬁhaugh respon~ .
~dents generally “worked significantly more hours per week
“than did U.S. production and nonsupervisory workers, ~their
wages were substantially below- the average weekly wage of
such workers in each of the, seven major industfial lelSLng

I

for WﬁlEh there were c@mparable data. in addlt;an, a
‘ 7 216 o



SLgﬂlflcant minority of respondents in the study group
(more than 20%) were apparently paid less than the mini-
mum wage, particularly domestics, (Mexican) respondents
-working in Texas, New Mexico, Arizona, or Colorado, and
especially those working in the 23 counties- that border
Mexico. .

Respondénts concentration at the bottom of the U.S.
labor market, with more than three-quarters employed in
unskilled or semi-skilled jobs, contravened the hetero-

"geneity of the study group. Deaplte the fact that re-
spondents from Mexicc, other nations in the West, and in
the East tended to have different characteristics as indi~

-viduals’ and workers in their country of origin, their roles

in’ the' U.S. labor market were markedly similar. Like re-
cent legal 1mmlgrants, the few respondents who had been

- white-collar workers in ‘their homeland exhibited a strong
_downward occupational movement upon entry in the U.5. labor

market. Respondents were, however. 51gn1f1cantly less
likely 'to be employed- in farmwork in the U.5. than in their
country of origin. Hence the, American labPr market appar-

ently tends to homogenize at a low level a$ otherwise more
heteroqeneaué but Stlll pfedcmlnantly low-skilled work force.

® In general, it is reasonable to suppose that if most
illegals working in the nation have little education, few
skills, and speak little or no English, their employment
patterns are likely to resemble those of our survey respon-
dents, i.e., they dre likely to be employed as laborers,
service workers, QI, to a lesser extent, as operatives.

4. 1Illegals appear to increase .the supply of law=w§§g _
labor and campete with dlsadvantaged U.S. workers. If mgst
illegal workers in the U.S. are disadvantaged persons’
employed in low-level jobs, illegals are of course increa-
51ng, to-'an undetermined degree,* the supply of low-wage

s
- i

*INS has recently received an estimate of the number Df ;llegals in
this country provided by Lesko Associates, Inc. It is a substantial
number, 8,227,800 1119{3315, of which 5,222,000 are calculated to be
Mexicans. This is, ‘clearly, a significantly better documented-and 'a
more useful number than the previous INS astimates of-a range between
2,000,000 and 12,000,000. On the other hand, when viewed in the con—-
text of other available information, we believe that the estimate i3
on the generous side -- by millions. The data (footnote continued on

' . next page) A
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

workers in the nation. It follows, then, that the subgroups
of .the U.S. labor force with which illegals are most likely
to be competing are disadvantaged U.S. workers: the young,
the old, members of minority groups, women, immigrants, and
the handicapped, who, in some 1nstancas, tend to be clustered

'in the same parts of the nation, e:g., the Epanlshespeaklng

in the Southwest, and minority groups generally and immi--
grants in major urban centers.

Further, illegals are likely to cgmpéte gquite success-
fully in the secondary labor market. On the one hand, cur-
rent immigration legislation, which makes it illegal for .
most nonimmigrant aliens to work in the U.S. but  specifically
exempts employers from any violation of those laws, makes
illegals attractive to employers oi cheap labor. On the
other hand, apaft from any consideration of their 1]13gal
status, illegal®workers appear to be like immigrant workers:
highly, motivated and hard-working employees, whom U.S8. em-
players .generally regard as. exceptionally productive warkg
ers, ‘despite the fact that few speak English.

: .

———— = = 3

(fuotnote continued)
we have in wind include the 1970 Mexican census, wh;ch “recorded 23,229, 320
men and women between the agec of 15 and 59 (the age group from which

_thé most of the 5,222,000 Mexican illegals would be drawn); the impli-

cation that between one-fifth and one-quarter of all Mexican residents
in that age group are illegally in the U.S. appears to us most improb-
able, Then there is the Current Papuléti@n Survey estimate that there
are 10,795,000 Americans of Spanish origin in 1974 (bath native ‘and
foreign born), and the Janiary, 1974 filings of alien registration
cards by 4,100,300 permanent resident aliens. Both the CPS figure. ’
and the INS data on legal aliens can be regarded as rough, but useful
benchmarks. Althauqh we believe there are substantial -- trmublesamely
substantial -— numbers of illegals in the nation, it strikes us’as
unlikely.that there are twice as many illegals in the nation as legal
immigrants who register. We also find it hard to believe that the
illegal p@pulatlan, which is likely to be largely Spanish in origin,
could béyza;zulated at a level as high as 80% of the (presumably
largely legal) Spanish-origin population estimated by CPS. There may
be some overlap between the two populations, but BLS .and Census staff
members suggest that this is minimal.

‘On the other hand, the g rtion of Mew1can bern to non-Mexican
1lleqals estimated oy Lesko, 63. 4%, StIlkEE us as apgraxlmately correct.
Coincidentally, our target sample in the Sufvgy was 62% Mexican, and
our actual sample was 60.7% Mexican. ‘
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5. The major immediate impact of illegals in- the U.S.
today is probably on the labor market. Most respondents
came to the Unitea States explicitly to find employment. We
suspect that most illegals who establish a residence in the

“U.S. simitarly came to find jobs, and that those who did not

are unlikely to remain in the nation without entering the
jabor force. Further, if the survey respondents are typical
of illegals working in the nation, illegals in the U.S. labor
force are substantially more likely to pay taxes than to use
taxgsuppgﬁteﬂ systems and to support-relatives in their coun-
try of origin than to have a spouse oOr children here. Appar-
ently, then, illegals are also likely to have a significant
impact on the balance of payments. Almost 80% of g1l survey
respondents sent an average of 5151 a month to relatives in
their homeland. The Mexican respondents were less likely
than the non-Mexican respondents to have a spouse or children
in thk U.S. or to use public services, but they were more

“likely to send money home, and to report higher remittances.

(We estimate a balance of payments loss of $1.5 billion a
year from that source alone, if we assume that there are
1 million Mexicans illegally working in the U.S. and that

the Mexican respondents in our study group are représéﬁtatiyéf'

of that population.)

It is important to note, however; that if illegals set-
tle permanently in the nation ~- a question which this study
does not address -- their impacts, both direct and indirect,

will of course be both more far-ranging and profound. 1In

particular, if illegals working in the U.S. tend to become.
permanent residents, they can be expected to acquire a U.5.-
based spouse and children, to have an impact on population,
and to make more use of public services as they become more
integrated into the society. i

The Impact of Illegals on the U.S. Labor Market

A Heuristic Model. Depending upon the degree to which
illegals cluster in specific labor markets, their numbers,
and the pre-illegal entry conditions of those markets (e.g.,
the presence &f unions), an increasing supply of highly pro-
ductive, experienced, but generally low-skilled i1llegals, who
are willing to work in low-level jobsg at®low. wages for long
hours, is likely to produce some particular combination of
the following five kinds of interdependent impacts upon the
markets they enter: ’ T ' :

E

o illegals will maintain or increase productivity;

e they will maintain or increase profits;

I
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@ they will maintain or increase the use of labor-
intensive work structures; e ¢

e the will maintain or depress labor standards in
the secondary sector; and-

o ‘they will compete successfully with low-skilled
legal workers.

To the extent that there are enough illegals to make any .
impact at all, they will be causing, gimultaneously, all five
of the impacts noted above. On the assumption that there is

_a domestic supply of -low-level job seekers, the illegals hired
by .an American employer have already successfully competed

with resident workers, whether by virtue of their initiative.

- (44% of our respondents asked their U.S. employer for a job;

45% found it through friends); their. reputation as hard
workers (as aliens, legal or illegal); or because the low
wages and long hours attached to those jobs cause legal work-
ers to reject them -- or some combination of all three factors.
Further, since it is likely that illegals are generally low-
skilled workers, they presumably cluster in labor-intensive

- work -establishments where, once they have been hired, they
will keep their job only to the extent that they support or

enhance employers' efforts to secure a profit.
l . . N :

14

Given those circumstances of mutual need, and assuming
‘he laws of supply and demand are relatively uninhibited by
xternal factors, illegals and employers find one another.

'he extent of the impact of this joining of forces upon a
dpecific labor‘market depends primarily on the proportion of
illegals to legal resident workers in that market. In this
setting, then, of at least some available legal job seekers, -
employers with low-skill jobs, and a minimum of nonmarket
forces, we propose a four-stage model of the flow of illegals
into a ‘market, showing both differential degrees of impact
and fur points in an historical development, where the prin-
clipal variable is the number of productive and willing.ille- °
g%l workers available in ‘that labor market: ’

x Phase 1: No Labor Standards Effect. The
first illegal arrives, an active Job seeker. He

\ takes a job ‘Whi¢h would otherwise go to a legal

| resident, at the prevailing wage rate, in that
VW' specific labor market, which employs or is begin-

niﬁg_to employ lcw-level workers of the same
ethnic background or national origin. While there
ﬂiska (one-worker) displacement effect, there is no’



J

impact on labor standards for that labor marhét
the illegal was not!/ hired because of his illegal
status, nor does his lone presence affect the
labor, supply ij ﬂemand balance.

- Phase 2: %tabll;égtlan Lff%bt A chain
migration of illegals into this labor market
begins; increasing numbers of legal residents
do not secure the jobs filled by the newly ar-
riving illegals. The illegals may or may not
be known as such, their i1llegal status iz, "how-
ever, of secondary significance; their impact
is primarily a function of their dincreasing
numbers.

4

At this stage, illegals play a cgnqervatlve
role vis-a-vis, the labor market: like any other
increasing paol of available workers, they in-
hibit "any upward movement in wages of Jmprovement
in working conditions which might otherwise occur;
and, as in Phases 3 and 4, they help forestall
the likelihood that employees will unionize, or -
that employers will mechanize labor-intensive ac-
tivities or relocate in search of lower wage
workers. :

Phase 3: Depressant Effect. Illegals con=
tirue to arrive; presumably more resident workers
are displaced (though some of these jobs might:
have disappeared. through relocation or restruc-
turing of the market if illegals had not been
_available). In thls phase, illegals are known
as such; they. EDnStltUtE an identifiable subgroup.
of low-level workers in the market, and they are
now hired because th ey will accept substandard

-  wages. : Y : .

At this stage, illegals are exploited, workers,
as we define it: .the prevailing wages have not
kept pace with other non- illegal-impacted markets.
In a self-fulfilling Dr@phecy, the labor standards
“in this market are raepahdlng to-the presence of
1;ieqals by creating "j@bs no Amerlcan will accept."

Phase 4: Undergraund Labor Market. IllegaIS;
continuously enter the 1ab@f market; there are
virtually no ;egal resldents\warklng in the sector
of the market in which they a{e employed. Illegals
are hired EQEilflCally hecause, they are 1112@315.
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: Employers pay illegal wages (below minimum

wage), often in the form of cash; they avoid

income and sccial security tax deductions; and

their employees work long hours without statu-

t@ﬁg cém§énsaticn.

The previously described impacts on p:aflt productivit ;
and preservation of labor-intensive structures, are present
in. Phase 2, arée strongly felt in Phase 3, and are most ob-
vious in Phase 4, One can argue further, partlcularly in
Phases 3 and 4, that to the extent that wages are generally
lowered (or an increase in wages is inhibited), the Treasury
loses ‘revenue from income taxes that it would otherwise be
raceiving. -This.éffect is aggravated to the extent that in
some of the more extreme situations, neither illegals nor
their employers are paylﬁg the taxeg that are due.

This clearly is a model cf the ;;legal penetration of
a labor market, not a pr221se and certainly not a documented
portrait of a chalﬁ of events, but rather .a framework for
discussing this: phen@mencn © Not every labor market moves
in stately sequence through each of these four phases., 1In
the El Paso market for domestics, for instance, the presence
of large numbers .of unskilled, willing Mexican workers has
been a reality since the establishment of the city; only in
the  1920s did they become (nominally) defined as illegal
workers; and this definition has rarelv been enforced with

vigor, Thus, the domestic .servant market -in El Paso began

at Phase ‘3, and has been at the Phase 4 level for a long ,
time. We suspect that a number of.other secondary labor
markets, located in urban areas in and away from the border,
e.g., markets. for service workers, machine operators, and
unskilled laborers, are moving from Phase 2 to Phase 3. To
the extent that .these markets are attached to establishments:
that cperate within the mainstream of the American economy,
it is improbable, however, that they (unlike the less visible
and’ hence less vulnerable markets for domestics and farm-
workerd) will go unde:grcund the end state of such markets
would, then, be Phase 3.
There are other limitati@ns to this model; some labor

markets, including some near the border, are unlikely to -

be affected by the presence of illeqals; In the case of
public-sector jobs, the screening is such that few illegals
will venture to apply for these jabs, much less secure them.
In other cases, the formal screening may be ‘missing, but-

the basic vacatlcnal requirements are such (a law degree,

to take an extreme Example) that an 1lleqal wauld be unllkely

to seek the position.

I ) N



A third limitation of this model is that it neglects
the indirect labor-market impacts of illegals: their pre-
sence in a labor market may have an adverse effect, even '
1haugh no illegal is employed in a given’work plare, or even
in a given industry. Returning to the El Paso wetflaids, for
the moment, it is clear that the availability of full-time
maids at, say, $20 to $25 a week, means that it is possible
for a married woman with small children to hire a maid and
work in a pants factory, say, for $120 a week., If maids
‘were only available at the minimum wage, presumably that
housewife would not work in the pants factory at $120 a week,
and ]ust possibly the factory would have to increase its

wages in Grder to attract tha needed workers (or make other
adjustments)

These caveats to one side, we suggest that the most sig-
nificant impact of the illegals is on. the local labor stan-

dards in the areas where they congregate. Further, it is not

unreasonable to suppose that the generally depressed economy

of the southwest border is a taste of the future of secondary

labor markets in the nation at large, should the flow of
illegal immigration into those markets continue unabated’ and
undeterred hy the enforcement of the federal laws it contra-

venes.

Cungruén:e With Manpcwer Policy. The nation has been

maklng -Manpower - ‘policy decisions for years, but only recent-

ly has it regarded them ag such. As it evolved, U.S. man-
‘power pnlicy can be viewed as having four principal objec-
tives, with a fifth appearing on the horizon more recently:

e .to upgrade the skills of the work force;

£

e to protect the welfaré and rights of the work

foyce;
® to provide emplcecyment @pp@rtunltles for all
"~ - members of the work. forca, B
® to provide equal emplayment opportunities” for

all members of ~the labor force, regardless of
race, color, creed, national origin, or sex; and

‘e to increase the level of job satisfaction.

These five. relatively speslflﬁ ebjectives flow fram,,
interact, and sometimes conflict with, the general norms of
a society which simultaneously. stresses both the value of
the individual and. the virtue of productivity: Wé have been
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pursuing ‘the glﬂest of these objectives for a long time,
since the creation of public’ education. :Although the word
"manpower" was not used at the time, it i3 clear that one
of the underlying reasons for “the introduction of free
schools was to ensure the availability of a productive labor
force as well as an educated citizenry. And, as that work ,
became progressively more complicated, over time, the extent '
and sophistication of public education increased as well. 1In
more recent times, the use of public:funds to train workers
has moved away from its historic focus on schools and people
“of "school age." Many of these programs. have been aimed at S
"special groups of people, such as veterans, migrant and '
seasona.l farmworkers, welfare recipients, and the like; 211
were designed to give workers the skills: (technical and social)
that enable them to participate more fully in the market place.

Another strand of manpower policy undertakes the regula--
tion of the iabor market, to protect the welfare of its work-
ers and to foster, as it were, industrial peace. The passage
of child-labor legislation was an early example of these reg-
ulatory efforts, as were 1ndustrlal safety measures, and later,
minimum wage and hour laws. ‘All of these measures sought to
balance the competing demands of. employers and workers. The
conflict between the employer-related values of high-level
profit and production and:. the emplayeeErelated values of high-
. level wages and other beneflts, which we have described in
connection with the illegals' impact on the labor market, is
by no means,ﬁaf course, a new bdttle: it is an inherent con-
flict. : ; . . g .

The third strand of" manpower policy came to the fore
during the Great Depression, when, through the Works Progress
Admiristration, the Civilian Conservation Lorps, and similar
agencgies, the government created substantial employment oppor-.
tunities for workers who could not find employment in the- ———
private sector. The alphabet agencies of the New Deal dis-
appeared during the full. employment of World War II, only to
appéar later, .in smaller and more specialized editions,
which often combined some elements of training with subsi-
dized employment, e.g., the Neighborhood Youth Corps.

The fourth and more recent diménsion of manpower policy
was. generated by the same ‘social forces that led to the ?aSE
sage of the 1965 Amendments to the Immigration and Nation-*
ality Act: the civil rights legislation, which SEught to
provide equal opportunities and to ensure equal rights for
" all legal residents and citizens, within the labor market -

as well as without it. e . .

5



A new aspect of manpower policy, more apparent in
Sweden and Japan than in America, and one of the byproducts
of an economy of abundaace, involves the quality of life on
the job. While the subject of some studies and demonstra-
tions (in particular, the recent HEW report on work in
America), and (in good times) of labor-manajement bargaining,
further development of the emerging .issue of job satisfaction
has been inhibited by the rec¢ent decline in the economy,
though it is likely to become a major manpower policy issue
in the years to come. .

If one atcepts this broadbrush description of the nation's
manpower policy, a continuing influx of illegal aliens into
the U.S. labor market will have the f@ll@wing_adVarse“effects:

e it will depress the educational and skill level

: of the labor force; , = ' : '

o - @ it will depress labor stanflards in the secondary
o : .sector, which in some cases will create an under-=
ground market of illegal wages, hours, and workers;

"

it will cause a displacement of low-skill legal
‘resident workers; '

it will create a new class of disadvantaged workers,

‘one which inextricably, conjoins national origin and
illegal status in the U.S.; and . :

@ it will inhibit efforts to improve job satisfaction
in the secondary sector.

Given the-inherent conflict between what the nation has
been, for generations, trying to do in the work place, and
~ the apparent direction of the impact of illegal aliens, we
believe that it.is important to preserve both the direction
and the momentum of the nation's manpower policy, by decrea-
‘sing the flow of illegal immigration into its labor market.

- In order to accomplish this, the nation will have to
'go into the labor market, as it has done many .times in the
past, and start to requlate effectively on another subject.
If technigues can be found to enforce the payment of minimum
wages, despite the objections of those regulated, then tech-
‘nigues can be found to minimize the employment of illegal
aliens. We see this as neither an agreeable.nor an easy
task; but thére is no reason to believe that is an impossible

PO

one. - : i
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The Question éf,the Adéquagy,aff;gﬁseﬁ;,Imm;grgtiganQ;igzz
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ITlegal Aliens as Needed Workers

Few would argue that the presence of illegal aliens in the
labor market serves the public interest, and few would
-gue against the general thesis that the flow of illegal immi-
gration into that market should be checked. However, as noted
in Chapter I, the escalating apprehension rates of illegals
nave evoked questions about the adequacy of the immigration
policy that defines those aliens as illegal, as well as gques-
tions about the adeguacy of its modes of implementing- or

U.

‘methods of enforcing that policy. If the principal impact

of illegals today is upon the labor market, then the most sig-
nificant policy issue is the question whether illegal aliens

are, as’ some have claimed, "needed workers." . ,Should the pre-.

sence of increasing numbers of illegals in the nation be
regarded as a sign that current immigration policy should be-
changed to fit current labor-market facts? Or should it be
viewed as a sign that the nation needs to ensure that those
markets coéonform to current law? Can the adverse manpower.
effects we have attributed to illegal~impacted markets be
considered a function of the illegal status of ‘those alien
workers, so that their ill effects would be dissipated if
their presence in the U.S. labor market were legitimated?
Or would their adverse impact not he appreciably diminished
by a change in their legal status? a

Those who consider illegals to be needed ﬁ@:ﬁgrs identify

their role in the U.S. labor market as one of providing it

with an otherwise unavailable (as opposed to a-simply pre-
ferred) supply of low-level labor. Thus, employers of low-
level workers, immigrant-serving agencies, ‘'some labor econo-
mists -- and sometimes our respondents -- have claimed that
illegals are "taking jobs that no American wants." A number
current labor market conclude that illegals are therefore
"needed workers" ‘whose presence in the work force should

be legitimated, -by\either loosening the restrictions placed
upon immigration by“the 1965 Amendments or by relaxing our
tradi'tional ban on the use of nonimmigrant workers. -

_of adherents to this view of the role of illegals in the

Certainly, the findiﬁgs of our survey are cgnsis%ant
with the claim that illegals are "taking jobs that no American

"wants." Most respondents were working.at or near the bottom

of the ldbor market, in terms of their occupation, their
wages, and their hours. Clearly, the majority of our respon-
dents had found employment-in jobs that, for the most part,
offer the least in economic rewards, social status, job

£he ! \ .



security andjdpwazd'mgbility, Few were earning incomes ’

that would provide a family with more than a subsistence’
level of life, by American standards. There are few data
that contraindicate the notion that, like the -immigrants

of the turn of the century, the Mexican wetback and the
pracero of old, and the green-card commuter of today, the pri-

mary role of illegals in the nation is:to provide its lapor
markets with low-wage workers who are willing to do its
‘dirty work. , .

L " But does their presence at the bottom of the labor
-, market inevitably imply that they are uniquely available
‘* lbwdlevel workers? And, if the evidence does lead us to
that conclusion, is it either an inevitable or a .desirable
.direction? - - o
Note, first, that illegals are considered "needed
workers," because they are believed to be employed in
o significant numbers in Tertain labor markets. But to the
' degree that they constitute a significant portion of a . .
labor market,  they are 1like€ly- to-be recognized -as illegals,
‘by both their employers:and their coworkers, as we noted
in our model of their penetration of a labor market. Thus,
. .the argument that illegals are found in sufficient numbers -
to warrant the inference they are uniquely available work-
ers, employed in "jobs that no American wants," carries
with it the implication that their *illegal participation
in the labor force is a de facto sanctioned one. Only
. American -employers can _admit illegals into the American
labor force. When that influx becomes substantial, it is
. 4nlikely .to remain unnoticed. It is therefore not unwitfing.
Significdnt numbers of illegals in.a labor market suggest -
the existence of the dual immigration policy we noted in
the Southwest, where illegals find unlawful employment .
in the U.S. only through the collusion of ,their American’
employers, whose actions contravene and thereby undermine
immigration law, though those actions are not themselves
illegal, owing to the Texas Proviso in that legislation.
In sum, the fact that substantial numbers. of illegals work -
in certain sectors of the U.S. "labor market does not so .
much suggest (much less prove) that they are uniquely avail-
able low-level workers, as it implies that they are uniguely
low-wage workers. In a word, to argue from the fact they
are employed in large numbers in low-level jobs to the
conclusion they are needed workers is to beg the question
at hand.
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“purther, although the dynamics of any specific labor
market are always complicated, because it does riot exist
and they do not occur in a vacuum, and although they are
rendered even more complex (and less known) when illegals
enter that market, it is reasonable to suppose that, if

low-skilled legal workers are available 'in any number at
all, they will tend not to be significantly edged out of
that market by illegals, unless employers-offer and ille-
"gals accept less.than adequate* wages and working condi-
tions. Conversely, illegals will tend to displace and
adversely affect legal workers only insofar as they are
offered and accept "inadequate” wages and working conditions.

 Given the low skills and low expectations of illegals

"and their lack of income alternatives, if we assume the
presence of both legal and illegal low-skilled workers, -
there is every reason to believe that illegals will dis-
place legals if the market they enter operates according
to its own laws;, i.e., if the laws of supply and demand-
rule relatively independently of non-market factors
(unionization, immigration or minimum wage laws), which
might otherwise inhibit the entry of illegals into, or
substandard or illegal employment practices in, that mar-:
ket. Thus, thne claim that illegals are currently employed
in "jobs that no American wants" by no means entails the
‘notion that they are needed workers, though it does strong-
'ly suggest their employers are successful in regulating
that market, i.e., in keeping labor costs down, in this

case, by opening the gates to illegal’ immigration.

It is not difficult, therefore, [for us to believe

that in some markets in the nation illegals are taking

jobs that no American wants, but we suspect that the de- .

gree to which this is the case is also the degree to which

illegals have come to dominate that market, as we described
in Phases 3 and 4 of our model, or the degree to which the
wages and working conditions of that market lag behind
.that of other  low—-level matkets, for .other reasons.

-

*Where "adequate" is defined 'as "minimally acceptable
to those legal low-~ski led workers" -- we use a relative
‘definition here, for chvious reasons; e.g:. prevailing:

* . - 'wages in a given market may not remain acceptable, and
~ ‘illegal wages may not be invariably regarded as unaccep~
table. ’ :
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It is, however, d‘fficult for us to believe -- given
‘the high unemployment rates of low-skilled U.S. workers in
areas where illegals are believed to cluster, e.g.,the South-
west, California, and major meﬁrgpalltan areas in the nation
-= that illegals are needed workers in the sense that the

nation's Psal of low-skilled manpower in those areas has been

‘exhausted. Under circumstances of.full employment of disad-
vantaged workers -- the young, members of minority groups,
legal aliens, the 0ld, the handicapped -- the inference that

illegals' participation in’the secondary sector is a sign
that the demand for low-level labor.exceeds the supply is a
reasonable one. In circumstances of high unemployment and
low productivity, when illegals" wages appear to be well be="
low the norm of” comparably employed U.S. workers, the claim
that their presence in the U.S. labor ‘market 1is symptomatic
of a shortfall of low-level workers appears to us a dubious

one.

! Nevertheless, labor EEDncmlstS are ‘beginning ta dlscefn
othe:, more reliable, indicators that the traditional sources

"} of low-level workers aré beginning to-.dry up. In particular,

Harcld Wool,* in a closely reasoned study based largely on
census data, has recently explored the supply of and demand
for lower-level occupations; the National Planning Associa-
tion** (with which Wool is associated) has taken a strong,
policy stand.on the issue, and Michael Piore*** has written

a provocative paper, which argues that illegal immigration in
thg secondary labor matrket is irrevérsible.

Wool's approa:h is the most camprehen51ve in scope,
and his focus is on documenting demographic trends, e.qg.,
the end of unlimited legal immigration, the dwindling supply
of rural blacks, whose migration into urbaﬂ'argas provided

LY

& *Harold Wool and Bruce D. Phillips, "The Labor Supply for Lower
LevelsOccupations,” (bv the-National Planning Assa:latlgn,’uﬂder D/L

R&D Grant No. 21-11-73-02, June, 1975)

**NaElDﬁEL Flanning ASEDElatan, Upgrad;ﬁg Low-Level Emplaymaﬁt
A Major Naticnal “Challenge, (Washington, D.C., 1973)

***pjore, "The 'New Immigration' andethe Presumpti@ns’@f Social
Policy." = For a commentary on Piore's thegls that illegals are an
inevitable result of a domestic .imbalance ifh the secondary sector, sees
our urpublished paper, "The 'New Immigration' and the Presumptions of

Social Policy: A-Commentary."
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them with a new supply of low-l ével workers, and the maturing

"of the post-war baby boom, which together indicate the depile-

tion of traditional sources of low-level workers. Althgugh

_Wool finds that the demand for low-level workers is falling,

he argues that the supply is falling even more rapidly. 1In
addition, like Piore, Wool suggests that this graw1ng imbal-

‘ance in the supply of and the demand for labor in the secon-

)

e
\

\

1

A

dary sector is heightened by changes in the :harac%erlstlcs
of the American labor force, which has 9r@g£ess;v y become
more eduycated, exhibits greater job expectations, hd has
more adequate income support systems than have”’ ﬁrev;aus ger-
erations Df American workers. :

P

Thus, althougn the EVldenCE at hand suggests that ille-
gals today are preferred, not-uniquely available, low=level
workers, a unique manpawer problem .is now appearing on the
horizon. This nation's formerly abundant supply of workers )
with minimal education,\minimal skille, minimal job expecta-
tiones, and minimal income alternatives is bag;nnlng to be
threatened by the restrictions it has.placed upon ‘imnigration.
and the gradual disappearance of maxlma,ly dlsadvantaged Ameré
icans. Clearly,-then, jobs that make minimal demands in the
way of education or skills, that offel at best’ a subsistence -
wage, and are not structurally’related to more Satlsfylng

and better paying work will bé lngraa51ngly disfa varad.
(Further, we are simultaneously learnlng, that it is ‘not at
all certain that high wages and short-:hours, even if economi- v
cally feasible; ‘will themselves prove, Suff1c1ently attrac=—__

tive inducements to employment in l@wﬁlavel jobs, or at least .

E

to %DR*lnued or prcduat;ve employment. ) TD the extent
then, thatthe nation closes its bDdeIS and succeeds in
upgfadlng the skills of its citizens and ‘in- providing them with
equal @ppﬂrtunltles,“*t becomes the Vlctlm of its own success,
for 'it confronts a new, self-induced (but surely a more B
cheerful, if more subtle and: complex) problem: that .of
ugqraﬂlﬁg and Dpenéﬁdlng its low-level g@bs.

,One way of canserv1ng the cufrent structure of low=

\1evel .work “is the route Selegted by the employers of ille-

gals.i replacing maxlmally dlsadvanﬁaged wcrke:s with their
avallable alien anaiogues, who are, in this ' ‘case, even more
dlsadvantaged since they are both dlSEﬂfIEﬂEhl%Ed and illegal.*

‘.pulled by news of its exceptionally
%and by the- hGPEE EXPEESSEd in the !
‘ofly lend them a hand.

A - e

*Here, tas, thé nation is, we susmagt, mare (thﬂugh by no means

Ent;rely) the victim of its own success. U.S. employers are undenjably i

the gatekeepers of illegal entry into the labor market, but _they infré- °
quently, we believe, produce or soljcit it.. Most 1Llegals ‘are pr@bably
iihlgh material standard of -diving
erican Dream; U.5% employers need

\ e ' -166-

\ ) B 23__0' - \\)



,éx of thelr criteria of membershlp

We have argued that th;s de fagta pél;cy of replac1ng
once cheap American low-level labor with still-cheap illegal
alien labor adversely affects American workers, particularly

its disadvantaged, primarily because that supply of labor cur-

rently outstrips the detmand for it. Further, the introduction
of more disadvantaged and illegal workers into the labor mar- -
ket inhibits the adjustments of that sector, which would nor-

mally occur, given the otherwise unimpeded working of the laws

" of supply and demand, when jobs remain unfilled. 1In addition,

the admission of illegals in lOW=le¢el jobs ensures that the
work structure.continues to ﬂEpEﬁd upon the low-cost labor of
maximally disadvantaged persons, while their status ds illegals
further depresses the labor standards of -- -and tends to confer

. their own maximally low socio~economic status upon -- those

jobs. In-short, when we seek to assure the survival

of the. current work structure by acquiring this new source
of cheap labor, we create -- in at least an ideologically

classless society —— a lumpenproletariat of a most ‘gocially

1ndefenslblé,’and in the long run socially divisive, sort:
one that is granted a de jure denial of its social, political,

~and legal right to raeside in the nation, but a de facto sanc—-

" tion to work in the most ecanomlcally unrewarding sector of

its market. . . !

Thus, even if we should suppose that the’émplcyment
of 1llegals in the bottom of the American’ labar market is
without adverse economic conseguences to American workers,
the socidl and palltlcal consequences of . this/method of
avoiding :hanges in- the structure of 1ow=level wark violate
the nation's commitment to egalitarian values, an open N
society, and a mlnlmal material standard of living, which are
embgdled in the’ manprer policy obgectlves ‘enumerated above.

/

In addltlan, most illegals share a/ common ethnic

“origin ‘and cultural heritage with one of /the most deprived

of all Amerlca s minority groups: the S@anlsh speaking.

That group's recent efforts at shedding/ the stereotypical
identification of the Spanish- speak;ng &ith the uneducated
and amenable wetback. and ensuring its political, e&anomlc,
and social rights are hardly enhanced:by the continued entry
of minimally edugated; minimally skildéd, and minimally

i *V”expectant 11legal Spanish- speaking- wgrkers into the bottom
'Aof the American labor market. Given' a pluralistic society,
where ethnic identity is am emerging but still. murky issue,
the covert presence of substantial numbers of ethnically
related illegals at once threatens, the status of this Amer-

ican minority and raises serious questlans about. its precise

reference group. - Like unions, Chicanos must decide whether
U.s. c1tlzensh1p (or permanent resident allen status) is one

*




Not only does this attempt to prgv1de the economy with
a supply of cheap, illegal, and therefore expendable, .labor
,contravene fundamental American social policies and impede
. the advancement of the interest groups to which their national
*origin and their status as workers relate them, its implicit
policy of containment lS foredoomed to falluré, so long as an

. , open sociliety @hﬁalns.

. If is foredoomed in two senses: (;) once the gates to
glllegal immigration are covertly opened, they are virtually
impossible to shuti 'lllegal immigration tends to det off a
chain mlqratl;n, which can' be checked only by comprehensive /
measures, which require, overt federal action. But this means i
- that the right hand must, most inconveniently, know what the /
left hand is doing. Thaugh that dual policy worked in the .
Southwest -- where illegals have been an established if~ cavert
fact of life and the effectiveness of INS has ebbed and flowed
. according to the economic 'needs of the region -- :it is unlike-
ly to prove so‘readily acceptable to the nation at large, given
its multiple interests, and the fact that illegals have not
been an unquestioned part of its folkways. Similarly, just
as some successful illegal immigration -serves as a catalyst
to more immigration, so (2) it sets off a socio-economic mi-"
gration: as-illegals acqu;ze a taste for American success
and a knawledge of its workings, they find ways,K of changing
their legal and their economic status =- and their American-
born children join the upwardly mobile immigrant stream. - "In
short, though'illegals may provide a new and cheap supply of
low-skill labor, their underground status in a large and
‘ethnically heteragenegus nation that exerts few controls
" over the movements of .its residents, does not, in the long
run, Drecluﬁa their upward mobility. Hence,; over time,
1llegal will reintroduce the very labor-market factor whose
_ consequences their admission was to forestall, unless the
entry of new illegals outstrips the 3551m11atlcn gf thnse
who bécéme established. :

An alternative method af avalalng chaﬁglng the struc—
ture of work in America to keep pace with the upwardly chanﬁ_
ging educational level, skills, and aspirations of its.labor -
force is that selected by Europe: the admission of alien
workers on a temporary basis, in.a limited number and kind
of low-level occupations that are being abandoned by resi-
dent workers. The American precedent for such an-option’
was, as noted in Chapter I, the bracero program. The dif-
ficulties that this’ ralatlvelygégalL program (which was:
confined to the agricultural sector of the economy and
covered primarily only the Southwest) experlenced in pro-
tecting the highlv circumscribed rights of alien workers
and simultaneously protecting the market from an accompany-
ing (@ftEﬂ ‘employer- -induced) flow of illegals do not, however,

. encourage one to initiante a, similar program on a nationwide
and industry-wide scale. B
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Further, the adverse socio-economic effects we ‘have .
attributed to illegals in the labor market do.not substantially"”
change when their legal status is changed to that of nonimmi- -
grant. Though the market and its alien workers would each
thereby receive more protection (presumably the federal gov=-
ernment would take on the individual employer's former role
as gatekeeper; nonimmigrants would be granted certain rights’
and guaranteed minimal ‘labor standards, which explicitly pro-
-.scribes the generation of an underground market); still, a-

honimmigrant program would provide the United States with an
abundant supply of cheap, willing, and productive labor at
the profoundly disturbing social 'cost of creating a class of
radically disadvantaged legal workers in the nation. For
nonimmigrants are not only at the very bottom of the socio-
economic scale, they are—by-definition and by law excluded .
from full participation in the labor market and from perman-
ent residence.in the nation. -In essence, .then, the nation
admits nonimmigrants in order to maintain or. enhance its ’ _
citizens' increasingly higher standard of living, but expli- oo
citly denies .them legal access’'to that standard of ‘living
or the opportunities and rights it grants.to all its citizens,
in order to_.restrict their role to that of low--level worker
and avoid the social costs of acquiring a new crop of dis-
advantaged prospective citizens.’ R : .. T
SR o .
. Though not obvious to the:.casual eye, our traditional
proscription against the use of alién contract labor flows’
‘from- the nation's fundamental commitment to an open society
and the prineciple of equality under law.. The adoption of a. )
nonimmigrant-worker program substantial enough to make any C .
meaningful .contribution to the ecOnomy institutes an eco-
nomically interdependent but socially and politically dis-
parate two-class society of citizens -and non-citizen workers.
Thus, like the de facto admission of illegals, not only“would
the de jure admission of significant numbers of nonimmigrants
provide cheap labor. at the cost of depressing the labor stan-
dards in the secondary market and displacing the nation's most
disadvantaged workers, their role in the nation would simi-
larly contravene its democratic values, despite the fact
that in this instance it represented afpolicy enacted by’ law.

At bottom, a decision to use aliens ~-- nonimmigrants’
or illegals -- as a supply of cheap, low-skill labor is an
attempt to acquire that labor and to adjure its economic and
its social costs. That is, of course, a form of exploitation,
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the de jure or de facto institutionalization of inequities.
We have argued at some length that this method of solving
our .manpower needs is in radical conflict with’the social
goals of the nation, and it should be readily apparent that
the restrictions placed on the movements of large numbers
of nonimmigrant workers in the U.S. are, over time, also
_ certain to be highly ineffective. As Ray Marshall has dis- -
_cussed in a reront paper, though temporary workers generally
set. out as such, subsequent migrations begin to dcquire the
aspirations and interests of their host country, settle-in
that nation with their families, become more widely distri=-
buted in.the labor market, and eventually are followed by
a supporting population from their homeland.* ’ ’

, In addition, as INS apprehension statistics during
the bracero ‘program and other data suggest, the creation
of a nonimmigrant program is equally ineffective as a
method of solving the problem of -illegal immigration as.

it is a method of acquiring the economic advantages of
disadvantaged workers but avoiding the.social costs of
acquiring them as citizens. Though it absorbs a number of
‘would-be illegals and includes a number of would-be employ-
ers of illegals, other illegals and.other employers prefer
to work out their own arrangements -- and, more importantly,
as noted in Chapter I, a program of this kind gets up and
-indeéd institutionalizes a network of contactd between
alien workers and dcuestic employers, . which eventually
increases illegal immigration. N I

. The remaining means of coping with a shortfall of

cheap low-skill labor without changing the work structure
is the more- defensible traditional one: immigration.

g Expanding current numerical limits to immigration would
resolve the social and political ineguities associated with.
the other attempts to gain workers but. neithér permanent
residents, nor citizens. .As the National Planning Associa- <
tion position paper on' low-level employment .argues, however,**%-
though low-wage immigrants may splve the economic need for
cheap labor, they would introduce a presumably numerous =-
to the degree that need is a significant one -- new class )
of disadvantaged people and their families into the nation,
with all the attendant new social-stresses and costs. 1In
addition, increased immigration is at best a short-term

- economic .solution to the problem of acquiring a supply of
! - .

*Marshall, "Economic Factors."

**Upgrading Low-Level Employment, Ppp. 11-12.
j .
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cheap labor, for over time the low-wage immigrants of today

. produce the more sklllgi and more ambitious citizens of tom- .
orrow. Hence if it rep'’esents the primary method of supply-
ing the nation with cheap labor, it ensures the-permanent
existence of an ever—changlng class of maxlmally dlsa@vantaged

pers@ns e._% _ ,
In sum, 4n a- time of law prﬂducflv1ty and high unem-
ployment,. especially among our most disadvantaged and low-
skilled workers, we remain unlmpressed by the frequently
heard claim that illegals are needed workers. -Illegals
appear uniquely low-wade, .not uniquely available, low-level
‘workers. This suggeste that 1llégals are depressing -- or
suppressing any upward ‘movement of =~ working condlthnSe
. and labor standards in certain ‘sectors of the markat "and
’dlEplaClﬂg 1egal l@W“Skllled wgrkers.f :

We are, however, ;mpressed with the demagraphlc trends
noted by Piore and Wool, which indigate a 'growing mismatch
between the relatively un;hangrng structure of -work in the
nation and the more rapidly upward change in the skills and
expectations of the American ‘work force. Although no society,
" by definition, loses its more disadvantaged workers, we are
- apparently -- after considerablé effort and at EOESldéfablé
_ expense -- losing our maxlmally disadvantaged workers. The,
. upshot gf this social ‘success is that no American wcrkér, -
one can say with only some boldness, can successfully compete
with.an il égal -—- when the outcome of that cémpétltlan de-
pends on who is willing to take the lowest wages and work: )
the longest hours. That game is, of course, an illegal one,
though it is evidentally not uncommon in the Southwest.
Milder versions of that game appear to be occurring in
increasing areas in the nation.: Though we believe they.are
for the most part played within the legal limits, the eco-
nomic and Ssocial ‘consequences are destructive when issues,
of nativity, ethnicity, and economic security coll;de in a
time of both real and perceived scarcity.

4
*

Eeg;m@end;ﬁ;gns

On the assumption that illegals are for the most part
dlsadvantageq,persaﬂs whose adverseé ‘socioecenomic costs to
the U.S. outweigh their benefits as productive low-level
workers, we recommend that the charnmeng adopt a more restric-
tive policy towards illegal immigration and implement more
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‘principal goal. ' Further, we recommend that the Government
_emphasize the prevention of future illegal immigration rather

&

- Y

_effective means of controlling it,.primarily by discouraging .

their entry into the labor market, which appears to be their

than the removal of illegals currently in the nation. There"
are three general reasons for advocating the latter approach:
administrative (it is more cost effective to prevent the entry

"of prospective illegals than to apprehend and .transport them

° home. again) ;-humanitarian (illegals whose entry is prevented

are less badly hurt than those who are apprehended after es- ’ .
tablishing ‘residence in the-U.S.; the possible infringement ‘
of the civil liberties of minority-group members associated

with the identification and apprehension of illegal residents

are $imilarly avoided); and substantive: (illegal immigration. -

‘appears to set off a cHain migration and to come primarily B

L1

from underdeveloped natigns with high population growth rates
i.e., illegal immigration appears to beget more illegal immi-
gration). 1In the opinion of the researchers, it is the like=
lihood of continuing generations of disadvantaged aliens
attempting illegal entry into the U.S. labor market that
gases/the most serious threat to the ination, and_calls for
the ddoption of a more restrictive immigration policy’ as

wel% as for more adeguate gpfércemént;@f current restrictions.*

,Witbin.thé framework of a restrictive policy and a pre-

‘ventive approach, strategies that discourage the employment -

of illegals and inhibit their movement into the nation appear
the most effective. The recommendations have been divided
into three categories: those requiring only agency policy
changes,. those that also require budgetary decisions, and

;those that require statutory revisions as well.

*Unless illegal immigration is controlled, another often-
discussed strategy -- amnesty for illegals in the country ==
would be self-defeating, since it would encourage additional
waves of illegal i migrants who hoped to qualify for some
future .round of amnesty. Should effective controls be insti-
tuted, however, amnesty should be considered. '-In addition

. to the obvious humanitarian attractions, it would, with a

stroke of the pen, make an illegal segnent of the labor
force legal, and thus better able to protect themselves as S
workers and less likely to lower the labor standards of others. -

| . A .
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Agency Pallcy REéammendatlgns

. Reccmmenaatlgn 1: The Government Should Create Illegals'
Employers Strike Forces. . %he .Government can dlscaurage illegal

immigration by discouraging employers from h;rlng illegals with-
out the passage of addltLélal leglslatlan, it/ ean do so, in .
‘many instances, by focusing tax and labor standards enfar:ement
effa:ts on the employers of illegals. :

A 51gn;ficant mlngrliy of the resp@ndents in thls Stuay
reported that they were. paid less than the minimum wage; some
reported non-deduction of saclal security taxes and of income
taxes. INS reporting systems could be adapted to pra@uce a
constant flow of leads on employers of 111&@%15 in apgsrent
violation @f labor standards.and- tax laws.* :

We recommend that multlple agency str;ke foxrces Bg estabs
lished where illegal workers concentrate. Each strike. GEGE
would. include one or more enforcement folélals from the
agencies: ’

Emplayment Standards Admlnlstratlgn, for mlnlgL

wage violations; \

o \

Occupational Saféty and Health Administration,

for OSHA violations L
State Employment Security Agencies, for violations
of unemployment insurance tax laws; \

, | : . \

\ .

Intarnal Revenue Serv1ce, for Scclal Securlty tax \

and income tax w1thhald1ng§ nd , ; \

|
Immlgratlcn ‘and Naturallzat;an gerv;ce, regarding \
‘the presence |of lllegals on| company ‘payrolls. A
When INS faund evidence| of repeated employment ‘of ;llegals,
and indications of wviolations| of tax or lab@r standards laws, A
the strike force would review: the employer’ S compliance with all.

‘the laws ‘notedyp  In addition, \where apprsprlate, other agEﬂClES,ﬁ

state and federal,’ could be invited to jalnlthé effort.
- 3 1 | =

*Mexican lllegals, agcardlng ta both our 1nterv1ews and
INS officials, very frequently carry paystubs, ‘'sometimes size-

able collections of them, a useful source of basic documentatlcn
for such a program.

1
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. The survey data-suggest that an employer who hires ille-
gals and violates One tax or labor standards law is likely to
violate others; mobilization of all agencies to deter- further
employment of illegals thus appears approp

riate. ,Further, em-

ployers would be explicitly” told that-they ‘are receiving this
_attention-because they had hired illegals in the past. Finally,
efforts should be made to select employers in a variety of locales,

and in a variety of industries, that _the visit of the strike
. force, should it prove fruitful, would be reported in both the
. local press and in the national trade publication covering the
| industry. Lo S e -

P -1

I Recominendation 2: The Immigration and Naturalization

| Service should Focus More Attention on visa Abusers., There are’
.| substantial historical reasons for the allocation of the bulk

| of INS law enforcement resources to the location and apprehen-

' sion of EWIsS aldng the Southwest border. S -
|

our study, however, suggests that:
= \ ¥ - ' * o

visa abusers hold better paid jobs in the
U.S. labor market than EWIs; '

visa abusers are more likely to participate ;
Vo in tax-supported programs than EWIS;

visa abusers are significantly less likely
. to be apprehended by INS than are EWIs.
- : e _

) \ The researchers recommend that INS place a ﬁighegjgriérity’
than it currently do
of illegal.,

es on preventing the arrival of this kind
For example, INS should continue
its linspection of persons at-ports of entry along the South-
west | border. Visa abusers come through U.S. ports of entry
by definition, but roughly half the large number of entrants
through those ports at the Mexican border are in '
Cﬁsta\s personnel, not immigration inspectors.
are less knowledgeable abou
than t@e latter, and often
of imm;gratipn inspectors..

£

'its efforts to expand

spected by
The former
t alien and citizen documentation
lack the fluency in Spanish required

Further, INS Should focus more of its staff time on mon-
;t@ring\instituti@ns that may be facilitating.
visa abusers, and less on time-con
of full-time investigators current
\ .

i1 the arrival of
suming casework; e.g., scores

ly review individual marriage.’
L. - 238
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fratd casés, while scores of others attempt to locate aliehs
. who committed war crimes three and a half decades ‘ago.. INS,

C spends little time, however, monitoring wholesale institution-
‘ally-controlled movements of nonimmigrant aliens, such as those
' arriving with student visas. Although the agency has the power
: to issue or deny licenses to educational, institutions that wish
" to enroll nonimmigrant students, it does not require regular
‘reports on how many such students are, in fact, enrolled, the.
number .of courses taken, 6r the attendance. of such students.
INS also has the power to revoke such licenses, but so rarely
does so (despite some,evidence of abuse), that 'its reporting
5 system has no Space for recording.sugh.an event. . =
. S A AT

= ' o ’ 0

a; o Recommendation -3: - The chernment,5hqu;d,pe§elapﬂst;at22

o g;esﬁﬁﬁ*Qisa@ﬁgggeﬁtﬁgfsféw‘HpaffIllégal Immigration from
Specific Regions of Origin. - Illegal immigradt

, tron-~from Mexico
has occurred for so many years that it appears .to be institu-
tionalized. To prevent a similar institutionalization of '
illegal flows from other nations, the covernment should focus
its limited resources on developing methods of controlling
illegal immigration from particular areas where it appears K
to be increasing rapidly. .For example, if Central America /

. were so identified, INS- inspectors could pay particular atten-

Y tion to plane flights'from these regions, INS investigators .
could be assigned to pay'pa:ticular~attén€i§n‘taéillegalsiwgrkﬁ .

ing in or near Central-American neighborhoods in U.S8. urban
areas, the Embassy in Mexico City could make efforts to secure
the Mexican Government's cooperation to decrease the flow:of
Central American EWIs entering Mexico's southern border, and
consular officials in the identified nations should be given
additional .resources to screen applicants for nonimmigrant
visas. 1In addition, the results of thése activities would be
. . ‘publicized in Central-American neighborhoods in the U.S. and
in nations of origin. The objective of thése coordinated .
activities would not only be the identification of specific
illegal aliens, but the .creation of a climateé of opinion.de-
signed to discourage would~be illegals from these nations of
origin. ‘ a . , g
Recommendation 4: The Labor Department Should Deny Labor
Certifications to EﬁgléYeré;gf';llegélfA;igns,"As;part'éf an
overall Government-wide effort to control illegal ‘immigration,
the Department of Labor should tonsider reinstituting its for-
— mer practice of denying labor certifications to6 employers known
"to have employed illegal aliens within the past two years. Data
on such employment could be secured from INS District Office

239 .
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) mcre.vigarauslyiD:Althaugh in such circumstances a government . -

N

- o : -

files, which show the names of employers and the numbérs of \\
jllegals located in previous INS investigations. Further, if o
a labor certification application suggests =-- as it often does
.- that the alien who would benefit from the certification is
already in this country, the employer should be required to ,
show that the alien was here legally (or was not in the country).-

While these procedures would not substantially reduce -
the number of illegal aliens in the gountry, it wounld help
eliminate one of the techniques whicg*iilegalé usé to.legiti-
mate their presence in the couftry, and it would be.a udeful
way -of -informing employers of the Department's interest in
the problem. ’ ‘ - o '

d be Taken to Increase the-
)secution ng. al Aliens. Illegal aliens

identified as carriers of counterfeit or. altered U.S. documents

or.as imposters at U.§. ports of entry should be prosecuted

Recommendation 5: Si;éps: Shéul
E:asécuticnrqifpgggmegt-Abgsiné T

witness (an immigration inspector) can swear that the illegal
presented a specific fraudulent document, ‘only 125 convictions
were secured in FY 1975 for this felony offense, despite INS
identification of .some 13,037 such -.cases.* :

2 ~ strategies for enabling more vigorous prosecution of .
fraudulent INS documents include the following: ‘downgrading

the offense from a felony to a' misdemeanor, which would place

the matter before a federal magistrate rather than a U.S. -
district judge, a much less time-consuming procedure; encour-.
aging U.S. attorneys to placé higher priori*y on these cases; .
and making additional resources available to U.S. attorney's _ .

~offices in impacted areas, for this specific purpose. <

f RegémmendatignsWInqplvianEalic? and Budget Considerations T
L — ' T - - — ,

_ Reconmendation 6: _The Govermment Should Allocate More
Resgprtgs;Aanajthé"Staﬁé'DépaftmEﬁtWShéulﬂgﬁi;gggte,Hérénf"
: Pre ' ~tion. The
State Department, for.the reasons previously cited, should
make more strenuous efforts to avoid issuing nonimmigrant
visas to aliens who subsequently abuse them. This would in-
volve three kinds of additional investments: R '

Resources and Prestige, to the Visa Issuance Fun

. *Unpublished INS data from form G-105A.
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-® more resources to give consular officials more
time to make such determipatioris, particularly
in posts which produce gubstantial numbers of

" visa abusers. . -

e more ‘prestige to the visa issuance function,
which is now viewed within the Foreign Service
‘as a necessary chore, but not one that is like-
ly to bring caréer recognition.

e rmore willingness to absorb pressure, both from
host. nations apd from the U.S. tourist industry,
regarding visa denials: -the prevention of ille-
gal.immigraticon warrants a significantly higher
place on the State Department's ligt. of priori-
ties than it now has. : S
 ‘FPurther, where appropriate, U.S. embassies shofild: set a

higher priority on encouraging host nation‘s law enforcement

agencies to prosecute illegal alien smuggling rings and coun-
terfeiters who create fraudulent documents used by illegal =«
aliens. ’ ' : o '

. Recommendation 7é ,Tﬁé vaérnmgnt,Shauldjhllacate More -

' Rescurces to INS. While INS can adjust its priorities and its

operations to enhance its effectiveness without any changes in
its budget, the apparent size of the flow of illegal aliens
into the U.S.-suggest that additional resources are needed.
The agency has grown very little over the years. Between .
1965 and 1975, for example, funded INS positions. increased by
\4.8% (from 7,043 to 8,097), while apprehensions of illegal.

aliens increased by 594.5%. :

\  Although the INS budget for FY 1976 permitted a staff
increase to 8,832 positions, the FY 1977 budget proposed by
the Office of Management and Budget calls for a’ reduction . |
to 8,721 positions, including a geduction of immigration in-,
spectors from 1,478 to 1,386, a reduction of investigators
from 956, to 851; and a minimal Border Patrol increase from
2,011 agents to 2,016. The budget process has béen somewhat
more generous in providing hardware to -the agency; sensor -
.systems haﬁg peen placed along various segments of thHe south-

‘ern border, ‘and a counterfeit-and-glteration . proof alien docus

. ment svstem-is beinrg developed. .

N
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our recommendations for additional investments are less

hardware-oriented; e.d., additional staff in the interior of
the country to monitor nonimmigrant visa /abuse, additional
immigration inspectors at the southern porté of entry, and .

- the extension of the pre-inspection process to Caribbean and
Central-American airports. (Currently, this process, in which

~INS petsannél-inspect passengers boarding U.S.-bound airplanes, - °

is confined to four Canadian airports, and those in Nassau, :
Bahamas, and Hamilton, . Bermuda.) o e
: "RecQﬁﬁenaétic‘gsﬂ;nv;:flying Policy; W:B'Li;;iqefﬁ, and_ Startut;cxrf Con- -
‘siderations . D - T

l

Thé"pzinsiﬁai*IE§isiativé'pfépésal designed to dis-

Program, : _

courage entry of illegal aliens by discouraging employers from
hiring them is the Rodino Bill. That bill, which has twice
passed the House of Representatives, would, in effect, repeal

the "Texas Proviso" of the Immigration and Nationality Act,

and thus make it illegal to employ an alien who is not, author-

4ized to work in the U.S. Ediployers as well as illegals would

therefore be subjeét to criminal penalties. - .
The deébate about this legislation has generally taken

the -form of"a discussion of the value of the . méans proposed

to achieve an end, not the end itself. There has. been little -

ofiticism of the bill's objective: the discouragement of '

"jllegal -workers and illegal immigration.  .Thus, the debate

' has focused on the strategy proposed by the bill: that.employ~-

.ers be made responsible for keeping -illegal aliens out of the:

labor force. On the one band, employers have argued that it

is difficult to-know who is an illegal and who-is not; they

have—argued that the Iﬁmigratian.SeEviee*§ﬁ§u1i keep the,ille-

gals out of the labor.market by keeping them out ‘'of the country..

on. the other hand, those concerned with civil liberties and
the rights of ethnic ' mindrities have. argued that certain-classes
of legal residents of the United States might not secure jobs
because emglayers‘Wéuld turn them away, on the-gr@undg/that l
they might be illegal aliens. In-shaft,fb@th‘graupsfebject;}
..to the proposed locus of responsibility for determining who™
can, and who cannot, work in the United States.- Both groups
object to emplaye:s,playing-this.rcle, ' o
_ while the Rodino Bill has the obvious attraction.of
having secured the approval of the House|of Representatives
twice, there are at least three serious problems with it:

A o - - g
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o e detérmlnlng who is legally entltied to WGIk in
: the United States can, in fact, be extremely
. “complicated and alsg costly, as some emplagers
- have argued; . : . ,

= e placlng this’ dee;s;an—maklng pawer in the hands.
of employers’ may endanger the employment pras='
pects of certain classes of legal workers, as:
o L . the mlnarlt;es haVE argued;--and
T e passage af the bill, without ailacaﬁlcn @f sub--
o o stantial additional enforcement resources, would
pr@bably have l;mlted 1mpact. . .

. ' In essence, the Rodino Bill.re resents an effort to sglve
a majar social and economic problem w minimal investment 'of
public 'resources, by placing respcnslblllty for 1mplement1ng\
public policy in the hands of prlvate Emplayers.= We' suggest |
that situation is sufficiently serious to call for :a more: effec~ .
tive and equltablé strategy: the creation‘of a work permit . \

- system, covering all vU.s. workers, 'so that the Government bears\
réSpDﬂElblllty for determihing ‘who Ais 1égally permitted to !
work in the U.S. labor market. ‘| : )

) ARY | -
Once ‘such_ a Systen were. 1mhapara -ion, it would be’ rela-

;gﬁjftively~easy ~and. 1nexpen iVEﬁﬁﬂ énfgrce. efiployers would’ be ;

" penalized for hiring WQrke:s who did n@t carry a single, clearly!
understood document, the- Gﬂvernmentﬁlssqed work permit.. (Cur-
rently, an ‘employer would havé to cope with-a plethora of -\
documents: to detérm;ﬁe a worker's legal status.)- ‘ _

. . - %

The G@ve:nment wculd ‘over ﬁlmE,-lSQué permanént wark_
permits to all citizens and all resident allens, as well as
temporary permits to nonimmigrants who are. allowed to work.

. All members of society would be required to secure such a

v permit. Thus, the burden of thls program (which is accepted. ~.

by most 1ndustriallzedinatlans in the world taday) would be
o shared by ‘everyone, without creating extraneous difficulties
: 1 for classes of workers wha m;ght be m;staken for illegal }
s . aliens. ~ .

If the flow of illegal immigration appeared likely to
decline over time, if it did not appear to have employment
in the U.S. -labor market as its primary objective, and if it
appeared controllable by other means, we. would not propose
a program which is certain to be expensive, time-consuming,
and controversial.. We suggest, however, that, desplte its.

- complex ramifications, the work permit program is more like-
ly to-inhibit ille~al -immigration than any other proposed pro-.
gram, and that it is.worth the price, if proper safequards

_concerning, the use of such permits are introduced and rigor-
ously enforced. “ _
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uld Remove Elements '
.ch Facilitate' the .

_Recommendation 9: i
in the Immigration and Nationality Act Which Fdcilitate -t
fegalization of Illegal Al s. Many legal immigrants are appar-
“enctly Not newcomers, but su essful illegals who have!uged im-
migrati@n‘pckicyﬂgnd practices to legitimate-their presence here.
Farther, their ability to do so entourages other illegals to
attempt to-do the same thing, and does nothing to discourage
potential illegals :from coming to ‘the U.S5. We therefore '
recommend that th;e%’changas be  made °in the immigration: law:

e Eliminate;all possibility of legal immigration
for all known or subsequently identified ille-
gal. aliens,\except those on the visa waiting
list at the ‘time of enactment of the new legis-
lation. o J A '

( o : 1 .

‘.e ' Reduce opportunities for adjustment .of status
from nonimmigrant to immigrant (rather than " .
expanding those opportunities, as pending legis~
lation proposes). I i S

e Narrow existing provisiong-~for family reunifica- -
tion by eliminating the provision that permits
infant U.S. citizens to seek immigrant visas for

. their Western Hemisphere parents. . '

The first pfévisi@nrwpula_réquira not only a change in
the law, but to maximize its effectiveness, a more compre-.

. hensdive record-keeping system than is currently in place. .

{

;

i
|

-“f 5 N = = - - . . ! - - _ ,—g . =
. The second provision would be mure controversial, since

--.apout éne-fifth of-all current legal immigrants adjust their

status from nonimmigrant to immigrant while in. the United
L34

“states: Currently, adjustment .is availablé primarily to ‘.

patives of the Eastern Hemisphere (as well a8 to Cuban refu-

gees); current proposals seek to extend this privilege to

- all natives of the,Western Hemisphere. Coal o

‘Adjustment of status offers the most convenient method

. for the conversion of an illegal alien into a legal one; it

‘'shotld be granted only under restricted circumstancesjis As a.
first step in inhibiting illegal immigrationh by controlling " .
such conversions, we recommend that no adjustments be granted
to the most numerous and casual of the nonimmigrant visa .
abusers, those with B-2 visas, the visitors for pleasure.

¢(In FY 1974, 26,140 of the 50,265 adjustees covered by Section’
245 of the Immigration and Natioflality Act were in this country
on B-2 visas at thé;timaiaf‘a&justment;)* € - :

8%

*INS_Annual Report, 1974, Table 6C.
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~ These proposed provisions ‘would neither adversely affect
the qualified, would-be immigrant noxr the genuine nonimmigrant
.- who wants to come to the U.S. for a specific purpose and then .
leave. It would only inhibit the movements of those mala -fide
nonimmigrants, who deliberately come to the U.S. as B-2 visi-
. tors in the hope of adjusting their legal status to that of
permanent resident alien, or the movements of bona fide B=2
visitors who decide, after arrival, that they wish to becone
permanent residents. : : N )
: The third provision would eliminate one of the anomalies
in immigration law. Currently U,S. citizen.children canot’
seek immigrant status for one or both of their Eastern Herni-
sphere ‘parents until the child¥en reach their 2lst birthday.
This is'not the case, however, for Western Hemisphere chil-
dren, and this pro-natal provision in immigration law is one
of the more common strategies used by illegal aliens to
legitimate their presence in the United States.




APPENDIX A

Green-Card Commuters

Iﬂﬁtéductiﬁnf”

In Europe, they are called "frontier workexs." They
live in Italy, for instance, and cross the boxdexr daily to
work in Switzerland; typically, they work in a more

. developed eééncmy than the one in which they live. 1In

most cases,’ they have not securéd lmmlgrant status in the
c@untry where they work.

Althaugh the formalities are different, the same
phan@mEﬁen exists in North America. A number of workers

-live in Mexico or Canada and commute daily to jobs in

the United States. .(The traffic is rarely the other way,

. particularly not towards Mexico, which has a very stern
view about outsiders holding jobs which might otherwise go

to their own citizens,) There are three categories of -

these commuting warkers, described in ézder cf d;mlnlshlng -Lﬁ

l?pértaﬂce

]
i

Green-card Egmmuters- These are residents of
Mexico or Canada who have acquired permanent resi-
\ dent alien (immigrant) status through the process
\ . described in Chapter I; although they have this-
status, they- have decided to make use of a prac-
'‘tice long accepted by all three governments
(Uniteé States, Haxis@, and Qanada) of living

They are aalléd “green-ca:d cammuters because
‘they  -= unlike the other border-crossing workers -—-
‘PDESESE aﬁ INS document (Form I=151) which sig-

iﬂlflés pazmanent res;dent alien status ané\wh;ch

\useﬁ to be green. : : ™~
fk‘f These commuters have the option of moving h
‘into the United States, and if they do, they "

‘sécure -all the xights of other permanent resident

éllens, including the right té become' a citizen;
the chmuters, by definition,- have ﬂeclééd ngt
to exérclse thlE Dptlén , -

We estlmate {(for reasons dEchlbed shaltiy)

.;thaﬁ there are approximately 75,000 such workers,
w although the-formal INS count is about &0,000.

2516_ o ; | ‘j;



Citizen commuters:” These are citizens of the
! United States, who llve in Mexico or Canada, and
' commute from their homes to U.S. jobe. Thisg prac-
“ " tice is particularly common along the Texas portion
i . of the U.S.-Mexico border.

No data has been collected on U.S. citizen
.commuters from Canada,; but on January 11, 1966,
INS conducted a one-day count of U.S. citizen
commiters crossing from Mexico and recorded 18,259
of them. Assuming that a one-day count missed a
substantial number of workers.who happened not to
cross on that day, and that this population has
grown at about the same rate as the green-card
commuters, omne could estimate that there are some
25,000 of these commuters. (We found, in an
earlier study for the Labor -Department, that this
group of workers has much in common with green-.
card commuters; the majority of them are former
residents of the United States, and the over-
whelming majority of them along the southern
border are of‘'Mexican descent.*) The characteris—

.tics of this group, however, are beyond the scope.
of this work. : o

~ Nonimmigrant commuters: There are a handful
of residents of Mexico and Canada, no more than -

2
a few hundred, legally crossing the border daily, .
" with nonimmigrant visas which allow them to work : |
in the U.S.** They, too, are beyond the scope of |
this study. \\ ' g
Thése are the only thfea\éateggzies of legitimate, reg-
ular border-crossing workers. Hundreds of thousands of..
"shoppers cards,” (INS form I-186) are issued to people:
living in the area just south of the U.S.-Mexico border,
pbut it is not legal for holders of these cards to work in
the United States. -
e

=,
\»

.,

e e N - .

* pavid S. North, vsggéerféréssgrs:i Eeopléﬁﬁﬁﬁ‘Livg in Mexico

and Work in the United States, TransCentury Corporation, Wash-
ington, D.C:, 1970; subsequently reproduced in U.5. Senate,
Committee on Labor and Public Welfare, Migrant and Seasonal
Farmworker Powerlessness, Part 5-A, Hearings Before the Sub-
committee on Migratory Labor of the Committee on Labor and
Public Welfare, U.S. Senate, 91st Congress, on Border Commutex
Labor Problem, May 21, 1969 (Washington, D.C.: Government

Printing Office, 1970), pp. 2236-2239 and pp. 2314-2345.
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The Significance of Commuters

In macro terms, the estimated number of green-card
commuters is less than one-tenth of one percent of the U.S.
labor force. Why pay any attention to such a tiny sliver
of the pié? There is a tbree ~-part answex to the guestion.

In the f;rst pla:e””the ‘conmuters dre-a tontrol e
group against which we can measure the labor-market exper=
iences of the illegals. We find it useful to compare, as
we do ;n this report, the social characteristics and labor-
market experlences of two Mexico-based work forces which
have miich in common: the green-card commuters and the
"illegals. The most pertinent of these comparisons is
between the commuters and the illegals who work in the
23 counties along the border, a subgroup among the ille-~
gals which appears to be the least fcrtunate of -all the
illegal allens in the nation.

=

. The secaﬁﬂ ansvwer is more speculative The llVéS and
the prospects of the green-card commuters give us insight
into what will happen if we adopt an expanded nanlmmlgrant
worker program as a part of our response to the increasing
numbers of illegal aliens. These nonimmigrants, like the
braceros of old, would have some legal protection, but few
of the rights of U.S. citizens and permanent resident aliens.
Such a group wauld be in half-way position: on the one hand,
they would not be full-fledged members of the society in,
which they work, but on the other hand, they would not
be vlalatlng its laws.. Green-card commuters from Mexico
(but not from Canada) £it this description.* Although the-
commuters have a number of rights, such as protection under

" worker's compensation and minimum-wage legislation, which
relate to the site of the Jéb, not to the-home of the

worker, knowledgeable people along the border have long
remarked -= and our interviews confirm -= that the commuters
rarely act as if they had these rights. To be a:green-card
commuter. in the Southwnst is to be subject to feelings of
profound ‘insecurity: perhaps- (the green-carder feels) the
American government will take away my carxd, or change the
whole system; perhaps joining a union, oxr asking for a

- raise will endanger it, so why take a chance? . It can be -
argued that any major nonimmigrant worker program will produce’

— e — e . . — — R :

* For a treatment of a somewhat sgimilar, Qbscufe, and
exotic segment of the American labor force, see Callege

of the Virgin Islands, "Aliens ip the United States Virgin
'Islands: Temporary Workers in a Permar.ent Economy," pre-
pared by Social Educational Research and Devel@pméﬁt Inc.,
Silver SPrlhg, Md., 1968.




a group of people with similar sets of insecurities, a need
+o hold on to an all-important plece of paper, probably se-
cured through the interventipn of an employer, so that they
can hold cn to a job in the American economy. The clues
offered by the green~card commuters about a nonimmigrant
worker program are thus of some significance- and are worth
exploring. ’

The third reason they warrant study is one upon which
we focussed in a mare comprehensive review of this situation
six years ago: although the green-card commuters make only
a minimal impact on the nationwide labor market, they appear
to have a significant impact on a number of ‘relatively small ’
labor markets along the Mexican border, where wages are re=
markably low (for this country) and the incidence of poverty
is remarkably_ high. ' ‘ :

Met

hodology

. We relied on three basic sources of data, besides the
thin body of literature on the subject, to roand out and
bring up to date our earlier study :* ' g

=

e INS statistical data on the numbers, lagati@ns,'an
occupations of green-card commuters, which are re-
vised monthly: :

Labor-market statistics published by vaxrious entities
dealing with the 23 counties alcng the U.§ 7 =Mexico
border , such as staté employment security agencies
and the Employment Standards Administration; and

® Interviews wifh 250 commuters, 209 along the southern
border, and 41 along the northern border. .

The interviews wére proportionately distributed among’
the ten crossing points with the most commuter traffic, with
approximately one interview assigned to a port-of-entry for
every 200 green-card commuters. Seven ports were used on
the. southern border, and three on the northern border. - The
locations of these interviews and the numbers at each port
are shown in Figure A-1. (The\three northern ports-of-.

— — = —
. g i

=

*x Little has been published in ‘the last five’ years on the
subject; the most wseflil documents are Parts 5-A and 5-B of
the previously cited Senate hearings, which include reprints
of many pertinent articles and legal documents (as well as
the hearings per se), and Select Commission on Western Hemi-
sphere Immigration, The Impact of Commuter Aliens Along the
Mexican and Canadian Border: Hearings Before the Select
Commission, Parts I, IT, and 1L1 (Washington, D.C.: Govern-
ment Printing Office, 1968). ‘ _ '
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entry selected account for 64.8% of the INS re&-
corded green-caxd commuters along the Canadian border,
' while the seven southern ports account for 77.4% of the
recorded commuters from Mexico.) :
- The interviews were conducted on a volunteer, no-names
basis, at the ports-of-entry, with the cooperation of the ’
Immigration Service, and, of course, ¢of the commuters in-
volved (who were paid $5 for stopping on their way to work:
in the morning to talk to the interviewers). The inter—
views were conducted between 5 and 10 a.m. The INS in-
spectors on duty were asked to inform a proportionate
number of three subgroupings of green-card commuters of -
the interviews; the three subgroupings were those who
walked, those who drove, and -those who rode in cars driven
by othera. . The interviewers were also told 0 interview
a proportion of men and women which was roughly comparable
to the sex ratio of the greén~card commuters they observed
crossing through that port, at that time.' . :

The interviewing was a more or less continuous pro-
cess, through the hours when the interviewers were working,
in an attempt to minimize the time bias. This is an impor-
tant variable because workers with differert Occupations .
and different industry affiliations tend.to cxoss the border
at different hours. (In Brownsville, for instance, like
many other ports, the pattern is first the farmworkers,
generally on. foot, then factory workers, usually in auto-
mobiles, and finally, after 8 a.m., retail store employees,
some on .foot, some in cars.) ‘ '

. The survey instrument used was ‘created in much the
same way as ‘the instrument used with the illegals, in that
it was designed in Washington, tested in the field, and
then revised. (Wherever possible, identical guestions
were used, for comparative purposes.) It was administered
by bilingual interviewers along the southern border, where
much of the resulting conversation was in Spaunish. Sub=
sequently, the respondents' answer,s were coded, keypunched,
and tabulated. ' R

The Legal 'Background

Prior to the Immigration Act of 1924, the U.S. Bordex
was no barrier to a commuting.worker: he could come and
go-4s he pleased.® That legiglation, as first interpreted.
by INS (then an arm of the Labor Department) called for
‘the issuance of a nonimmigrant visa to those . who wanted
to commute to work. Effective April 1, 1927; however, INS
reversed itself and ruled that to commute one had to have
_an immigrant visa. (Western Hemisphere immigrant visas were
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not hard to secure at that time, and the 1927 decision can-
not be viewed, even in retrospect, as a major step taken
to protect the rights of U.S. workers.) A gentleman of
Ttalian descent, and a lady from Scotland, both living in
Canada and commuting to jobs in the United States as non-
immigrants, fought that decision up to the Suprenme Court
and lost.¥* ' 5 :

The green-card commuter practice, then, is—the—"
creation of administrative fiat, how strengthened by 49/
years of tradition; according to the Service's Vview of
the situation, a permanent resident alien is ome who has
the right to live and work in this cotntry, but he does
not necessarily have to opt to 1ive here in order to wvork
" here. But green~-card commuters and permanent resident
” aliens who actually live here are treated differently

by INS. An alien must reside.in the United States to
become naturalized; commuting does not count. A commuter
must continue to work:; if he is out of work for six months,
and INS notices, he may lose his green card. Further,
the Labor Department can certify that a specific business
_establishment is enmeshed in a labor-management dispute
and a green-card commuter, not already working in" the
establishment, cannot accept work with the employer .in
gquestion. Finally, and quite recently, INS has ruled
that a commuter cannot seek immigrant visas -for members
of his family: -a green-card holder must live in the U.S.
to secure equity for a relative. .

Organized labor in the fifties and sixties, and
poverty lawyers in the sixties and seventies, took a dim
view of these American frontier workers. Unions have
seen strikes broken by the importation of workers from
across.the border (usually green-card commuters but not
always). Poverty lawyers have argued that ‘the easy access
to American labor markets by Mexican residents tends to
-depress wages and working conditions.** At least four

suits. were initiated by these farces;sstarting in 1958.

e

« warnuth ve. Albro, 279 U.S. 231,/1929. .

** Sheldon L. Greene, “Immigration Law and Rural Eqverty:
—-The Problems of the Illegal Immigrant.” Duke Law Review,
No. 3 (1969): 475-94. "commuters, ‘Illegals and American,
Farmworkers: The Need for a Broader Approach to Domestic'
Farm Labor Problems,” New York University Law_Review 48 °
(June 1973): 339-492. R s )
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The Supreme Court finally ruled on the matter just before
Thanksgiving, 1974, when it, by a five-four margin, decided that
INS had been correct all those years. Justice Douglas, who wrote
the decision, joined four conservative members in declaring that
the commuters did not have to make use of their opportunity to

live in the U.S. in order to continue working in this country.

‘  The dissenters, liberals Brennan and Marshall, and conser-
vatives Blackmun and White, speaking 'in gentlemanly, lawyer-like
phrases said that the majority was flying i1 the face of common
sense in their reading of the statutes:. '

I3

"The' immigration laws," White's dissent de-
clared, "define 'permanent residence' as 'the place
of general abode.' a person's ‘principal, actual
dwelling place in fact, without regard to intent,’'
...Confronted with the obvious difficulty that this
statutory language...will mot accommodate the daily
and seasonal commuters, the majority...contends that
these plain words should be given special, technical
meanings..."* :

Numbers aﬁd_gistyibutian

Most green-card commuters are residents of Mexico; the INS-
running total of these workers was 51,922 in March, 1975; the -
most recent statistics available. A smaller group, 8,614, vas
recorded as crossing from Canada, for 'a two border total of
60,536. : :

_ The phrase "was recorded" is used deliberately hére, as
these totals fegééct counts by busy federal officials, who are
screening hundredg of aliens an hour, and who are often more
concerned with other matters.** HEN
Most caliens crossing the border are not commuters, they
are simply coming back from a trip to Mexico or Canada; these
traveling aliens and the commuters carry the !same document, the
green card or I-151. The visible distinction between the two is
the metal grommet_punched intd the. commuter's card (or~the "8" .

stamped in the cards of the seasonal workers, a subgroup we will
discuss shortly). This distinction is made by the border offi-

"*gee Saxbe v, Bustos, 419 U.S. 65 (1974) and, for a comment,
pDavid §. North, "Green Light for Green Cards," Texas Observer, -
January .17, 1975. S : ~ :

|
4

; **These are often Custons employees, raﬁhéfithan officers
of INS. :

. :?”
~d
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cial, and is made, .almost always, on nis initiative -- aliens’
carrying a green card of ten do not want it to be grommeted on
the grounds that the grommet does not do them any good, and
might, potentially, -do them some harm. 'The counts of commuters
noted in the next pages must therefore be régarded as minimal.
We do.not have any firsthand knowledge of practices along the
northern border, but our observations of the screening of early
morning border crossers fyom Mexico make us think. that there are
probably closer to 75,000 green-card commuters than the official
INS two-border count of 80,536.* ' ;

In the past, INS made no distinction between gseasonal and
daily commuters, but it started doing so in the early seventies,
as a byproduct of one of the lower court decisions. Seasonal
workers are green-card holders who live in Mexico part of the
year, usually in the wintertime, and then cross into the United
States to'work the rest of the year, generally on farms or in
agriculture-related activitiegs {packing sheds, canneries; and
the like). INS records no Ccanada-based seasonal, green-card
commuters. ; : : i

As Table A-1 shows, most green-card workers cross the bor-
der tc work in urban settings. More than half of the Mexico- -
based commuters work in or near E1l Paso or San Diego, which lies
a few miles north of the Gan Ysidro port-of-entry. Virtually
all of the Michigan crogsings on the northern border are of resi-
dents of Windsor, Ontario going to work in Detroit and its
environs. Although INS reports 63 places where commuters Cross,
and although many of these workers are farmworkers, this movement
is predominantly an urban one, and this appears to be increasingly
the case. : : .

In the last nine years, as the table indicates, there has .
been a decline in the incidence of commuters at the Canadian
hordar (apparently reflecting the auto industry's troubles),
while there has béen a slow increase, about 2.0% a year, along.
the southern border. “{The *latter rate, coincidentally, is only
slightly less' than the rate of increass for the total U.S.
civilian labor force for the same period of time.) -

*A registered green~card commucer is, presumably, crossing
the border regularly fxom Mexico or Canada into the U.S. to work,:
1f he moves to the U.S., he will probably geek to have the grom-
met removed-from the card; if he continues to live outside the
- u.s. and stops commuting (and INS notices), he is 1ikely to lose
. the green card. Thus &vexry month some néw cards are grommeted,
~ some old grommets are remcved,;an&ysama,green,caras cancelled.

The statistics quoted tn registered green cards are the end<of~
“ +he-month balances, after these additions and subtractions have
been made; the statistias relate to the number of registered
green-card commuters, and not to the number of their entrances.
953 |
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TABLE A=l
b . : Distribuzions of Pert of Entry of Green-Card Commutsrd Registered
- ] With ING, 1966 and 1375
_ - = 3 - - . — —
GREEN-CATD COMMUTERS
| POET S e
) or 193753 1966=1375 CHANGE
,  mmRy 1966 = ~[“Change  changs
Total Daily Spazondl in Hos- by %
- MEXICAH BORDER
! Texan
Brownsvills 2,033 | 2,11 1,234 77 + 273 +13.7
Frogreaso na 53 52 1 na paA,
Hidalgo L.183 570 Hlo 470 = 193 =16.6
Rnra A 208 745 127 658 + 577 +177.4
Lareds 2.58] 1,469 2.393 96 = 92 = 1.8
~ Eagle Fass 1,504 2,525 1:916 609 221 +57.4
" - psl Rio ) K] 401 41 60 = 112 =21.8
Freaidio : -1 16 16, - nia na’
K Fort Hancock ) A <136 136 - na ‘na
Pabens T4 383 153 = + 78 _ +28.5
El Paso ;L??i' 14, 429 14, 1737 557 #22.6
. ) Total o 20,147 | 24,467 32.104 +20.4
Mow Mexico N
Columbus [=1.1 5 331 2 A na
Arizona ’
Dotiglan 418 323 316 7 - 95 =23.7
= Maco - 127 132 132 = + 5 + 1.4
Mogales 1,614 923 847. 145 = 631 -38.5
Sasabe =11 ] 2 = na ha
1 Lukeville 13 [ [ - na na
. San Luis 8,234 | 4,802 4,402 = | +_ 168 £ 4.0
¢ Total &,3%91 5, B&S 5,712 153 = 543 = B.5
Andzr Ba 124 124 = . na | n&
- . Calexlco 7,816 6. 019 4,902 1,116 =1,597 =21.0
. i : Tecate o ma 54 50 - na *  _na
j San Ysidra 9,28 |15.199 10,000 5,199 | 5,918 463.8
i Total 16,897 | 21,396 15,081 6,315 4,321 /"*25;8
} : - ) 4 - ’ .
winor Pores of Entryl 250 - nas. né - na _ ma na
total 43,687 51,921 43,030 8,892 +08,215 +18.9
i CANADIAN BORDER i
| Haine 2,571 2,363 2,283 - - 288 =11.2
§ Hew, Hanpshire o g | , - = - & =1l00.0
i Verngnt * 382 474 474 = = 8  =1.7
{ Naw York 1,466 1:.525 1,525 = - * 59 -4.0
. MHichigan 6,074 4,389 4,289 = =1,785%
Hinneaota 30 24 24 = = & =30.0
Montana 2 - - - == 2 -lop.o
Yashingten : + 54 19 19 = = 15 ~64.8
) Alzaka ) 1 = <= = 1 =l0g.0
5 . Subtotal 10,688 8,614 ' B,614 = -2,074 =24.1
. TOTAL 54,375 60,536 §1,644 8,892 +6,161 +11.1
o oy Y ‘1875 data from IMS form G.13=1, Supplemsnt A, for March 1975; 1966
- dsta from Report of the Selact Cowmmlmalon on WeStern Heml 1mmigrstion,
Vashington, 1968, pp. 104 and 115.
. 11966 data aid not inalude sepsrate listings for Progresso, Presidio,
; ® * fort Hancock, Sasabe, rLukawlils, Ardrade and Tecate, which were aggregated
\ a% minor ports of entry; data for these ports, however, ware available in
= oA 1975, State totals therafore exclude theas small ports, but the Mexican
porder total includes thesg ports. also, EL Paso-dsta gover the Sante Fe
pridge and Ysleta in both years, and Cordova n 1966, and Bridge of the
Amaricas in 1975; Canadian port of entry data have been Aggregated by atats;
the Maxican border and tha two bordex totals include 159 seasonals recorded
2t Bakersfield, califoriis, who are netf included with any speeific port of
! L . apntry becsuse thalr croasihg place Ls not kpown. oL
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Commuter Characteristics

Although INS counts the numbers of active green-card
commuters, by port-of-entry, and by a rough occupational
distribution, which we will discuss shortly, it collects
no other data on the characteristics of this work force,
g0 we must rely on our survey for recent information onh
the subject. B
! .Green-card tommuters are apparently more likely to be
men: than women; tha\@ercéntageraf males among our respon-
dents along the southern border (where our sample size was
large enough to make male-female comparisons) was almost
exactly that of men in the. total U.S. fulltime labor
force, 67%.- : , o

similarly, the age distribution of the responderits
along the southern border is much like that of the U.S.
work force, as can be seen .in Table A-2. The Mexican
men ameng the interviewed commuters tend to¥be older
+han the Mexican women, and the interviewed Canadian
. commutars. are older than either the Mexican commuters or
the U.S. work fo~ce as a whole. Fully two-thirds of the
respondents crossing from Carada are between 35 and 55.

%

Comparing Mexico-based male green-card respondents
to our sample of illegals working in the counties along
the U.S.-Mexico bdrder (a group which is 90% male), we
find that the commuters are about a decade older than the
illegals (38.3 vs. 28.0). Our survey shows that a few
more than a third of these commuters were over 45, while
only about 9% of the porder-county illegals had -reached
that age. - : : : : - :

. o

1n terms of marital status, 78.0% of the Canadian
commuters we talked to were married, as were 80.9% of the
Mexican males; Mexican women commutars are less likely
to be married, only 48.5% of the surveyed ones were
married, whereas 63.0% of the U.S. female labor force
is married.* - ' . o

The surveyed green-card commuters, as one might
expect, are living in larger households along the south-
ern border than along the“Canadian line. More than 60%
of . the former indicated that there were five or more .
people living.in their household, and 15% indicated that

* ‘statistical Abstract of the U.S., 1974, Table 550.

E
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TABLE A-2

Distributions Df Age of GfEEn C;rd Cammuter Re&@mnéeﬁts, hy Lgcatlen,
' aﬁd aE 4. s. _Labor. FQfCé

S
.(as percents of group responding)

GREEN- ~CBRD CG&FUTEES

. AGE AT LAST " : 0 ouis.
BIRTHDAY it canadian Mexican Bérdér’ LABOR FORCE .

Total Border |Total. HMale - Female 1973 . .

e - SR e - SRS =

_onder 20 4.0 2.4 | 4.3 5.0 2.9 9.7 o

20 - 24 ] 124 - | 149 107 235 15.0
25 - 34 : 23.7 | /24.4 | 23.6 2316  23.5. 22.7
35 - 44 R 26,9 | 31.7 | 2600 271 23.5 | 18.4
45 - 54 P 19.3 3.1 | 163 17.1 - 14.7% 18.7

55 - 64 | 1209 | 7.3 | 13,9 164 7 8.8 12.3

} - 7 B ~ " . . . 5 .
65 and Over : o - 0.8 - 1.0 - 2.9 3.3
B 7

No. of Respondents 249 | a1 | 208 1407 68 -
suBtoTAL: a 100.0 99.9 |100.0 99.9  99.8 | 100,11

Don't Know/Refuse ,
© . to Apswer ' 0.4 - Q.5 0.7 = -

L]
)
X

“"Potal No. of Respondents | 250 41 208 1

Vo K

— — e . I _ - — y

Average Age T =:¥* 8.9 - 41,7 . EE;EIx&BQEZ 36.6 38.5

i

_ i —
"Source: Columns 1 through 5, Linton & Company Illegal Fl;en Study, 1975;
column 6, StailstlcaL Abstract of the U.5., 1974, Table 544; average age of
U.5. labor force calculateﬂ from Empléyment and E&rmlngs. April, 1975, Tables.
" A-19 and A-9. . . . ) . . - /
Ypercéntages maybngt'aﬁa to 100 due to roundoff. , '
3
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., grade, and nearl

 the borde

there were «iine or more. About a quarter of the canadians
reported households with five or more, and none abéu%ithg
ljevel of eight in the house. *

: The perséﬁai charactefistic which most sharply dis-
tinguishes the canadian from the Mexican respondents is

level of ed-ication.  The Canadians tend to have finished

high school and to have attended, but uot graduated from,
college. Their years of school completed is bunched in
the upper middle portion of the  spectrum; they have no
one with less than four years of education, but only one

college.graduate. In general, their gducational experierce

is roughly comparable t@[ﬁiat of the U.S. labor force.
(See Table A-3.) " S . . R
/ : , - :
The interviewe fhexigan commuters, on the other
hand, have considerably less education than the U.S.
population. ~Fully/80% of them did not go beyond eighth
ﬁ%g% of them ended their education at

or pefore sixth/grade, which is the last year of primary
achool in the Mexican educational system. + Stated another -
way, the Canadians reported a mean of 11.2 years of school,
while the Mékican mean was 5.8. (Interviewed illegals in

3 f‘Cégﬁ%iEE nad even less educatigky their mean .
years of/schooling was 4.7.) These differentials in edua-
cation will be mirrored in similar differentials in
earnings, which we. will present shortly. ' r

&

e 7 ) A S e :
7 There does seem to he gome improvement, nowevekr; inh

/ X ’ T -  AnC
Sur earlier survey (wé had interviewed 400 commuters for

/our 1970 study), we found that 17% of the Mexican commuters .
‘had no contact with schools whatsoever; this time, only

3% were in this category.

Ties With the United States ‘ S

as we indicated earlier, green-card commuters acquire

their special status because they have, but are currently
not exercising, a right to live permanently in the United
States, as well as the right to work there. Over and above

their U.S. job, the commuters have other ties to the .
Uniced States, which tend to be stronger along the gouthern
_ border than the northern border. o - '

e

According to the conventional wisdom of the southern
border, many green-card commuters tried fulltime life in-
the United States, and then decided to continue to work
in the States, but live in Mexico; sometimes the/motivation
was a desire to live with or near family members who cannot

immigrate, and sometimes. the motivation is attributed to

financidl considerations, the lower costs “that come with

. > 5
A=12".
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TABLE A-3

DlStL'lhutanE of Eﬁucat;anal Attamme:at of GfEEI’l Ca:fd CDITIIHLIEEI Resmnﬁents, bz Location;

' ané_af fhe . 8. lelan Labr:;r fcu:ce

(as pEEEEﬁtS of group r.és[;@ndin{;)

TOTAL

Canadian
Eafder

Nexican ‘Bordex

Total

Male

Female

(L6 years and over)

0.5, LABOR FORCE

8- 1

12-12
13- 15

16 & Over

26.6
43.5

17.3

73
48

0.4

15 |D

21.5

5.0

10,0

7

49.0

| 15.4

2-9

1.0

0.5

504
16.3
14

L4

1.3
4.3

\
\l.a

6.0

il

P A

2.1
12.9
19.2

38.7

1_3! E [P .-- it e .

No. of Respondents
SUETOTRLJ‘

Don't Know/Refuse to Answer

Total Néi of Respordents

248

250

9.3

0.8

40
100.0
2.4

41

208

100.0

209

141

'100.0

Ul

67
100.0
1.5

68

85,410,000

100.1

85,419,000

i

statlstlcs, l973 Table 12

llPef;:entages may ;ru:st add to 100 due to roundoff.

V.

- Source: Cglmmns 1-5, LLntDn & Ccmpany I1legal Alien Study, 197% colum 6, Handtark of Labqr



ma;ntalnlng a hcme ln MEKlCQ. Thls was b@rne out 1n our
;nterv1§wed sautherﬁ écmmuters, 62 6%, haﬂ 11wedr;n the
United States for at least a year (and about a fifth of
these said that: they had lived in the States fer ten years
or more). Only l14./4% of the Mexico~based commuters said
that they had never lived in this country.- Most of the
Canadians, on the other hand, told us that they had never
tried life on this Sldé 0if the barder. 65.9% were in that
categciy; : '

When we asked the commuters where they had lived
in the United States, we found a heavy incidence of x-
Californians: 119 of the Mexicans, a majority of our
sample of 209, had lived in California at one point in
their lives. The second largest former home state for
this group was Texas, where 87 of them had lived. The
third most popular State was a surprise, Florida, which
-had played host to 29 of the Mexicans and a full.dozen
of our small sample of 41 Canadians..

: Many of the Mexicans said that they have close
———-—.——relatives-living_ in the United .States, with over 408% of

them saying that one or more children, a spause. ox one , T
or two parents live in this country; the Canadian respcnsé
to the same question was less than 20% pcs;tlve.

The most s;gn;f;cant tie that the commuters have
to the United States is the green card that allows them
to work in this country, and from our analysis of the
survey results (and other ‘information on the flows ‘of

, hew green-card commuters are being created stggg;ly‘
\ along the southern border, but that: prac@ggéfis dying
out .on the narthern ba:éer. 5

: . A el

Am@ng our sample, ve faunﬁ—that about half of the
green carders in the south haa sequred their caxds in
the last ten years, while only 32% «of the Canadians had
received their visas in this period. (Although the num-
bers are tjo small to be significant, it is interesting
that only ¢ne Canadian, out of 41, secured his card in

) the last.five years, while fully a third of the 209
. .. Mexicans received their cards ;n ‘the same perlaé )

These substantial numbers of new green-card. commuters
from the south, among our respondents, and the apparently
lack of them from the north, thus mixrors the changes in !
the total numbers of commuters recorded by INS, as shown
in Table A-l1l. The causes of this are multiple, but must
include the prosperity to the north of us (and the poverty
to the south), as well as the differential way that

260
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i i Ce . . '\ ag R
tkg new Eamllyaarlentad‘crlterla of admissibn Enacted by ‘the
1965 Amendments affect would-be immigrants from the two
nations (i.e.,-would-be Mexican immigrants are more 11kely
to have relatives in the U.S. than would-be Canadian
.immigrants)— )

" £

The Pflnélpal recamméndatlan of our previcus study
nf this subject was that the gréanacarﬂ commu ter - phenomenon
be eventually eliminated by attrition; that all current
grommeted cards amntinue to be h@nsred for ‘the rest of
the lives of ihe holders, but that no new cards be issued.
This, in effert, is what i$ happening along the Canadian
border , but lhe opposite is true lin_ the Sauthwest. Tbat
a thlrﬂ af Qur nglcan resp@ndénts seﬂufad the;r cards

fﬁhaf haﬂ such a p@l;:g beem put into effact, it wauld bﬁ

maxing major reductions Ln this work force.

Eammuters as Qansumezs

While the conuumer economies on the two sides of
the U.S8.-Canada border are nearly identical, the- prlces
and availability of goods differ markedly on the two sides

_~of Ehe:southwest boundary. ' The recent publicity about low - '
.sugar_and gasoline prices in- Mexiég is _simply the latest

indication of these ilSPﬁlltlés" If-one-lives near _the =~ _

U.8.-Mexico bédef,“Gn; shops in both nations, buying some
Ecﬂastuffsphare, and some there, buying alcoholic beverages

inmMexico, and manufactured goods in the United States.

The green-card c@mmute:s are therefore just one segment

of the border pgpulatign who play the role of consumers

in two’ ecaﬂcmLes,_they have the major a&vantagé, however,
of buying housing in Mexico, where it is considerably _
less expensive (being built by workers who, by déflﬂltl@ﬂ;
are living in the Mexican economy), while énjaylﬁg wades
earned in the Unlteﬂ States.

- We asked three questions about buying patterns:
where they pu;chased food, and cleothing, and, if .they
owned a car, where they b@aght_it; We expected to find
that the Mexico-based commuters purchased most of these
items in the United States, and we did. . On the other hand,

t0 our surprise, we found that the surveyed Canadian com-

muters spent relatively 1;ttle money on this side of the

'>bcrder-

In our ﬁampla, we féund that roughly 70% of the
commuters, on both baraers, own cars. O0f the Mexicans,
58% bought their car in the States, wh;le only 10% of the
Canadians had done so0.
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As for clothing, two-thirds of the Mexican commuters
reported that they bought all of. their clothes in the United
States, and anothexr 11% said that they purchased about three
quarters. of their c¢lothes here. (Border cities, such as
larede, Brownsville, and El Paso have extensive collections
of inexpensive clothing stores near the ports-of-entry,
stores which draw most of their clientele from the other
side of the river. The availability of relatively good
and .relatively inexpensive factory-produced clothes --
such as sturdy jeans for children -- is something which
Americans regard as unexceptional. Clearly, as the numbers
of these stores on Brownsville's Elizabeth Street and
laredo's Bridge Street indicate, this aspect of the
American economy i# not taken for granted by our neigh-
bors to the South.) = '

- Canadian commuters, on the other hand, apparently ¢

_do not buy clothes iln the United States. Of oux group, -

52% said that they bought ro clothes here, and 37% said

- that they bought anly about a quarter of their clothes in
‘this country. . : : : e

) The response on where commuters ngmgggi;gaswgcmpar?,;zy
 able to the clothing response. Rcughly two-thirds of ‘the
Mexico-based workers told us that they bought three-quarters

"~ of. .their food, or all ©f it in the States. More than half

 of the Canadian comnuters said that they never buy food in
the United States, and.a third reported that they bought no
more than a quarter of their food here. T
Housing patterns are considerably different among
surveyed Canadian commuters than among Mexican ones; 88%

of the Canadians own their owr homes (and a third of these _
own chem outright, since they reported no mortgage payments).
On the other hand, only 42% of the Mexicans own their homes,
but most of them have no mertgages. Another 43% of the
southern cdmmuters rent, while some 12% live with parents

or relatives who take care of such matters. - Housing costs,
whether ex%iesséd in mortgage payments or rent, differ
sharply. Among thoge experiencing these costs, the mean
monthly payment reported in the north was $178, while it

was only $51 in .the south. - , :

Participation.in Federal Programs

The most pervasive U.S. program beyond the immicration
process, which reaches all commuters, appears to be the. f
Social Security system. Ninety-six percent of the commuters
reported that they had a social security card, and 90% '
reported positively when asked if their employexs deducted
social security taxes (it is possible that others are
covered by the syatem, but are not aware of it).

‘ :



. There is an interesting comparison between' the exper-
ience reported by the commuters and that of the interviewved
border county illegals with the social secuxity system;’
male commuters were highly likely .to tell us of social

- secirity payments deducted (90.6%) and unlikely to be

paiu in cash (14.2% said that they were paid in this way),

which together suggest above-board employment practices.
The surveyed border county illegals, ‘on the other hand,;
were generally paid in cash (63.3%) and generally did not
receive social security protection -(only 27,9% reported
social security tax deductions). Although the green-card
commuters are low paid workers whom we believe to play a
depressing role in the border labor markets, apparently
they, unlike their illegal brethren working in the same
labor markets, are less likely to he exploited workers.

" (Female commuters from Mexico were, incidentally, more -
likely to be paid in cash (25%), and a little less. likely
_ to report social security deductions than Mexican male ’

e

commuters.) - , e

, ' The facts that the commuters do not live in the

U, 8; 7andthat—theillegals are working contrary to law,
will not interfere with—their ultimate pension rights;
the Social Security Administration regqularly mails checks
to more than a gquarter of a million beneficiaries living
outside the United States, inc¢luding tens of thousards in
Mexic¢o and.. in Canada. ,

The federal program that appears to have the next
largest impact is the oné that others might expect to
be the most all-embracing, and that is the tax collection
system. When asked if their employer deducted U.S. income
taxes, 76% of our sample said yes, indicating that many '
employers, 14% or -so, take care of their Social Security
obligations, but do not deduct income taxes. :

The filing of income tax~repéﬁtsgappe3rs to be even
more common than tne .deduction of taxes, though one might
expect the teverse. A total of 184% of the commuters, on
both borders, reported filing an income tax return on
one or more occasions. Predictably, a report of at least
one filing was more common among Canadians (98%) than
Mexicans (82%), and higher among Mexican males than among
Mexican females. ' “ : :

Despite the fact that about five-sixths of these
commuters said that they had filed at least one income
tax véeturn, it is clear that there were many years in which
they had worked in the United States, but had not filed a
return. We asked all the commuters how many years, in all,-

A-17
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they had worked in the States; we asked them, in another -
question, how many years in all they had, filed an income
tax return.. We then compared the answers. While 103 of
the 250'reported that they had worked ten or more years, -
only 67 had filed ten or more income %ax returns; similar-
ly, at the five-or-more-year level, 139 had worked this

. long, but only 97 reported filing income tax returns'in
five or more years. Among the hewer commuters, only 18
said that they had worked in the country for less than
a“year, but 38 said that they had never filed a return.
There are clearly some holes in the system..  (Green-

card commuters, unlike other aliens leaving the nation,
do not have to..secure "sailing permits” from the

Treasury Department, indicating that they have met

their tax obligations; if such a requirement were made,
presumably on an annual basis, the incidence of commuters
filing income tax.returns would probably increase,)

_ Whereas a large majority of green carders partici-
pate in BHoth the income and social security tax systems,
only a minority have tapped into various U.S.-fihanced
service provision systems; thus the commuters and the
illegals have comparable patterns in this regard.

The most common usage of such systems reported was
in the health field; roughly a third of the commuters along
both borders said that they had received treatment from’
American hospitals or clinics, and roughly a fifth said
' that members of their families had received such treat-.

ment. Those who did make use of these facilities reported
- .in about 80% of the cases that the “services were paid for '
by either the commuter, his health insurance, or by his
employer (a typical Canadian border response) .

One might expect that the occasieonal, and sometimes

. emergent, visit to a hospital would be more common than

the daily border crossings of school children, and.this .
turned out to be the case. Less than 10%,0of the surveyed -
green carders indicated that their children attended U.S.
schools, but these 19 families had a total of 45 children _
attending American schools. (A8 noted before, the Canadian
commuters. are attracted by U.S. jobs, but by few other:
aspects of this nation; all the border crossing children
were reported by Mexican familles, no Canadian reported
placing his child in a U.S. school.) : '
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, Respondent participation in welfare and food stamp
programs was at the very bottom of the spectrum; in reply

to the gquestion, "have you ever been on-welfaré in the -

. U.S.," there was a 4% positive response, all among Mexican
“. —'commuters. There was a similar response to a similar ° .

question about the food ‘stamp program. -(Since most of the B
Mexican ¢ommuters had lived in the U.S., it is safe to ‘
assume that most of these instances of welfare utilization’,
probably took place while the regpondent was a resident’

in the U.S.) Thé border-county fllegals in our sample-
.were even less likely to participate in these programs;

none of them had received welfare payments, and only 1.%%

(one individual) reported receiving food stamps.

~ The 1975 data for the commuters is not out of line

with the results of our earlier survey: at that time we

found that 1% of those surveyed had scught welfare bene-

fits, and that 3% had sought either surplus food or food
stamps. o ' c

while we cannot guarantee that all 250 of the commuters
we talked to in 1975, or all 400 that we interviewed in
1969, told us,the complete truth about participation.in
welfare and food stamp programs, -we felt that we were
generally getting straight answers (because we encounter~
ed very few refusals to answer these gquestions). The
green-card commuters are workers, and any adverse effect
they may be having is on resident workers, and not on.
our service-delivery systems.
Green-Card Commuters as Workers

Since green-card commuters are a creation of the
Immigration Service and are not counted as such by any
other agency, American or foreign, we have to rely on INS’

‘'data regarding their numbers and distribution over space
. and time. Unfortunately, when it comes ©o the kind of
work the commuters do, we again encounter one of those
_infelicities in the way IN§ collects labor market data.-
INS classifies commuters according to their employment
in six kinds of industries: industry, building and con-
struction, agriculture, sales and service, household,
and other -- which gives us .only a rough idea of their
. types of employment. Further, commuters tend to.change
lines of work, and the data on their kind of work is
collected once, thus, the six-part distribution tends
to be automaticslly out of date. '

0265
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Despite these caveats, it is useful %o revi=aw the dis~
tribution of daily commuters along both borders, and to
,compare the totals with a similar-breakdown of our group.
(seasonal workers are excluded from the data that follow,

- as well,as from the lnterviews.)

Several comments ¢an be made about the fallcwing

table (A-4). The first is’ the modest one (which should

be borne in mlnd in the pages that follow) that is the

numbers of Canadian commyters are so small that the

statistics shown can he viewed as only suggestive.:. Second-

: ly, our data, along the Mexican border, roughly reflect -

. INS data, except that we talked to a smaller number of

" farmworkers, ard a larxger. number of domestics than the
. INS data would indicdte. Further, it is c¢lear that most
of the commuters work in nonagricultural activities, and
- as we compare the current INS data to information. gather-
ed in the late sixtiey,* we know that the incidence of
= agricultural work is. falling. . :
Since the INS industry group breakouts dé not coin-
cide with those used Gutside that agency, we also asked
the commuters to classify themselves in the more genexr—
‘ally used ll-part distribution which can be found in
Table A-5. Again, several comments are in order. The
commuters simply do not work in public administration:

«+ aliens are generally barred from civil service positions;

- and, in addition, scm@ border communitles require that

the;r employees live in the United States. ' SimiLa;Ly, no
commuters identifiéd themselves as self-employed ih this
question, although twq ¢f them, one from each beorder, so
identified themselves in response to another question.

- . Of greater significance is the diatribution of the
commuters in several wf thé categories where they are
represented. Thus, the Mexicans are much-more likely than
Canadian commuters to hold agricultural jobs or wcrk in

"\ : private households; Canadians, on the other hand, are

generously .represented -in the manufacturing—and f;nanQEE
insurance-real estate gectors. Mexican commuters are

- coneiderably less likely to be in manufagturlng than - . .

. Canadian commuters.2 ‘
i
The heavy regres&ﬁt&tienaef ‘agricaitural emplayment
along the southern border relates to the skills of the
commuters, the accidents of geography (the ‘closeness of
labor-intensive field crops to the bordexr), and U.S. pol- -
icies (the -end of the hracafc prcgram fauged a numbexr of

£l

*  North, E@rder Crossers, pp. 2320-2321; 2487.

A-20

o . 266




|
b
]

TE —¥

|

TABLE A=4 -

DLStthutlans of Industry of GreenﬁCard Cﬂmmutpr Respandenfg and of Gzeeﬂ-Caxﬂ Cammuteﬁs

A

Reg;stered Hith INS, by | LDEatlDﬂ

(as percent D§ group)
- - I _ I S p—

A

" INDUSTRY GROUP
(INS Definition)

\

1 fmm e M

P BEN=CARD - CDMHHTER RESPDNDENT&

COMMUTLAS REGISTERED

RS

TOTAL

- Canadian
| Border

.

° Mexican gprdegrff

Total

o

Fenale

Mexican

__ Border

Canadian

Border

Indngtry

¥
.Building ¢ Construction
- - T
Agriculture
- Sales § Services

- Household

Other

23.2
10.0
1.6

12,0

1 10,0

3.2

93

4,9

2.0 18.

11.0 6.

294

b T4

35.3

« 4.3
113

37.0

4.2
N
LT

1

LT

10.5

‘flﬁg o ’ " .77 i,
o}

Total o, of Respondents

100.0

250

100.1

4l

100.0

209

99.9

141

100.0

100.0

51;923 i

99.6

B,614 -

3

Saurce; Cﬁlumns 1-5, Linton & Company I1legal Mlien Study, 1975 Colums 6 a

INS NG data From "form G-23.1, Supplement A, EQI Maxch, 1975,

lPeﬁeantages may not add to 100 due to Iaundofggfﬂ?tx

i

nd 7, unpublished
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o Distributions of Industry of Green+Card Crtuter Respondents, by Location, and of U.5.<Labor E@;cg;
: {as percett of g‘:cup :esponﬁing)

GREEN*CARD cauquwza RESPD?DENTS B

TR Heman Earder R :
gINDU-'ETR! GRDUP ‘ T‘:)TAL Eanédlaﬂ . | LAEER FQR‘E

Sorder ol _sele E'emle o

hgricultuze, forestry & Fisheries | 22.2 - 6.7 M8 104 | - 51

TS Mining 04 .- T 05 0 - 1 0.6

" Contract fénszruc;ign 7.0 A9 |74 LA - 5.3
i > .
- Mamcfacturing o 210 90 |28 BS B4 AL

Tra}nspérta;iﬁn*wubli; Utilitles | " 2.5 49 | 200 30 - - BO-

Saies: Wholesale & Retail 1.3 1 122 1831 1) 164 179 ,

ZT N

i ! : . P
Finance, Insurance & Real Estate | 4,9 | 171 | 25 3l 6.0 44

Services, except Private. o co
" Household S ' 4.0 ] 2.0 124 14 1.9 A8

Household SéIViCESEH’ - ey - ) ggé 0 ;izzgg 2.6
X Publie Aﬁiinisﬁtﬁtiﬁn e I = * ST DR S 8 !
L "Self;fipi;yéa a2 Unpaid f . . e - ’s.g' , f
i  Family Workers | . 1. o :

]
¢

H-\ . : g, "ngs'“den%;s ' | 243 _,x’f a | 02 1%, g7
| et 100.0 {300 1000 9.8 1000 [ - 99.8
Don't Know/Refuse/to Answer b 2By - ) 033 43 15 s

Total No. of Respandents mlooa | wetow @ -

. -Source: Calumsd 5, Lmtan 5rCompany Ill&sl!&l *ﬂ;en Study, 1975; ¢olumn 6, Handbagk of Lahcr
Staﬁft;cs. 1\3?2’ Table 36.. :
o ’ Loarcentages nay not add o 100 due to TooEE,




‘is an interegting, if parrow, discovery-.

3

naiE-

~ex-bra:eres, who grév1ausly had worked lmmeéLately narth of

the border, t© secure green cards so that they zaulé continue,
this work thrmugh anither gave:nmEntal mechanism) . :

‘A more. Qreclse Qegcrlptlén gf green cardels wc:k can be

' gaihed Ffrom data on their occupational ratler than their in-
" dustrial distripbution (Table A-6); data on the @ccuﬁatlgnal‘
i a;strlbutlgn Qf u, S. wérkezs is alsa 1ncLuﬁe§ - : K

The dlffézenges between the two barde:s is evern morxre
apparent from these,data than’ it was from the industry
group distributions; refle:tlnq onour survey results, -

» Canadian commuters cluSter at the top of the page, in the

prafess;anal managerial, ard clerical categories, vhere
there are few Mexicans, who, in turn, are grouped in the

*service. and laborer categories. There are only three

occupational groups, non-farm laborers, craft and kindred
workers, ‘and.operatives except transport, where there is

'less than a two-to-one difference between the percentage

[Tstributions of “the two groups. Among our :esggndents,
Canadian commuters are white- callar woxkers, whwla those
from Mexlca wear blue collars. e "
.We' decided to take a cl@ﬁer look at the acaupatlanal
distribution of the Mexican commuter respondents, and to %\ 7
compare it with that.of threa other related p@pulatlans ~

apprehended illegal alien respandants,‘legal Mexican - immi- L

grants .to the U.S.; and members of the second gerieration,
which.the census dei;nes as "native-born .0of Eforeignior -
mixed parentage." oOur thought was that there would bé a
four-step progression, with the 11Lagals at-the bottpm of
the ladder, followed by the gfeEn‘card commuters (a ,pec;al
kind of "immigrants," those who-had not left Mexico), then
thé immigrants who had, in fact, immigrated, and ElﬂELly
the members of the-following ggﬂe:atlcm; This turned out

to be the cage.¥ That members of the second generation often

do better than their parents is not éxactly newsworthy in
a study of immigration, but that one can backtrack! and lo-
cate two earlier phases in ‘the process for Mexican ;mmlgrants

Is

1

i 7 ) - - _ !

*The accupatlanaL dlstributlén of the- fgur grcugs&are,
cf course, not strictly comparable, and the directions noted
in occupational upgrading are only suggyestive; the commuters
are tied to the’'bordé¥ counties, while the immigrants and
their offspring are working all .over the nation, and there-
fore face a broader range of employment DFpEEtuﬁltlFS, the
illegals, also distributed around the nation, operate in
the 1abﬂr—market clx:umstances described earliex in this
fepaft .
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Distributions of Occupation of Green-Card Commiter Respondeits,

by Location, and of U.5. Labor Force

(as percent of group responding)

GREEH -CARD COMMUTER [ESPONDENTS

o

Canadian

 Bordsr

Hexigan Eafder

T;tg;_ Hale

U.5.

- LABOR FORCE
_Pemale

bi:fessional, Technical & Kindred Workers

Qwne, Hanager-, Administrators,
/YT Farm .

Sales Workery

Clerical & Kindred Workers

Craft 5 #indred Workers
Operatives, except Transport
Transpg;E Equipment Operatives
Nonfarm Laborers
Farmers & Farm Managers

Farn Laborers & Supervisors

Sesvice Workers, except Private kougehold

2rivate Hovsehold Workers

24

4.8

12,6

18.1

2.8

1.6

2.3
12,9

6.8

12,2

17.1
1.3
22,0
9.8

14.6

49

0.5 0.7

24 L6
29 14
1 2l
1.5 2.0
18,8 13

1.9 2.8

%5 129
14.4 9.3

B, 0.7

10.3

25.0

3.5

15.6

10.5

L.$
1.3

12.5

Yo. of Respondents

SUBTOTAL

_Don't Know/Refuse to Ansver

49

100.0

¢l

100.1

08 40

160.0

0.4 - 0.7 0.5 = -
Total No. of Respondents 230 4l 09 141 68 =

Apr;; 1975 Table A~ ZE

1

i

Iparcentages may . add to 100 due to roundoff,
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if anything, the compzrisons in Table A-7 are even
more dramatic for women than for men; while none of the
female green-card commuters were classified as profsssion-
als or managers, more than 10% of the second-generation
women in the labor ferce were in these categcries. The
percentage of clerical workers among the second-genaratina
women (generally implying English-language skills) was
four times that of the female commuters.

Since Mexican immigrants are cenerally less likely
to be highly skilled (when comparec either to ali residents -
of the U.S. or to all immigrants to the U.S.), the occcupa-
tional distribution of the green-card commuters is, in
effect, doubly different from the U.S. norm. These com-
.muters, in short, are only pawst of the way into America;
their contemporaries, the immigrants who both live and
work in this country, have secured a higher range of
skills, perhaps because of an exposure to a wider variety
of opportunities, and perhaps becaus«<: both working and
living in the United States is more expensive than simply
working here, thus producing a stronger incentive for
upward mobility. '

e interviewed commuters from Mexico, partially
because of their low level of skills, partially because
of the underlying economic conditions of the bordzr areas,
and merhaps to some degree because of conscious explcita-
tion, are not paid very well. Taking a rounda sumber ,
5100 a week, we- find that 95% of the Canadian responcnnts
made that much or more (generally much more), while close
to half of the Mexicans made less than this. In fact,
31% of “he Mexican commuters reported wages of $84 or
less weekly; this figure was selected because it.was then
the weekly equivalent of the minimun wage for most jobs
(40 hours X $2.10 per hour). :

At the _ther end of the weekly income scale, at $200
“plus a week, close to 60% of the Canadian commuters
reported such earnings, but only 7% of those living in
Mexico. '

_ In terms of averages, the weekly wage of Canadian
commuters was $230, of male Mexican commuters, $122; of
female Mexican commuters, $85. (These data were for the
: wage rate in the job.held by the commuter at the time of
the interview, in the Spring of 1975.) Weekly earnings
for all Americans ‘in the private sector in April was $158.%

¥

U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor statistics,
Employment and Earnings, August 1975, Table C-1. :
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Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

N

Taall A=l

- COCUATICH GROVP | Mexioam Natlva-dorn 0,5, | Ho © Nativebomn 0,
Groen-Card ! reL . Residents of
Comuter  Mexlean-born  Mexigan or Mized | Cof Mexicanborn Hexlean or Miged
fespordents 1.5, Eersi?dgntg Parentage | Resoe U5, Residents  Parentags
{oral, Technlcal, £ _ . ;
Eararad Workers 0.4 0.7 3.5 6.7 4.0 ) 149
fmore, Hanagers, Adminip= .. 5
Eators, sicept Farm - 1.6 .40 5.3 - L7, 1.4
5ales Workers 1. 14 1.3 1.7 5.9 TH 6:1°
Clerifal ¢ Kindred Horkers - .1 34 1.4 13.2 0.2
Craft & Kindred Worker: | 16.5 20.0 180 . 2.9 - a5 24
Upezatives, except : ' :
Trangpoct - 3.6 143 3 19.0 a4 .l n.8
Tzanspaft Equipment ) ) .
Bperatives : 0.6 2.9 4,5 11 = 0 8.4
Honeam Laberets 174 21 14.1 1.0 = 14 1.6
Farkets k Fard Managers s = 0.6 0.6 = 0.1 0.1
Farn Laborers f; = N 7 B
Supervizars U,1 1.8 15,4 8.8 10.] 6.6 1.2 ‘
Servies Workers, oRecpt
Private Housshold 134 9.3 1.7 9,1 #.0 7.1 19,5
Private Hougehald Rorkeis L1 0.7 0,1 0.1 3.5 8.4 . 4l
Yo. of fuspondents 478 140 228,110 340,058 &l 93,001 ~154,714‘
sstonee L 8.9 100.0 . 9.9 100.3 ‘ 190.0 939 - 100.0,
: i ¥
fon't F;g@u/&g-fusg to hnsder 0.8 0,7 = = i - - -
Towsl do. of Fasperdunts 48l 1l 229,400 J60, 098 i@ AT eI

Sources: Columns 1, 2, and 5, Litten & Cocpany Tllegal Allen Seudy, 1575 colues 3, 4, 6, and 7, calcuigted from U.5. Bureau
§f the Census, Cenguz of Popwiation: 1570, Subjec: Reporth: Final Report PC{2)=1A, Hatienal Origing apd

Languags, Table 13 !

Bats ig pot aviilable, by sex and occupaticn, oa apprebended Lllegal alien respondeats, but 30% of the gro.p wers males.

lparcentages zay not &7 =0 100 due ts roundoff.
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‘industries, and in agrigulture.-: '

These are all ballpark Sorts of averages, but it is
interesting to note that the Canadian respondents were
making mere than American workers, generally, and that
the Mexico-based respondents were making lass than either
by a large margin.. Bringing up the rear in these com-
parisons, as usual, were the illegals working in the
border counties, who reported to us that their mean
weekly wage was $73.80.

The difference in wage levels between this group
of illegals, whHo were 90% male, and the male green-card
commuters amounted to nearly $50 a week. It should be
remembered that the surveyed commuters are ten years
older, and they have a different occupational distribu-
tion, but given the fact that they are of the same ethnic '
group, wcrking in the same counties, and with comparable’
low levels of education, one might surmise that a major .
reason for most of the $50 a week differential was the
fact that one group of workers were legal, and the other
was ‘not. (Presumably the previously mentioned remarkably
different incidence of social security tax collection
between these groups is at least as telling, if not -more’
so, than the difference in weekly income. ) co

The hours t' ¢ the commuters reported they work were
unexcepticnal, with the data reflecting an almost perfect
bell curve: 60% said eight hours, 10% said seven hours;
another 10% said nine ho»rs; six and ten hours were ce-
ported by 6% and %, :... ctively. My own early morning
conversations with gree.. zard commuters engaged in farmwork
in the Eagle Pass area last spring suggested that substan-
tial numbers of these commuters were working relatively
brief days -- thre= and four hours -- but this phenomenon
was not reflected to any degree in the survey, and may
have been a passing ouvcurrence, (A grower often finds it

more convenient to have 80 manhours of work, in a day,

performed for four hours each by twenty people, than to

' have the same work performed by 10 individuals -ver an

8-hour périod, and the looseness of the labor market

along the border permits such a practice.) -
The days worked by the commuters afé%quite different

on the two borders; 88% of the Canadians and 53% of the

Mexicans reported a five-day week; almost'cue third of

the Mexico-based commuters ~-~ like the ille als -- declared

that they work six days a week. The longer 'work week E

lingers in the kinds of work these commuters)are likely

to perform, 'in private households, in other Agrvice

1

£

A
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-
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Given their higher wage levels, greater education, and
lack of recent acquisition of green cards, one might pre-
dict that the surveved Canadian commuters had held their
current jobs longer than those living in Mexico; this
turns out to be the case. While there was very few dif-
ferences between men and women, on both borders, Canadians
had held their jobs an average of nine years; Mexican
commuters had held theirs for only three and a half years.

 There were also predictable differences in how com-
muter respondents secured their jobs, and in the extent
‘to which they worked with other green-card commuters. We
asked thHe commuters a multiple-choice question about how
they secuxel their j<bs, with these alternatives:

through friends or relatives,
through a private employment agency,
“through a public employment agency,
from the employer directly, or
other.

‘e @5 0o

Among the Mexican commuters, almost half said they
secured ‘their job through the friends-and-relatives uaute,
another 39% woent to the employer directly, while 8% had
been hired through a public employm#nt agency. On the

other hand, about half the Canadians had di-— Lact
with the employer, while approximateiy a =is e pri-
vate agencies, and another sixth followed Lk. - liends-

and-relatives approach. No Canadians had be: .laced by
a public employmant agency. (We found in an earlier
study of immigrant workers for the Labor Department*
that the first jobs held by immigrants were more likely
to be secured with the help of the ethnic grapevine
than subseguent ones, whichi are more often secured through
more formal zhannels. That the Mexican commuters continue
to make heavy use of this technique supports other obser-
vations we have made about their status in the labor
market as bottom-of-the~ rung, ‘only paltlally arrived
( lmngzant5 ) . _

&

S;mllarly, using a cohcept whlch William Weissert
_develapﬁd in our previous study,** we found that survey-
.ed Mexican commuiers were far more likely than Canadian
ones, to wark in "ethnic work places;" i.e. emplcyment
situations in which most of thé workers are- éf the same"
ethnic-background; we found in the earlier study that -
immigrants with less than average education-and knowledge ,

* North and Weissert, Immlgrants and thgiAmarLcan Labor
Market, pp. 139-141 - v I

#* Ibid, op. 145-46. 07 %




6f English were more likoly €o WOk

men in such situations which, :in
skill, low-paid employment. Wi=n i
the commuters if there wexe othuy r1w@=n carders emplo:

‘where ..ey worked; about half of rhe canadians said ves,

as did almost four-fifths of the Mexicans. Of those respon—
ding positively, we then asked, what proportion of your
colleagues are also green-card cdommuters? ‘

More than two-thirds of the Canadians said that fewer
than a quarter of their colleagues were green carders; while
almost half of the Mexicans said that more than three-
quarters of their coworkers were-in that category. -Some
employers along the southern pborder are reported to prefer
hiring residents of Mexico, either U.S. citizens or green-
card commuters, on the assumption that they are more pro-
ductive workers than U.S. residents; such a preference is
not regarded as discrimination by the U.S. Equal Employment
Oopportunity Commission, although one could presumably make
an argument that such practices are contrary to the "national
origins" segment of the law that the agency enforces.

some green-ca.d commuters do 4 heroic amount of travel-
ing daily to work; some farmworkers, crossing at Calexico,
for instance, walk from their homes to "The Hole," which is
the local farm labor shape-up site; they then mount buses
which will take them 90 to 100 miles before they can start
work. One can hear the mariachi music in the busy bars on
the Mexican side of the border, at two and three a.m., when
these farmworkers cross to start their long day. ’

Again, this is the excepticy and not the rule. About
30% of the workers told us that they live within five miles
of their jobs =-- on both porders. ;Rgughly(ZS% commute be-
tween six and ten miles each way, and another 25% commute
petween 11 and 25 miles. Less than 10% reported a daily
one-way commute of more than 35 miles.

Although the trip to work is now held to manageable
proportions by commuters on both borders, a significant
Zimber Bf the commuters based in Mexico used to be migrant
agricultural laborers.working in a number of different loca-
tions in the States. Some 46% of them said that they had :
_traveled in-the U.S§. to do farmwork . in the previous five
‘years, with a majority of the men, and a little more than
a quarter of the women so responding. -Since only about a
quarter of thé Mexican commuters report that they are cur-~
rently doing farmwork, this suggests One or two steps for-
ward, inm the last five years, for this group of workers.

fid
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It is progress, I suppose, to live in one place and commute
to aggleuiturﬂ? =nployment, as opposed to expgrlénglng the
dif iculties innerent in following the crops. It is also,
presumably, progress to mave from farmwork to non-farmwork.

in this Léﬁﬁectlén, we alsg asked about the job that
the commuters held in thé United States before the current
job, if they had not held their current job for more than
five years. Since about two-thirds of the sample of Mexican
commuters fell in this category, we secured some interesting-
information about their past emplayment, and the:efare some
. clues about thElI work history. . :

As repgrted earlier, about a quarter of. our group were
farmworkers at the time of the interview (which we noted
was below the level suggested by INS statistics, which
identified 37% of the Mexico-based commuters as farmworkers).
We were somewhat concerned about this discrepancy until we
" looked at the ”rev1gus job held by those who had changed
jobs in thé last five years. In this case, coincidentally,

we found that 37% of those previous jobs were in agriculture.

Thus, again, we see some evidence of movement away from
farmwork over time, as we have.with Mexican illegals who .
tend to leave farmwork whan they leave Mexico to work in
- the States. - —

similarly, when occupations in the current job and
the previcus one are compared -for those surveyed, we see
some movement, minimal but Eérceptlblé, into white-collar
work. In terms of the previous job, less than 3% of the
Mexican commuters said that they were employed ‘in the four
white-collar occupations; when askead about the current 3Db,
9%.said :that they now hold white-collar jobs.

Thus, ﬁh@ugh theg? iz substanaiszl Eviden:é that the
Mexico-based green-cara respondents are at the low end of
the various Eddﬂétl@ﬁ,fsylll, and iuncore ranges, it is also
clear that there is at least scme upward mobility, over
time, in terms of th21r occupational Aistribution.

The Pc@n’”*cs of #he Emrdar

Given thair’ r’Lath@ly small number- the decline of .
these numbers.over time, their greater aye and higher wages,
~ Ccanada-based commuters probabkly have a minimal impact on the
U.S. labor markets in the three places where we conducted
cur Liaterviews —-- and no significant impact elsewhere along
that brwrder.. While the distinctly prospeLous treasurei of
‘2 bank -+ one of our interviewees -- is holdisg a job
wi.ich might otherwise be in the haﬁus’bf a r251aent of this

14



country, that gentleman, like most of the northern commuters,
is clearly doing nothing to depress the U.S. labor market, .
*which is our principal concern.¥*

There is every reason to suppose, however, that the
commuter system in the southwest, which appears to Lo grow-
ing slowly, has a depressive effect on the labor m:

. along that border, particularly those east of Sz» T -
-- and the indications that this is the case are aniderably
stronger in 1975, a time of substantial unemploy "
they were in 1969, when we last reviewed the labor-market
experience and role of the ~7an=card commuters. .

. ! .

Y
It is easy to show ths* wmicre is a lot of poverty along
the U.S.~Mexico border -~ . ' wages are low and unemploy-
. ment is high, relative to -~ est of the United States, '
but not to Mexico. It is a.sG easy to show, as we have
discussed'earlier in this section and in Chapter I, that
there is a, substantial movement of Mexican workers into
this part i the United States, of both legal green carders
and illegal\ aliens. The rub comes, of course; when one.
v seeks to show cause-and-effect relationships.. At the very
o least, however, no matter what the primary causes of the
substantial poverty that exists® along the U,5.-Mexico bor-
der, it is obyious that the presence of the green-card
commuters simultaneously aggravates the job market and
working conditions of U.S. residents in the Jower-income |
- brackets and ehhances.the productivity and balance sheets
of border employers. We find it impossible to doubt, and
we shall next seek to show, that border county wages are
lower and working conditions less attractive chan they
would be if the commuter traffic did not exist, or did
\ not exist at its current level; that substantial numbers
of jobs in specific U.S. labor markets would be in the
hands of residents rather than commuters, were that traffic
controlled; and that the people whose economic interests
are injured by grgen carders are for the most part persons
of Mexican descéent. " (In a few places, such as Eagle Pass,
Texas, all involved in this equation are of Mexican descent
-- the commuters, the employers, and the resident workers
-~ 'in most instances, however, the benefiting employer is
~an Anglc or an Anglo-controlled corporation.): '

* Although the number of workers involved (two women and -~
eight men) was.too small to permit any sound inferences, we
. did notice that the largely French-Canadian group of com-
“muters moving daily from the depressed province of New _
Brunswick into Fort Kent, Maine were considerably less well
paid than those at the other Canadian border-crossing points.

Fe
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.sale to .other @exlcan families.

Before we seek to support our twin thases of aggra-
‘vation of poverty and worker displacement, it is useful to
review the economic and geographic baﬁﬂgﬁgund of this part:
of our nation, With the exception of San Dlegé, which is
blessed with both a pleasant climate and a magnii oeant
harbor, miost of the rest of the border strip has 1l iiw
in the way of natural advantages, Major investments 1s
irrigation, largely on this side of the bsrdér, have maca
it possible to grow fruit and vegetabl=z: in what had pre-
viously been desert or near-desert condit.cns, notably in
the Yuma-Calexico area in the West, and in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley in the East. Beyond “thesa liml .ted belts of—-
farming, the land has little toc offer. (There is some
0il and natural gas in the Lower Valléj; and some mines
in Arizona, but little employmeant is gererated as a tesult )

Most of thé border area is either desert of mountain
or both. By the time it reaches the border, the Colorado
River (which is the border for a faw mlléﬁ} has been milked

‘of its good water. The Rio Grande, simil arly, is an extra-

ordinarily long and thin river, often dry in much of the
area whare it serves as the bordexr. Hau this nation not’
annexed the Southwest, and were the border simply a line
running between, say, states of Mexico, virtually no one
would live there (with the exteption of San Dieggp, which
would presumably have. become the jewal of MEKlED 5 West
Coast) . . -

Further, most of the border is -a long way from major
markets in-either the United States or Mexico. Given this
fact and the lack of raw matérials (such as the iron ore. .
and coal which lie near the U.S.-Canada border), heavy in-
dustry, with minor exceptions, has not located on either
side of the U.S8.-Mexico.border: - -

What, then, supports the econcomies ©f the U.S. border
cities? ‘With the partial exception of “an Diego, which has
a broader base, the answer tends to be four kinds of econonic
activity: A

international trade, = .
government, i :
tourism, and

light industry (Erimarily clothing).

LI B

The fifrct thﬁee of theseﬁggtivities*aré based on the
fact that “there 15 4 border. Some of the' international
trade == frplght trains, full pf toma’ Her moving out of".
Northern Mexico, for instance -- is conuucted on“the macro
level. M&h of it is on a much smaller scale, the pur-
chases by Mexlc%n citizens of modest quantities of goods
in U.5. bhorder tDwns, gither for the:r/QWn use, or for rer-

& ! v ) I3 [ £
. 282
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Much of the gévernmen£31 expenditures also relate to
the fa:t Lhat the e is a b@rder, the Immigrati@n aﬁd

majcr Elements Df their s%affs alang the b@rﬂer, ‘and they
are sugplementeé by officials of the Public Health Service.*
Further, there is  lingering tradition of military acti-
vity; the Army at Fort Bliss in El Paso, the Air Force at
several locations, including their bombing range in Western
AflEDﬂa, ani the Navy at San DIEQD

2

; Tourism br;ngs "with it nét Gnly pegplu from outside
. ‘the area, some Mexicans traveling North and many more
Americans traveling South, but 3ébs as well, generally in
' the serv1§e occupations.. -

FinalLy;;theIé]is light industry. In recent years,

clothing manufacturers, particularly those making jeans

N and other casual pants, have moved to -he border, in re-
sponse to its supply of low-skilled workers and low pre=-
vailing wages (and, until recently, » almost total lack-
of union activity). This-movement : heen to the U.S.
jobs largely for.

side of the border, and it has crea’

/
women, many of wham are ngmuter L ) :
.. = . e /

Meanwhile, on the'ather side GF the border, there are

. so=galled "twin plants,.” where Mexican workers perform -

'. hand-labor, such as -assembly operacions, using parts (e.g.,
electronic apparatus and toys) which had been machine-pro-
“iuced in he States. U.S. manufacturers like this because
it allows them to use low-cost Mexican, labor to perform
v tora, und, at the same time, thev can re-import the
1 inished product into the United Sthes after. paflng a o
tardff figured on the value added in Mexico, which, "1
turn, is minimal beaause of the relatlvely low wages.
Mexlca likes this system because it creates legal employ-
ment oppeortunities within Mexico without:affecting any
Marizo-based manufacturing operat 1ans,—— nearly all the

;g ds p?@duced go right back into the' U.S. economy. Amer-

{ ican border .merchanti, and therefore the bcrder establlsh—
ment, 11ke it because it brings -Mexican workers with money
to shop in downtown' Ncgales, Eagle Pags, and the- llke '

S

&

.* Federal civilian employment is 1argéiy at the clerical .
‘and journeyman praf3551anal level, particularly among -‘the
border- -watching agencies; regional offices, with higher
average grades, are _never located on the bérderr and district
offices only rarely. C%unty and local gﬁvernmént pays;aieﬁ
are below thGSE of the Federal qavernmpﬁt.; - : e
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‘The AFL-C. - 3§ not like it, thPVEl
it as anather tareat to the wage léve of

1 Thp U.S. border area's economic mix,
' retail), service to tourists, light 1ndu5try, and govern-
mental a:tlv&ty, with the partial Exceptlﬂn of the latter,

. produces a low-wage economy at best. It i
background that we should explore the 1mpact of green-card

commuters.

The, Imppct of the Greeéen- Card Cgmmuters

£z

The commuters along the

show presently) are working in £h-

markets in the U.S. Theyv are
in large enough numbers i: oe

”au*hern bord

most de

- taring ihe
2 L<3tor, an

Lecause it views
its membership.

of trade (largely

s against this

|
er ‘(as we will
pressed labor
se labor markets
d we believe an

aggravat;ng factor. Ali  ‘h a numbexr of economic indica-
_tors are available, we li.v.. confined aurselve% to three:

% .income levels {réported in the 1970 Eeﬁsus),lﬁlﬂlmum wage

violations (reported by the U.S. Employment Standards

Admlnlstratlsn), and unemployment (as reported by state
- emp‘gyment secgrlty agencies),”whnch have the adVvantage
i of breakouts alcng county or city lines.

4 P

Easad on-the 1970 Census,

BDDk 1ists 840 cities over 25,

the County

anﬂ City Data

0007in 1970.

The fl?é Texas .

porder b1t1255’1ﬂ terms.of medlan family 1ncame, are

rénkei as followr

. -

]

Me8ian Family

. , ’ ~_Income _ Rank in U.S.
Brownsville $4,893 8403 of B840 .
1 Laredo’ . $4,94% 839 of 840..
. |, 'Hariingen $5,87% 837 of 840
ey -1 .MeAllen’ 56,109 . 835 of 8B40
El Paso - 87; 962- 745 of 840 )

!$;' Anothe; 1n¢$me index is P?f capltallnc@me. Browns-
ville again trails with $1,487 per year, with Taredo next,
at 1,517, . (Both c;t%es had less Lhan hal¥ thks annual

Ametxcaﬂ average of $3,119; the iacome i Lhegée
cbmparlsgns was for the year 1969.)
i . .
- |~ Minimum w**ﬁ'VLﬁla inns #re not as gou .l ..l ators

a’ income, becauspy

tney relate ndt only ta an ﬁcanvmlc
ent (payment of waues) buty .also to a wgrklaa@ activity
. ( n inspector dét&?t’ﬂg a v1ciatlgn of the, Falr Labor -
Skandards Act). Wevertheless, an examination @f these
VLGlatlEns. in the baﬁder cauntles and in thgfbcraer states,t”




shows st minimum wage and overtime violations are more .

likely to be.detected in the border cournties than a random

distribution might predict (i.e., the percentages of these

violations is higher compared to the state-totals, than

the percentage of border counties populations are to the

state populations). As Table A~8 indicates, this is j

clearly the case in the three eastern states, but not as

true in Califernia (which buttresses our thesis that

San Diego is a continuing exception to our generalizations). -
, .

when the data in Table A-8 are tctalled, we find thaw

the border counties have 8.2% of the nuiulation of the

border states, 13.9% of the Fair Labor ~tandards Act

Violations, 16.1% of the amount of unpaid minimum wages *“‘x\
o found in those states, and 9.6% of the unpaid overtime. -
| ] - (The significance of uppaid minimum wages is greater )
!!< than that of unpaid overtime in most instances;-in the
’i] © case of minimum wage violations, the worker was not
(7 being paid a maximum of $2.1¢ an hour, the highest. of
the three minimum wages then in effect; in the case. of
unpaid overtime, the question may be whether, for the
final five hours of the week, the truckdriver was paid
$7.50 an nour or $%.00 an hour.) In short, that the ‘
incidence of detected unpaid minimum wages.. in the borcer
counties, was twice that  of the border states teils us '
something about employsxr practices in that area.

, ] _
Although the incidence of detrected minimum wage law

violations appears to be higher in the horder counties

then in the border states, this legislation plays a

crucial role in these counties. In a Labor Department

study of commuter wage rates in the City of Laredo, Texas, .

in 1968, the Department found that 47.7% cof the 608 commuters

studied were p&id precisé&ly the minimum wage, which was

ther. 51.40 an ooy, and that 75.6% of these commuters were

paid $1.40 an hour or leéss.* » S o :

e £ ="

While it is personally depressing -to have a low “income,
_ . or to be paid less than thes minimum wage, it can’be argued

’ ~ ¢hat 1t is even worse to have no job+at all.  There is a ..
cubstantial amount of unemployment .in the border counties,
and it _is substantially higher than in the balance of the
_border &tates. ‘ - : .o .

"3

R L

>

,.?f Stanley M. Knebel, "Restrictive AéTiSSiéﬁ;Stan
. | Probable Impact on Méxican Alien Commuters, " Farm Y
Developments (November :1968) . : .

jards:
L.abor
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(=1 9 i
- i
. ThBLE h=8
) Federal Minlimum Weige Violat lond Detected in Border Counties, by Location
. ) .y Amount of Amount of
i Fopulation Humber Unpaid Unpaid
State  Horder Counties (1970 Censusz) _of Cases Minimum Wage ' Overtime
’ TEXAS Brewster 7,780 3 $ 688 5 58
Cameron 140,368 212 261,605 80,578
. El Pase _ 359,291 212 7 84,651 40,118
i " Hidalgo : L 181,535 141 , 32,949 45,043
yudspath T 2,302 ) 1] 0 4]
Jeff Davis: ' 1,527 1 421 . 0
Kinney ) - 2,006 . [+] 0 o]
Havorick ; 18,093 9 2,523 4,040
progidio 4,842 1 0 0
. Starx a2 17707 11 ?;35‘7 2,087
. ) ) Toerrell . 1,940 o] - 0 0.
’ val Verde | 27,471 . 18 7,011 2,571
Wabb ’ * 72,859 94 42,258 a5, 062
. Zapata __ 4,352 ' 0 .0 o
) Total Border County 764,955 : 722 435,265 216,534
4 Statc Total . 11,196,730 5,558 2,581,921 - 3,758,540 -
Border County Total as Percent. ]
of State Total 6.6% 13y 17% =1
© NEW MEXICO = Dona Ara 69,773 44 33, s 88,129 ¢
’ Hidalge 4,734 4 ‘ 942
: Luna _11,706 0 . 0
i Total porder County . 96,213 . 48 5357739 s 89,071
State Tatal ' 1,0l&,000 - - 170 135,630 223,427 .
Border County Total as TeXcent . Ce . »
of State Total - B.dw : 4:1 25¢ 40%
~ CALIFCIWIA Tmporial , 74,492 8. 1,659 . 17,143
. sam biego 1,357,853 190 . © 72,260 236,608
Tetal Border County 1,432,346 199 80,019 353,831
State Total 19,953,134 < 2,884 9415‘459 . 3,524,053
Bordor County Total as Percent .
of State Total 7% 7 8.6% LT 4
;qurcg; Unpublished gcomputer printout of the Employment standards Administratdon, U.S.
bepaztment of Laber, entitled "Statistics on Cempliance Action, Table 10, Monetacy .
Findings by §fate and County, June 21, 1974=June 20, ,1975."
Lihese cases include, in addition to minimum wage and overtime cases, & small number
of other cases dealing with vielatlons of other provisions of the law, suczh as the Equal -
pay Act. ) ) 3§Ex ’ : M@
g . . ' : ’ w
§ o . . ' = -
C A-36 L
k.l ¥ ' ' -
8.
. . ' _ s -
B = ’ a
Q @
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Looking at the data one way, we found for the state of
Texas (where conditions are, admittedly, more flerce than
along the border generally) that unemployment in April 1973
was at the 11.9% level in the 14 border counties, and at only
5.59 in the other 240 counties of Texas. (This is the case
despite the fact that several small border counties —~ which,
significantly, have no legal ports-of-entry -- are included
in these calculations and report relatively little unenploy=
ment: See Table A-9.) '

Taking ancther approach, we examined unemployment rates
in all the counties of Texas in that month and found that
there were 20 counties with double-digit unemployment rates.
with the following counties leading that list: P f

Unemployment Rate (%)

Coun ty

*starr (Rio Grande City) (Roma) . 29.7 ,
“*Maverick (Eagle Pass) 17.4 "
*Webb (Laredo) ' 7 16.6 SR
Zavala . ° - : - o 13.3°
palo Pihtd" » , ‘ 12.4
*al Verde (Del Rio) : 11.8
*7apata (Roma) ) . 11.8
*Cameron (Brownsville) E 11.4
®lidalgo (Hidalgo) . : ©o 11,1
*El Paso (El Paso)l e “ 11.1
Sabine ' . 11.1 -

» The counties marked with an asterisk are along the

" border; the location in parentheses is the principal port~-
of-entry serving the county. One of the three non=border

" counties is commuter-impacted Zavala, where commuters crossing
at Fagle Pass do farmwork in the Winter Garden area, and are
emp loyed in Crystal City..spinach canneries.

One more point is worth examining. 7This was the finding
of Anna—Stina Ericson* that although the commuters were ill-
paid, and that there was substantial poverty along the border
in December 1969, there were more green-card commuters than
unemployed American residents. This suggests that 1f every

commuter disappeared and if their disappearance did not
shrink the employment opportunities (which it would to some
degree), and if every commuter were replaced by an unemployed

U;S,’fesLdént};ghere:w@gld be a labor shortage.

 *ihe Impact of Commuters of the Mexican-American Border
area," 'Monthly Labor Review, August 1970. '




TABLE A-=9

Unenploynent Da@a,fa;rfggaslsgfdgrrana Nan—Eg§§ggl§g§§tiés'

= April, 1975
: ™~ =, Civilian Number of Pércent
Texas Border Counties Lril)tjl TForce  Unemployed Unemployed
Brewstex ’ 2,919 93 ‘3.1
& L] - : ;
Cameron . 69,500 7,930 : 11.4
v El Paso 148,995 16,607 11.1
] Higla1go - : . 79,362 X 8,794 "1.1.,1
Hudspegh 1,184 55 N
Jeff Davis : . 818 ’ 30 S 3.6
Kinney ‘ : _965' o 43 «Q.E o
Maverick’ oo . 7,190 1,252 17.4
Presidio 1,707 72 4.2
Starx 7,373 ~ 2,188° _ 26,7
Terrell , 672 K 36 5.4
val Verde . - 9,564 1,128 11.8
" Webb R 25,328 4,207 . 16.6
Zapata - 2,243, 264 11.8
o . ‘ ! &
Border Counties Combined 357,970 42,699 11.9
. Nor-Bordex Counties Combined 4,921,430 268,701 - 5.5
State : 5,279,400 311,400 5.9
Source: Unpu.bllshecj data from the Texas Imployment EGmlESlﬂn, Eﬂtitlaa
"Labor Foxce Estimates for Texas Ccunt;es,“ April, 1975, ’
¢ { <=
’ Notes: The six border, counties with- unemPlDymént r@tes of 5.4% or less
1n:lude five which lack parts of entry or ports of 9ntfy with registered
grecnircard commuters; the one excéption is PEEELﬂlD’ . -
- ! .
) . oa o " A=38 / E 3
Q B l . : | 7 | - <>>:~ T
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With the passage of time and the increasing unemgloy—~
hent in the United States, thiy could no loriger be the
case. Looking at the major labor markets along the border,
she reported 49,770 commuters and 38,679 American unemployed: «
Using the same areas and data s@ur;és, we show in Table A-10
Lhat in early 1975 that there were a few more commuters,
51,598, but, three times as many U.S.-based unemployed, 116,
556. on balance, this suggests 64,953 U.S.,—-based unemplgyed
over and above the commuting work far:& * (The exceptions .
-- counties where there were more entering commuters than
resident unemployed —- were in agricultural areas, Imperaal,
Yuma, &nd Maverick cauntles, in Callfarnla, Arlzana, and

-Téxas, respectlvely ) _

BE

It is clear, then, that the green-card c@mmuters from -
‘ ‘Mexico are entering American labor markets where ‘wages are
f " low and unemployment is ‘high, that they are working in low-
e ~ gkill jobs, and competing with the IESLdEﬂt workers with
el comparable skill levels. Some employerts pos;thély prefer
‘ them to residents. There are more workexrs in these labor
. markets,than there would be if there were fewer =~ or no --
- green-= gard commuters. The green-card commuters cannot help
but "be depressing the labcr market and d;sPlacln U.§-«
resldént wcrkers " . . i

What HSPPEﬁS Next?

‘With no pendlnq leg;slatlan on the issue (theugh both’
-Senators Muskie (D-Maine) and Kennedy (D-Mass.) have intro-
duced bills on the subject inh the past) and with the Supreme’
. Court having spoken, the chances are that the adverse impact
'~ of the green-card commuteérs will continue into the foresee-
able future. The Justice Department hag, by the vate of a
. single Supreme Court Justice, shaken off the Shalléﬂgé of
» .- the poverty lawyers. Thus, although economic conditions
“have deteriorated on this side of the boxdex, ahd one can -
argue that the green-card commuters are adversely, affecting .—
- . the working conditions and employment DpQQrtunltLEE of YR
T resident U.S. workers,, the pressures for changing that !
v - impact, which have often come from fcztultgus sources,  have
: just abaut alsappeared : . =

e

* -If San Diego Caunty (whlch is an exceptional barder T

_county) is removed from the aquatlgn, there are 36,349

. commuters and 51,856 U.5.~- baSEd unémpiayed, a difference -
. ,of 15,507, |




R TABLE A=10 - ‘ -

ngat:ibutLon Oof Registered Gfeen-Card Commuters and EsLimgted U.5. RESlﬂLhL
Unemplcyment in Bﬂrdér CSUﬂLies With a Majar Influx aE Commuterﬁ‘

o4

‘ ) g o Unemployed U.S..
Border Counties Green-Card Commuters: Unemployed ‘Residents Reduced |, ~
With Major ' RegigtéredeLth U.S. Residents ' by Green-Card

Influxes of Cammuﬁersg' _Ins, M§§Eh 1975 ~ Maxch 1975 Commuters March 1975
) - ' - e R S S
. — | . - = o _
' Cameron ' 2,311 8,282 5,971
Hidalgoe S 1,023 7,915 6,892
Starr et : 785 ) 1,649 . 864 ‘
Webb ‘ . 2,489 . 4,343 T 1,854
Maverick . . : 2,533 . i éd; ~-1,088
Val Verde - - 401 : 1,373 o ' 972
El Paso s _ 14,781 o 18,369 3,588
: 24,323 - . 43,376 19,053
California ;
. 'san piego | 15,249 ' $3,900 48,651
Imperial 6,169 3,900 . =2,269
: __— ! © 21,418 ‘ 67,800 46,382
Arizona L s ' o S o e
¢ vuwma | - 4,402 . 2,125 ~2,277
= Santa Cxiiz - . 1,000 . \ 1,225 225
.~ Cochise - 455 .. 2,025 1,570 .
S 5,857 5,375 7 ¢ ~ 482
. . : /
Totals (For listed counties) 51,598 . 116,551 © 64,953
‘Sources: Commuter data (including seasonal workers) from unpublished INS
data (form G-23.1 Supplement A); unemployment data secured in telephone-
calls ,to the Texas Employment Commission, State of california, Emplayment :
i 'Devexapmant Depaltment, ani Erlzona Department of Economic Security. E !
F; lpetinea as E@unt1&5 in _which there are parts of entfy with 400 or more
gﬁeen—card commuters reg;aﬁereé with INS, _
Note: In Lntarprét;ng this Eible; the reader should bear in mind that com~ o
mutexrs may work in a county other than the one in which the port of entry.. ..
is located:; to the extent that this is the case, this tends to understate ~ ~~ 77
the uREﬁplayed—:cmmutex rat;a by ave;statlﬂg the numbe:s ‘of commuters active
in a gjven county. ¢ 5 . .
P r‘;"' 29() . V'v ‘.
. - "A=40
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APPENDIX B

\ . "

APPREHENDED ILLEGAL QUESTIONNAIRE

. o o
Identi fication Number

(do not code)

Interviewer: Fill in Place of Interview

¥or . -

01 ~ Swanton
02 ~ New York City
03 ~ Newark = .
04 ~ Miami e
05 =~ Washington, D,C. S _
06 =~.Detroit , ‘ .. Lo
07 -~ Chicago . . . T
08 ~ Seattle e
09 -~ San Franciseo ¥

* 10 -~ Los Angeles = . I
11 -~ EL Paso .= ’ L “
12 -~ San Antonio : ’ ' '
¢«13 -~ Chula Vista
14 -~ Del Rio
15 -~ El Centro
lé ~ Laredo .
17 - Marfa : :
18. -~ McAllen
18 - Tapeson -
20 -~ Yuma

13

Date:

Name of Interviewer: . . _ )
Time Interview began: __ A -
Time Interview ended: &




. ' Q !
QUESTIONNAIRE FOR APPREHENDED ILLEGALS’
\.i‘ ) . N I{‘ . § ,

3

Interviewer: Before you bagln thls Lnterv;éw, it is

very dimportant to tell the person you are interviewing
that his name and address will NOT bhe asked. TPell him '@ ¢
you are asking these questions fDr 8 research organiza-
tion which is studying the EEQDDELE conditions and
problems of illegal aliens in thig QDUﬁtry. that he

does not have to answer any of these qut‘;zstlansig that .

he can end the interview at any time, and that no names
or addresses of any i{llegals or their relatiy w&ll
be asked at- any time during the ;ntarv;ew_ )/

I} . . E
. ) /

‘ . 7 . . / . . - . [
i ¢ BN ? : . :
3 - . a

‘1. How old are you? (fill«in) PR ;/ _ r‘
2a. WRat is.your marital status? S (FiLl dn)o
“ 1 - married ° B _ -
2 -.widowed o A ‘
3 - divorced . o . N
4 - geparated .
5 = Single E » i ”ﬂqfﬂw i
6 - other (Speclfy) - o ) . .
9 - d@n t kﬁowyrefuse ﬁm amswerl _ |
: R L
. » . _
2b. If cuxrently marr;&d what nat;aﬁailty LS vour wife
. . (husband) R & 1n) =
l - U.S.
- 2 - U.s. permanent fESlﬂEﬂt alleﬁ (green ;arder)
3 = Mexican. , , .
4 ﬂﬁéanadlan ' . y " '
"5 = Other (speclfy) Y, A
8 - N/A B - }
9 - Don't knaw/féfuse ta amswe: . 3
R $
3a. HGW many- children undérufhe’agé‘af 18 do you have?
L #(£i11l in --_if no children, gode .as below-and skip
: to ~44) ' ’ :

77 sxn@ﬁé;

camp 4|

12/
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~3b. Haow many of {Dur children were born in _ - _
the U.s.%? (Fill in number of &lrildren b T - 15-16

in box dr use codes below, .If nezessary) o
4 , . ‘ '
77 - none o ' ,
84 - n/a (has no children) . ° ' : : N E
99 - don't know/refused to answer : o

e, How many of your chlldren go to school -

in the U.S.? (fill in numbexr of children 7
“in bcx or use code below, if hecessary) L o o 17-18

77 = none ! : ' R
. 88 - n/a (has.no children) _
99 - don' t kncwjgefused to answer
. d

,‘45 Abaut haw many peogle live in your, thEtQWﬂ -
' in yaur home country? (f;Ll in) e 1T—T1]. .
ﬁ o . : 19-25

8 - :

o~ 8888888 - n/a ——
2 ' 99995?9 - don't knaw/rafusea t@ answer““””“““”““"*“f' S

“ba. Héw many relatlveg 1;v1ng in your home
country -do you help support? = (£ill in_ S o -/
namber of relatives in box, uslng cade : , | — :
below if necessary) . St o S T 126~27

v f 77!=’néﬂé (supports no relatives)
'88 - n/a thas no relatives in home

country) ' o

99 - don't knawjr&fused to answer )

L 1
L : : ;
) . : ; v

Sb. Eb@ut.haw much éffthat Supgéft da you ! , e _
© provide? (£ill in) - , L. - - 28/

- less than half their living .expenses
- about half their living expenses ' ; -
. more than half their living expenses . S PR
_oail o . Co-
- n/a (supports no relatives) _
- - don't know/refused to answer - - 1 - _ ;
A ‘ L o /.

g s f 5
: o ' SRS R H/

E‘Sﬁ .7 HDW much suppazt dm yau get from relatlves |
N in your home country? (f£ill lﬁ) K R
‘ : : e 0 29/

=
W oo s L D R
1

-

; 1 - less ‘than half your 1LVlﬂg expenses Ll ’ ‘ N R
- about half " g ” o
- more than: half . , , ,

all C. 3 "o il _ _u! : " E\; . ) . /
- none . . e _ e . N f
- n/a ‘(has no relatives in home country) - o /
- dcn t knaw/refused tg angwer)=' : oy RN o /

i n u'

s
N o
i




“ £ 4 1
.
.7, . Do you own a home in y@urshamé country? (£ill in) 30/
]j’——g‘fes . Ny
2 = No . : : . -
“9 = don't kncw/refusedlta answer o -,
Y . f !
-] ' £ . ” \ i A‘ ’ =
' 8. If you do not own a home, do you pay (or help to ' ‘ P
I pay) rent for a place whérenyau and/or y@ur 31/'"
/ family or relat1v25 live? ; '
|- o / , K !
S L - Yes A - ! wo
"2 - No S o “«.
9 - don't knaw/fefused to answer . ', '
1 _ : ; o .
C 9. - How mu:h rent (or mortgage) do you (or yDar C ' E
o family or relatives with whom you live) pay =~ | S
e (in U.S. dollars) every month for that place? L o . - \12-34,
o (fill i $§ amount in box or use codes below, - S . - ) T
lf negessary) ’ B ‘ % - \~33 "
. 777 — none - ; » L s A s, : :
888 =‘n/a ° - ' B . - ' .
.999 - don't knaw/refuseﬁ to answer - A ‘ ) . : ,
. 9'. ) b . : ‘il “‘
10. ' How many people live in that household? (Fi11 in) ‘ 35-36,
88 - h/a ’ I , A ‘
99 - don't kncw/refused to answer o : - G

R [
L] oA

11.  Does thatAhéusehcld.have:électrizity? (£i11 im)

1 - yes ’
2 = ne .
B = ﬁ/{a P i 1
9 - don't knaw/réquEd to answer
12. - ’Daes'%haﬁ;hagsehald have running watex? (£ill.in) .
0 1 - vyes ! . ; ’ A
: 2 - o . ~ 38/
8 - n/a . ' -
9 -'don't knaw/refused to answer o v 7
; L
- : o g;\ ‘
. R [ _ y 7 ‘V! H
_, ) 294 ‘ l -




) 3.,\ =
¥ b \‘\.\ J“
- . . \.\:‘ # X ) R - .
4 \ .Y s - .
- o N CAID 2
F \ 1 i
13. Daes that’ hauqeh@ld have a LEI&VlSan or affadia? -
. {fill in) . . : - I
1 - yes . . ; AN T
. 2 - no ' ‘
8 - nfa . ' A -
9 - dcn t knaw/refused tD answer N R .
l4a. Haw many of yaur relatives == patents cr\s;sters . -
.+ “and brothers -- live in the U ? (£ill, Ln) -
B , : "s E / . " @ \ L . o -
: 77 = none : , St \ . o —
88 -~ n/a’ (no relatives) ' - ‘ \ . ..
99 - don't know/refused, ko answer : .
A : N ’
" 14.. - How manv of yaur :elat1ves -~ parents or SlSt rs B
+ +and br@thars - 11v2\1n the U.H.? (flll in) \ °
! p o \‘_ . '
77 - none . N, L e =
88 - n/a (no. Ielath?S) 5 R . Vo
99 -~ don't knaw/réfused ta anawer : K d . v
14hb. 'How' many af your relat1v23,#“ parents QE sisters l B
.. ‘and brothers. -- ‘are permanent rasidenf; aliens in ® - ¢
. the U.S. i(i.e., are green card%:s)? (fall in) Y -
: " ) L ' s ii‘ = "
77 - none . o R S
... 88 - n/a (no relatives) ' T S
99 - dGn‘;\kﬂaw/géEused to answer ¥ ;
Ei ' I C ; * ’ - -
15a. Do you have a w1f§ (husbanﬂ) llv;ngfih thg U S.7 * T
(fll% in)
" \ l - y”E ‘ . - \ ' ‘ '-" o » L .
' 2 = o ’ "“ 3 s
'8 = n/a (no spouse) " )
9 - @n't kn@w/refused t@ answer '
15b. Do’ yqu have children living in’the..U.s.? T
1 - yes' T . . , B -
QS“T n/a (HD“Chllﬂféﬂ) ' T ?J' - -
, 9 ~ don'"t kncw/refused to answer' S
I ' , I - \ -
: L e =S A
16. How/many of your rélatives: ‘parents.or sisters = -
,an?&bf@thers -~ are U.S. Cltlzﬁnsﬁ (il in) - 7 — | .
e '77. - none ‘ ~I
R ;88 - n/a_(no EélathES) P
Q f: f 99 = don't, knawyrefussdﬁﬁa answer ’;: ‘ e .
P T 9295 SR

40-41/
4?2 1%37 ;

44-45/




'f ‘ CARD 4
. . o o o /’E o, ) -
17 How many yvears did you gé to school? (fill.in) , ,
TR A LT . 5051/
77 = none- S e . “ - :
88 ~ d@ﬁ!t %ﬁ@w/refusgé't@ answer 8
. 5 . 'V > T v uq_,
18. How many years. in all, d;a you attgnd a u.s. .
‘ school? (fill in number of jears in box; !
if 1Bss thaﬁ a. year; use codes. below) ¢ 52-53/
- P , . ~— o
o4 2 =1ess- that 1 morith o
55 - L o 6 months . . , W ,
66 <-7"to 12 months . o -
77 - none - ' o )
x\99 - don't: kDDW/fEfQSEﬂ to answerfwwmﬂnf . -
%, s ’ . - V 7 -g '
L "'- B Ca o 7 \ - i al = . ) bg'.
- .1%a. Aboyt ‘hew many y&ars in all, have yau warked fo e L ) W
wagés, gart time or. Eulletlme? (flll 1n) K : -
54-557
Sy 1ess that 1 month '
, 55 = 1\‘ 6 months. o . L
Y66 = TN\ 12 ‘months ; : n
L] . , 77 - nan . . ) s ) V ‘ i : ‘..
' ’ 99 = don' kﬂaw/refuseé-tﬂ.answér' ’ ) o
19b. How many years all have you béen selfsemplayed-; S s :
‘(rather than o ing for wages) - ‘full-time or @ -’ 0N | 156~57/
part- tlme? (fllL 1n) T A -\; . B
) . i i »\\ \ 5
- ) : - : :
ééiﬂ less . than 1 manth : ' e 3\ L
$B5 =~ 1 = 6 months . : : . SN :
66 - 7 - 12 mcnthg_»‘ ; - _ S KN | , -
. 77 = none a - g AN
99 - d@ﬁ t kn@w/refuseﬂ to answer ' %Q}\\ 1 -
20a.; Abaut th many y&ars in all have you WGrked faf o - ‘“’\‘_ fefj;'
wages in tha u.s.? (flll ln) . . 8 s 3\5%%59/;*
44 ~ less than 1‘mcnth ': B BT S\ B \;\ T\
55 - 1 - 6 months: - = . - ' A N
66 - Y7 - 12 months T L , \;“
.+ 77.~ none : — N
! 9—{* don't kﬁcw/refuseé to answer - N EE ) \ o
L E . ﬂf - 4 v i : ) T . Ve Pl \ }
" 20b. About how many years have. you been self-employed T :;%
Cinothe U.s.7o (RLLL Am) . ) T o | ] feo-srs
o k 44 - less than 1 ﬁcntﬁ;e_' T e - ,
. 355 - l = E m@ht}ls o . -' T L ? lg‘ s
166 = 7= 12 manths .o . o e " )
\77 = none ) ;
99 ﬂ-an t kﬁsw/refused ko. ‘answer - ’




i f."’ , i
2la. Abdut hgw nany yéarg in all has yaur Wlfé
{husbanﬂ) WQrked fﬂr waqasﬁ (£i11 in) ~
44 - Yess than 1 maﬂth oy
55 - 1 g 6 months Y
66 - 7 -.12 m&nths ' A
77 = hDﬂE’ ) ) . o
© 88 - n/a (na. spguse) i E
. 95 - don't kn&w/rafused to answex

¢ -

+ -1

. £
i 8, ¢ B

- 21lb. About how many,yéars has yauf Wﬁfe (husbihd)
' wmrkéa iar wageg in the U.§5.7 (flli ;m)

' 55 - 1 - 6 months
B - 66 - ?“”’LZ months \:%- s
' T77 - none o \\”r' S .
. 88 - n/a (po- spausa) .
P 9% - don* t kn&wﬂrefuseﬂ ta‘ahéwe: L

S ,"' PR -
- — ,',s.

Ncw 7 wgulﬁ like to ask” ygu s@me guestions, abcut

your. mast Fééént<jab in the U.S. TIf you held that

" Jjob . for less than 2 weeks," deg:rlba the most :eaent
ij thit vou held in the; Uy § . ‘at least 2 weeks.

[T

5
‘223.» ‘Row manv yearg de y@u haVE that jéb?-
' (fill in mumber of years -in bQH, 4iE less . than
J year, use GDdES below) . - )
. 4g 2 LéSa than 1 mbntb e
55 - L.- 6 months :
e 66 - 7.- 172 months . .
99 - don't kmaw/refused to' answex . .-

< : =i

R

e

22b, nen did you begin that job? - (Eill in)

44 = Less ;ha&-l i'hth g"u C o afxf

4
i

R-C 99g?_dénft.knowyféfusgd?Ea5asswéﬁw5-
’ . NP _ ’J- R g
. - ' ' N E‘a‘ - i
R2c. . Wiéfe was thls job Lcaated Ln the U 5.
' (f;ll in balaw) s - !‘ . N
e Ty T T T State L TTipeode
4 . : ; [ e . '
\; : ol : e o
L6 Co 294

G
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o 2u.

08

09 .

What kind ::::E bus;n%ss or . ;lndt;stzy d;d :/cri:t w@rl;
for.
=) hel; tzle al;e:ﬂ decide the cc::::rect c.atégc;iy

ih that job? | (f1ll in, using the exampdes.

01 - Ag}:lcaltur:'e, Ec;rssﬁry & FlSEEI.‘LES

Vi

04

ex =
any farm services, -liKe cotton gmm;ng,

- tbreashlng, :frts;t:pack;ng :
M;Lnln ,

lelectxical equ;pmant,

|

' yardw:::rk;,

. exz

le:-: T c;aal* D:Ll argd" gas d:; 1111;@3 ' N
‘Cantrac:t C?.onﬁtl:uﬁ:tLDn
ex = “building E:Qntfactcrs

t;::an, pXumbixg, Pa;nt_gng,.‘ electrical con-

tractors; ca:::pe;%nt:ermg, Elogr;ng, I@aflﬁg
compamies - S
Manufactu:ing : T RN
“ex =z , cannery ; textile- factories; - gsrment: -

factpxies: fchaflas ﬁ‘iaklmg food products,
cars, chem;.;:a1 s,
ma:hlmery, w::ai p:@dusts, etc. :
Transgartitlén; (jt:rmnurl;c:atlc:)n, EIEStT_‘lE ra
Cass & Sanitation B
exz.” Taxlroads,. t;a;-i;cabs, buses, tru:klr:g,}
shipp dngg; te;teg:ahane électric’ and gas
cc:rnparués. watssr supply;

Servn:es :
ex% Iotel s; laundflés, ba:hershopg, agto
repaix shops ; l’mspl talsy dentist offices-~
all heaiLh_ EEIU"J.E: es; schools,

Howxseold Serv;cgs _ ' S
In private households onl y: cleaning,
babys it ting, cagk;ng, Lhauf fexsr:

§. Wh@lgsale .o
food-stores, drug—

Re ta ll
c:lc::th ing stores,

Sa.L es

stores, gasoline -stations., restaurants
anci lunc:h c@unt,efs T c
, Llnane:e Insuranc:e & Real Estate

ex;i baﬁks, 3nS Ur ance campaﬁlas, agartmegnt
hou ses : . J

don 't know/refuse to answer L

-

TS

298

- farms; plant nurscries; . £ish hatchéry i

strest écn@;::‘m: -

qarbage sgrv;cgga S

T

D
&




o 22e, Describe as exsc-t:ly- as you can the ]{lﬁd of
' busmaas jag w-@r]{eﬂ for in that jc;:b

Intervmwer* Réfgf hack to p::gv;jlm;ls examples
of kinds of businesses; e.q., lunch counter, ) o
private household, dairy £arm, gdasoline : 1 779/ .
station, roofing company’, carnely » electrical ' | pg NOT CODH ‘
contractor, anrﬁ describe beloy us£hg not more ' . . .
. than 2 words.. ‘ . ) S

&

999 - daz‘\ £ }{DQW/"fEEUSé 0 ,:;angwgr

‘22';5. Whét ]-éina c:,; work were yrou d@lﬁg A-.in that jab?

. I
i Intérviewer : describe as exactly as you can the |
.+ _ kind of work i1 not more than 2 words; e.g. ,
hr:xusehalri maild , track delyver , autcomobile mec:nanLc, [
farm laborex, Totel waiter, schoold janltér, _ , 7
crane operdtor , roofex. ‘ C . C
: ' ' . : 1 | 10-12/
|
|
|

= 1

P AN o
s

. DO NOT CODE

999 - don't knou/refuse o gﬁgwgr

01 M-'public employment” agency - - N 13-14/ -
) — private erﬂploynerﬁt agency " . C —
. 03 = friends ox rel atTves ln 0. 8.
204 — friends ox ¥elatives in horte country
05 — you asked empl oyer i rectly
06 — employer zecruited you ’ ‘ .
.. 07 —clagsif led ads’ ' "
* 08 —,othex ( specify): _-
S .10 — was sel f-employed \
99 — don't )-:mw/reEus:g to ansswE:I ; im« \

© w
=

z2g. HOW did'you fimd that job? , (31 in) S

‘22h. How many hours a day didyou usta 1ly work? (£ill in) .

99 - don't Ynovw/refuse £0 answer | s, *‘Q 15-16/

a vweek did you ustally work? (£ill in) .\ -

© 22i., How many days

SRy

. ‘ 9 ~ don't kKnow/refuse %0 answer
. ;




g
©227. How did your employer pay yﬂﬁ? (£i11 in) ] - ;
1 = .cash : . : : : , . ' J—B/ﬁ
. .2 = check . | ; . _ S L
» 3 ~ cash, and room and/or bodrd E o - : '
*' 4 - check, and room and/ox board , , . L
5 - room and board only / _ ‘ . ‘ o
‘6 - other (SPESLfY) ] e - , L
. . 7 - was self-employed | ' ) : - .
9 - don't kn@wﬁréfused to answer : "
.22k. How much did yDu earn (including tlpS or other
- money earned in that job)? (Interviewer: fill
in only .one wage rate; if respondent knows ' -
hourly wage, fill-in péf hour wage only; code
all other boxes with 8's) o . 3
. 0 . . - . 1 .
" . 99-99 don't know/: per piece . . . . & - 19~22/
refuse to answer : - 'L ’
i . B — . [ = 4 - -
e ' ' - per day . < ace oo o % | R7-28/°
, _ . - . per wzek . . . ?JL;i S 29~31/
~ per . two weeks . _.;iggi‘$nrrﬂ R 32-34/
221. If you were pald by the piece, how mu:h mgnay
D did you usually earn a éag? _ _ U C
B ' o S - i) 35-36/
88 - n/a o -
' 99 - don't know/refuse to answer . { : ! o 'fssf
22m, How often 6ld you usually send money hgmé? E . )
‘ (f;ll in) . ; T S
1 - every week - ) : : 31,
. * 2 = twice a month . ‘ " - : . C,
' 3 - once a month - | :
4 - every two months
5 - every three months .
"7 ~ never ‘ S
.9 = don't know/refuse to answer’ o }
22n. About how much money dia yau send home earh
time? (fill in) : - ™ | -
N | . - N - 38-40/
1§88 - n/a .(never send money home) ; e N a.
999 ‘- don't know/xefuse to-answer . ‘ . o
\‘1 Eg ; i. * ? u. . ' ' ﬁ “30() ":’wi ‘ ,7 i ¥




22p..

22q.

gt
b

22¢.

23s.

Did yéurrempiéyer~deduct'haspiﬁal insurance from

your wages?
e$plcyéd, skip to ¥22%)

(£fill in; if respondent was self-

H

yes

no o :
n/a (self-employed) .
don't know/refuse to answer -.

i 1

WO T Bl

Did‘yauf_éﬁplgye: deduct social security from

‘yauﬁ’wage§§ (£i11 in)

1 - yves
9 - don't know/refuse.to answer
= . . P

pid your empl@yér deduct income tax from your wages?

“(fill in) . -

1_ - Y‘ES N -!’;h =
9 - don't know/refuse to answer

Dhid yaﬁr'empléyéiiknaw-ygu
you were an alien worKing
you?

38

yves
no- y
don't know/refuse to answer

¥
3

T

‘n/a (was working legally)

=

1f you' feel that your émﬁlayer knéw or learned you
were an illegal alien (or an alién working illegal

how do you ‘feel he treated you? (£fill in)
1 -

illegally
- about the same as any legaltlemployee
- better, because you were an illegal -

‘don 't knoy/refuse to answer

" : H

- n/a (employer didn't know) = = ,

e

=

s

were an lllégélj(c: that -
ng illegally) when he hired
(£i11 injyif respondent answers fn/ap“ skip to #22x)’

1y),

badly, because you ‘weré an illegal or working

al/

143/ el




L2k,

If gaux amplager knew or learned you were an Lllega;
alien (or were an alien working illegally), did he, pay

' you less than he paid legal emplayees for doing the

22y.

22w.

-11

..You.

same watk? (flll ln) : } -
:_l - yes _ _ _
$2-= MmO ", ' o ?}, ' : =
« 8 2. n/a (emplayer didn' ; hnaw) S e A :
-9 o

- don't know/refuse to answer '

If your employer knew or léafned yau were an lllagal

alien (or were an alien working. 1Llégalsg), did he pay
less than the minimum wage.for your. job7~ €f111 ;ny~~w~f~ﬂ«ﬁw~¥w

th

L)

yes o . N

e

ng . ) ' o e e e = e L

nfa (EmPlGYEE didn't Knéw)

TR 2D I

~ don't know/refuse to-answer .

Do yéu think your emp;ayer hlred{ycu because you were
an 1llegal? (Eill ;n) r/ . _

1 - yes o
2 = no - :

9 = don't knaw/refuse to answe: .

'Ifﬁyaur ENQLDny knew or.learned you were an 1llegal
. alien or that you were warklng illegally, how dld he

learn that? (fill in). oo . "
someone wafklng f@r your employer told hlm
you told him : ;
other (specify):
n/a (employe¥ didn' t "know)
.dqn t know/refused to answexr

O oD e e
N B N

-1

About . how many 1lieqa1 aliens (ox allens illegally

, warklnq) were working. in the business ‘where you,
worked, ngg including ygufself? (£i11 in) -
77 - none ; TR TR
99 -~ don't kngw/refuse to answer‘*- l
302

7@_1') E

CARD 5 |

48/

4sf:

: 50*5;




= - ) B
o 22y, Why did yau leave that jab? (flll Lﬂ) L
D;L ~ laid off" _ : R 52~53/
02 -~ fired® . ‘ Ly T :
03 = to .lock fé%ga better Jcb N . ' -
04 --moved to different place in U.5. T ) _
. 05 = ‘caught by INS' . 8 ; . ' e
06 ~ decided voluntarily to go to home country - _— , . o
07 - became 51Ek _ R LA | .
o 08 .- quit : - ‘ -
09 - other (specify): « L . L o
' 99 - don't knqw/refusg to- answer —wwéjwl““"~'““*f”“";“"“‘ T
oL : ' \. . & . a N
~Interviewer: Néw tell the re;pgndenﬁ that you- want to ask hlm R
a series of questions about what he has been dalng in this W
countyy and his home country for the last 5 years;\i.e., from S
Spanq l975 January 1970 L O . ! . - : 1; 2
‘23, - About ‘how many -jobs (whether émgl@yéd or self-employed) . ’
, - . »have you had during the last 5 years? . (fill in) ) ' Co
99 é_ﬁgg't knaw/reﬁusa to answer’ ,“\ ’ {f s 54‘55/ 3
24, \Abaut how many gébs thether employed or self emplayea) , P |
' .have you had in the U.S. in the last 5 years? (£ill dinf . ° } ;
99 - don't knaw/refu%e to answer ‘;‘_' - g ;7; '*55;57/3a
. ’ , d. . 5 ’ I S
: LI R
25. What is the 1angest perlad af tlmé that you hHave held . '
. ‘. the same job in the U.S: in the last 5 years?  (fill in;’
" if this job is ﬁhe same jcb dessrlbed in #22, code as 88) - o
44 - less than 1 month e _ ' o] ] 58=59/~
SS'L L - 6 months : ' o ‘ — L
. BB - n/a (jab already descrlbed) i
' .+ 99 = don't kngw/refuse to. answer T
Co . * _ N 1
25b, Were you empléyed or selfsemplayed in that gab? (£1ll in) SDX oo
, 7 : "
‘ 1 - emplayeé - ' ) '; . A o
S 3 2' -.self-employed ° - : : _ \ & s
‘8.~ n/a (job.already descrlb&d) _ g o | T
9 --:don't know/refuse to angweér ' , . : L
: SR B0y - |




B C .
L £ .
] &
: 2, :
"; [, S S
- . —— . i e -

5
s

fESE;%,what kind of wark d;ﬂ yau da in that job?
. (iaschbe below, as ln Ezf)'

-

= - _ o P . - _

388 - nfa (gcb aliéadg iesgrlhéa)
%99 - don't” kBDWfIEEuﬂéi to- answer

',"§5§_z Whan 5Ld yau Staztrthat ;u::-l:s‘3 r(fillriﬁ} S ;%%u;

83 88 - n/al j@b al:eaéy ﬂescr;beﬂ)

~m~59

El

=

26a.

, : ~ student visa? (fill ;n) , .

’ 1— = YES ’ = . T e . ‘ v *
2 * no - : - S
9 - acn t kncw#refusa to answer ., '

"l

L]

When vou first came t@\th%
taurlsﬁ v;sa? (lel in).

fes ; ; 5 ””_‘. .
no ’
ﬂcn t kncw/refgse ta

. 26b. .U.S.

. 5 ' ) l= =
A s A 2:
g9

\I:"‘H

anéhef.

26c, How, many years'in all have

When ygu El:st came té the U.S., ald ygu have a —

, did you have a =~ . .

“~99m__dan t. kﬁ@wfrefuse ko answer ...t [T

X . Hoi y E you been in the U.5.?
o : o (Eill in) 'ﬁ, ‘ i ‘ S

44 - less than 1 mcﬂth - I o .
55 -. L-6 months - _ R

.66 - 7-12 momths T '

99 - a@n t. knmw/refusé to answer

=

the -U.8.7

26dv. ihen did you first come to (£111 din)

y ) C s i 4 :
99-99 = Dan't know/refuse to answexr - | N

o . oL = ; ‘“ . " M@ntﬂ )
“When ygu have llved here in the u. Si, did yau usually
~live in a ﬁélghb@rhaéé where other people of your

jggﬂinaLloﬁallty also lived? (fill in) S

253-

_—yas’_ e

= no Cot ‘

don't kﬁcw/refusé to answer .
n/a (dién't live near, ﬂther pe@pla)

?.m%ﬂhlea‘
[

Yeazxr . -

“72-75/

RI7

-

FE
1




- 26f. ) How maﬁ§ trxips to the U.s. Rave you made in’ the . , b I
° - last 5 years?‘ {fill in) . ; o o

i

E o 39 - don't knaw/refused to answer

i,,, - B ] e ¢z e m i mem D mremE—— s

27, 'How. mang tlmeé haye you been caught‘by ‘the lﬁs in.
tha last 5 years? (f;ll in) g .

e

',997?, ~don! t knaw/refuse ﬁ@ answer . et "fi,;EL:gwwf_g,y,h,

1 ’ »

:;"}928a. Haw many yeafs in the last 5 years have yéu ma;;ed ‘
.¢ a federal income tax form to the U.s. QDVEIﬁmEEE? TR N

SRR TSRS _ : S YR
L | o T | 1y

B 7 = norx " L -
~ 9 — don't know/r&fuse to. ansver o . r ' S

o 28hb. ?ﬁgw maﬂi years in the last 5 yeaLs nave yDu pala ' -,.Qr“L - o
T T income tax. 1n 3Gur thE country? (flll 1n) - o e R

e ?E R — NEET
0 : ' 9 - 4 __
!b‘i ) I R e " 7/"'4/-;-., B - . i

129, As an. allén, whé n yﬂu were in the U.5. éur;ng the ™ last
. 5.years, how do yDu ﬁéel you were u%gally treateé by
pecple you worke WLth3 (fllikln) ’ﬁ‘ o

. .

5 . : .
L L - much worse than most 0,S. eitizens L -
T A 2 - not guite as well as.mcst U.§. :itizéns_.' ' -
. ' *3 - like anybody- else : ' L LT
’ .- 4 = better than most U.S. c;tl?ang are treated . o
9 - acn E knaw/refusa té answer . T

s =

£

: 5 s -
30.5 Du:lng the . lﬂSt five years, when@vex ycu ‘were hlEEd by P
- Tla u.s. enmployer, do you-think he hrired'you because you )
“wWere an gllegal alien (or yau were-an alien warklng Lo

lll&gally (Elll ;n) - o y L oe B

= always ' . T e . .

. 3 L o S
.2 - most of the time * L N
"3 - some of ‘the lee', T j'f s - R
4 - never ' ' . . , ; I
5 - was warklng 1egally in the u.s. : ’ - R O I R
“.8 - n/a = was only-hired once B . : N
9 - don't kﬂDW/EEfUSL to answer : - : : IR o
. . ) ; ! N ¥ E 7 7 . . <.
. . ( : et . .2 . " . o \ v ~ ) » A N h
e - é . . | . ‘ K . . 3 05 : 4 " - * 1 _ﬁ. . | '!v .
v 5




) . * : - /! ' | ! v 'Vﬁ
31. During the lasg 5 yeaxs,’ "how wany times did you ) '

pay sameane to help yau ‘get 1nt@ the U.5.2. (£ill in) 1
g / ) . . T IR

T e 7? =ReveX T e T

S 99T=TdSH k”ﬂ—7péfusé‘tmvanstr L

i

T%”ffft“ A 7 H eSS
S 888 - n/a. (never paid anyane) S o
999 - aan}t-knqw/réfuse-ta,@ﬁsw%'ﬁi,rmu_w_mﬁg‘ s |
- 33 About” how. many géﬂplérdD' on mow from your home |
i .,tgwn in your own country Wwhe are or who have been i
e _vlllegal aliens (or worked illegally) in +the U. S o
-1 ¢at aﬂY time in~the Last 5 y&ars? (flll,ln) A T
. 77 - none - ' - ?ﬁ.- o i
: 99 - don't Engw/refuse o~ answer B

33b. About th many peapLe do ypu know £ron YDuf Thome . ,
: . ‘town who ‘were caught at leagt once- by the INS when . S I
. - they were in the U.5.?" (flll in) , AT 1.¢

o N . == B —
Ll —

- all Ny
= most’ WL .
~= .about half.. L

a fey. o

- none . - - ! P
- n/a (didn*t _know any-illegals) S
- don't know/refused to amsver . T

7_;3 v - . = . . ) v

o
W ~d b wh!
]

.. _'34a. .About how many Lllega; al;ehs (@r aLléns ;Llagally T '}.' i
wN .. working) have you met in tha U.S. (befdre you were , .. .7 ;!' e
NG . apprehended by the’ INS).?. Cflll Ln) R . R A A “Ejféé}

ER-Y

i

ooy - B i o

77 - nore. e . : L , o —
99 = don' t kngwjzefusgd GQ answer . ' S =

- & i

B :ééb}v Abaut‘hcw many -of thase lllagals§have béenﬂapgreél_~ i”:;
' : hendea bgﬁINS? (£111 in) A .

, R R all\ . - , o T S
L - ‘ ~. most - \\ ' ‘ o - ' . 25/
- about half =~ =« . : N IR
‘4 few

= none

= n/a (didn't knov
= don' t kncwjrefuse’

w

u . )
- . . . . ~‘?. :_1.‘ -

any illegals here) - _ 1
tm answer - N R

i

;Qﬁb, __;,‘-  | | 3061




(flll in) o e | S —— N

9717 - nane' - ) S S S .
9999 - dén't. knaw/refused to aﬂswer S

f*?!ﬂaﬁfm—ﬂhaut-huw ‘much-of- that maneg dlﬂ y@uAearn-jﬁ thé e — ii;, —

et o U.s. (. (£i11 in) » _ S el T T

s o P -

. ?777 - nDne"= S i
- BB - - n/a (earned ﬁathlng An 1978) e e

é;‘*f““'*”“”QBQS ﬂan t know/refused to answer ', . S

*“37;2lAbmut how much mﬂney éLd yau earn last year ' S / R . - L
’ ;(1974)¢ (f;;l lﬂ) . . EEE - T T 1 1438/
RSP s | | 3438/

o S . : _

77777 L/rone = - o S S San S I
99995 - d@n t knaw/réfuseé tD answer . = " S o ' ???;

.

About how much of that money aid you earn in- the'; . I

T LS. in 19747 (flll in) . T |
5 , . T R L < ! 5 ' L ) ) .‘ 35545/

'77?77_='nane ' : I C S :
88888“- n/a (zarned nath;ng in 1974) - S ' : R

1

99995 - don't knsw/réfused t@ ansver

B S e = . " : Cee T B , o B
y “ 5 : : } - . EFIEE S

.
1

_>Bb;' Ab@ut ‘how - much mcney did you. earn in 15733, , , i S
(£4ll in) - . . LN S —r R - Co
- . e S8 | 44487

Lo e o e TN K
LY 77777 - none T e . i.\,’ : —L
- _‘9999§f ‘don't- kDQW/IéEuSEd to answer MU ' ‘

L] g

AU;“ AbéqE how much Df that money did y@u earn lﬂ 1
the [U.S. in 1973? (£il1 in) , A TTTTTTTTT
- S B K B ST A B AP BRI I
“ .. 77777 - none o e e M
. a... .. 88888 - n/a (earned ncthingzin 1973) . s T R f
e ””Lﬁ: 9993@ don’t know/refused to' answer

R REER: [ (L B | N




: i g
B . \. /] - o - L " ¥
. ,/ / A ~ a ,; hd )
e / J : -{"
: s : / 'll 2 ) . a H
o A : AT v
S . / ' : * ] PR ;L a ) ‘_ - .L: ‘
{5 él.h Dur;ng “the last 5 years; what kind of- busxnass dld L § o
. I you usually ‘work for? (Elll in -- see questl@n L T o
NN 22d Eér~éxamples) S ;' S4-55/ .
‘. T ; ‘ot = AgrLculture, Ecrestry & FishéiiES'n T g
g 02 - Mining" ¢ o * - i
D3 - Contract C@nstructlén ) .
. ... 04 - Manufacturing . o S .
‘05 = Transportation, Eammgnlcatlgn, Elegtric, '
Gas & Sanltatlcn - g“ ) - S _
06 - Sexvices N ‘ ' ‘
— ij'~—D?’ﬁ—&ausehﬂld»Serv1c254~z~ i gt R = N
“. 0B - Sales - Retail & Whalesaiev; DA s
7 - 09 - Finance, Insurance & Real Estate - o 1 N
) 99 - don't knaw/refuse té answer ' o i
42, Durlng tha ‘last 5 yeats, what kind of wark aid ycu. A f
v usuall' ‘do? -~ (£ill in, using gnlg l ar 2 w@rﬁs, as - . ) x)
ﬂ,;n questlsn #sz) ' T A
PR . ... . DO NOT COBE 4
) 1999 '~ dan t kn@w/refusegtc answer L o . ;
43*T During thé last 5 gears, whan ycu d;é nDt hava a e
job (i. e:,’ you were neither. émPléyed nor gelf~ - &
employed) what vere yau usually doing? (flll ln)
‘ 1l = Laaklng for a j@b _@v“'gé :
%‘ 2. = student “ e
- 3= taKing care @E yéu; famlly ST
4 - other (spe;lfy) T ¥ B N
o 8 9 -~don' t knaw/refuse to. answer R § R
2 . el ? o - /
% s . ) s . T . . “,! "/v \
'44. During those .last. 5 years, how much time in all were . - DT I
~you.not working? (£i11.1in) T : ‘ R “g
g g - less than 1 .month nét warklng L . . ;I“ EQ%S%];;
L 55 — 1=6 months : " >, A T R I
- 66 — 7-12 months . = "o "0 3 ., -
. : 77 — none, (woxrkead all 5 years)’ \\\ : :
§ , _ N ﬁ '
45. Durlng the last 5 yaars, what labor union ;n the ‘ N )
E.HU S éLd vou beléng to?, (flli in) ¥ T
PR
) S PR DO NOT c:cam
D xaaas n/"a (didn't belong to a U.S, lahmxr UI'\;LC,!ﬁ) ]
T 9999 < don't kn@w/refuse to answer . -
: . i ) i
el
i‘EMCEJ'? j v 308 T
- -,‘%‘%\w RRRRR ,“




?6- :

Haw many years have yeu belang&d to an Amer;can
1abgr union? (f;ll in) ) ; PR
‘44 < less than 1 manth . :
55 - 1-6 months ' . ;j% L
- 66 =.7<12 months ~ WL R
- 88°'=.n/a (never bel@ngeﬂ tm 0.5, unions) .
99 - don’ t<E§gw/rafus% to amgwer - oL ST

How. many years have yau belcn@éﬂ tﬂ%\\%ab%r union

.a

' in your home country?. (flll lm)
,;j'44€— less than 1- manth - S 'A] i
- 55 = 1-6 months _ .. )
) 66 - 7-12 m@nths o R
77 é‘ﬂgne co L
99 *--don! t knﬁw/refuse to amswer _—
In 1975, h@w many weeks‘Ln all did you ﬁbrk‘ln/thei
" .o U.S., e1theé full—t;me Qr partvtlme? (f;ll ln)
. ; e - N , - RO
. 77 = none »'¥' - R ' - ﬁ ‘ s S
95 - 5@ﬂ;§ knaw/refusa to: amswe: N T e
I R R e
“49. In 1974, héw many weeks“l;\gll ‘did/you work in the '
-+ .U.s. e1ther full tﬂme or ﬁﬁ*tlm 7. (fill in). :
AT 47 - none on i\
) 999? -den' t knaw/}sfuse t@ ﬁmsWer
.  50:7'in 1973, h@w many weeks in aL NSF yéunwérk in the |
o U. 5. 31ther fullﬁtlme or paﬁﬁ*timﬁ? (£41l in)
. 1 77 - pone . . . . " | -A;Q )
. 99 Ed acn t. kﬂaw/refuse to answer - : S T
os1. 01 the last 5. yea:s, did you ever participate in any
& ‘ U.S. .government program. whlch gave you-a ij or- o
Y *technlsal traln;mg? (f;ll ;n)
S :\‘l -.yes (specify nama ﬁf @rmgram) -$,\ 
= . 2.=no . N
. - "9 - dan‘t knaw/rgqu% o answer
. ‘ ‘- :-‘b,\- ‘y : .,
W —— i N K) vy .
~ =18 \,' d‘!OD b
0 N ; X .
S e




a

5

I F S T
a
I
i o
LS . P
| A
| |
LI i
J 4
!

4

;{”‘;2§2;

In the 1ast 5 years, "how many: weeks dld you r2321ve
- money from the. U.s. ggqernment when you lost ygur ﬁab?'

(unémpléyment 1nsuranEEnflll ln) S, . ,
ﬁl P B L ’ . - N K
{ o S S

. 77~ none .
, 99 - dan t/ kn@ﬁ/refusa t@ anEWEr Ta

Lgﬁ

P

In thé last S yaars, how many yeafs (ln all) é;d yau “

.receive gubllz
(f;ll 1n)

/ass;stance (welfare)

rn the U.S 7

g“

Bs 2

L 77 - none v Ty

54,

, ﬁf 44 - less &han 1 manth >’[ XE;; -  f _ L i .'; =
"ﬁ; 55 - 1-6" months 0 . Ce

7

66 = 7-12. manihs o o :_f o

;99 dan t kﬁaw/rafuse té answer .

/ T
v o : g
i

9 :
In the last P yéars, qld yéu éVer use
EQE U.s.? (£111° ln) , .

! :

Vf'"-,”l-s'“ye.a - IR
N /, : : B . ' ‘ £ -
9 - daﬁ t knaw/ferEE ta EHSWEE Lo

i R —

1 l

: Whén yau sgﬁt non.ey b§§k tg ggur hgme cgunﬁﬁyzaurlng the;fﬁ
t-——Jlast_ 5 yed s, how’, did ‘you. ﬂsually send it? (£ill in) )

= h,,_l — B

- psstal noney arder—— .;;j

= [money- order bought eisawhere
~'cash-sent_by mail Lo .
[ cash-sent by~ a friend 'fj' . [
’pers@néL check ... S ,

A

“W1B¢JUWUM%LAEWFw“
i

41‘F4\i

‘n/a, (nevexr sent maney hame)

don' t knuw/fefuse to answer :
When y u were in théun S. during - the iast 5 years, did
you ever seek help or “ddvice about getting or changing

.'*

‘= money order bought at a bank" Afﬁ;weﬁi,q_m;ﬂ”\*

Dther (specify) : C L ’ '-5:,ﬂ:,; '.,kl CaLn

--your.. 7133 frﬁm any of the Eallcw1ng (fill in. both bcxasff

A lawyer o N\
« - 2= visa cansultant - D,
'“ﬁ - 1mmlgrant -seryving agen@y (ex

A

. = employer : ,
5 ~ school . e S
- priest R
~=-n/a | sbuqhﬁ no adglce)

- dan't know/refuse to answer:

T

P Qe ik

'Cathal;: Mlg:atlah

. Service)

%

- Dther (SPESLfy)




memba Df yaur famzlr qp “to a U S.vhgsp

al or
i Ailcal*caze 4

’reatnEnt)
t¢ éﬁEWEE

. EEW: .

57@.\ maw many - times. th;s\ye’k (1575) hawe-yau ox- yaur
Eamlly b&gn given méilﬂalvﬂatasbf a U S h@spltal -

i ) s

1
2 y@ur- wn healtbwgnsurancev
o TR “3 = Medicaid or, Medicare - <. o0 L
el 4 = your employer - s LT -
b
8
9

N

FEE treatmént was Eree-'

B

- d@n t knﬂwfreiused ta amswér _?'

T 5. P e _.' \,,- . 1‘:1? - 7\. -,.‘ L .
1 . . :
58. Duzxing the Last 5. yéarspuwhat kind af wari in vpu: h

,‘S7a.¢ In=th%{1351 5 years, hﬂw many- t;mesédlﬂ you or any ©,

Lt )
=
.
3 :
v =3
Y - -
" .
i
e
v -
T

vountry did you usually do? | (fill ;n,bal@wf us;ng o
1l er g;wards, as. 1@ #222, QE code. SSB ﬂ:‘QSS) -

k™

M
v
{=i
E

ng ‘e‘v “. ‘. _,".>.'

nly“'

""“@'”‘\ﬁ";\"ij‘ﬂ@'@%ékt»-e' e :-‘v,‘_;' T S ‘
3" : . i , x,_. A B . - : - f . ) 777’ ‘_‘._,7 N
e, BB8 - n#a wasn't working. in, hama country in las

- 5 yea:s R O
999 - dgn txtﬁ@w/:efuse to: EEEWEE

DO NOT CODE

5
{
el



Interv1ewer \ Now tell the . respcndent that you wculd llke
to ask him some more EPEEIle questions about other jobs.
.he has recently held in the U. S Refer, back to #22c¢ for
descriptions Df bus;nesses =

ut ;7

CARD 7

59a. You .have descr;bed yaur mast recent job in the U.S. or .

the most recent one you had that lasted at least two
weeks. Before you had that .job, what kind of business

did you work for in the U.S. 7 (fill in -= if respon- -

~dent’ had no. @ther Job in U. S ; sklp tD #EG)

& -0l - Agrlculture, Férestry & Flsherles
02 - Mining :
.~ 03,- Contract Construction
. 04 - Manufacturing : o :
‘e 05 —‘Trahsgartaﬁian, Cgmmunicatian,-Elecﬁric,‘
.. 'Gas & sanitation o T
DE'é Services
' 07 - HOusehold Services
08. - Sales: Retail & Whglasale ) _
09 - Flnaﬁce, Tnsurance & Real Estate~ '
88 - n/a (had no previous job in U.S5.)
99 - don't kngw/refuse to answer

o

Bl

L &

B E.

SSb; ‘Describe the 'kind of work you were doing in ﬁhat job,

‘using. anly 1 or 2 words, (£ill in, as, in 22f)

5

999 - don't kriow/refuse to answer

59c. How many years did you have that job? (£i11 in)

1é55'ﬁhén 1 month

44 -~
55 "= 1l-6 months
. 66 = 7-12 manths
88 - ‘n/a - : o
99 - écﬁ t knéw/refus@ to answer

ron

59d, When dld you beglﬁ that jab? (£ill in) e

99?93 - d@n t knéw/Lefuse to answer ' .'_Mgﬁth

Year

29-30/

31-34/

Toagd




59e.

59F.

A

Bl

59g.

* '59h.,.

591,

How did y@u find that job? . (£i11 in)

© 0l publlc employment aQEﬂcy
02 - private employment agancy
03 - friends or relatives ,in U.S5.
04 - friends or relatives in home cauntry
05 = you asked employer directly
06 - employer recruited.you- . _
" 08 --other (specify):
88 - n/a
59‘— don't knaw/refuse to answer

:f‘(flll 1n) .

-88°%- n/a ' : Cn ,
99 = don' t knaw/refuse to answer :

4

How many days,K a week did you usually wcrk?
(£4i11 in) . .

8 = n/a

9 - don' t knaw/refuse ﬁ@ answer.

Y
A

How did. yaur emplcyer pay you? (f;ll in)

Cash

- Check '

= Cash and room and/or haard

- Check- and room and/or board

- room and board only 7 .
- other (specify): - - :
.= n/a ’ I .

- don't know/refuse to answer

GoOU S WN -
]

‘How much did you earn?' (£ill in only one --
‘use haurly wage, if respandent knows ity

- per piece .,. . . .$

8888 - n/a. .  per hour. . . . -
9?99 - don't know/ o P .

. refuse to = - per day -+ sitmiaice
answer - T o
. : per week . . . . .

313

per “two week period .

s\\-

40/

35-36/

37-38/ .-

39/

1;44/?
1 45= 48/

49= 5@/'5
51-53/
54-56/



v%j,
. CARD 7
597. lIf yau ‘were paid by the piece, haw much money ) —_—
did you usually earn a day? (£ill in) ~ 57~58/
v : 88-- n/a
E . - 99 - don't knaw/refused to answer
- 59k. Did youf employer deduct social securlty frém ‘
. : your wagesﬁé(flll in) - . 59/,
f 1l - yes ! ' v, 7
- 2 = no ' ' ' S
8 - n/a
-9 - don't kngw/refuse to answer
SQli;-D;d your- emplayer deduct income tax £rom your wages?
' (£ill in) .
| =— 60/,
.1 - yes o : s , g S—
2 - no ) ' : : ’
8 - n/a
9 - don't know/refuse to answer
59m. Were you paid less than the minimum wage? (£fill in)
-1 = yes 61/
- 2 - no : )
8 - n/a - g
. 9 - don't kﬂaw/fefuse to_ answer
. 59n. Do you think you were hlreé because you were an
illegal (or were working lllégally)? (£i11 in)_ =
e L.;,_;ﬁyes : T o 62/
‘2 = no '
. 8 = n/a 1
B 9 - don t kncw/refusg to answer
. @hy.did you leave that job. (fill in) 63-64/
Lo AT TEGL - laid off 0 ; L . o
e e 02-- ‘fired . S . o
o © 03 - to’look for a better job . ",
o 04 - moved to different place in U.S5. . -
T 05 - caught by INS ’ ' '
06 -.decided valuntarlly tg go tD home country D
07 - became sick : : _ '
L 08 - quit o ’ . _ o
£ o 09 - other'(specify): o o ,
S 88 ~ n/a - : T . c . .
.99 - don't kngw/refuse to answer o ' - .
SIS ST 314 T L




.“\ _
' CARD 7
SQPi\ Where was that job located? (fill in)
' .o L o 1 | 65-69/
T City = T State "7 Zipcode T — ‘
\ ity | State 4ipcode T h o NOT. CODE
. 88888 - n/a , :
-\ 99999 - dan t knaw/reiuse to answer
L g - T
60. -What was the rént (Dr mortgage payment) per mgnth
. .. for the place in Fhe U.S. where you most re:ently
‘lived? (fill in) \ " ‘ — T ol \
A 7 . - - $ _ 5 70-72/
.\ 999 - don't know/refuse to answer .. , — . o
fSla HEW many people (;ncluélng yourself) lived in that
g' hausehald? (£;l1 in)” . _ e — Lo
| R | I , 73-74/""
T \ 99 - dan't knaw/fetuse to answer ' N S '
4l How many peaple in that hausehéld (1ncludlng yaurself) . ’ -
helped pay rent (or.mortgage)? (fill in) - |
\ '75-76/
. 99. - dan'é kncw/refused to answer —
\ , = ? ...
. 6lc. How mghy af the people. living in that hzusehalé were
B ’ illegal aliens or were illegally working, not lﬂGluilng |
' yourself? (£ill in) o , 77-78/ .
\ 7'7 - none ' T S
GV SR U SO - =-gon. E_hggﬂégefgsgé to.- anaﬂ%r__g_ﬁ___gy__iﬁ_;gﬁg;éﬁ?;é_._
) ' | - " BEGIN CARD 8 ‘
61d. .Dld that household have elec+r1c1ty? (f;ll in) T = ,
; 8 |I 5-6/
1l -\yes- : =
- 7/
9 = dan t knéw/refused to answer e
i 9
 6l.e Dld that household have a rad;a or teLavlslgn? .
in) B T
3 ‘ g B/ v
':E ST
n't kncw/refusej to answer
61F. 1sehcld have runnlng water?' (£111 in) . - . ' o
. " o . 9/
't ﬁngw/requEd to answer
81;)




62. How.many other people. of your own nationality were in A4
that neighbcrhacd? (£411 in) : ‘ . _ 10/

- mostsof the peaple in the neighborhood , S
- many of the people 1n the n31ghbcrhaga ' '
- about half . " o

- less than half " Lo "

- very fow [T | " i ) _ . .
= none ' - ST
don't knéw/rﬁfuse to answer

- n/a (didn t live near "other péaple)

Rt RN
1

63a. How ell do - yau speak Engllsh? (f;ll ;n) - - L 1-7
o ’ ) . 11
- very well ' é L . _ .
~.fairly well o o
- not very well . ! ' i Sy
- very badly - - . - e I
= don' t kngw/réfuse to answer - ' ‘ /"-\“'

»
WOl L B
i

63b. Did -you learn to Epeak English in yaur home
quntfyvbefaré ysu came to the U.S. (f111 Ln) iy 7
1l - yes : z : ‘ n ] g
2 - no ‘ o S ‘
9 - don't Fan/requEd to. answer

.

7632. If. y@u 1earned to 'speak Engllsh in your home R e

T country, did you learn in. schcal? , . : '
o | S . - 13/

L2

- yes

-~ no’
-:n/a- (didn't learn English in h@me cguntry) ; ,
vﬁ!dgn t kngw/refused to answer . ' * Yo

G
: oo ) -

I

- 63d. ' Did ygﬁ.study English in a U.S. school?

: 1l -yes .. .
- 2,-an0 ’ S
"9 -—.don't knaw/:efused to answer = o, . ! : e

64. .Why did you come to the U.S. this time? (fill in), L e LE}\
1 - to-visit relatives s v : e s

2 - to study , i a ‘

3 - to see the U.5. , T e e ,

4 - to get a job ‘ T E . a
5

9

% 3

- -~ other (specify): . ° = . CEs
- dan t kn@w/refuse to, answer Y

e N 7 S : :'3;L6§ ; "




65. Why did you come to the U.S. the firs* time you came? ’
' (£i11 in) ., : T,
. . [ ’ i * lé/
o 1 - to visit relatives:
L™ 2 - to study
R 3 - to seé the U.S. ,
) 4 = to get a job . b A ,
¥ ' 5 - other (specify): . » o . - .
8 - n/a (this .time was the Dnly tlme respgndant came. ’ .
e to the U.S.) , : .
=" 9 - don't know/refuse.to answer: o S
66. Do you plan to come back again? (fill in) S [:i 17/ .
1 =-yes - . e R S
...2 = ng ‘
9 - d@n't know/refuse to answer '
67. If you.do plan to come back, why dD y@u want’ to come . -
back? (flll 'in). . v
' ' . . . ‘ S - 1 18/
; 1 - visit relatives - : : SR o — '
! 2 - to study o ) , ' T
. .3 - to see U.S. again | L.
4 - to get a job 5 : ' g
5 - other- (spec1fy) LT :
s 8 - n/a (don't plan to retuzn) A , . ,
9 - don't knéw/refuse té ‘ahswer , | I PR =
. ’ ’ #
68. If ycu dcn't plan to come back, why don't you want to
come back? (flll in one, ch6351ng the most ;mpartant) 19/ N
1 - afrald yau'll be caught by INS agaln R N
- 2 - afraid of getting your relatives here in trﬁuble‘ D
. "3 - it costs too much money to come back ‘ : B
4 - it's too much trouble. to come back ' ,
5 - you or your famlly have enaugh mgney tg 11Vé now
i} 6 - other (specify): - - -
.y " 8 - n/a (plan to return) ‘ ) -
9 -]dan t- know/refuse tg answar
‘ 69. Mbre and more people from many countries are illegally - .
' °  .coming to the U.S. or are here legally but get jobs . L
when they are nct allowed ta.§~ ) o LT - ,
(a) Why da yau thlnk they arg cgmlﬂg? ‘ . ' v
oo : vi . 1T T
. _ _ - R — '\ i
a -\\ .
B




£

(b) What - do you think i, g@vernment shauld d@ o "
about this situation? ' . . ~

. & DO NOT CODB

999 Fg TN

{e) What do you- thlnk the U.S. gavernment Shguld dé_ A N
about thlS 51tuatlcn? e Taen L f——

A ol 2

.= e B 10 NOT. CODE',
) L . K ‘L 999

* " Interviewer: Now tell‘ﬁhe respondent ‘that the rest of the . , MR
‘questions can be answered from the INS form I-213, but you : o
. want to check with him to make- sure- they are correct ==

.agairr, you w1ll nct wr;té déwn hlS name c? his adaress. € . » I
s = T A . = . = ;( o

" 70. VWhat is your natlaﬂallty? (éaunt§y§éf‘citizenshipf
(flll ;n) . Lo i

T o 29 e
4~ canadian - , y |
> - cher (SPEEify)57

71, rWhere were you living” in the U.S. mcst recently?
(flll ln) ,

) —TCity . " TBtate . Zipcode DG

72, What' is yaﬁr hame tGWn in your hcme cauntry? e
B (éauntry'@f parmanEﬂt r351dence) ) jr— B

T TTown R Pr@Vlnce o Country =~ PO NOT CODE . - At




:,-"‘7 3 *

sex: (£ill"in)

1.~ male

.4 2 - female

74.

764

77.

R
L

Social Sécﬁ:ity’Numbefn(fill in)"

+ (b) Elaéez

79.

* CARD 8

_.Oceupation (£illoin)... L .

&

fDate, place and manner of last .

ent:ytlntQJstiz(lel 1n)

' ity

() Manner: _

By T

Statusawhéﬁ-féund-(fiil in) v

uength of time 1llegally 1n U. S
(flll in)

= — 3 .
i PR ) .
[ =

’;7;"":_53 57/

58- 52/

L1 1 || es=70/
DO NOT CODE| = .

L]

| l71-737

DO NOT CODE *,

e I S N O £ S L7
" " DO NOT CODE | .-

PO
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v
;o a A - !
. ]
. B /
a
N
s
CAsstinlilers, s
5, Parking Lot, |
Attendaiits 1Servicé Workers such ns Per-
nal Service Altendants, Amusement and ™
fiog reation Service Atleldants), .
Autatnaiale Sefvice Shition Attehdants,
) . irtendlera. ’
* HBowkiesprs 1T, -
RITYRRT IS
[ QNI TTYU I e )
‘ 2w Chaligenrs anin 1 \xh als [anvers,
[N E 1Y e
flﬂh . .
) ok, HOtel L ) W
B ( th Jaind Clieckers, Grrocery Sluru

CCterk vpriats
. . Lol )
R Chartiter
tirelri
Flevator Operator
Flod men, Floorho
Grounilshieeptrs,
<~ 4+, Guar ds and Walchimen,
T * Helpers, nhy Industry, « ’
" Honbelipld Doniestie 8 rvﬁ‘:e Workers.
. Hgd,.;.kce JOTS. ’

_ 8
and Floorgirls.

chiely Wurl{en
Fari,
RMiiig 4

E

Hales Clmk,,r C‘nﬂﬁ ral,

!.%,mm?. slaclitne me’nlcra m\d Handstiteh="

- !

" 'IEIL‘;:hunE 8]
| Triek Driver

i, W, Qlulmuﬁ(‘mh\ n
w " nrr\-raﬂaNAL ﬂEfiHlTléHi‘
" Assemylers
Pvrmrm dne or more repetitive tnsks th
asscimble compenents. and ‘Fubassemblies 1is=

i
-
|
Hn;z hand or power toolgflo Innss produce a

[variety of ctllnﬁgl\(‘uﬁh pra{l\xtls or equip-
5

. uent, Tnvolves such netivities as riveting

'drilling, filing, bolliug, soldering, spot we
TAng. cementing, gluing, cuiting..and fittng.
; Use rlamph}r other work alds 1o hold
rts “Huring assembly, May Inspect or test |
nponelits, Mny lem;l prevluu:&ly get-up ur
“lautoniitic inachines,

Altendants, Pai

tg Lot -

s qq‘ u ;Arig‘nflﬂ,ﬂls (émnc‘e Warkers sueh. as Ber-
) sonal Herrice Atlendanls, . Amusement
aufl Recivation Sefeice Allfil {anis)

A 0

!
i
g to th
such. places -
houses, clotbing: elieckrooms, und dressing
ronms. Inehides siely’ tasks RS iaking and
seiing tickets, checking and issuing cloth-
Sing and  supplies, clennlng prenises and
i 'qulpulunt, answering' ngtinesy chécking:
“ikgs, and mainlaining simple records.

Pvrxmm a vnl:ty of routine thasks 'atiend-
al. nieeds of customers At

QO

Park mitgmamles [6F custamers {n pérki;}}g )
seq undd collect Igc; bisetl on thg -~

samusement parks, bath .

5

&

APPENDIX C.

S:heiule'

51

plles,

" and ndjusting cemp

Titles

A nlomubm; Herviee Slativi ﬂfh-mlunt\

Service nutomotlve vehl;;lca wilth Tuel, *l\la
ey, L

bricatity, and nautanolive necesst
drive=in service Tucihities. Also, o
dharges nnd collevt fees from cliatoniry,

Hartenders

Prepare, mix;-and dispense aleohollg V-
agres for conpumiption by bar cllstoliers.
s, culnpute and eollect Lh.\rgu- fﬂr
(lllllk1. :

i

i?gﬁk).'cepr.r;’,ll £
alilighi=

Ieep records of one facet of Al es

meit's finaneial trananctlons, Responsinle-

jor maintainiug ong set uf bouks, el Hptt=
clulize In sueh arens as pccolints-payahle
ALCOUH LS u'i:ch'uhh! or fitterest "o
ratlier thamrh mupli-tu ‘set of Fec iPds.

DY £ (hnuJ\

P‘:ncllllntc fﬂud-'ﬂ:r\'lcz ln an ¢ ng' lilpee

g8, 1o lmu;lnnk_ linen nud sll\-rr t‘ups

anil cleaning and po

shing equipment,
Cashicrs S

nta made by l:\lslcxfﬂmﬁ for

5, make change, Ald glve

silch activities as operating’
courls, pr

Reaclve paym
goads or eervic
recelpt. Involve
ensh reglater, balaneclng cash a

paring bank deposits and otHer related .

- gluities, )
. Che uffeurs and Taxical Drivers

Drive automobliles to ronvey pafsengerh
_aceording to tnelr Instructions, ' :

. Charwomen and Cleaners

Keep premlses of commercial ealatilisli=
niants, office bufldings, or apartment honaes
in elean. and crderly condition by perform-=
ing such tnsks as mopping and sweehing
rs, tlusting and polishing furniture 1 1d
fixtures, and vacuuming rugj Work nceord=
lng tcx set routine,

Clerks, General

Perform a varlety of routine clerlcal tasks
ing knowledge of systems or Dro=
olves such aclivilles as copying
sling data, proofreading records of
counting, weighlng, or measuring ma-
routing corrgspondence,. answering

Clerks,'Hotel. .
rlorm a varlety of routine ‘tnsks Lo ae-,
commodate hotel gu 5. Involves. such ac-
tivitles Az reglsiering guests. dizpensing
keys, distributing mafl, collecting pﬂ)ménlﬁ.
Ints.

Clerks and Checkers, Gro ry S‘lﬂ_rfs

Itemize, total, and recelve payment for
purchase In grocery stores, usually using eash
reglster, Often nssists cuslemer In loeating
items, stock shalves, and: keep stock- cantml
-and eales- Lﬂmsr\cunn rtzcmda.

- E —lﬂrk TJ;;!SH
T'\:rmrm géneral clcrlen! work ﬁ:qunlng usE
( In

5, bills :ﬂ[lhli!
:qunn fﬂrma, shlpplng Llrkel . and oiher
rom clerleal fecords; Allng r
ts, posting m!nrmutlnn ia

‘and nllng‘. snrung m
phone, and othér gener

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

el

serving walkr and butler to patrons,™




ERI

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

(sl.,_m.\d*pf;z venL-nos

et‘iulpmen\: mld materlals,

Cooks~—-Shart ﬂrﬁr—r

Prepare and cook to order all kinds of
rhort-preparation=time foodsz, May involve

. Kich activitles ns earving meals and Olng;

oriders from & steam=table; preparing sand=:
wiches, salads, beverages; and Scrving meals
over A c:m,mér'.

counter and Foyntain Warkers

* Serve food to patrens at lunchroom couns-
tera, cafeterlas, sodn fountaina, or similar
pubile eating places, Take ordera {roin ens=
tomers and frequently prepare aimple items,
£lch ns, dessert dishes; iteinlze .o
cheeks: recelve payment and makeé -change;

nnd elenn vmrk aren and equipmmt. . =

Flc'rtm‘ Trick Gprrators . - ES

Drive E‘\"ﬁ“!ll‘- ar electric-puwered Indug= ¢ -

trinl trucks or tractors eéquipped with fork- :

lift, elevating platform, or traller hitch to L.l

mave aned stack equipment and materinls.n -

a wareclhouse, gtorage yard, or {actory..

» " Elevator Operalorg’ o S
operate yalora to .trinsport passeilgers

and frelghl between biillding floors, o
‘ ?.‘aﬁn en, Floorboys, and Flaorgirls

I‘crrnrm n varlety of routine tasks In sup-
port ol:.other workers {n and. around gueh = 3

" ", work sltek as factory floofs and service nreas,. -
frequently st ihe beck and eall 61' i:nmcrs.

Involves ch ti

terials, and equipm ing i ri
als nnd toola to workers: r\mnlng errands;
dellvering messages; emptying” contalners:

and, remaving ‘materlals frem work area to
BtorAge or sh!ﬁp!ng areas, ) R
Grmmrhhgrpgn -
.« Maintaln grovinds of Industrial, commer- - ..

€inl, orf ‘public praperty In goad econditlon
Invelves such tasks'as cutling lawhs, trim=
ming hedges, ng, trees, fepairing fences,
plnmmg flowers, and Ehﬁvéllﬁg snow, .

Gnqrds and Wﬂtchmrn

E‘mnr(l :mrl patrol prey »f Indusirial or
busliess extahlishmer mllm* types of
property to prevent theft ‘and eLher crimea
sibia injury to others,

Helpers (Any Industry) ¥

Perform a variety of dutles -to as
other worker usually of a higher level a
;Qmpet&ncy ol experlness, Tnivolves Euch ag=
tivities as l‘umlshlng-mnthcr worker” with
materials, tools, and supplies; cleaning work
aren, machihes and equipment:- feeding or
oflbearing machines; helding mgter!nls or
tools necording to worker agslated.

Houzeheold Dontestic Serevice Waorkers 7 \

Pcrrgl‘m a varelty of tasks lﬁ‘rprlvxﬂ;t house= .
inetuding auch netivities as cleaning,
washing, Ironing, making  beds,
m‘\lm-uulng clothes, marketing, cooking,
gerving food, and c*\rlng for ehildrén: Pro-
vided, lowcerer, That noncertitieation under
this eategory =shall apply only tp those-
workers who have, had less than 1 yéar of
docmelited pald. exrmrlgﬂce in the perfarms=
ance of the above tasks working on-a live=in :

‘ane

. grlive-gut basls,

'« HouseReepers

Supnr\ise workers engaged in 1 ninmlmng,
tnteriars of residential bulldings In a ¢l
and orderly. fashlon, They assign dutles td"

malds, charwownen, and hnusemen. lnspect .
ﬁnlsmm work, 1 mahitain supplg of . o .

and total - -

11

3

. Ehiabs, and T 1
w4, Work on instputtions of privale empldyer, |

Housémen and Yardwmien -

{1) Perform routine tasks to kcep hotel
premises nent nndnc!e’nn Invalvas such tasks
a4 clenning rups; washing walls, cellings, and
windows; rﬁnvlng furnitude; mopping and
winxing floors; and, polishing metalwork.

(1) Maintaln the grounda of private resi-
dence in good order, Typleal. taska nre mow-

- mp; and watering lnwna, planting fowers and
airlng and palnting ferices.

Janitors

" Keep hotel, office building, aportment”
hn se, or slmilar bullding in clean aond,
orderly condition., end tend Nirneces and
nollers to provide heht and hot water, Typical®
tasks are gweeplng and mepplrig floors, -
emptying trash contalners, and dolng ininor
patnting and phimbing repalrs, Often mnln-
talh resldence ot plm:e of work. -

Hr_;punr-h Operalors '

* Using machines eimilar in actlon 1o type-
writars, puinch holes in eards In such a posls
ilon that each hole can be jdentifred as reps
resenting n spec ftem of Informialioh.
Thegs puriched cards may be used with elgcs
[tronle  computers  as well ‘B4 labulnung
‘niachinss. - . o

Kitehen w;:rl..gra S

" Perform routliie en.,kg {n kltehen of resinus"
rant. Primney responsiblity s to malutain
work arcas and equipment In a./clenn and
orderly fashion, Involves such tazka as mop-"~
ping floors, ramoving trash, washing pots and .
pans, transferring a lieg and equlpménf.
&nd wnshing and peeling vcgetahlea.

= B
Laborers,-Farm - ok

Plant, eultivate, and harvest.farm pmd‘ucts,
following lnstructions of supervisors, pften-
working as members of a team. T}plggl tasks
. ffe watering and’ feeding lvestock, pleking
fruit and vegetables, and eleaning Etm's.ge
nreas nm:l equipment,

Lubﬁfrri Mine

. Perform rouline tasks In underground or
ﬁurfr\c’e mlne. pit, or quarry, or atl/ tipple,
mill, ‘er preparation plant. Involves, such
* tasks as tlennlng work arens, shoveling coal
onta conveyors, - puahlng miné cars from

working fnce to haulage road, and l?ndlng ar et

sorting material anm wheelbarrow,
Labﬁrgls. Common . [

Perforni Foutlne tasks 1a an industrfhl eon-
‘gtructlon or manulacturing environment.
Typleal tasks-nre loading and moving equlp-
ment and supplles, eleanlng work areas, hnd”®
distributing tools. Work upon Inatru:u«:m
apceording to get roliting,

. Loopers and Toppers

(1j Tend machines that shear nap? loose

" thrends, and knots from cloth surfaces to
* glve uniform finish and texture.

(2) Opernte looping machines to. cloze

openings In toe’ of senmlesa hose or Join

knittéd garment parts. =

{3} Loop stltehes or ribhed garment. pnfta :
on polnts of transfer bas to Incllitata trans-
fer ol garment parts to needles af !mlttlng
. michine,

u\,,s. sweep and
mnp' floors; dust Iurnlmrc cmpLy wastebas=




¢ Men-of-all-Wark - . B ) ! Mn'rl Rnlqtnn; uni Bus Gmulnemm

Perforin a combination of duties Lo keep f t fares. er-tlekets from pm‘hcngt‘rh :

: private home elean and In Rood ;:r:{ndltlﬁu. ' 18 tennafers, open and elose doors, an=
5 such netivitles ng clenning and dust- . : - na\mu: stops, allswer quesuana. and slgnal
*Ing furnilure pnd furnishings, hallways and _ohbertor Lo start or stop,
" Javatories beillig, vacusming, and serubs v
bing riga; washing windows, waxing ‘and . - e Teteplione Operalors -
polishing  flopra; removing snd  hanging . : [ Opprate tplephong switehibonrds to rej
. draperles; uilnge ‘and olling furpaces and. - -« . ’ : : Incnn,;lng ahd Inteennal ealls toe phones in ;\\.y" :
: other equ pl‘“Elll. repalring meachanleal and P eslablisnment, and maké connectlons with "
: . eleelrieal nprxlhncer' pﬁ'lnung and other - vy external Nnes for alitgalng cnlls, Taking mes- .
- -e . Ehores ns required. . R s : _BAKes.  supplying  Informaiion and keeplhg Y

’ . -~ |Material Handlers ™ : _ e records of calls.and charges is oftai invelved,

7 ' = ) . A i . Some situations primarlly Involve establish.

: .-ﬂFI;?n;!; gl‘:\lstd;’:ﬂid Sx?‘ns‘éﬁkr:?lﬁﬂ\:‘;ilie\:lgl;cm ’ - i ‘Ing of alding telephane users’in l‘-‘!lnbllslllsg
clfle mgtri{cﬁl:;ua'.:”' v TRETEe HEEEL S ‘ = 7 lﬂ\:anﬂr lzﬁiﬂistmw: telephane connections, ., L '

. ) . . K : e ) .
, . Nurpes' Aldes and Orderlics o L . as ; rivers and Traclor Drivers. : .
. ; 7 ) ) 1 '
A Asslst In |eare of hospital patlents, In-s . o me(r:lhnndr:é.trelljli};;n;?ngmémpﬂr; lrangtt“lmai
veives auch actlvities as bathing, dfraslng ) . from speciiied destinations 7’£\lEhpEﬂ c; iy ' .
¢ undressing pntlcmn and glving nteghol Fubs; . tallroad statlons, and off P 5‘“‘-*‘52
C perving and’ collecting food trays; c!mrnlng fe L - : : () Dl Ceh. —
and rhaving hair from skin area of operhtive : - urnw) ) r ‘;'3 tractors to move . materials, :
o  gnses; lifting patlents onte and from bed, L ded in"}%é\';%ntféfp“!llgn‘mblnbj"mg imbed-
s " and  transporting . patlents  to  treatment | L ralse, lower, or 1 pull eable of *winch to
_ units; changing bed linena, runrilng errnnds, . ' ) . ul'n . . or lond henvy materials: or -
L . - and dlrzctlng visitors.” . e T R q p hen ) e ' s e 0
) Packers, 'Mar}\rrv Bottters, and Related : e e T-’p"ﬂs Lesser S“"cd o o
. A . ; \-copy materinl; such as lat L '
. . Pack praducts Inta Eunmlncn Euoh ns enp= . s s
! co 7 tens or erales: mark ldcnm‘y]ng informatlon o : o ﬂrhn :ierp?gf:c:!-:ilnsa;;;-gg ?jlqd;ﬁ;s;smfruﬁ: '
. on nrtleles;.insure Hlled’bottles are properly. ;~=PAte moierinls juvolving the unilc:stnnﬁ?g Lk : Lo
. © sedled and marked; often working with tenm o ) T ol complieated technlien] terminology, the - R
S %:m or at ond of as at;mhly llne. ] : ; e, ’nlml\geﬁmnt and setting of eomplex Em;u-
.8 Poriers S, o }nr g"—‘l'il.lll or slmilar problems. Typing speed . - o
‘o : . iy - Lo . n Engllsh does 1ifg
R ,”) Carry bagrage for prasengers Grf;nl;”-a o : mmmfj m: “;;“s“:mt] Ef;;ﬁlﬂgi :lm‘;mf’sg ' S

: line, rallrond,.or miotorbus by hand or, . words per minule:on ain electrie typewrlter : .

- handiruck, Perform rrelated personpl sery- . : . and Lhe ertor rate rénghes 12 o more for . S .
o . lces in and around publis trnnsp@rtntluﬂ ) A b minute.typing peritsd on n.pw.sém“u,m o ' = L
l‘ﬂ;’él;ﬁ'r‘éﬁmth \di | Kin By ) B business. earrg%pauﬂence : .

! cefn bl nE prem Ees. war E areas :
) " in production departments of Industrisl or- . T Ushers fﬁéc‘imtmu ﬂm’! Amuxmnenn
a0 ' garzations, or simllar sites in clean and o " Assist patrons at entertalnment cvents in - S
- orderly canditions, g : finding seats, searching for 135t articles, and :
,e,,r,.p,,ﬂ,,,eh ' lecating facllitles, )
fecelvesellents OF cusloiners r:nmlllg Into .. ’ = erlmuh-mrn
establishments to aseertain thelr wanls, and . . Recelve, store, ship, nnd distfibute ma-
direet them accordingly, Involves stich nc'—[,lr\-ls : : R . terlals, tools. equipment, and products with- :
fies as Arranging nppoiniments, divecting -+ ' in eslablishments as directed by others, . .
caller to destinatinn, recording finme, time, . - L )
nature af business, person s2en; Q1SR (79 Stat. 911; B US.C. 1152";34 F.R. 6502) T #
) pl\r:m: and r!?l:\u':l diitles, , o, . . . . ; Sl.,hEd at Washmgtan D, C-'., hhis ';'Ql.h ) .
- Sallors and Deck Hahds L dx’ll’ of January 1971, - *
s atmnd deok \!.nlrhﬁ- and perforini a varl . . e M. R L-cw !
. : ELL, JT,
of tanks to-preserve palnted surinces of shlp . h _ . o [ ' .
and maintain lines, running gear. and cargo ) 4’1351513'“ SEC"‘EZ‘EHJ fﬂf M'dﬂpﬂwer
) handling gear in safe operatlug eonditlon, A ' IPE Dar?l -1450 Flled 2 3-71; E 45 am] . ¢
= .- Involves gich tasks s mopping decks. elilpy . s : . . .
3 S plng rost, iy untlng chlpped areas, nud splie - ,é;” . B ’ 3 ;
L Ing rape, - o : ' M - s Ce .
’ . . Sales Clerks, General T » - ) - : e o ' ) .
: < Ttoceive pnyvment fop.marchandise it a re- o L . .
e o il establishment, weap or.bag men:h'mﬂhc i , -

FRE and ki‘t‘ﬁah?ho atockeil, . . : : . R . ) .

o o, Sewing Maching Operators and : - ’ N a s o 0 Lo o

CH : ’ . Hand-stitehers .. . . . = : : : CoT

(1} Operate . slngles or mumpmem‘:ec’i!g ' ) ’ . 3
ae¥iE machilhes to joln paris In the m - . .

RS facture of such Pradlltlﬁ as awhings, car = . . _ - . -

T and gloves. Spizﬁm!l?,e in one type of gewlug ' L . X LN o . _ v . o
machine Hmited h: jolning operations, : o ] - ) . 7 - g o . S B
0y Jaiyy and rrlufnrc(‘ parls-of such arti= - e . o o - o s : :

T eles an parmenls,’ niel euelalns, sew buttens - 2 E ’ . N S o I o
holes and aliacl Msteners to'articles, or sew . " o . ) = DL ) ST R ot
“decaritive tinunings Lo arlicles, neing{needle . : e . . . @, . S
and Lhread. ] . . e R | \ . . s - I :
s * .
B B . y . ) . * : E
;! Gt o l‘ = . : Dol e a2
Sauzcé : The E‘ederai eglstér ' \VGl . 36, No. 24 Fehruary 4y 1371, P.. 28000
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' . r i .. 5 ;"_ i [
. - ,, : L . ‘ APPENDI}{ D’ 7
D::ugat;an of Apprehended illegal Alien Resgpndents in Their o
. . o Mast Eg;ent U Ss. Jab
(;;ensxis" f 7 No. of e
. © _Code Qeecupation ' B,es}pgdéﬂtg
| PROFESSIONAL, TECHNICAL, AND KINDRED WORKERS )
LI 2 5 e - ‘ k o : .
00l ' Accountants’ ol . N 1
- 005  .Computer.specialists, n.e.c. " -3
;'? o 013 * ® Industrial eng;neers ' 1
A 022 "’Sales engineers - . 1
v T "Adult education téachers (karate lnstructars) " 2 )
- Mechan;cal englneerinq technicians S 1 :
Dancers . ~ . ST Tl e
" REFGftEE T L
) . Miisicians and campgsezs (drummer) " 1
. . Wfltéfs,'artlstsg and entertalnezs, n. eis. s 2 .
E LR . - .:"’. o . . . £ - : : Total » 14 1’.‘: ER
' OWNERS, @NAGER‘SZ A’bMiNIETRAT@R}s{.ExéEET FARM : s, e
230 Restauraﬁt, cafeterla, and bar managérs ' 3
: 245 Managars and administrators, n.e.c. -1
. (200} Dwner (self employed) a : B
. B , Total 12
SALES WORKERS S ’
; - %264 Hucksters aﬂd peddlérs’ . o 1
: - 282 Sales IEPIESEﬂtathESp wholesale trade B 1
%283 Sales clerks, retail trade - 5 :
*2B4 - sales workers, except clerks, retail trade o2 ”
s *285 Sales workers, services and construction 1 : g
*296 Sales workers--allocated.. o - 2 . s
o s V . . = a -‘Iétai .‘w.\ 12
- i’ Py : - - B i ¥
CLERICAL AND KINDRED WORKERS L. =
o C o A SEO T e . CoL
- .‘ . %310  Cashiers . 3 e -
o .. '*¥345  _Key punch operators = ' - i 2 a
= - . .. *374 . shipping and receiving clexrks ... s -5
- 7 %390 - Ticket, station, and express agents . ’ L1 7
- ‘ #395:° 'Not speclf;éa clérical workers ‘- S . 27 . .
o R o Total 13 -

ERIC:

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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:

il ?h} SR ;7.1-!*" Jlfm*
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CRAFT AND KINDRED WORKERS . .. .
S _ A
461 ' Autamahllé cessories installers , L -
; thﬂv "L”.,..,,ﬂﬂ‘“?v 4621‘”‘2"333{21'"5 S . e Ehla e el b sl D g el st Jei.r-;s-;g;'-«:ne;i.s-_s%a~g=e=-g§ mameseamE or TEE
’ . 410 - - Brickmasons and stonemasons _ 5
- ' 411 +  Brickmasons ‘and stgnemasnns, agprentlces (brlcklayérs) 3
" .. .- 413  Cabinetmakers . - ' 3 ;
‘ T T 415 Carpenters . : - B
416 . Carpenter, apprentices ‘ 1
: }_Hﬂnggggg; and_concrete. finishers e e .15 :
Crane, derrick, ‘and hgist aperatars . R
Elestr;clan% e s : ,-;';,'~ L 2 )
Electrician agprentiﬁes T e . 10 -
-Electric power line and. cable ;nstallers and’ repairezs ‘1.
Exéavatlng, grading, ané rgaa-mach;ne Qgeratars exe.,» Y
: : bulldozer; . = SRERY AR . R 1
".- 441 °* Blue-collax wagker suge:v;sars, n. E;c_ T 3 AR
7443 °  Furniture and wa@d flﬂlEthE e s 2
—-—445  Glaziérs - .. . B j*f L 1 ;
452" Inspectors, n.eig¢., | - o - E B ‘2. :
453 Jewelers and watdéhmakers (5;1ve:sm;.th) ot 3
461 ,_Machlnists o TP AN (3 )
462 Machlnlst apgrent;ces, mechanlcs and :epaiters . 2 "
472 Automotive ‘body, repairers. , : : 3
W , 473 Automobile mechanics - . . “ 14
| 474 Automobile mechanic EPPEEBthES . . 1
e - 481 ' - Heavy equiment mechanlga, ;nel! d;esel S . R
S . 492 ' Miscellaneous mechanics and. repalrérs ’ o 3 /
L - 503 Molders, metal - < - *. . % L. ‘f- 1 T
Aol . 510 Painters, construction and malﬂtenance ‘ M . 18 T s
.. 7821~ Plasgterer appxentlces ._-ﬁ R E'v'g o 1 . g
SR 2:522_' 'Plumbers and: pipe fitters . » " T s - 2 | w
4wy ° " . 534.. |[Roofers and slaters’ | ' st o if E 4 ' N
T .. (547) ‘Diamond cutter .. R L U 1 ,
R ., - 551 . Tailors S . A 2 .
. 560  Tile setters oo ) ’ e \ : 1 e
. 861 ° Topl and die makers =~ - T | 1
.+ "’ 563 . Upholsterers S S o b 5
b Uoide, 0575 .. Craftiand. klndred workers, m.e.c. . . - 5
T *f” R R Total . 2 i
C)PERATIVES EXCEP? “TRANSPORT . = ° S
... 601 -~ Asbestos and- 1n5ulat;an warkers e 1.7 L
*602 - - Assemblers 7 v _ L e T 17
.. 603" 'Blasters. . - o 1
v T %604 Bottling and canning aperatlves ' : 2 ;
' *610 Chagker&. examlners, ana inspectors; manuiacturiﬂg 4 -
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OPERATIVES, EXCEPT TRANSPORT (Cont.)
611 . Clothing ironers and préssers ’ :
*61l2 = Cutting operatives, n.e.c.
. 613 Dﬁessmakers, except factory
7’”“**7%;615,;V bDry wall installers .and lathers .
" %621l ° " Filers, ‘polishers, sanders, and- buifers B ¢
*623 Garage workers and gas staticn attendants'
*(625) Meatpackars" .
v 630 Laundry. ang dry. cleaning. Dpératlves, n.e.c.
633  Meat Eutte;d and butchers, manufastur;ng
635 = Metal’ glatera : O ) . )
641 . .Mixing operatives ° o Ta
2*643 .~ 'Packers. -and wrappers, except meat ana praduce
hedd gt Painters, manufactured articlés- .
*650° - Drill press operatives : ST .=
656" " Punch and stamping press operatives 2 :
’5isa;lars and’ éeckhands i:_ : : o
Sawyéfs‘;' S ’
' Sewérs and- stltchers ’ A
Shagmaklng ma;hine ggez atives -
. rs, and tappets )
Textlle operatives, n.e.c. .- 1"f’é”
Welders and flame-cutters o
Machlne apeﬁatlves, mlscellaneaus speclfled
‘Machine operatives, not. speclfled - s
Miscellaneous operatives. .. S o
Not specified operatives ’ - N
, ’ - ' : .-~ Total
-t TRANSPORT EQUIPMENT GEERATIVES : ; T N
*706 - Férk lift and tow matcr éperatlvés
*715 Tfu:k drlvers ‘ . S .
. _— . 7 ., '~ 'Trotal
' NONFARM LABORERS L
-~ *740 © Animal caretaker excegt farm . B
*750 - Carpénters' helpeﬁé . e -
- *751 Construction labcrers,_except carpenters' helpers
'=¢“FrELght and matérial handlers, . L
' *755 B Gar§3ners ‘and groundskeepers, except farm LRt
*. 760 i Longshore workers and stevedores PR S e
761 Timber cuttlng anﬁél@gg;ng,warkers ’ :
*762  Stock handlers ; -
%764 ‘Vehicle washers and equlpment cleanér5~ﬂ
*780 - Miscellaneous laborers . . e
© %785  Not speffified laborers = ' -
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L Tha g L ) .
/ - . '
.,/"{‘ : .o ' '
FARM T..AjEDREPE AND STJPERVTSDRS . .
#822, .Farm labcrers, wage | workers e e e 123
AR - - ~ fTotal] - 123 .
“'BERVICE WORKERS,. EKCEET PRIV E‘ GDSEHOED 1
. R : N S
R T La&q;ng quarters cleaners, excegt Eglvate hausehald ;%l 4.
L. %902 . Eullﬂlng 1nterlgr cleaners, n.e.c. ' T 12 .
*903 ' . Janitors and_ sexténs ‘ v : E -
*910 .. Bartenders. : R R R 1
*911 -~ Waiters' 35515tant (husbﬁys) ¥ ; 22
S %812 - Cooks, except pr;vate hnusehalﬂ (shﬂrt créer) { 17 -
. %913+ - Dishwashers. = : : ' v 36
%914 " Food counter anﬂ fountaln warké:s S ‘.; -2
.~ 915 Waiters:.' . : ’ ' ; 11
*916. Food, serv1ce workers, n.e.c., Excépt p:ivate househcld 16
(93Q¥ Masseuse : o § _l.
*934 .. Baggage porters and béllhaps .o . e 3.
*943 - EleVvator operators - . . - L T 1
‘%962, - Guards, - - - _4
Coe - Total 138
* PRIVATE HOUSEHOLD WORKERS .. - i S o
el e L | S
- %980 s Child care workérs, Erlvate hcuseh@ld el B P
%982, . Housekeepers, private household . R A - T
_‘,*984-5 Private household cleaners aﬁd sérvants e t 8
¥ % (9B5) Yardwork. . . : Y SRR DS B}
. T %986 Prlvate househ@ld workers——allccatéd T ‘y/f ’ v_y'"lD
' 2 ./ Total | 25
. - 4 s
__/r”,, 17%'
of ‘respondents in schedule B occupations _- R ¥575-
of respondents in non-schedule B. Dccugatlgns /s + 205
of respondents self-employed = ' .. . -8
of Eesécnden§§~wha dldn t knnw or fefused to ahswer " i 3;;2
C e e ‘f’ B \'ff
A TOTAL ' 793
: S K . i o
* Schédul E ccupatlons ST Lo e
: flﬁades a éig ed by reséarchers 1n this* study. i
;:Sburce; Llntan & Eomgany Illegal Al;en Sfudy, 1975 )
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. APPENDIX E PR I i
' Industz;es Emplaylng AFprehenﬂed Iilegal ‘Alien Respandents -
7 In Their Mast Recent U 8. Jch -
. : =~ L C .
Agrlculture, Farestry, and Flsharles ’ , ‘ o
T _ , , ~ No. of
., . Ceode S C 3 - L 'Illegals .
o 010 e _Agrlcultuzal Pr@ductlaﬁ, UnSPEG;fléd e .23 _
= . .01l - Field crops |* - , : I X
ST 012 Fruits, tree nuts, and vegatables o 63 .
SR 013 Jleestcck o h"; 13
v - 0l9 Misceéllaneous Agrlculturé (nursdries) ' 10
‘... 071 7 _Agricultural services, except anlmal_husbandry e
. and horticultural services = } 4 L o
073 . 'Horticultutal services ' ' = T R - FE
o091 T Fisheries, except fish hatcherlas, fazms, oo e
' and preserves e _ : . I R SR
' A ST -;_b'.TQtal o T3 ,
Mln;ng and quatrylng of" nanmetall;c mlnérals,
except fuels _ L L _ ' 1.
.o T ' : Tatal oo 7T
' _Ccntragt Canstfuctlén S '
lSQ»ﬁ_yf{Bulldlng canstructlgn~general cantractcrs e 247 SR
151 "t ‘General building- contractors - . St T A6 e
j'lEl. . Highway and street. canﬁtruc_lan, ex:ept R . -
' . elevated highways Co e 7
R j;;lE . ,‘E_Heavy construction, except h;ghway and »‘ o -
g 7 streét congtruction 7 N
' .;»ﬁﬁsl7l i»-PLumblng, heating (éxcept électrlc), ana o T
\/ e . '~ air conditioning A w2
172 : Palntlng, -papér. hang;ng, -and decarating e 13
175 Carpentering and flooring - - = .. o 1
176 . Roofing and sheet metal wark BT 6 PR
177. - Concrete work, . - ' ' - .20 o
AU 179 Mlscellanecus spec;al trade cantraatars\ IR N U B
'gﬁf"f~ o - DA , Sl T@talf 1126 %g;- B
L -Manufa:tur;ng _”'¥”'ir 1;- L ST ”{ P U
?;80 B Manufacturlng, not. SpEleled T 29 “
-200 . Food products’, not SPEElfled S :"'s"\. 1
201 : . . Meat products L ' o - . .5
1203 ' Canned and préservea f:ults,vegétablés,,sea foods 3 .
204 . Grain mill prgducts‘\ : - S o RN | , K
. 205" | Bakery PraductS‘ Lo LA 3 RN
. 207 - : Cahfectlanery and related praducts - 2 TS
© 208 ' Beverages ~ o 1 |_3 
209 - ,jM;SEéllaﬁeaus Faad preParatlans and klnéred ' ]‘uT
F ' products | ‘ : T o 1 | B




JManufactgﬁing (Cont.)
i N ';;\:T R

222,

225

227" .

230

L..232

‘ 234
238
239

241

242
243

244
250
251
253
259
260
265
271
2717
278

280
.282

283"

285

295
307
310

‘311

. 314
317

319 -

. 320

321

. 325

329

331

332

333

336

- Public- bu;ldlng and rélated furniture

i,:Newspapers

Nonferrous f@undrles

|

Textlle mlll prsdu:ts, not spéclfleé : A .

(Knlttlng mllls o .
Floor covering mills o T
.- Apparel ‘and other textile. praducts, nat ‘specified:
- Men's, youths', and boys' furnlsh;ngs, work

cl@thlng, ‘and alldied garmanti . o
Women's, misses', chlldren Si. and infants"
under garments
Miscellaneous, appazel and a:cessgries .
MlSCEllaDEGUS fabricated textile products
Logging camps and logging. cgntractérs
Sawmills and: planlng mills .
Millwork, veneer; plywood, and“pﬁefabricated
structural ‘wood. praducts T
W@oden containers :
Furniture and fixtures, not Speclfled
Household ‘furniture

Miscellaneous furniture and fixtures .
Paper -and allied: products, not specified .
Paperboard:containers and boxes

and related work
Chemicals and allied prcducts, not- s§ec;fled
Plastics materials and synthetic resins, syn-
‘thetic rubber," synthetlc and other man—made
flbers, éxCE§t glass L .

Drugs -’

Paints, varnlshES lacquars, eﬁaméLS; and
. allied products < e

. Paving and roofing mate:;als

Miscellaneous ,plastics produets

- Leather and leather products, Eat speclflea

Leather tann;ng and fln;shlng —~ ,f

Footwear, - except rubber

Handbags. and other persanal leather goads

Leather goods, not elsewherefEIE§§1fied

Stone, clay, glass, and cancrete pr@ducts,
not, specified-. .

Flat glass

-
L]

Structural clay Praducts . L
Abrasive, asbestos, and mlscellaneaus non- -

metallic mineral products x

finishing mills . . . et

Blast furnaces, steel wcrks, and ralllng and -

' "Iron and steel foundries - :1‘|
Primary’ smeltlng ana reflnlng of nonferraus‘!

metals v

E=2 T R VT

il N L

‘Publishing, publlshlng & prlntlng
' Greeting card publishing
. Blankbooks ,. lcaseléaf binders, and” bégkblndlng
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339 Mlscellaneaus Pr;mary metal prgaucts ' 2

- 340 - Fabrlcateﬂ metal products, except.ordnance,
: L machlnéry, and -transportation equ1pment 26
- 344 | . Fabricated structural metal products . -4
345 . 'Scremlmachlne pradu:ts,'and bclts, nuts,
. f screw, rivets and washers : . 1
347 Coating, engraving, and allied. .services 2
349 Miscellaneous - fabricated metal products : 1
i _ 353 Construction, mining, -and materlals ‘handling ’
o : . machlnery and equipment’ L
S .- . . 356 ° ‘General industrial machinery - and equlpmént 2
' 358 - Service industry machines 1
S 359 Miscellaneous machinery, except.electrical 2
T 360 Electrical machinery, eguipment, and supplies 2
- - 361 Electric transmission and distribution equipment -~ 1
ML 365, Radio and television race1v1ng sets, except - ol
PN - ’ communication types . 3
F 367 " Electronic ,components and accessories 4. ‘
- . 369 . Miscellaneous ele&tr;cal machlnery, equlpment, . !
5 L ‘and supplies ) ‘ 1
= 371 -, Motor vehicleg and- mﬂtcr veh;ale equ;pment= 8
372 Aircraft and parts SRR CoN , L
oo, 379 *  Miscellaneous t:ansp@:tatlgn equipment’ 12
BT R 1= 3~ “Instruments for measurlng,vcantralllng,'and ” o
g o indicating physical characteristics 1
391 Jewelry, silverware, and Plaﬁéd ware. 1
+ + 394 ...  Toys, amusement, 75port1ng and ‘athletic gécds L3
“ 395 ' Ppens, pencils, and other’ fol:é and artists' . 7"
’ o, materials - ' \\ ' T |
396 . Costumé jewelry, costume - nDVEltléS, buttons, '
, o and miscellaneous notions, excegt precicus =
- - : ‘metals o1
399 . Miscellaneous manufacturlng 1n§ust i e
v o . Tetal 260
Transp@ztat;gﬁ _mgmmunlcatlén, g
; . 401 - Rallr@ad tran5portatlon, not 5peclfled f' . 4 7
‘417 ° " Terminal and service facilities for motor .- L
; o vehicle passenger transportation: : _ 1 °
421 - Trucking, localand long distance ' s, 2
T 446 . . Services 1n21denta1 to water traﬁsPDrtat;on 2
R 458 ‘“[,leed facllltles and services related to air’
e ; S transPOItatlan , _ SRR o 1
i ' : 491 ' Ela:trlc Gampanlés and Eystems’ P o 1 7
.- o L _ ) : . Total. 1 ’

: Whalesalé and Ret ll Tra d*

= = s . : A

o 506- - Eléctrlcal ggads co . .1
. .. . 508 . Méchlne:y, equipment and supplles L o1
o 509 . Miscellaneous whdlesalers o . 4
o 531 . .- Department stores ., i , o ; 1
., 535 D;rect selllng establlshments ST : R

]




. Wholesale and Retail Tradeu(cht.} o
R 54l A _Gracery Etmres,_ ' ; .7
woL ., 544"° .. Candy, nut, and c@nfectlanery stéres 1.

R 546 Retail bakerlés , : 9
o ¥ 549.°. © Miscellaneous food stores = 1
-+ .. 7B5l " v Motor vehicle dealers. (new and used cars) 1
. .~ .554 . Gasoline service stations 9
o - 560 . ‘Apparel and accessary stores, not specified _ 4
' a 561 Men's and Boys' clothing-.and furnishing stores 2
ésssis 569, Miscellaneous gpparel and accessory stores ® o1
571 . Furn;ture, home furn;shings,»and equlpment o
A . stores,. except appliances- . ; 4
581 :' Eating and drinking .places - R L 105
. 592 - ° Liquor stores : B
. 593 - Antique stores. and seccndhand stgres 1.
597" - Jewelry stotes 2
599 Retail ‘stores, ngt'elsewhere classified 1
- ' - ' ~ . Total - 157
Finance,,;nguranceggand Real Bstate
6307 Insurance :afrlers, not speclfled , ' .1
651 ..Real Estate operators (ex:epﬁ develapars) and -
1esscrs . o - .5
’ : TDtal, 6
':Eerv1ces " I e . e “a
701 _ Hatels, tDur;Et ccurts, and. matgls . : 9
72Y o Laundries, laundry-" SEEVlEES, and cleaning- and :
. dyeing plants L e T
722 Photographic studlas, lnciudlng cammerclal T
- photography . 1
729 . - Miscellaneous persenal services - 1l
734 Services to dwelllngs and other buildings 5
739 .Business services, not elsewhere classlfiéﬂ 4
753 '~ Automobile repair “shops 29
754 Automobile services, except. rapalr o 4
764 '’ Reupholstery-and furniture repair . -1
769 ~ . Miscellaneous repair shops .and related serv;ces 1.
794 - Sports promoters ard commercial Dperatgrs, and -
. + , miscellaneous. amusemant and recreation services 4
806 - -Haspltalg o ‘ 2
809 . Health and allled serv1ces, not elsew are clas— Ty
- sified ' ; , 1.
821 . Elementary and secondary schcéls 1
824 C@rrespandaﬂ:e schools and vozatlénal scha@ls 1
‘, 866 " . Religious organizations [ o1
w881 Private households. - - - - 25
891 Federal government ' ’ C 1
893 Local government . C : Lo ] 1
o : . ' , Total 90
Total ‘All Industries’ . _ 785 -
‘Don't know/refuse to answer - 8.
TOTAL . 793

'Séuréze; L‘izy‘;z;{n & Cou Ill‘e‘gai_ Alien Study, 1975 . 330 VL




