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By B. Meredith Burke, Ph.D.

Social science has conclusively established a strong
and consistent association between parental edu-
cation and both the educational achievement

(i.e., school performance) and the educational attain-
ment (i.e., the number of years or level of schooling
completed) of their children. Other studies have
shown a positive association between family income
and educational aspirations and attainment. Con-
versely, researchers have demonstrated an inverse
correlation between family size and close child spac-
ing and the educational performance of the children.
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The Impact of Immigration on California
Summary and Analysis of Immigration in a Changing Economy: California’s Experience

California’s Labor Force
Immigration, Fertility, and
the Post-industrial Economy

Earlier this year, Rand released an extensive
new study on immigration’s impact on Cali-
fornia.  The report, authored by Kevin F.

McCarthy and Georges Vernez, contains both new
research as well as information drawn from several
recent monographs published by Rand and concludes
that immigration has both positive and negative ef-
fects on the states economy. The authors specifically
do not explore the potential impact of immigrant-
induced population growth on the environment or
the general quality of life in the state. This article
examines the report’s findings, which include:

● Immigration to California in the last three
decades has been extraordinary:  By the mid-1990s,
California’s eight million immigrants represented one
in four state residents and fully one-third of all im-
migrants in the United States.

● Of the 16-percentage-point advantage in the
creation of jobs California enjoyed in the 1980s over
the rest of the nation, two percentage points can be
attributed to immigration; however, few of these jobs
went to natives; overall, in fact, immigration reduces
job opportunities for natives.

● Immigration in the 1970s lowered the wages
of high school dropouts by between 10 and 16 per-
cent annually ($2,250 to $3,800) and, in the 1980s,
immigration primarily affected employment, with
between 128,000 and 195,000 natives in California
either unemployed or withdrawn from the labor
force because of immigration.

● Immigration is increasingly out of step with
the needs of the state’s economy.  Few if any new
jobs are created that require only a high school de-
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gree or less, yet most immigrants are either high
school dropouts or have a high school education.

● Immigrants as a group do not pay enough in
taxes to cover their consumption of public services,
though the size of the impact is undetermined and
varies considerably by country of origin, education
level, and admission category.

● The authors suggest reducing immigration to
the United States to between 300,000 and 800,000 an-
nually and selecting more immigrants based on needed
skills and fewer based on family relationships.

Demographic Effects
As the report makes clear, immigration to California
in recent years has been unprecedented.  Between 1960
and 1995, the number of immigrants living in the
state increased six-fold, from 1.3 million to eight mil-
lion, and tripled as a percentage of the state’s popula-
tion, from 8.2 percent to 24.1 percent.  Relative to

the rest of the country, growth in California’s immi-
grant population has been just as dramatic.  In 1960,
California had 8.8 percent of the nation’s total popu-
lation and was home to 13.9 percent of its immigrants.
By 1995, California accounted for 12.1 percent of
the country’s population and 32.7 percent of the
nation’s immigrants.

The high concentration of immigrants in
California makes the state unique: Immigrants ac-
count for less than five percent of the population in
33 states.  In addition to their high concentration,
California’s immigrants differ from the rest of the
country in a number of important ways.  Compared
to immigrants in the rest of the country, California’s
1995 immigrants had a much higher percentage of
Mexican and Central Americans (50 percent in Cali-
fornia vs. 23 percent nationwide), Asian immigrants
(33 percent vs. 21 percent) illegal aliens (20 percent
vs. 14 percent), amnesty recipients (19 percent vs. 7
percent), and refugees (9 percent vs. 6 percent).
California’s immigrants also had lower rates of natu-
ralization (29 percent vs. 41 percent).

Not only has the level of immigration
changed, there has also been a significant shift in the
countries sending immigrants to the state.  In the
1950s, half of California’s immigrants came from ei-
ther Canada or Europe and the majority of the re-
mainder came from Mexico.  By 1990, the number
of European and Canadian immigrants had fallen
dramatically, to less than 10 percent, and the number
of immigrants from Mexico and Central America had
climbed to well over half of the total.  Additionally,
California’s share of Asian immigrants doubled and
now accounts for 40 percent of new immigrants in
the state.  These trends have transformed California
into the most racially and ethnically diverse state in
the country, so that by the year 2000, if not already,
no racial/ethnic group will constitute a majority.

Economic Effects
Table 1 (at right) provides information about the edu-
cational level of immigrants and natives.  It indicates
that there is a sizable gap between the educational
attaintment of natives and that of immigrants both
for the nation as a whole and for California, though
the difference is much greater in California.  Com-
pared to immigrants in the rest of the country,
California’s immigrants are much more likely to lack
a high school degree and have one year less of school-
ing on average.
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Table 1. Distribution of Educational Attainment in California and the
Rest of the Nation by Immigration Status, 1970 and 1990 (percentage*).

California

Source: U.S. Department of Commerce, Public Use Sample, 1970 and 1990.
*Totals do not equal 100 percent due to rounding.
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Table 1 also indicates that, while the educa-
tional level of both immigrants and natives has im-
proved significantly since 1970, the increase has been
more rapid for natives.  As a result, the educational
gap between immigrants and natives has grown more
pronounced nationwide, almost entirely because of
the relative deterioration in California.  The larger
educational gap in California is caused primarily by
the high concentration of immigrants from Mexico
and Central America, who tend to have much lower
levels of educational attainment than other immigrant
groups.

This high concentration of low-education
immigrants in the state has supplied California’s busi-
nesses with a large pool of unskilled labor. In addi-
tion, the authors found that  California’s immigrants
earn lower wages than natives in almost all educa-
tional categories and occupations.  This pattern con-
trasts sharply with the pattern observed nationally,
where immigrant wages either exceed or roughly equal
those of similarly skilled natives.

While the reasons for this disparity are not
entirely clear,  the report suggests that it is due to the
younger age, lower English proficiency, and higher
percentage of illegal aliens and immigrants educated
abroad living in the state as well as increased compe-
tition among immigrants for jobs.  The authors do
not think that discrimination accounts for the differ-
ence because there is no systematic evidence that it is
more prevalent in California and because surveys of
employers generally find that immigrants are viewed
as reliable and hard working. The authors conclude
that employers’
ability to pay im-
migrants less than
natives coupled
with the fact that
there is no indi-
cation that immi-
grant labor is less
productive than
native labor,
gives businesses
in California a
competitive ad-
vantage. The au-
thors state: “Al-
though the char-
acteristics of im-
migrants have
changed... the

state’s economy continues to benefit from immigra-
tion” (p.xxiv).

Based on a cross-industry comparison of the
concentration of immigrants and job creation, the
report estimates that, in the 1980s, about two per-
centage points of the 16 percentage point advantage
that California enjoyed in employment growth was
attributable to immigration.  While the authors ac-
knowledge that comparisons of this kind do not es-
tablish causality and the effect appears small, their
analysis suggest that the arrival of immigrants in an
industry is positively associated with growth.

This positive effect on job growth does not,
however, seem to translate into more jobs or higher
wages for native-born workers.  In fact, the labor
market opportunities available to less-educated natives
are reduced by immigration.  Thus, by “benefit” to
the economy the authors mean that the immigrants
and employers are better off.  Native-born workers
either are unaffected or are harmed by immigration.

The negative effect on native workers has var-
ied over time and is dependent on education level.
The report controls for a variety of factors and com-
pares differences between California and the rest of
the country.  The authors conclude that, in the 1970s,
the wages of native-born high school dropouts were
between 10 and 16 percent lower ($2,250 to $3,800)
in California because of immigration.  In the 1980s,
the negative effect primarily took the form of reduced
job opportunities for natives, with perhaps 200,000
natives in the state either unemployed or withdrawn
from the labor force because of immigration.  Table
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2 (see below) reports the job displacement effect of
immigration on native workers using two different
estimation methods.  The study also concluded that
the presence of immigrants does not negatively affect
natives with a college degree and may actually im-
prove the job prospects for this group.

The reason that immigration’s effect on na-
tive workers was different in the 1970s and 1980s is
not entirely clear.  The most likely explanation is that
there was higher overall employment growth in the
1970s than in the 1980s,  allowing for easier incorpo-
ration of immigrants into the labor force — though
wages for native-born dropouts declined significantly
because of immigration.  In the 1980s, wages declined
for the less-educated for a number of reasons and, as
a result, less-educated workers withdrew from the
work force. Increased competition from immigrants
exacerbated this trend.

The authors acknowledge that the estimates
found in Table 2 probably understate the size of the
impact of immigration.  They point out that many
less-educated natives either left the state or did not
come to California because of immigrant competi-
tion, the same conclusion reached by the National
Research Council in its report last year (see Immigra-
tion Review Nos. 29, 30, and 31).  Thus, because it
changes the internal migration patterns of natives,

immigration alters the supply of labor throughout
the country.  As a result, the effect of immigration is
likely to be felt nationally, not simply in areas of
high immigration. The authors also concluded that
African-Americans were more adversely affected by
immigration than any other racial/ethnic group be-
cause they are more likely to be in the adversely af-
fected educational categories and because employers
may view immigrants as more desirable workers.

In addition to the reduction in labor market
opportunities available to natives, the second economic
problem identified in the study is that there is an
increasing discongruity between the kinds of jobs
being created in the state and the skills of entering
immigrants.  The number of jobs for persons with
only a high school degree or less has held steady or
declined in the last 20 years and immigrants have, in
effect, been “back filling” less-skilled jobs as the num-
ber of natives doing such work has declined; how-
ever, this cannot continue indefinitely.  Moreover,
this process has caused a slow and steady
“downskilling” of California’s work force relative to
the rest of the country.  Whereas the state’s work
force was once more educated on average than the
rest of the country, this advantage has now been en-
tirely eliminated by immigration (see “California’s
Labor Force” on page 1).

In addition to expressing concern about the
competitiveness of the state’s economy, McCarthy
and Vernez also point out that the low educational
level of immigrants may adversely affect the social
mobility of today’s immigrants and perhaps their
children.  More than at any time in the past, earn-
ings and employment are dependent on educational
level.  What’s more, one of the best predictors of
the future labor-market performance of children is
the educational level of their parents.  Immigration
policy, therefore, may be setting the stage for large
ethnic differentials in economic outcomes that could
have important socio-economic and political impli-
cation for decades to come.

Fiscal Effects
The report does not contain any new research on
the fiscal impact of immigration; instead, the chap-
ter on the public sector summarizes the authors’
previous study of the issue (Vernez and McCarthy,
1996), which explored the relevant questions and
reviewed findings from a number of different stud-
ies.  As in their earlier work, the authors conclude

Table 2. Aggregated Estimates of the Number
of Native-born Workers in California Whose Job
Opportunities Were Affected by Immigrants, 1990.

Estimate II

-47,800
-53,200

-300
0

-101,300

-44,800
-42,200
-44,400

0
-93,400

-194,700
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  <12
  =12
  13-15
16+
  Subtotal

Women
  <12
  =12
  13-15
16+
  Subtotal

Total

Source: Immigration in a Changing Economy.

Estimate I

-14,600
-13,900
-55,300
+23,700
-60,100

-2,800
-57,500
-50,200
+42,400
-68,100

-128,200
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that there is no consensus regarding the budgetary
consequences of immigration in California, as differ-
ent studies have produced a wide range of estimates.
The reason for the divergent findings stems from a
number of factors:  In many cases there is no agree-
ment on how to estimate immigrant and native tax
revenue and public service use from existing adminis-
trative and survey data.  There is also a disagreement
on whether to count public services, such as welfare,
used by the U.S.-born minor children of immigrants
as a cost attributable to immigration.

Despite a wide range of estimates from vari-
ous studies, the authors draw a number of general
observations.  First, the average tax revenue from all
residents, immigrant or native, is generally found not
to equal average expenditures in the state.  This is
because not all sources of revenue to state and local
government are included in any of the studies.  At
both the state and local level, revenue from the fed-
eral government and from other sources such as the
taxation of businesses are used to close this “deficit.”
Second, no matter how it is defined, the size of the
deficit is larger in California for immigrants than it
is for natives.  Third, the deficit is larger for illegal
aliens than for legal residents.

The authors also point out that the larger fis-
cal burden created by immigrants is explained almost
entirely by educational and other socio-economic
characteristics of immigrants and not by their immi-
grant status per se.  In other words, immigrants cre-
ate a burden on public coffers in California because
they are less educated, hold lower paying jobs, and
have larger families than natives.  This means that
they generally pay less in taxes and have a greater
propensity to consume public services than natives.
It is also clear that the large differences between im-
migrants from different countries is almost entirely
due to differences in socio-economic characteristics.

Policy Recommendations
The authors make a number of policy recommenda-
tions in the final chapter of their report.  Partly out
of concern for less-skilled natives, the social mobility
of immigrants, and the competitiveness of the Cali-
fornia economy, the authors suggest increasing the
number of immigrants admitted based on needed skills
and admitting fewer based on family relationships.
The authors do not provide much guidance on what
specific changes should be made to immigration
policy, nor do they provide a specific number, ex-

● Members of the Sierra Club, one of the
nation’s leading environmental organizations,
voted in April to maintain neutrality on U.S.
immigration policy, narrowly defeating an effort
to develop a policy calling for reduced immigra-
tion as a means of slowing U.S. population
growth to preserve the environment. The refer-
endum, which generated intense debate, was de-
feated 60 percent to 40 percent as the group voted
to take no position on immigration but instead
to work toward solving the root causes of global
population growth.

Proponents of reduced immigration levels
said the vote was a victory for political correct-
ness rather than a defeat for the immigration re-
form movement.

● Earlier this month, the Republican Party
of Texas adopted a plank as part of its platform
calling for “returning immigration quotas to tra-
ditional levels in practice prior to 1965 of 300,000
per year or less.” along with other measures con-
cerning immigration, including: reclaiming con-
trol of international borders, screening immi-
grants for communicable diseases, and the end of
birthright citizenship for children of illegal aliens.

● A controversial billboard near the Califor-
nia-Arizona border that declared California “The
Illegal Immigration State” was taken down in late
June after Latino activists threatened to destroy
the sign.

The billboard, paid for by the Orange
County-based California Coalition for Immigra-
tion Reform, which co-sponsored Proposition
187, read “Welcome to California, the Illegal
Immigration State. Don’t Let This Happen to
Your State.”

Mario Obledo, president of the California
Coalition of Hispanic Organizations, had threat-
ened to set fire to the sign.

Barbara Coe, president of the Coalition for
Immigration reform condemned Obledo’s threats
as “terrorist tactics” and vowed to replace the sign
as well as add others.
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cept to suggest that the annual level of immigration
be set at between 300,000 and 800,000.  The authors
also suggest several other changes, including: special
treatment for Mexico, establishing specific programs
designed to facilitate the incorporation of immigrants,
and more flexibility in immigration policy to meet
changing circumstances.  While the authors acknowl-
edge that illegal immigration is a significant problem,
both for economic and non-economic reasons, the
report contains no new suggestions on how to deal
with this issue.

Conclusion
Immigration in a Changing Economy is clearly an
important work.  Though at times the narrative tends

In addition, the educational demands of the
typical job and the median schooling of the typical
native worker have both risen monotonically in the
twentieth century. After the 1965 and 1970 changes
in immigration legislation, however, both the num-
ber and diversity of legal immigrants increased dra-
matically and since the mid-1980s the number of ille-
gal entrants has also soared. Many legal and most ille-
gal immigrants enter the United States with levels of
schooling far below that now typical of American
working-age adults. This is particularly true for ille-
gal entrants legalized by the Immigration Reform and
Control Act of 1986, predominantly Mexican nation-
als from rural areas. Those who entered the United
States before 1982 had a median of 6.0 years of school-
ing and those who were agricultural workers (from
generally younger cohorts) had a median of 7.1 years.

California, as the preeminent recipient of
both legal and illegal immigrants, has seen a dramatic
change in its population in the past 25 years, a change
which bodes ill for the future skill level of the labor
force. This includes the nativity and consequently the
age and educational attainment distributions of the
women giving birth in the state. The percentage of
Mexican-born mothers with no more than a grade
school education was last seen among American-born
mothers before the 1920s, nearly four generations
ago; the percentage with at least high school comple-
tion is equivalent to American mothers in the 1930s.
Because Mexican-born women, who bore one quar-
ter of the children born in California in the nineties,

exerted the major foreign influence, I will focus on
that group in this article.

Given the strong parent-child educational
attainment link, California’s 21st century labor force
entrants will include many with parents ill-equipped
to foster post-industrial skill levels. The same linkage
is already resulting in vastly different educational
outcomes among different ethnic/nativity groups,
outcomes frequently attributed to bias and discrimi-
nation rather than to underlying demographic at-
tributes. Californians can anticipate increased inter-
ethnic strife in the ensuing decades and a labor force
with large pockets of low-productivity workers. This
will continue if not exacerbate current inequalities in
income distribution and tax burden distribution.

California’s Changing Population
There has been a sharp change in the demographics
of California’s population since 1970, a period that
coincides with the sharp increase in immigration. In
fact, while live births dropped during the 1970s, they
rebounded by 1980 solely due to the contributions
of foreign-born women, peaking at 612,000 in 1990.
Mexican-born women accounted for 146,643 of these
births, 24 percent of the total. The Immigration Re-
form and Control Act of 1986 (IRCA) and the 1988
Omnibus Budget Reconciliation Act (OMBRA) data
indicate that the sharp increase in these births from
1985 to 1990 paralleled the sharp increase in the en-
trance of illegal aliens from Mexico. At the same time,

to be more positive than the data warrant, the report
provides the most detailed picture of California’s
immigrant population produced to date.  Moreover,
their general observation that immigration should not
be seen as inherently positive or negative, but instead
that its effects are dependent on the volume and char-
acteristics of the immigrants, is unassailable.  Any-
one seeking to better understand the implications of
immigration for California, the largest and most im-
portant state in the country, would do well to read
this book. �

— Steven Camarota

To obtain a copy of Immigration in a Changing
Economy: California’s Experience, contact Rand at
(310) 451-7002 or http://www.rand.org The cost is $20.
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the proportion of births to U.S.-born women fell
from nearly 90 percent in 1970 to 56 percent in 1992,
remaining there through 1995. A consequence of this
increase in births to foreign-born women was a ma-
jor transformation in California’s ethnic composition.

White non-Hispanic births, nearly 70 percent
of all births in 1970 and hence both the modal and
majority category, descended below 40 percent by
1991. Hispanic births, a mere 20 percent of all births
in 1970, had meanwhile risen to over 40 percent, be-
coming the modal but not the majority category in
1991. In 1995, the racial/ethnic composition of Cali-
fornia births was: Hispanic, 46 percent; white, 36
percent; black, 7 percent (down from about 9 per-
cent in 1970); and “others” (mainly Asians), 12 per-
cent, up from 4 percent in 1970. Mexican-born women
bore 26 percent of all births in California in 1995 —
57 percent of all Hispanic births, down from 59 in
1990 — while 91 percent of white and 94 percent of
black mothers were native-born.

In 1990, there were just under two million
Hispanic women of childbearing age in California
compared to about four million white. The number
of Hispanic women has risen since then, while the
number of white women has declined. That half as
many Hispanic women have more babies than a group
twice its size implies that they have a total fertility
rate (TFR) twice that of white women. During the
“baby bust”, of the 1970s, Hispanic fertility began to
decline later than did white, and from a much higher
level. It continued to decline until 1980, later than
for other ethnic groups, and then reversed its course.
In the five-year period 1985 to 1990, it increased over
three-quarters of a child, returning to its 1970 level.
It continued to rise after 1990 and reached a peak in
1993 with a TFR of 3.551.

Immigration explains this turnaround of His-
panic fertility in California because a majority of the
Mexican-born now living in the United States entered
after 1980.1 This is especially the case in California,
home to the vast majority of Mexicans legalized by
IRCA and presumably to the influx of illegal entrants
that has continued unchecked since then. The ques-
tions to ask are: What is the present TFR for Mexi-
can-American women and how much of the increased
Hispanic TFR is due to the effect of the foreign-born
women? While fertility estimates for Mexican-Ameri-
can women are not readily available, extrapolating

1U.S. Bureau of the Census, The Foreign-born Population in the
United States: 1993.
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The Center's latest Backgrounder, The Labor Mar-
ket Impact of Immigration: A Review of Recent
Studies, summarizes more than a dozen recent stud-
ies, some of which have yet to be published, that
indicate that immigration reduces the labor market
prospects of natives, primarily those with few years
of schooling. A discussion of the findings, summary
data on immigrants’ labor market characteristics,
and a comprehensive bibliography are also included.
 The Labor Market Impact of Immigration
(Backgrounder No. 1-98) is now available for $4.

New From the Center

● Wang Wu Dong, a passenger on the Golden
Venture five years ago when the alien-smuggling
ship struck a sand bar within sight of New York
City, was apprehended again in early June when
the aptly-named Oops II ran aground in an afflu-
ent New Jersey beach community about 50 miles
south of New York. Mr. Wang, about 22 other
illegal Chinese immigrants, and the boat’s cap-
tain were left to wander through the darkened
streets of the community after the captain appar-
ently became lost in a dense fog.

Mr. Wang left the United Stated voluntar-
ily two years ago after giving up his asylum claim
based on forced sterilization of his wife. His law-
yer said that the asylum laws have changed sig-
nificantly since Mr. Wang’s last attempt and
that he has a good case now.

● Border Patrol agents arrested two Miami
men and seized their speedboat on June 24 in what
authorities said may be the first concrete evidence
that smugglers are behind a sharp rise in the num-
ber of Cuban refugees coming ashore in South
Florida. The men were charged with alien smug-
gling after their boat was stopped at sea with 37
Cubans on board.

The Border Patrol believes that several rings
of smugglers are operating, taking advantage of
calm seas brought by warm summer weather to
ferry illegal immigrants to the United States.
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from pre-1985 decreases I posit a 1990 TFR for na-
tive-born Hispanics of 2.4 to 2.6, if not lower. Data
from the 1992 Mexican Demographic Survey show
that in rural areas, the source of most illegal entrants
to the United States, women age 45-49 reported 6.8
children ever born while the TFR for women age 15-
49 inclusive was 4.9.2 To achieve a California His-
panic TFR of 3.5 in 1993 when a 30 percent contri-
bution comes from a subgroup with a TFR of 2.5
and a 10 percent contribution from other Hispanics
of perhaps 3.5, yields an estimated TFR for Mexican
entrants of 4.0. This is a half child above that now
prevailing in all of Mexico, doubtlessly due to the
over representation of women of rural origins. As-
suming a lower TFR for Mexican-Americans of 2.3
would yield a Mexican
TFR of 4.1.

Mexican-born
mothers also tend to
begin having children
earlier and their influ-
ence makes the 20-29
age group the modal
category for women
giving birth. In addi-
tion, 27 percent of na-
tive-born Hispanic births are to teenagers. Interest-
ingly, Hispanic teenagers seem to drop out of school
before getting pregnant.

A later inception of childbearing generally
permits a woman to acquire more education. Regard-
less of birthplace, nearly 90 percent of white mothers
report at least high school completion and, weighted
by the large proportion of mothers age 30 and above,
the modal category for white women is at least one
year of college. Mexican-born women who, as men-
tioned above, bore 57 percent of Hispanic children,
had by far the lowest educational attainment for any
major childbearing group.

Historically, a population evolves in a pre-
dictable pattern into a high educational attainment
society. First, a small but growing proportion of stu-
dents progress to the next level, then the others play
“catch up.” In a preindustrial society, the vast major-
ity of the population has little or no schooling while,

in a postindustrial society, the vast majority is in the
highest and second-highest categories.

These figures have powerful implications for
the educational system and labor force of the 21st
century.

Implications
Both native-born Americans and immigrants were
poorly educated in the early 20th century. For those
with parents born around the turn of the century,
eighth-grade graduation was the standard end point.
Nearly 40 percent of all white parents and over three-
quarters of blacks did not get even that far. Six de-
cades — nearly three generations — later, over 80 per-

cent of white mothers
and fathers and black
fathers of children
born in the 1980s had
at least completed high
school. At least 25 per-
cent of black mothers
and 40 percent of
white mothers had at-
tended college. As a
group, Hispanic par-

ents lagged behind both other major racial/ethnic
categories in parental education.

The connection between the educational at-
tainment of parent and child has been amply docu-
mented by such researchers as Connelly and
Gottschalk3 and Hernandez.4 This association con-
tinues strongly today as was confirmed by the 1992
National Adult Literacy Survey. Using unpublished
data, Zill showed that 50 percent of young adults
ages 20 to 29 whose parents had no more than grade
school education had not completed high school
themselves compared to 34 percent of those with par-
ents with some high school and 4 percent of those
with parents who had completed college.5 In addi-
tion, young adults with parents in the lowest educa-
tional category “were two to three times more likely
than the offspring of high school graduates to score
in the lowest category in the tests of functional lit-
eracy... [meaning] they lacked the skills to function

Because of immigration, “California’s 21st
century labor force entrants will include
many with parents ill-equiped to foster
post-industrial skill levels.”

2Instituto Nacional de Estadisca, Geografia e Informatica. 1994.
Encuesta Nacional de la Dinamica Demografica, 1992: Principales
Resultados. Aguascalientes, Mexico.
3Connelly, R. and P. Gottschalk. 1995. “The Effect of Cohort
Composition on Human Capital Accumulation across Genera-
tions.” Journal of Labor Economics 13:155-175.

4Hernandez, D.J. with D.E. Myers. 1993. America’s Children:
Resources from Family, Government, and the Economy. New York:
Russell Sage Foundation.
5,6Zill, Nicholas. 1996. “Parental Schooling and Children’s Health.”
Public Health Reports, III:34-43
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effectively as citizens and consumers in modern soci-
ety.”6 Zill also referred to the 1988 National Health
Interview Survey on Child Health’s finding that the
grade repetition rate for persons ages 7 to 17 was one-
third for those with parents with incomplete high
school versus 20 percent for those with high school
graduates for parents and 14 percent for those whose
parents had some college education.

While most parents, regardless of ethnicity
or immigrant status, involve young children in ac-
tivities that extend their knowledge, exposure to some
activities is affected jointly by household income and
parental education. Overall, for example, children of
immigrants are less likely to be read to every day and
Hispanic immigrants in particular are likely to feel
that their children’s school does not welcome their
involvement.

Another factor affecting children’s develop-
ment is the number of siblings they have. In families
with more children, parents have less time to speak
to each child and have lower educational expectations
for them. In addition, resources such as computers
are not only less available as the number of siblings
increases, the resources available also benefit the chil-
dren less.

The combination of poor academic perfor-
mance, low educational aspirations, and low family
income means that Hispanic students, a major part
of California’s population, will have to struggle to
succeed in the postindustrial economy.

Conclusion
California confronts social difficulties on at least two
fronts. The sharp ethnic divide in parental character-
istics and family resources guarantees very visible dif-
ferences in the outcome of the children of these di-
verse groups. The Hispanic community will not un-
derstand why the Asian newcomers are picking the
educational plums of the public system while their
own children are so greatly underrepresented in pres-
tigious institutions. There will be a similar inability
to understand why there are so few Hispanic engi-
neers and computer scientists. Over and above racial
and ethnic discrimination are the very real and dra-
matic demographic differences. But sadly, few com-
munities understand when traditional ways are coun-
terproductive in a changed environment. Fewer still
will voluntarily seek out and incorporate these
changes. Ethnic clashes may well intensify.

Continued on next pageContinued on next pageContinued on next pageContinued on next pageContinued on next page Continued on page 11Continued on page 11Continued on page 11Continued on page 11Continued on page 11

● Despite intense lobbying from high-tech in-
dustries, at press time Congress had yet to take
final steps to expand the H-1B program, which
provides visas for skilled foreign workers. High-
tech companies  back the bill that the Senate passed
in May (S 1723), which raises the cap from 65,000
to a maximum of 115,000 visas in each of the next
four years, but would prefer no bill to the House
version taking shape (HR 3736), which includes
substantial new protections to ensure that U.S.
workers are not harmed by a flood of foreign
workers.

House Judiciary Committee immigration
subcommittee Chairman Lamar Smith (R-Texas)
seems intent on keeping the U.S. worker protec-
tion programs in the bill and has pointed out that
some of the major corporations pushing for ex-
pansion of the visa program have announced lay-
offs in recent months.

With high-tech executives angry at the de-
lay, House Majority Leader Dick Armey (R-
Texas) was trying to broker a compromise be-
tween the chairmen of the House and Senate  im-
migration subcommittees.

● President Clinton signed a $1.9 billion bill
(S 1150) on June 23 restoring food stamps to
about 250,000 legal immigrants who were made
ineligible by the 1996 welfare overhaul, which he
also signed. Clinton said the restoration “rights a
wrong.”

● The National Visa Center at Portsmouth,
N.H., has registered and notified the 90,000 win-
ners of the Fiscal Year 1999 diversity lottery.
Starting with Fiscal Year 1999, the program will
make 50,000 permanent resident visas available
to persons from countries with low rates of im-
migration. Previously, the total was 55,000 but
the Nicaraguan and Central American Relief Act
(NCARA), passed by Congress in November
1997, stipulates that 5,000 of the diversity visas
be made available each year for use under the
NCARA program. The top ten countries for
1999 are: Ghana, with 5,531 winners, followed
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By James G. Gimpel and James R. Edwards, Jr.

A lthough few voters outside of California cast
their presidential and congressional votes
according to the positions candidates take on

immigration policy, today this issue remains one of
the hottest controversies on Capitol Hill. But immi-
grants and immigration were not always as contro-
versial as they have become in the late 1990s. In the
1960s, members of Congress rarely thought about
immigration policy, and the issue certainly didn’t gen-
erate much friction between Republicans and Demo-
crats. In fact, when Congress decided to reform the
immigration system in 1965, the vote in favor of the

The other crisis looms when the low-produc-
tivity labor force entrants begin to enter the work-
place just as the Baby Boomers begin to retire and
want to draw on their pensions — even as the immi-
gration-derived demand for social welfare services
grows apace. Clark and Schultz7 have followed in
Thom’s8 footsteps in demonstrating that the doubling
of the number of children in poverty in the 1980s (an
increase of about 440,000 children) arose solely from
immigration, with Hispanics contributing 71 percent
of the increase. It could also be argued that the in-
creased number of black children resulted from the
dislocations blacks have experienced in the labor mar-
ket due to competition from immigrant newcomers.

Every study on educational progress finds
that, with rare exceptions, children typically advance
no more than one schooling level beyond that of their
parents. A postindustrial society that requires work-
ers to have at least some college training in order to
generate tax revenues sufficient for the perpetuation
of that society cannot wait four generations for chil-
dren of parents who have at most completed grade
school to reach that level. Yet we know of no way to

hasten this process when the disadvantaged group is
such a large part of the population. When the disad-
vantaged group is small, human social and intellec-
tual capital can be acquired from the community. But
when the better-endowed group is outnumbered, the
resources and opportunity for this to happen are
absent; role models are not available.

The composition of familial origins of chil-
dren being born in California today assures that the
critical mass for rapid and easy assimilation has been
exceeded. High immigration will exacerbate the de-
industrialization of the workforce. As Baby Boomers
leave their jobs, whether through retirement or mi-
gration, the state’s balance sheet will turn permanently
red. Available public resources will prove inadequate
to maintain services at the level demanded of a
postindustrial society. California can anticipate a nega-
tive feedback loop as a poorer labor force under-in-
vests in its children, resulting in another fall in worker
productivity. Only an acknowledgement of demo-
graphic absorption limits, the adoption of an immi-
gration policy consonant with such limits, and na-
tional subsidies so California can get through the in-
escapable economically-lean years to come will avert
this implosion. �

Dr. Burke is a demographer and economist.

reform was overwhelming. There was very little de-
bate on the House and Senate floors. Immigration
policy has grown more divisive in the past three de-
cades because the economy, the welfare state, and the
immigrant population have changed. Now, immigra-
tion is discussed as an issue of redistribution and cost,
whereas before it was an issue of humanitarianism.

In our book, The Congressional Politics of
Immigration Reform, we examine the evolving con-
troversy over U.S. immigration policy from the land-
mark 1965 law to the present. That law has resulted
in the immigrant population’s significant change in
character, which has had an important impact on
both immigration policy and the tone of the debate
in Congress. The turning point appears to be the refu-

7Clark, W.A.V., and Freya Schultz. 1997. “Evaluating the Local
Impacts of Recent Immigration to California: Realism Versus Rac-
ism.” Population Research and Policy Review 18:475-491.
8Thom, Linda. 1995. “Where are All of These Poor People Com-
ing From?” The Social Contract (Winter 1994-1995) 5, 108-111.

The Changing Politics of
Immigration Policymaking in Congress
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gee admissions of the late 1970s and the early 1980s,
not Proposition 187’s passage in 1994.

Before 1979, immigration policy remained
largely a consensus issue. Republicans and Democrats
believed that an open door policy posed the host coun-
try no challenges that could not be overcome easily.
Objections to immigrant admissions were occasion-
ally voiced on the basis of Cold War politics — that
certain immigrants could be Communists or lack
commitment to democratic values — but these con-
cerns did not mobilize a broad front against immi-
grant admissions. Members of Congress passed most
immigration bills on voice votes (signaling the absence
of contention) and with bipartisan support. Even af-
ter electronic voting was introduced in 1973, recorded
votes on immigration policy were uncommon.

In the face of increasing budgetary pressure
and a massive influx of needy refugees from around
the world in the 1970s, members of Congress were
torn between two poles. On one hand, they held a
customary humanitarian concern for families sepa-
rated because of immigration as well as for people
displaced by wars, famine, and political oppression.
On the other hand, members had domestic priorities
of maintaining taxes and spending on public assistance
programs at reasonable levels.

The partisan division on immigration policy
is traceable to policy choices made in the late 1970s.
Democrats in Congress responded to the arrival of
immigrants and refugees in that period by creating
costly resettlement assistance programs, including a
new resettlement bureaucracy, the Office of Refugee
Resettlement (ORR), within the Department of
Health, Education, and Welfare. This move intro-
duced a strong element of federal redistribution into
the immigration debate. Republicans, therefore, were
put in the position of opposing mass immigration
because it imposed burdensome costs in the form of
welfare and public aid. Our review of the committee
and floor debates between 1978 and 1981 shows that
use of public assistance animated considerable oppo-
sition to an open-door policy at least 15 years before
the initial rumblings of Proposition 187.

The Mariel boatlift in 1980 was perhaps the
crowning blow to bipartisan consensus on open ad-
missions. Many members of Congress greeted
Castro’s ridding Cuba of its undesirables with some-
thing akin to panic because a small fraction of this
population had felony records, many were physically
or mentally disabled, and the marielitos were consid-

by Nigeria, Ukraine, Bangladesh, Albania, Rus-
sia, Bulgaria, Romania, Egypt, and Pakistan. Ire-
land, the initial target of the program, is in 26th
place, with only 652 winners.

● The House of Representatives voted on
May 21 to allow members of the armed forces
to assist the INS and the Customs Service in
patrolling and monitoring the U.S. border un-
der certain circumstances. The provision was in-
cluded in a $270 billion defense authorization bill
(HR 3616) for Fiscal Year 1999.

Rep. James A. Traficant, Jr., (D-Ohio)
sponsored the bill which would allow the Secre-
tary of Defence, upon request from the INS or
the Secretary of the Treasury, to assign members
of the military to assist in preventing the entry
of terrorists, drug traffickers, and illegal aliens
into the United States as well as to assist the Cus-
toms Service in inspecting cargo, vehicles, and
aircraft at ports of entry.

The provision requires that members of the
armed forces be trained in issues in border en-
forcement before taking part in any such activi-
ties. In addition, the Attorney General or Secre-
tary of the Treasury must notify the governor
of the state in which the deployment is to occur
as well as the local governments in the deploy-
ment area.

Support the Center

The Center for Immigration Studies depends
on your support to continue Immigration
Review, Backgrounders, and public
outreach. More and more individuals are
choosing planned gifts as a way to help sustain
charitable programs and also reduce their tax
burden. If you are interested in learning more
about planned gifts, please contact the
Development Director at (202) 466-8185 or
through e-mail at center@cis.org
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erably poorer and less skilled than the Cuban exiles
of 20 years earlier. The prospect that these refugees
could take their place alongside those from the ear-
lier exodus seemed slim indeed.

As immigrants and refugees have come to
depend increasingly on redistributive programs, the
lack of progress of the new immigrants in our
postindustrial economy has generated a pronounced
political split between Republicans and Democrats
on immigration issues that did not exist in earlier
times. Today, the issue of what immigrants cost soci-
ety sharply divides the political parties.

Public aid programs are naturally attractive
to many immigrants who arrive on our shores in
poverty and with few skills. While immigrants may
always have arrived
on America’s shores
penniless and un-
skilled, the society to
which they are arriv-
ing has changed since
the last century.

The immi-
grants who arrived in
the 1890s were not much different from most native-
born Americans in their skill and educational levels.
Those immigrants could make up economic ground
with hard work and, within a generation or so, were
as well off as the native-born. But immigrants arriv-
ing since the 1960s have faced a far greater skills defi-
cit, given the emphasis our national economy now
places on education. The U.S. economy is demand-
ing a more highly skilled workforce, yet the
workforce has a glut of unskilled laborers. Thus, the
earnings gap between natives and immigrants has in-
creased since 1970, especially for those with little edu-
cation.

While a long-standing principle in U.S. im-
migration law has prohibited immigrants from be-
coming public charges (being dependent on public
assistance), immigrant use of welfare benefits has risen
and has even outpaced native usage rates.

For example, immigrant Supplemental Secu-
rity Income (SSI) participation rose from 3 percent
of the caseload in 1982 to 12 percent by 1993. Eld-
erly immigrants on SSI rose from 6 percent to 28
percent from 1982 to 1993. And a 1997 study by the
National Academy of Sciences found that immigrant-
headed households are poorer than native ones and
receive more government-funded income transfers.

“The partisan division on immigration
policy is traceable to policy choices made
in the late 1970s.”

The changing economy, the expansion of the
welfare state, the changing immigrant population, and
the vast increase in the number of immigrants have
all contributed to the breakdown of congressional
consensus on immigration policy. Consequently, we
observe that members of Congress are now more
likely to demand recorded, or “roll call,” votes on
immigration issues, a sign that they have become di-
visive and controversial.

In the mid-1960s, recorded votes on immi-
gration matters were rare, but by 1995, 75 percent of
the immigration-related votes on the House floor were
recorded votes. And the floor division on these re-
corded votes has reflected narrowing majorities,
clearly indicating that Congress is more divided on

immigration issues.
Interestingly, trends
in public opinion
have had little impact
on the changing tone
of the debate in Wash-
ington since for most
of this century, the
public has consistently

favored restrictions on immigration levels. There are,
to be sure, clear differences in opinion on immigra-
tion policy across levels of education and wealth.
Better educated, wealthier people have generally been
more tolerant of generous immigration than the less
educated and the poor. While racial prejudice plays a
role in shaping opinion toward immigrants, we find
that fear of the economic competition posed by im-
migration among those with less education and fewer
skills is a stronger influence on attitudes toward im-
migration policy than are racial attitudes. Still, can-
didates are rarely elected or defeated on the basis of
this issue alone. Again, California is an important
exception.

One question that begs to be answered is why
the public will has not been translated into public
policy. Why have immigration levels continued to
rise since 1965 in the face of public opposition?

Our answer is twofold. First, the public’s
opinions on immigration are, for the most part, not
deep-seated. In many areas of the country (although
these may be shrinking), people report not having
any contact with immigrants, as the foreign-born
population is still most heavily concentrated on the
coasts. While having contact with immigrants is not
necessary to forming an opinion about immigration
policy, clearly the ubiquity of legal and illegal immi-
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coalition partnerships as the opposition has done be-
cause, as far as many members of Congress are con-
cerned, no single Washington-based group truly repre-
sents the views of the mainstream American public.

In the absence of stronger, better-coordinated
expressions of public sentiment across the country,
the inside-the-Beltway debate among interest group
activists has influenced the direction of immigration
policymaking, giving the supporters of liberal policy
a modicum of strength they would not otherwise
possess. But, while the diverse pro-immigration lobby
was largely successful in winning over the support of
members from both parties, this apparent bipartisan-
ship has been greatly exaggerated — especially when
compared with the consensus prevailing in earlier
times. In the 1990s, Congress is more divided along
party lines than it has ever been on immigration mat-
ters, with only a small fraction of Republicans and
Democrats crossing over to support the other side.
Spencer Abraham (R-Mich.), for example, is notable
as a Republican supporting high immigration pre-
cisely because he is the exception and not the rule in
his party. And even he opposes welfare use by immi-
grants. As we argue in our book, the emergence of
predictable partisan divisions in Congress is the re-
sult of the doubts about the costs and benefits of
immigration that came to the fore in the late 1970s,
much earlier than most scholars have indicated.

Given an economy that demands skilled la-
bor, the rise of federal welfare programs for immi-
grants, and increasingly vocal special-interest groups,
it is easy to understand why members of Congress
have begun to worry and argue about the effects of
immigration. The rise in recorded votes on immigra-
tion signals that policymakers realize that the capac-
ity of unskilled immigrants to thrive and prosper as
well as whether the United States can afford to im-
port poverty through its generous immigration policy
are hot issues and that their positions on immigra-
tion may soon play an important role in elections
nationwide, as they do now in California. �

James G. Gimpel and James R. Edwards, Jr., are co-
authors of The Congressional Politics of Immigration
Reform (Boston: Allyn & Bacon ISBN: 0-205-28203-
2). Gimpel is Associate Professor of Government at
the University of Maryland, College Park. Edwards,
the Communications Manager for the Healthcare Lead-
ership Council, served as an aide to Rep. Ed Bryant
(R-TN) on the House Subcommittee on Immigration
and Claims in 1995-1996.

grants in California has contributed to the
politicization of the issue there.

The second reason why public opinion has
not prevailed is that a strong pro-immigration inter-
est group community has arisen in the last 20 years
that has fought very effectively for less restrictive
entry and immigrants’ rights. These groups have some
natural allies on Capitol Hill, but they have advanced
their cause by working in coalition and by providing
information to the large number of undecided mem-
bers whose constituencies are not speaking very
loudly on immigration matters.

Probably the single most influential group
in Washington is the American Immigration Law-
yers Association (AILA), the official organization of
the immigration bar. While AILA’s membership is
small — around 4,500 — the group is influential be-
cause it is well-funded and has considerable expertise.
AILA was instrumental in cementing the coalition of
business, religious, and immigrants’ rights groups that
lobbied against passage of restrictions in legal and
employment-based immigration in 1996.

In the 1990s, even major U.S. labor unions
joined the pro-immigration lobby, reversing a long-
standing tradition of opposition to immigration, as
the growing numbers of Hispanics and Asians em-
ployed in service industries became targets for union
organizing in the late 1980s. The changing
demography of the American workforce finally
caught up with labor union politics as a generous
immigration policy, particularly for purposes of fam-
ily reunification, has now become an instrument for
rebuilding a depleted rank-and-file. Union leadership
continues to be suspicious of employment and skills-
based immigration, however.

The pro-restriction lobby is not nearly as well
developed or as well coordinated. The leading restric-
tionist organization, the Federation for American
Immigration Reform (FAIR), found itself rather iso-
lated in the 1995-1996 round of reform against a di-
verse and well-organized coalition of pro-immigra-
tion groups, which included big business, high-tech
industries, and libertarians.

Through extensive interviews with members
of Congress and staff, we learned that the pro-restric-
tion lobby also has a public relations problem with
many otherwise sympathetic politicians. Those mem-
bers have come to associate it with extreme views on
the environment and controversial population-con-
trol policies. FAIR, and other groups concerned
about the environment, will have to learn to build
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 BOOK REVIEW� �
Planting Poverty
A Review of Poverty Amid Prosperity: Immigration and the Changing Face of Rural California, by J.
Edward Taylor, Philip L. Martin, and Michael Fix (Washington, D.C.: The Urban Institute Press, 1997, 110
pp., $21.50, ISBN 0-87766-670-9)

ing a time when it has become reliant on low-wage
immigrant labor, the role of social networks in in-
corporating and supporting new immigrants, the in-
creasing latinization of rural America, the distinctive
features of a new form of rural poverty, and the im-
portance of examining immigrant policy (how immi-
grants are integrated once in the country) as well as
immigration policy (controlling who enters the coun-
try). At its best, Poverty Amid Prosperity weaves these
themes into a logical and readable synthesis.

In addition to integrating previous findings
into an articulate whole, this book also makes two
contributions to the body of farm labor research.
The first is a study designed to address the question
of whether low-wage agricultural jobs and immigra-
tion are fueling poverty and public assistance demands
in 65 rural California towns. The answer to this ques-
tion is sought by analyzing 1990 U.S. Census data
and includes a clear explanation of the study design,
which allows such analysis to be replicated elsewhere.
It shows a strong correlation between levels of farm
employment and poverty and that a higher average
family income correlates with an increase in the num-
ber of persons in poverty, indicating that income
growth in these towns is bypassing the poor. Finally,
the study shows that, while increased poverty in-
creases welfare demands, immigrants are less likely
than natives to receive welfare income. The problems
inherent in using census data as a source of informa-
tion on farmworkers are not discussed in the chap-
ter, however. The serious undercount of farmworkers
in the U.S. Census has been clearly documented and
should be addressed in an econometric model that
relies exclusively on this data set.

The second important contribution of this
book is the introduction of several papers and case
studies to a wider readership than might otherwise
be the case. Specific highlights from seven commu-
nity studies in rural California as well as three papers
on other aspects of the farm labor market are pre-
sented and clearly illustrate some of the social and

By Monica Heppel
Research Director

Inter-American Institute on Migration and Labor

Poverty Amid Prosperity: Immigration and the
Changing Face of Rural California illustrates
how immigration is transforming rural Cali-

fornia and brings to the forefront the critical role
that rural industries, in this case agriculture, play in
today’s immigration. Fueled by the expansion of sea-
sonal, labor-intensive, low-wage agricultural jobs, a
continuous stream of Mexican immigrants flows to
rural California. The authors argue that this process,
“[i]nitiated by U.S. recruitment..., sustained by pov-
erty in rural Mexico, and managed by family and
village networks” is re-creating a perpetual, foreign-
born underclass. Pockets of poverty are being cre-
ated as the socio-economic gap between workers and
employers widens and the availability of public ser-
vices decreases.

Focusing on seasonal farmworkers in Cali-
fornia, the authors draw on many themes that farm
labor and immigration researchers have previously
identified. These include the growth and economic
success of the fresh fruit and vegetable industry dur-

Immigration Review welcomes manuscripts ex-
amining some aspect of immigration policy or
the impact of immigration on the United States.
Articles should be original, timely, contain refer-
ences to statistical data where appropriate, and
be between 1,000 and 2,000 words in length. To
submit an article for consideration, call or send
an outline or abstract to: Patrick McHugh, Edi-
tor; Center for Imigration Studies; 1522 K Street,
N.W., Suite 820; Washington, D.C. 20005; (202)
466-8185.

Write for
Immigration Review
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economic dynamics within immigrant-receiving farm
labor communities. Such dynamics include previous
patterns of upward mobility among immigrant
groups, competition between established and new
Mexican immigrant groups for the more stable agri-
cultural jobs, the role of social networks in facilitat-
ing immigration, the roles that established immigrants
play in integrating new immigrants into the work-
place, and the movement of farmworkers’ children
into nonfarm jobs. The papers also identify struc-
tural changes in the farm labor market that are re-
lated to a continuing supply of new immigrant work-
ers — a shift from piece rates to hourly wages, which
results in lower earnings; an increasing reliance on
farm labor contractors; and a restructuring of pro-
duction that entails an increase in the proportion of
short-term jobs. Fi-
nally, the papers illus-
trate changes in the
rural communities re-
sulting from housing
conflicts and increased
socio-economic strati-
fication, exemplified
by poorly paid immi-
grant farmworkers clustered in isolated colonias. It is
the creation of these enclaves of poverty, surrounded
by evidence of large-scale agriculture’s increasing pros-
perity, that ties these case studies together and to the
book’s theme.

The community studies also illustrate how
these dynamics have led to a situation that differs
dramatically from our historical understanding of
rural poverty. “Traditionally, rural poverty has been
viewed as the result of inevitable agricultural decline
combined with cyclical crises that force farms into a
downward spiral from which they rarely rebound....
In California today, rural poverty occurs in an envi-
ronment of agricultural prosperity, in the context of
a growth industry.” Clearly, policies and programs
designed to alleviate rural poverty must take this new
reality into account.

The final section of the book attempts to
address the policy implications of these research find-
ings. It lays a strong groundwork by recognizing the
importance of focusing on immigrant rather than
immigration policies and by presenting the problems
with three existing categories of immigrant policy:
targeted assistance programs directed toward newcom-
ers, legislatively or administratively set rules of eligi-
bility for needs-based mainstream service programs,

and court-made rules regarding the rights and entitle-
ments of noncitizens.

Despite the clear exposition of current poli-
cies and proposed legislation, however, the book falls
short of creatively discussing new solutions or relat-
ing current policies to on-the-ground reality. For
example, federal programs designed to assist migrant
farmworkers are identified, yet there is no discus-
sion of the extent to which new immigrants use (or
are eligible for) such programs and thus no discus-
sion of their utility in addressing the “new rural pov-
erty” previously identified; information that would
have provided depth comparable to that shown in
the previous sections. While the authors are to be
commended for attempting to integrate research find-
ings with policy discussion, they seldom overcome

the difficulties of
maintaining a bridge
between a policy dis-
cussion on the macro
level and the implica-
tions of such policies
on the micro level, or
the even more difficult
task of deriving in-

sights from micro-level studies to enlighten policy
debate at the macro level. Fortunately, their attempt
presents much valuable information, both at the
policy and the community studies level. More im-
portantly, the themes that the authors clearly iden-
tify and emphasize in this book are precisely the ones
that should be critical elements guiding an informed
discussion of U.S. immigration policy and the work-
ing poor.

A final note of criticism is that, despite its
academic tone, there is a disconcerting lack of cita-
tions throughout the text while the “References” sec-
tion includes significantly more items than are actu-
ally referred to in the book. Readers seeking addi-
tional information or verification of a particular is-
sue are seldom guided in the proper direction.

Despite these criticisms, the book is a useful
and thought-provoking analysis of the changing face
of rural communities and a good, basic description
of existing policies shaping immigration to rural ar-
eas. The authors have made a major contribution by
bringing forward the overwhelming evidence of a
range of binational ties that are supplying the economy
of rural America with Mexican-born workers and
communities in rural America with Mexican-born
residents. �

“Pockets of poverty are being created as
the socio-economic gap between workers
and employers widens and the availability
of public services decreases.”
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Migration and Crime: Proceedings of the International Conference on Migration and Crime: Global
and Regional Problems and Responses contains 32 papers from the October 1996 conference in Courmayeur
Mont Blanc, Italy, and was edited by Alex P. Schmid and Irene Melup. For information, contact the Inter-
national Scientific and Professional Advisory Council (ISPAC) of the United Nations Crime Prevention and
Criminal Justice Programme at: 39-2-86460714 (phone), 39-2-72008431 (fax), or by e-mail at cnpds.ispac@iol.it

The Jerome Levy Economics Institute of Bard College in New York recently published three working
papers related to immigration: “Education’s Hispanic Challenge,” by Georges Vernez, Working Paper
No. 228; “E Pluribus Unum: Bilingualism and Language Loss in the Second Generation,” by Alejandro
Portes and Lingxin Hao, Working Paper No. 229; and “The Romance of Assimilation: Studying the
Demographic Outcomes of Ethnic Intermarriage in American History,” by Joel Perlmann, Working
Paper No. 230. The publications can be ordered through Levy’s Web site at http://www.levy.org

The Federal Reserve Bank of Atlanta also has published two working papers related to immigration: “The
Effects of Official English Laws on Limited-English-Proficient Workers,” Working Paper 98-4, and
“Determinants of Recent Immigrants’ Locational Choices,” Working Paper 98-3, both by Madeline
Zavodny of the bank. The full text of both papers may be downloaded in PDF format from:
http://www.frbatlanta.org/publica/work_papers/1998.htm

“Immigrant Quality and Assimilation: A Review of the U.S. Literature,” by T. Paul Schultz of Yale
University, and “Immigration, Assimilation, and Growth,” by John T. Durkin, Jr., of Wayne State
University, are included in the most recent issue of The Journal of Population Economics, edited at SELAPO
(Center for Human Resources) at the University of Munich. For more information, contact the journal at:
popecon@selapo.vwl.uni-muenchen.de


