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Figure 2.1 Average Annual Number of Immigrants by Decade and Percentage
Foreign-Born, 1910 to 2000
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percent when examined on a decade-by-decade basis). Even as late as
the 1950s, over two thirds (67.7 percent) of all arrivals were from these
countries. Things changed rapidly after the mid-1960s when family
reunification criteria rather than national origins quotas became the
main basis for granting entry visas (Bean, Vernez, and Keely 1989;
Reimers 1983). That the vast majority of immigrants now enter on the
basis of family criteria can be seen in table 2.2, which shows admis-
sions for the year 2000 by class of admission. Almost three fourths
were family-based admissions (235,280 � 51,000 � 347,870 �
634,150). By the 1980s the influence of the new criteria on national
origins of immigrants was clear. In that decade, only 12.5 percent of
legal immigrants came from Europe or Canada, whereas 84.4 percent
were from Asian or Latin American countries (U.S. Immigration and
Naturalization Service 1994).

These relatively recent changes in the national origin composition
of immigrants have begun to transform the United States from a
largely biracial society consisting of a sizable white majority and a
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Figure 2.2 Average Annual Number of Immigrants Admitted to the
United States by National Origin, 1821 to 1998
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Americans of Hispanic or Asian ancestries mean that the portion of
the population that is white and non-Hispanic is shrinking and that
blacks no longer constitute a majority of the minority population.

Refugees and Asylees

Like most other Western democracies, the United States did not place
the explicit and systematic admission of refugees under the purview
of immigration policy until after World War II, when it recognized the
victims of political persecution as “a distinct category of international
migrants to whom [it] owed special obligations” (Zolberg 1992, 55).
On June 24, 1948, the Soviet Union instituted the blockade of Berlin,
and on June 25, Congress signed into law the Displaced Persons Act,
permitting the entry into the United States of 205,000 of the hundreds
of thousands of displaced persons flooding into Western Europe and
the American-occupied zone of Germany. The drafters of the law
tried to connect the refugee resettlement provisions in the legislation
with U.S. immigration policy by stipulating that the number of refu-
gees had to be charged against the immigration quotas of future
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Figure 2.3 Refugees and Asylees Granted Lawful Permanent-Resident
Status by National Origin, 1946 to 1998
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Naturalization Service 2002a). During the 1940s and 1950s, the number
of refugees and asylees averaged about 50,000 per year, a figure that
declined to about 20,000 annually during the 1960s before moving to
over 50,000 during the 1970s, to about 100,000 during the 1980s, and
to well over 100,000 per year in the 1990s (figure 2.3). As with legal
immigrants, the vast majority have come from Asia, Latin America,
and the Caribbean (49.2 percent overall since 1945, and 82.2 percent
during the 1980s), although both the relative and absolute numbers
coming from the former Soviet Union have increased substantially
since 1990. In sum, as figure 2.3 shows, the category of refugee and
asylee admissions has constituted an increasing flow of persons into
the country, predominantly Asian and Latino, over the past fifty years.

Illegal Immigrants

Persons who enter the United States illegally or enter legally and then
stay illegally constitute another major flow into the country. The for-
mer are called “EWIs” by the U.S. Immigration and Naturalization
Service because they “enter without inspection” (others simply call
them undocumented or unauthorized migrants). Those who enter le-
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Figure 2.4 Average Annual Number of Apprehensions by Decade,
1911 to 2000
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gally but then stay illegally are called “visa-overstays” because they
stay beyond the expiration date of their visas. Almost all of the un-
authorized migrants enter at the U.S.–Mexico border, and the vast
majority originate in Mexico, although in recent years substantial
numbers from Central American countries have crossed that border
(Bean, Passel, and Edmonston 1990). The visa-overstays do not come
predominantly from any one country, although in recent years such
persons have represented approximately half of the illegal population
resident in the country at any one time (Warren 1990, 1992).

The Bracero Program, begun in 1942, was the result of an agreement
between the American Embassy in Mexico City and the Mexican Min-
istry of Foreign Affairs, which was then implemented by the U.S.
Congress in legislation passed April 29, 1943. The program provided
a means whereby temporary contract laborers from Mexico could
enter and work in the country legally (Calavita 1992). The program
ended in 1964, and after this the flow of undocumented migrants
from Mexico into the country began to increase. The flows of such
persons into the country has become substantial as reflected in figure
2.4, which shows, by decade, the average annual number of appre-
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Figure 2.5 Annual Number of Nonimmigrants Admitted to the United
States, Fiscal Years 1946 to 1999
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reasons are also admitted. In fact, the numbers of people coming for
business-related reasons have increased substantially in the past two
or three years, an outcome facilitated by the Immigration Act of 1990
which included compromise provisions allowing easier nonimmi-
grant business entry in lieu of the even higher levels of employment-
related immigration that some proponents wanted to include in the
legislation (Bean and Fix 1992). During fiscal year 1999, 31.4 million
nonimmigrant admissions to the United States were recorded. The
largest number ever, it was an increase of more than 9 million over
fiscal year 1995 (U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service 2002a,
120).

Nonimmigrant admissions are an important source of flows into
the country that hold significant implications for immigration issues
that go beyond their sheer magnitude. The dramatic increases in non-
immigrant admissions in recent years reflect the mounting demand
both for tourism and for business- and employment-related entry re-
sulting from increased globalization of the economy. Nonimmigrant
flows are the source of visa-overstays, who have been estimated to
make up about half of all illegal residents in the United States (War-
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Figure 2.6 Hourly Earnings in Private Nonagricultural Industries,
1959 to 2000 (1982 Dollars)
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Telles, and Lowell 1987). Frequently these consisted of restrictionist
outcries against the new immigration, often stated in the form of un-
proven claims about the pernicious nature of immigration and its
harmful effects on the country. During the 1980s, a substantial body
of social science research found little basis for the claims that immi-
gration was generating strongly negative demographic, economic, or
social effects. An important question is whether similar results obtain
during periods of continuing high immigration and during periods of
slow job and wage growth. These conditions characterized the first
few years but not the second half of the 1990s. As of this writing, the
strong economy of the latter half of the 1990s has collapsed into a
significant recession during the period 2000 to early 2003. Thus, the
issue of the country’s capacity (or willingness) to absorb immigration
remains a significant question.

Immigration has also frequently been viewed in terms of its impli-
cations for population growth and, much less frequently, for eco-
nomic growth (Borjas and Tienda 1987; Easterlin 1982; Morris 1985).
With respect to population issues, many observers have noted that
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Figure 2.7 Average Unemployment Rate and the Size of Civilian Labor
Force, 1900s to 1990s
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the percentage of foreign-born persons in the population, even
though rising during the 1970s and 1980s, has remained substantially
below the percentage in the early part of the twentieth century (Borjas
1990; Passel 1987; Portes and Rumbaut 1990; Simon 1987) (see figure
2.1). Interestingly, however, immigration during the 1980s accounted
directly for the same percentage of overall population growth as it
did at the turn of the twentieth century (about 35 percent) (Easterlin
1982; Passel and Edmonston 1994). The apparent incongruity between
the absolute and relative contributions of immigration to population
growth is resolved by considering two factors. First, the fertility levels
of the United States population were higher earlier in the century
than they are now. Second, a larger proportion of immigrants re-
turned to their countries of origin in the early part of the century than
now appears to be the case. But whether measured in terms of abso-
lute numbers, the percentage foreign-born in the population, or the
contribution of net immigration to population growth, the volume of
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Figure 2.8 Average Annual Change in Real GNP Per Capita by Decade,
1901 to 2000 (1996 Dollars)
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2.5 percent, in the 1970s 1.8 percent, and in the 1980s 1.6 percent.
During the 1990s, the average was 2.2 percent, although from 1991
through 1993 it was only 0.4 percent. More substantial economic
growth began in 1992. After an initial year or two of continuing em-
ployment and wage stagnation, the economy in the latter half of the
1990s expanded at rates that were stronger than at any other time in
the twentieth century, and that also generated increases in real wages
(figure 2.6). Increasingly, calls about labor shortages were heard
rather than concerns about too much immigration. In 2000 the United
States entered a recession, which continued into early 2003. The major
question now is whether high rates of growth will resume in the next
few years.

Summary and Conclusions

Over the past thirty-five years or so the United States has experienced
a remarkable rise in the size and diversity of in-flows to the country.
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Table 2.1 Selected Major Legislation Administered by the Immigration
and Naturalization Service, 1920s to 1990s

Title and Date Major Provisions

Immigration Act of May
19, 1921 (first quota
act)

Imposed national numerical limits according to
the national origins of the white U.S. popula-
tion in 1910.

Immigration Act of May
26, 1924 (National Ori-
gins Quota Act)

Recalibrated national origin limits using 1890
census figures.

Act of April 29, 1943 Provided for the importation of temporary agri-
cultural laborers from South and Central Amer-
ica. Served as the legal basis for the Bracero
Program, which lasted until 1964.

Displaced Persons Act
of June 25, 1948

Admitted émigrés fleeing war-ravaged areas; op-
erated outside of limits imposed by immigra-
tion selection system.

Immigration and Na-
tionality Act of June 6,
1952 (McCarran-Walter
Act)

Recodified national limits; also created separate
preferences for skilled workers and relatives.

Refugee Relief Act of
August 7, 1953

Admitted European refugees from Communist
countries.

Immigration and Na-
tionality Act Amend-
ments of October 3,
1965

Eliminated national quotas; instituted a prefer-
ence system for employment-based skills and
family reunification.

Cuban Refugee Act of
November 2, 1966

Admitted refugees from Cuba after the over-
throw of the Cuban government.

Refugee Act of March
17, 1980

Provided set procedures for the attorney general
to allow asylees to adjust to permanent-resident
status.

Immigration Reform
and Control Act of No-
vember 6, 1985

Banned employment of persons ineligible to
work in the U.S.; provided amnesty to former
illegal aliens under certain conditions.

Immigration Act of No-
vember 29, 1990

Instituted three preference categories: family-
sponsored, employment-based, and “diversity”
immigrants; expanded skilled immigration.

Source: Authors’ compilation.

included in the totals, the levels in the early 1990s exceed all previous
highs (U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service 2002).

The results shown in figure 2.2 reveal the dramatically changing
national origins of immigrants to the United States. Prior to 1960 the
vast majority came from European countries or Canada (often over 90
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Table 2.2 Immigrants Admitted by Type and Class of Admission, 2000

Type and Class of Admission Number

Total, all immigrants 849,807
Total, subject to worldwide numerical limitsa 393,304

A. Family-sponsored preferences 235,280
1. Unmarried sons or daughters of U.S. citizens 27,707
2. Spouses or children of permanent residents 124,595
3. Married sons or daughters of U.S. citizens and their

spouses and children 22,833
4. Siblings of U.S. citizens and their spouses and

children 60,145

B. Employment-based preferences 107,024
C. Other (legalization dependents, diversity) 51,000

Total, not subject to worldwide numerical limitsb 456,503
A. Immediate relatives of U.S. citizens 347,870
B. Refugee and asylee adjustments 65,941
C. Other 42,692

Source: U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service (2002a).
aWorldwide numerical limits include family-sponsored preferences, legalized depen-
dents, employment-based preferences, and diversity programs.
bImmediate relatives of U.S. citizens in previous editions of the Statistical Yearbook are
included with admissions not subject to a numerical cap. Immediate relatives may
immigrate without limit but the number affects the limit set for family-sponsored pref-
erence immigrants.

small black minority and a Native American minority of less than 1
percent into a multiracial, multi-ethnic society consisting of several
racial and ethnic groups (Bean and Bell-Rose 1999; Passel and Ed-
monston 1994). This trend became discernible in the 1950s but began
to accelerate in the 1960s (table 2.3). Since 1830 the U.S. census has
contained a question about race or color; in 2000, for the first time this
question allowed multiple responses, and the census also contained a
separate question about Hispanic or Latino origin. In answer to the
question on race, about 2.4 percent of all Americans chose two or
more races, a percentage slated to grow as increases in intermarriage
produce more Americans with a complex racial heritage. About 12.9
percent chose black or African American as a response, 4.2 percent
chose Asian, 1.5 percent chose American Indian or Alaska Native,
and 5.5 percent chose some other nonwhite race (U.S. Census Bureau
2002b). In answer to the separate question on Hispanic or Latino an-
cestry, more than one in eight Americans (13.4 percent) identified
themselves as Hispanic or Latino. The apparent growth in the multi-
racial population and the clearly observed growth in the numbers of
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Table 2.3 U.S. Population by Race-Hispanic Origin, 1900 to 2000
(In Thousands)

Year Total

Non-
Hispanic

White Black Hispanic Asian
Native

American

Population
1900 76,195 66,225 8,834 656 243 237
1910 93,879 82,049 10,255 999 299 277
1920 110,747 96,969 11,512 1,632 389 244
1930 127,585 111,543 12,736 2,435 527 343
1940 136,928 119,425 13,767 2,814 577 345
1950 155,156 134,351 15,668 4,039 739 357
1960 182,055 154,969 19,071 6,346 1,146 524
1970 205,567 170,371 23,005 9,616 1,782 793
1980 226,625 180,392 26,482 14,604 3,726 1,420
1990 248,712 187,139 29,986 22,354 7,274 1,959
2000a 281,422 198,178 36,419 37,660 11,899 4,119

Percentage
1900 100.0 86.9 11.6 0.9 0.3 0.3
1910 100.0 87.4 10.9 1.1 0.3 0.3
1920 100.0 87.6 10.4 1.5 0.4 0.2
1930 100.0 87.4 10.0 1.9 0.4 0.3
1940 100.0 87.2 10.1 2.1 0.4 0.3
1950 100.0 86.6 10.1 2.6 0.5 0.2
1960 100.0 85.1 10.5 3.5 0.6 0.3
1970 100.0 82.9 11.2 4.7 0.9 0.4
1980 100.0 79.6 11.7 6.4 1.6 0.6
1990 100.0 75.2 12.1 9.0 2.9 0.8
2000a 102.4 70.5 12.9 13.4 4.2 1.5

Sources: Adapted from Passel and Edmonston (1994, table 2.3) and U.S. Bureau of the
Census (2000).
Note: Populations include the fifty states and the District of Columbia for 1900 to 2000.
aFor the various racial-ethnic groups (but not the total), the numbers include persons
identifying with the group alone or in combination, and thus their sum exceeds the
total, and their cumulative percentage exceeds 100.0.

years. In the ensuing years, the issue of what to do about refugees
continued to arise but was viewed as conflicting with other features
of U.S. immigration policy, particularly the national origins quotas,
which severely restricted admissions from some countries. As a result
of this dilemma and because it was largely driven by foreign policy
considerations, U.S. refugee policy essentially had to be crafted and
implemented on an ad hoc basis.

Whatever the vagaries of postwar refugee policy, the effects of the
numerous ad hoc admissions programs introduced another source of
new entrants into the United States. Since the end of World War II,
nearly 3 million refugees and asylees have been granted lawful per-
manent-resident status by the United States (U.S. Immigration and
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Table 2.4 Annual Percentage Change in Civilian Labor Force and the
Percentage That Immigrants Make Up of Labor-Force Change
by Decade, 1950 to 2000

Time Period

Annual Percentage
Change in Civilian

Labor Force

Number of Immigrants
as a Percentage of

Labor-Force Change

1951 to 1960 1.8 33.0
1961 to 1970 1.9 27.0
1971 to 1980 2.6 20.0
1981 to 1990 1.6 36.0
1991 to 2000 1.2 53.5a

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, “Employment Estimates” (2001 and various
years); U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service (2002a).
aExcludes IRCA-adjusted immigrants.

tion relative to growth in the labor force represents one of few at-
tempts to address the issue. Easterlin (1982) has broadly discussed the
implications of immigration for growth in GNP, pointing out that at
the simplest level of analysis, aggregate production clearly rises in
some direct proportion to increases in immigration, but that the chal-
lenging problem is unraveling its effects on per capita output. To the
extent that immigrants differ from the general population in char-
acteristics that enhance production (higher proportions working,
younger age structure of immigrant populations, perhaps greater mo-
tivation), the effects would be favorable. To the extent that their char-
acteristics lower production (lower education, less knowledge of En-
glish), the effect would be negative. In either case, the effects are not
likely to be large because immigrants are still a relatively small frac-
tion of the population, and the characteristics of many immigrants are
not enormously different from those of natives (Fix and Passel 1994).

The coincidence of trends in economic growth and immigration
growth, though not indicative of a causal relationship between the
phenomena, is nonetheless likely to be informative concerning the
emergence of conditions likely to influence the reaction of natives to
immigration. Figure 2.8 shows average annual rates of growth in per
capita GNP for the decades of the twentieth century. During the first
ten years of this century, when immigration reached the highest levels
of any decade in the nation’s history (and the population base was
less than half the current base), the economy grew faster than either
population or inflation. For example, from 1900 to 1910, after adjust-
ing for inflation the economy expanded 2.8 percent faster than did
population. In the 1950s, this differential was 1.6 percent, in the 1960s



Table 3.1 Identifiers Available in the United States Census or Current Population Survey for the Hispanic Population,
1950 to 2000

Year Birthplace
Foreign

Parentage
Mother
Tongue

Home
Language

Other
Than

English
Spanisha

Surname

Spanish
Origin or
Descent Ancestry

2000 yes no no yes no yes no
Since 1994c yes yes no no no yes no
1990 yes no no yes no yes yes
1980 yes no no yes yes yes yes
1970 yes yes yes no yes yes no
1960 yes yes yesb no yes no no
1950 yes yes no no yes no no

Sources: Bean and Tienda (1987) for 1950 to 1980 data; Bureau of the Census (1993); Current Population Surveys for 1994 and subsequent years;
and U.S. Bureau of the Census (2001a).
aAvailable for only five southwestern states.
bAvailable for 25 percent of the foreign-born population.
cCurrent Population Survey (various dates).
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Table 3.2 Total Mexican-Origin Population in the United States,
1910 to 2000

Year

Total Mexican-Origin
Population

(In Thousands)

Percentage of
Total U.S.

Population

2000 21,207 7.5
1990 13,393 5.4
1980 8,740 3.9
1970 4,532 2.2
1960 1,736a 1.0
1950 1,346 0.9
1940 1,077 0.8
1930 1,423 1.2
1920 740 0.7
1910 385 0.4

Sources: U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service (1975); U.S. Bureau of the Census
(1980, 1990); Current Population Survey (2002).
aMexican-origin population calculated as a sum of the Mexican-born population and
natives of Mexican parentage.

(Bean and Tienda 1987; Bean, Swicegood, and Berg 2000), whereas the
two groups appear to experience more comparable mortality rates.
Thus, even in the absence of migration the size of the Mexican-origin
population would be increasing relative to the size of the Anglo pop-
ulation.

Mexican Immigration

Despite the relatively high rate of natural increase of the Mexican-
origin population, the present-day size of the Mexican-origin popula-
tion in the United States is mostly attributable to immigration from
Mexico during the twentieth century. Edmonston and Passel (1994)
estimate that this population would be only 14 percent of its current
size had there been no immigration from Mexico over the last hun-
dred years. Moreover, the number of immigrants from Mexico living
in the United States has been increasing both in terms of absolute
numbers and in comparison to other immigrant groups. Table 3.3 pre-
sents the size of the Mexican-born population in the United States
since 1900. The flow of immigrants from Mexico has fluctuated
throughout the twentieth century, but it is clear that the Mexican-born
have become an increasingly large component of the total foreign-
born population in the country. By 2000, 28.8 percent of foreign-born
persons living in the United States were born in Mexico. Accompany-
ing the growth in the Mexican-born population in this century have
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Table 3.3 Total Mexican-Born Population in the United States,
1900 to 2000

Year

Mexican-Born
Population

(In Thousands)

Percentage of
the Total

Foreign-Born

Percentage
of the Total

Mexican-Origin
Population

2000 8,771 28.8 40.8
1990 4,298 21.7 32.1
1980 2,199 15.6 25.2
1970 759 7.9 16.7
1960 576a 5.9 33.2
1950 454 4.4 33.7
1940 377 3.2 35.0
1930 617 4.3 43.4
1920 486 3.5 65.7
1910 222 1.6 57.7
1900 103 1.0 NA

Sources: U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service (1975); U.S. Bureau of the Census
(1980, 1990, 2000); Current Population Survey (2002).
aMexican-origin population calculated as a sum of the Mexican-born population and
natives of Mexican parentage.

been increases in the flow of migrants arriving from Mexico. The flow
of immigrants has varied throughout the century, but despite these
fluctuations, Mexican immigrants have become an increasingly large
proportion of the total immigrant stream.

The number of Mexican immigrants arriving in the United States
in each decade since 1900 is shown in table 3.4. It can be seen that the
first large-scale increase in immigration from Mexico onto U.S. terri-
tory occurred between 1911 and 1920, when more than 200,000 immi-
grants arrived from Mexico; the volume doubled again in the twen-
ties. After dropping back sharply during the 1930s and early 1940s,
levels of immigration from Mexico began to increase with the intro-
duction of the Bracero Program (bracero is Spanish for “hired la-
borer”) in 1943. Starting in World War II, non-Mexican farm workers
in California sought higher-paying jobs in the defense industry. The
reduction in the available labor supply in agriculture prompted
growers to place pressure on Congress to admit temporary workers
from Mexico, and at the peak of the program, in 1956, 445,197 work-
ers were recruited (Reimers 1992). These workers were expected to be
temporary residents in the United States, but many stayed, and al-
though growers fought to retain the supply of cheap Mexican labor,
Congress refused to extend the program in 1964.
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Table 3.4 Legal Immigration from Mexico to the United States,
1900 to 2000

Years

Number Arriving
from Mexico in

the Decade

Percentage of All
Immigrants Arriving

in the Decade

A. Published totals
1991 to 2000 2,249,421 24.7
1981 to 1990 1,655,843 22.6
1971 to 1980 640,294 14.2
1961 to 1970 453,937 13.7
1951 to 1960 299,811 11.9
1941 to 1950 60,589 5.9
1931 to 1940 22,319 4.2
1921 to 1930 459,287 11.2
1911 to 1920 219,004 3.8
1901 to 1910 49,642 0.6

B. Numbers of Mexican
arrivals, excluding IRCA
legalizationsa

1991 to 2000 1,194,259 13.1
1981 to 1990 693,213 11.6

Sources: U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service (2002a and various years).
aNumbers other than those legalizing their immigration status.

Despite the end of the Bracero Program in 1964, both unauthorized
migration and legal immigration from Mexico continued to grow dur-
ing the next three decades. The number of Mexican immigrants ad-
mitted legally to the United States recently increased dramatically,
growing from almost 1.7 million (or 22.6 percent of the flow in the
1980s) to over 2.2 million (or 24.7 percent of the flow in the 1990s).
The dramatic increase occurred because of the amnesty provisions of
the 1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA). Under IRCA,
unauthorized migrants who had lived in the United States since 1982
or who had been working in the United States in agriculture for at
least six months were offered the opportunity to legalize their migra-
tion status. Numbers of those entering the United States are therefore
inflated because the counts include those legalizing their status under
the IRCA provisions. Between 1989 and 1994, IRCA offered legal sta-
tus to approximately 2 million unauthorized Mexican agricultural
workers and other migrants who had been living illegally in the
United States since 1982. Section B of table 3.4 shows the effect of the
legalizations under IRCA on the size of the flow of immigrants from
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Table 3.5 Number of Naturalizations Among Mexican-Born Persons in
the United States, 1950 to 1996

Year

Number of
Naturalizations

Among Mexicans

Number per Ten Thousand
Mexican-Born Persons in

the United States

1995 67,238 110.9
1990 17,564 40.9
1980 9,341 4.2
1970 6,195 0.8
1960 5,913 1.0

Source: U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service (2002a and earlier years).

Mexico. When those who legalized their status under the amnesty
provisions are removed from the official numbers of immigrants ar-
riving in the decade, the size of the Mexican immigrant population
entering between 1981 and 2000 is greatly reduced and is more com-
parable to the size of the flow during the 1950s, 1960s, and 1970s.

Another component of the Mexican-born population in the United
States is immigrants who have become U.S. citizens. Table 3.5 pre-
sents the numbers of Mexicans who became naturalized citizens for
selected years going back to 1960. Compared to other immigrant
groups in the United States, Mexican immigrants have been slow to
naturalize (Grebler 1966; Bean and Tienda 1987). There may be sev-
eral factors influencing this comparatively low rate of naturalization,
but English-language ability is frequently cited as the largest barrier
to citizenship among Mexican immigrants (Reimers 1992). However,
it is clear from table 3.5 that the proportion of Mexicans who are
becoming citizens is increasing over time. Immigrants must reside in
the United States for five years before becoming citizens of the United
States. The number of immigrants becoming citizens increased sub-
stantially beginning in about 1994 as those who had legalized their
status under IRCA became eligible for naturalization (U.S. Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service 1998).

In addition to changes in its size and sources of growth, the Mexi-
can-origin population has also experienced changes in its geographic
distribution within the United States. Historically, Mexican-origin per-
sons have been concentrated in five southwestern states: Arizona,
California, Colorado, New Mexico, and Texas. The proximity of these
states to Mexico made them a likely destination for immigrants. Mexi-
can immigrants have also been more geographically concentrated
than their U.S.-born Mexican-origin counterparts, although both
groups are more likely to be found in the western or southern states



Table 3.6 Percentage of Mexican-Origin Population in the Five Southwestern States, 1950 to 2000

1950 1960 1970

State
Number

(In Thousands)

Percentage
of All

Mexican
Origin

Number
(In Thousands)

Percentage
of All

Mexican
Origin

Number
(In Thousands)

Percentage
of All

Mexican
Origin

Arizona 126 5.5 207 5.9 240 5.3
California 758 33.2 1,456 41.4 1,857 41.0
Colorado 119 5.2 152 4.3 104 2.3
New Mexico 249 10.9 276 7.9 119 2.6
Texas 1,027 45.0 1,423 40.5 1,619 35.7
Other states – – 593 13.1

Total 2,282 100.0 3,514 100.0 4,532 100.0
Percentage of Mexican-
origin population in the
five southwestern states 86.9



1980 1990 2000

State
Number

(In Thousands)

Percentage
of All

Mexican
Origin

Number
(In Thousands)

Percentage
of All

Mexican
Origin

Number
(In Thousands)

Percentage
of All

Mexican
Origin

Arizona 396 4.5 619 4.6 1,296 6.3
California 3,637 41.6 6,071 45.3 8,456 41.0
Colorado 207 2.4 279 2.1 451 2.2
New Mexico 234 2.7 329 2.5 330 1.6
Texas 2,752 31.5 3,900 29.1 5,072 24.6
Other States 1,514 17.3 2,195 16.4 5,036 24.4

Total 8,740 100.0 13,393 100.0 20,641 100.0
Percentage of Mexican-
origin population in the
five southwestern states 82.7 83.6 75.7

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census: (1970, “Persons of Spanish Origin,” Subject Reports PC(2)-1-C; 1980, “Persons of Spanish Origin by State:
1980,” Supplementary Report PC80-S1-7; “General Social and Economic Characteristics,” United States Summary PC80-1-C1; 1990, “General Social
and Economic Characteristics,” United States Summary; 2000, “Demographic Profiles: 100-percent and Sample Data,” available on-line at:
www.census.gov.



Table 3.7 Unauthorized Mexican Migrant Population as Percentage of Various Populations, 1980 to 2000

Year

Est. Number of
Unauthorized

Mexican Migrants
(In Thousands)

Percentage
of Total

Foreign-Born
Population

Percentage
of Mexican

Foreign-Born
Population

Percentage of
Mexican-Origin

Population

Percentage of
Total U.S.

Population

2000 3,900 12.8 45.9 18.6 1.4
1996 2,700 11.0 40.4 15.0 1.0
1990 1,321a 6.7 30.7 9.9 0.5
1980 1,131a 8.0 51.4 12.9 0.5

Sources: 1980 estimates of enumerated unauthorized Mexican migrant population from Warren and Passel (1987); 1990 estimates from Warren
(1994); 1996 estimates of the total unauthorized Mexican migrant population from Warren (1997); 2000 estimates from Bean et al. (2001).
aEstimate includes only the enumerated portion of the Mexican unauthorized population.
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ment could be made that these reasons should apply equally to all
citizen children, regardless of whether they are born to natives or to
immigrants. Unless one intends to embark on a critique of U.S. citi-
zenship policy, this argument implies that one should classify welfare
receipt by birthright citizens in the native category and suggests
using individuals as the unit of analysis.

Levels of Immigrant Welfare Usage

In order to address the larger issue of whether immigrant welfare
usage constitutes a problem and reflects a failure of admissions poli-
cies, it is important to accurately describe the extent to which immi-
grants receive welfare. The simple question of whether immigrants
receive public assistance at higher rates than natives—and if so, to
what degree—has played a prominent role in recent debates about
the need to reform U.S. immigration and welfare policies (Bean, Van
Hook, and Glick 1997; Smith and Edmonston 1997; U.S. Commission
on Immigration Reform 1994; Borjas 1994). According to the 1980
census, approximately 8 percent of immigrant households—defined
as households in which the household head or spouse of the house-
hold head is an immigrant—reported having received public-assis-
tance income in 1979 (see table 4.1). During the same year, nearly the
same percentage of native households—7.7 percent—reported having
received public assistance. By 1989, the receipt level of immigrant
households increased to 8.7 percent while the level among native
households declined to 7.5 percent, thus producing a gap of 1.2 per-
centage points between native and immigrant households. By 1999
the gap had widened even further, to 1.7 percentage points.

On the surface these results appear simple and straightforward.
But in order for research findings to have relevance and meaning for
immigration policy issues, it is necessary to disaggregate immigrants
along certain critical dimensions and to control for the influence of
other variables. For example, it makes little sense to conclude that the

Table 4.1 Percentage of Immigrant and Native Households Receiving
Cash Public Assistance, 1979, 1989, and 1999

1979 1989 1999

Immigrant households 8.0 8.7 7.3
Native households 7.7 7.5 5.6
Difference (percentage points) 0.3 1.2 1.7

Sources: 1980 and 1990 1 percent PUMS; March 2000 Current Population Survey.
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Table 4.2 Percentage of Immigrant and Native Households Receiving
Cash Public Assistance, 1979, 1989, and 1999

1979 1989 1999

Native households 7.7 7.5 5.6

Immigrant households 8.0 8.7 7.3
Mexico, Guatemala, El Salvador 12.0 11.7 8.8
Asian refugee 28.7 32.7 18.7
Non-Asian refugee 10.1 11.8 9.5
Other Immigrant 6.7 6.5 5.5

Difference from natives
All immigrant households 0.3 1.2 1.7

Mexico, Guatemala, El Salvador 4.3 4.2 3.2
Asian refugee 21.0 25.2 13.1
Non-Asian refugee 2.4 4.3 3.9
Other Immigrant �1.0 �1.0 �0.1

Sources: 1980 and 1990 1 percent PUMS; March 2000 Current Population Survey.

case of the “Other” category, whose level of welfare receipt was lower
than that of natives to begin with).

Thus, the increase in the nativity gap in public-assistance receipt
during the 1990s was entirely due to changes in country of origin
composition, not to increases in country group–specific rates. That is,
it resulted from higher proportions of refugees and labor migrants,
not from relatively higher welfare receipt among immigrants. This
suggests that the practice especially of admitting and providing settle-
ment assistance to refugees and their families may contribute sub-

Table 4.3 Percentage of Immigrant and Native Households Receiving
Cash Public Assistance, by Poverty Status, 1999

Povertya Non-Poverty

Native households 18.8 2.0

Immigrant households 16.3 3.3
Mexico, Guatemala, El Salvador 13.5 4.5
Asian refugee 25.2 1.8
Non-Asian refugee 35.6 12.2
Other immigrant 15.2 2.7

Source: March 2000 Current Population Survey.
aPoverty is defined as receiving 150 percent or less of the official poverty income for the
main family unit in the household.
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Table 4.2 Percentage of Immigrant and Native Households Receiving
Cash Public Assistance, 1979, 1989, and 1999

1979 1989 1999

Native households 7.7 7.5 5.6
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Asian refugee 28.7 32.7 18.7
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Other Immigrant 6.7 6.5 5.5
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All immigrant households 0.3 1.2 1.7

Mexico, Guatemala, El Salvador 4.3 4.2 3.2
Asian refugee 21.0 25.2 13.1
Non-Asian refugee 2.4 4.3 3.9
Other Immigrant �1.0 �1.0 �0.1
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case of the “Other” category, whose level of welfare receipt was lower
than that of natives to begin with).

Thus, the increase in the nativity gap in public-assistance receipt
during the 1990s was entirely due to changes in country of origin
composition, not to increases in country group–specific rates. That is,
it resulted from higher proportions of refugees and labor migrants,
not from relatively higher welfare receipt among immigrants. This
suggests that the practice especially of admitting and providing settle-
ment assistance to refugees and their families may contribute sub-

Table 4.3 Percentage of Immigrant and Native Households Receiving
Cash Public Assistance, by Poverty Status, 1999

Povertya Non-Poverty

Native households 18.8 2.0

Immigrant households 16.3 3.3
Mexico, Guatemala, El Salvador 13.5 4.5
Asian refugee 25.2 1.8
Non-Asian refugee 35.6 12.2
Other immigrant 15.2 2.7

Source: March 2000 Current Population Survey.
aPoverty is defined as receiving 150 percent or less of the official poverty income for the
main family unit in the household.
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Table 4.4 Percentage of Immigrant and Native Households
Receiving Cash Public Assistance, by Age Composition of
Household, 1999

No Elderly
in Household

Elderly Person
in Household

Native households 5.7 5.6

Immigrant households 5.4 14.9
Mexico, Guatemala, El Salvador 7.5 23.1
Asian refugee 5.1 17.9
Non-Asian refugee 12.5 40.6
Other immigrant 4.0 10.9

Source: March 2000 Current Population Survey.

migrant households containing no elderly members exhibit public-
assistance receipt levels lower than “nonelderly” native households
(see table 4.4). Immigrant households containing at least one elderly
person, on the other hand, exhibit welfare receipt rates that are much
higher than any other age and nativity group.

One explanation for this age-based receipt pattern is that immi-
grants who arrive later in life do not have the time to build up the
work history to qualify for Social Security or other retirement bene-
fits. Fewer elderly immigrants qualify for Social Security income than
elderly natives. In 1990, 78.3 percent of elderly immigrants versus
86.2 percent of elderly natives received Social Security income (Hu
1998). Moreover, elderly immigrants who arrived in the country ear-
lier in life appear very similar to elderly natives with respect to both
Social Security and welfare receipt. According to our own analysis of
the 1990 census data, only 34.6 percent of elderly who arrived after
the age of fifty-five received Social Security income, but among those
who came prior to age fifty-five, nearly the same percentage, about
84.4 percent, received Social Security payments as did elderly natives.
Data on welfare benefits parallels these findings. Michael Fix and
Jeffrey Passel (1994) find that recently arrived elderly nonrefugee im-
migrants receive welfare at very high levels—about 25 percent. How-
ever, elderly immigrants who have been in the country at least twenty
years are not much more likely to receive welfare (8.7 percent) than
elderly natives (6.9 percent). These findings suggest that welfare re-
ceipt among immigrants may be linked to certain immigrants’ being
ineligible for Social Security, not with low labor-force effort among
those of working age. This undermines the idea that welfare availabil-
ity in the United States erodes the work effort of immigrants.



Immigrant Welfare Receipt 77

Table 4.5 AFDC and SSI Receipt Among Immigrant and Native
Households, 1979, 1989, and 1999 (Percentage)

AFDC or TANF
Receipt SSI Receipt

1979 1989 1999 1979 1989 1999

Native households 3.4 3.2 2.1 3.9 4.0 3.9

Immigrant households 2.7 3.5 3.2 5.1 5.1 5.3
Mexico, Guatemala,
El Salvador 6.1 6.7 5.2 5.9 5.0 4.1

Asian refugee 22.1 22.8 4.3 5.9 13.6 16.7
Non-Asian refugee 1.7 2.3 2.0 8.0 9.3 7.7
Other immigrant 2.0 2.0 1.9 4.4 4.2 3.9

Difference from natives
All immigrant households �0.7 0.3 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.4

Mexico, Guatemala,
El Salvador 2.7 3.5 3.1 2.0 1.0 0.2

Asian refugee 18.7 19.6 2.2 2.0 9.6 12.8
Non-Asian refugee �1.7 �0.9 �0.1 4.1 5.3 3.8
Other immigrant �1.4 �1.2 �0.2 0.5 0.2 0.0

Sources: 1980 and 1990 1 percent PUMS; March 2000 Current Population Survey.

levels of AFDC or TANF receipt are very low for both groups—less
than 4 percent of immigrant and native households reported receiv-
ing AFDC income. In addition, excluding refugee and labor migrant
households, we note that other legal migrants exhibited lower levels
of AFDC or TANF receipt than did native households.

SSI receipt tends to be a bit higher among both immigrant and
native households and the immigrant-native gap has remained steady
at about one percentage point over the past two decades. Again, how-
ever, excluding refugee and labor migrant households, we see no sig-
nificant difference emerge between immigrant and native households.
Among the different country-of-origin groups, only Asians in the
“refugee” category had very high AFDC and SSI receipt levels. For
AFDC, receipt was high only in 1979 and 1989. One fifth of Asian
refugee households reported receiving AFDC during these years.
However, by 1999 only 4.3 percent reported TANF or AFDC income.
At the same time, SSI receipt was relatively low in 1979 but increased
starting in 1989, reaching 16.7 percent by 1999. These changes are
likely due to demographic shifts that occurred among Asian refugees.
Many of these refugees arrived with young families during the late
1970s and early 1980s, during which time they qualified for AFDC.
As their children grew up they no longer qualified for TANF or



Table 4.6 Receipt of Cash and Noncash Public Assistance Among Immigrant and Native Households, 1999 (Percentage)

Country-of-Origin Grouping

Native Immigrant

Mexico,
Guatemala,
El Salvador

Asian
Refugee

Non-Asian
Refugee Other

Cash Assistance
TANF 2.1 3.2 5.2 4.3 2.0 1.9
SSI 3.9 5.3 4.1 16.7 7.7 3.9

Vouchers
Food stamps 5.4 6.2 9.6 11.5 8.7 3.9
Public housing 2.8 3.1 2.3 3.4 2.6 2.1
Rent vouchers 1.3 2.1 1.8 6.9 3.4 1.4
Energy assistance 2.2 1.3 0.8 2.1 1.5 1.0
Free or reduced school meals 5.7 14.7 32.1 14.7 7.9 7.7

Insurance
Medicaid 12.0 18.0 26.4 25.8 17.9 12.6

Combinations of welfare
Any cash assistance 5.6 8.0 8.8 18.7 9.5 5.5
Any vouchers 11.6 19.5 36.9 25.1 17.9 11.7
Vouchers, excluding school meals 8.6 9.2 13.1 14.6 12.7 6.6
Cash, vouchers, or insurance 17.3 27.2 46.9 36.1 24.9 18.1
Cash, vouchers, or insurance,
excluding school meals 15.3 19.9 29.9 29.2 20.6 14.7

Source: March 2000 Current Population Survey.
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Table 4.7 Immigrant-Native Difference in Cash and Noncash Public
Assistance Receipt, for Households and Individuals, 1999

Households Individuals

Cash assistance
TANF 1.1 �0.1
SSI 1.4 0.9

Vouchers
Food stamps 0.8 0.3
Public housing 0.3 �0.1
Rent vouchers 0.8 �0.5
Energy assistance �0.9 �1.3
Free or reduced school meals 9.0 �1.0

Insurance
Medicaid 6.0 �0.6

Combinations of welfare
Any cash assistance 2.4 0.7
Any vouchers 7.9 0.7
Vouchers, excluding school meals 0.6 0.7
Cash, vouchers, or insurance 9.9 0.8
Cash, vouchers, or insurance,
excluding school meals 4.6 0.7

Source: March 2000 Current Population Survey.

of welfare receipt can depend on the unit chosen for the presentation
of research results. When evaluated at the level of larger units, such
as households or families, immigrants tend to exceed natives in the
extent to which they receive welfare. When smaller units are used,
however, there tend to be no differences between immigrants and na-
tives in overall welfare receipt, particularly in the case of welfare pro-
grams that serve children. So which unit of presentation or analysis is
preferable? The choice depends largely on the research question. If
one is interested in studying the determinants of welfare usage, it is
preferable to rely on units that approximate the unit that is used to
determine eligibility, which for most types of welfare is the family or
household. But if the research looks at the costs and effects of welfare
usage, as does policy-oriented research, it may be better to examine
individuals. But differences in use of various units of analysis not-
withstanding, it is also clear that conclusions drawn in the previous
sections of this chapter about the meaning of research results on im-
migrant welfare receipt, most of which are based on household-level
analyses, are strong enough on their own terms to indicate that immi-
grant welfare receipt is not the problem that it is often made out to be.
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Figure 5.1 Cross-Classification of Skin Color and Socioeconomic Status

Socioeconomic Status

Higher Middle Lower

Skin
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Symbolic
ethnicity

Straight-line
assimilation

Straight-line
assimilation

Skin
darker

Selective
assimilation

Bumpy-line
assimilation

Reactive
ethnicity

Source: Authors’ configuration.

tudes of those outside the group. Thus, immigrants may be maintain-
ing ethnic identifications despite considerable economic incorporation
and despite social networks and perhaps even marriages that cross
racial or ethnic boundaries, providing another example of attitude not
always predicting behavior. Of course, such decouplings proceed
most rapidly in the absence of strong discrimination or value conflict.
Otherwise, external barriers would forestall incorporation. Among
the low-status immigrants who face such external barriers and who
develop reactive ethnicity, attitudes may remain tightly linked to be-
haviors. The independence of attitudes and behavior appears more
likely to occur among the well-educated.

In general, skin color and socioeconomic status are likely to distin-
guish whether relatively “straight-line” assimilation, more “bumpy-
line” assimilation, symbolic ethnicity, reactive ethnicity, or selective
acculturation are most likely to emerge among new immigrant groups.
As Waters (1999) observes, the concept of symbolic ethnicity applies
best to the descendants of earlier-arriving white European immi-
grants, especially those of higher socioeconomic status. Among non-
whites, the reaffirmation of “ethnicity” probably arises most in reac-
tion to real and perceived discrimination, which immigrants of low
socioeconomic status are most likely to encounter. Thus, if we cross-
classify skin color and socioeconomic status, as in figure 5.1, we ob-
tain the following six-fold indication of where straight-line assimila-
tion, bumpy-line assimilation, symbolic ethnicity, reactive ethnicity,
and selective assimilation might be most likely to emerge.

To the extent that such decoupling of self-identification from other
forms of identification is occurring among the new immigrants, their
ethnic identification may constitute an especially misleading indicator
of their overall level of incorporation. Immigrants’ actual behaviors,
such as language usage and intermarriage rates, should be better in-
dicators of sociocultural assimilation than subjective identification.



Table 6.1 Average Earnings by Race-Ethnicity, Educational Attainment, and Gender, 1979 to 1998

Male Female

Percentage
Change

Percentage
Change

Group Education 1979 1989 1998

(1979
to

1989)

(1989
to

1998) 1979 1989 1998

(1979
to

1989)

(1989
to

1998)

White non- College 59,776 63,349 68,599 6.0 8.3 26,127 32,783 37,134 25.5 13.3
Hispanics High school 41,433 38,090 37,999 �8.1 �0.2 18,475 20,367 21,854 10.2 7.3

� High school 33,661 28,682 26,858 �14.8 �6.4 14,901 14,490 13,685 �2.8 �5.6
Blacks College 41,613 44,040 47,635 5.8 8.2 30,183 34,430 34,826 14.1 1.2

High school 29,786 27,645 28,995 �7.2 4.9 19,700 20,627 20,909 4.7 1.4
� High school 24,338 20,946 20,434 �13.9 �2.4 14,262 14,319 13,337 0.4 �6.9

Latinos College 48,361 49,557 55,386 2.5 11.8 26,229 31,981 35,126 21.9 9.8
High school 33,517 30,204 29,736 �9.9 �1.5 18,219 19,584 19,488 7.5 �0.5
� High school 25,096 20,481 19,706 �18.4 �3.8 12,956 12,732 11,584 �1.7 �9.0

Asians College 54,196 55,532 58,475 2.5 5.3 29,844 35,185 37,291 17.9 6.0
High school 34,513 32,171 31,258 �6.8 �2.8 20,234 22,434 22,304 10.9 �0.6
� High school 26,820 21,261 23,705 �20.7 11.5 15,070 15,456 14,521 2.6 �6.0



Ratios to White

White non- College 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Hispanics High school 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

� High school 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Blacks College 0.70 0.70 0.69 1.16 1.05 0.94

High school 0.72 0.73 0.76 1.07 1.01 0.96
� High school 0.72 0.73 0.76 0.96 0.99 0.97

Latinos College 0.81 0.78 0.81 1.00 0.98 0.95
High school 0.81 0.79 0.78 0.99 0.96 0.89
� High school 0.75 0.71 0.73 0.87 0.88 0.85

Asians College 0.91 0.88 0.85 1.14 1.07 1.00
High school 0.83 0.84 0.82 1.10 1.10 1.02
� High school 0.80 0.74 0.88 1.01 1.07 1.06

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1982, 1992b); Current Population Survey (1996, 1997, 1998, 1999).



Table 6.2 Average Latino and Asian Earnings by Educational Attainment and Nativity and Gender, 1979 to 1998

Male Female

Group Education 1979 1989 1998

(1979
to

1989)

(1989
to

1998) 1979 1989 1998

(1979
to

1989)

(1989
to

1998)

Latinos
Foreign-born College 50,501 49,270 50,215 �2.4 1.9 25,432 29,106 32,571 14.4 11.9

High school 31,395 28,352 27,519 �9.7 �2.9 18,391 18,815 16,957 2.3 �9.9
� High school 23,619 19,860 19,484 �15.9 �1.9 13,274 12,385 11,465 �6.7 �7.4

Native-born College 46,270 49,854 60,600 7.7 21.6 27,011 34,385 37,116 27.3 7.9
High school 34,921 34,604 31,666 �0.9 �8.5 18,108 20,102 21,381 11.0 6.4
� High school 27,333 22,287 20,707 �18.5 �7.1 12,529 13,541 11,961 8.1 �11.7

Asians
Foreign-born College 54,356 54,714 58,322 0.7 6.6 29,388 34,549 36,802 17.6 6.5

High school 30,651 30,490 30,047 �0.5 �1.5 18,730 21,429 21,108 14.4 �1.5
� High school 24,163 20,814 23,413 �13.9 12.5 14,080 15,178 14,498 7.8 �4.5

Native-born College 53,619 59,250 59,181 10.5 �0.1 31,239 37,564 39,077 20.2 4.0
High school 40,057 37,093 35,237 �7.4 �5.0 22,616 25,638 26,119 13.4 1.9
� High school 34,494 25,896 26,540 �24.9 2.5 19,684 20,731 14,818 5.3 �28.5



Ratios to White

Latinos
Foreign-born College 0.84 0.78 0.73 0.97 0.89 0.88

High school 0.76 0.74 0.72 1.00 0.92 0.78
� High school 0.70 0.69 0.73 0.89 0.85 0.84

Native-born College 0.77 0.79 0.88 1.03 1.05 1.00
High school 0.84 0.91 0.83 0.98 0.99 0.98
� High school 0.81 0.78 0.77 0.84 0.93 0.87

Asians
Foreign-born College 0.91 0.86 0.85 1.12 1.05 0.99

High school 0.74 0.80 0.79 1.01 1.05 0.97
� High school 0.72 0.73 0.87 0.94 1.05 1.06

Native-born College 0.90 0.94 0.86 1.20 1.15 1.05
High school 0.97 0.97 0.93 1.22 1.26 1.20
� High school 1.02 0.90 0.99 1.32 1.43 1.08

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1982, 1992b); Current Population Survey (1996, 1997, 1998, 1999).



Table 6.3 Average Mexican-Origin Earnings by Educational Attainment, Nativity, and Gender, 1979 to 1998

Male Female

Group Education 1979 1989 1998

(1979
to

1989)

(1989
to

1998) 1979 1989 1998

(1979
to

1989)

(1989
to

1998)

Mexican College 42,501 44,414 54,755 4.5 23.3 26,044 32,102 32,502 23.3 1.2
High school 33,830 29,690 29,489 �12.2 �0.7 17,316 19,126 19,206 10.5 0.4
� High school 24,995 19,740 19,366 �21.0 �1.9 12,456 12,096 11,152 �2.9 �7.8

Foreign-born College 40,434 35,080 41,387 �13.2 18.0 21,083 25,071 23,917 18.9 �4.6
High school 30,573 26,188 26,291 �14.3 0.4 17,202 17,291 15,226 0.5 �11.9
� High school 22,886 18,746 19,044 �18.1 1.6 12,451 11,354 10,833 �8.8 �4.6

Native-born College 43,126 48,004 61,149 11.3 27.4 27,080 33,717 34,581 24.5 2.6
High school 34,770 31,015 31,298 �10.8 0.9 17,341 19,621 20,770 13.1 5.9
� High school 27,178 22,096 20,605 �18.7 �6.7 12,461 13,285 11,930 6.6 �10.2

Ratios to White

Mexican College 0.71 0.70 0.80 1.00 0.98 0.88
High school 0.82 0.78 0.78 0.94 0.94 0.88
� High school 0.74 0.69 0.72 0.84 0.83 0.81

Foreign-born College 0.68 0.55 0.60 0.81 0.76 0.64
High school 0.74 0.69 0.69 0.93 0.85 0.70
� High school 0.68 0.65 0.71 0.84 0.78 0.79

Native-born College 0.72 0.76 0.89 1.04 1.03 0.93
High school 0.84 0.81 0.82 0.94 0.96 0.95
� High school 0.81 0.77 0.77 0.84 0.92 0.87

Sources: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1982, 1992b); Current Population Survey (1996, 1997, 1998, 1999).
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Table 6.4 Generational Distribution of Persons of Mexican Origin, Ages
Fifteen and Above (Percentage), 1996 to 1998

Recent immigranta 21.2
Earlier immigrant 27.9
Second generation 22.4
Third or later generation 28.6

Total 100.0%

Sample size 33,072

Sources: Current Population Survey (1996 to 1998).
aRecent immigrants are defined as those who arrived in the United States within ap-
proximately ten years of the survey date.

Mexican-origin persons with at least one Mexican-born parent, and
the third or later generations as Mexican origin-persons with two na-
tive-born parents. In many of our analyses, we split the first genera-
tion into “recent immigrants,” those who have been in the United
States for ten years or less, and “earlier immigrants,” those who have
spent more than ten years here. The overwhelming majority of Mexi-
can-origin persons have been in this country for two generations or
less (table 6.4). In particular, about half of Mexican-origin persons are
foreign-born and slightly more than another fifth have at least one
immigrant parent. By contrast, only 13 percent of Anglos and 9 per-
cent of blacks were first or second generation in 1999 (Bean et al.
2001).

We focus first on educational attainment, which is a key determi-
nant of how workers fare in the U.S. labor market. For both men and
women, Mexican-origin persons average about three years less school-
ing than whites and two years less schooling than blacks; Mexican
origin-men average 9.9 years of schooling, Mexican-origin women,
10.0; and immigrants, even fewer (see table 6.5). The educational dis-
advantage of Mexican immigrants is statistically driven by a dispro-
portionate number of individuals without any secondary schooling.
Fully half of Mexican-born persons have completed eight or fewer
years of education. Moreover, more than 10 percent of native-born
Mexican-origin persons are in this same category, whereas less than 5
percent of whites and blacks are. But an enormous educational im-
provement takes place between the first and the second generation:
the second generation has on average about three and a half years
more schooling than immigrants. Thus, a majority of the overall Mex-
ican-origin educational disadvantage is due to the presence of large
numbers of Mexican immigrants with very low education levels. Al-



Table 6.5 Educational Attainment by Generation Among Mexican-Origin Persons, Ages Twenty-Five to Sixty-Four

Men

Mexicans

Recent
Immigrant

Earlier
Immigrant

Second
Generation

Third �
Generation

Third �
Generation

Whites

Third �
Generation

Blacks

Average years of education 8.5 8.3 11.9 12.1 13.5 12.4

Percentage
Zero to eight years 48.3 49.6 11.4 8.1 2.5 4.6
Nine to eleven years 14.8 15.1 12.3 13.9 6.4 13.3
Twelve years 24.9 22.0 35.8 40.3 34.6 43.1
Some college 7.4 9.1 28.5 25.8 26.5 26.0
Bachelor’s degree and above 4.7 4.2 12.0 11.9 30.0 12.9

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%



Women

Mexicans

Recent
Immigrant

Earlier
Immigrant

Second
Generation

Third �
Generation

Third �
Generation

Whites

Third �
Generation

Blacks

Average years of education 8.3 8.3 11.6 11.9 13.4 12.7

Percentage
Zero to eight years 49.8 50.5 14.9 9.4 1.8 3.0
Nine to eleven years 16.5 14.7 13.4 14.8 5.8 12.9
Twelve years 21.1 21.2 34.2 37.6 36.6 38.9
Some college 7.8 10.0 25.7 27.4 28.7 29.7
Bachelor’s degree and above 4.8 3.7 11.8 10.7 27.1 15.6

Total 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Sources: Current Population Survey (1996 to 1998).



Table 6.6 Educational Attainment by Generation and Age

Men

All Hispanics Mexicans

Second
Generation

Third �
Generation

Second
Generation

Third �
Generation

Third �
Generation

Whites

Third �
Generation

Blacks

Average years of education
Ages 25 to 34 12.7 12.5 12.5 12.4 13.5 12.6
Ages 35 to 44 12.2 12.4 11.9 12.3 13.5 12.5
Ages 45 to 54 12.2 12.2 11.9 12.1 13.8 12.5
Ages 55 to 64 11.1 10.8 10.5 10.4 13.0 11.2

High school dropout (percentage)
Ages 25 to 34 16.3 17.6 17.9 18.6 7.3 11.3
Ages 35 to 44 21.9 16.3 22.2 18.0 7.7 15.3
Ages 45 to 54 23.9 22.4 25.7 24.9 8.1 19.8
Ages 55 to 64 34.9 41.6 40.1 45.5 15.2 37.1

College graduate (percentage)
Ages 25 to 34 17.9 13.0 13.4 11.4 30.0 11.8
Ages 35 to 44 12.9 11.6 10.7 9.6 28.4 13.0
Ages 45 to 54 15.4 17.5 12.6 16.8 34.1 15.7
Ages 55 to 64 14.1 12.6 9.9 11.4 26.6 10.9



Women

All Hispanics Mexicans

Second
Generation

Third �
Generation

Second
Generation

Third �
Generation

Third �
Generation

Whites

Third �
Generation

Blacks

Average years of education
Ages 25 to 34 12.8 12.6 12.6 12.6 13.7 12.8
Ages 35 to 44 12.2 12.3 11.7 12.2 13.6 12.9
Ages 45 to 54 11.7 11.8 11.3 11.4 13.5 12.7
Ages 55 to 64 9.8 10.5 9.2 10.0 12.7 11.9

High school dropout (percentage)
Ages 25 to 34 14.6 16.8 16.6 17.5 5.8 11.9
Ages 35 to 44 23.0 18.1 28.5 19.6 5.8 11.6
Ages 45 to 54 26.6 27.5 29.8 31.4 7.3 17.3
Ages 55 to 64 49.0 43.0 53.9 50.0 14.8 32.1

College graduate (percentage)
Ages 25 to 34 17.5 14.1 14.5 13.4 31.7 14.7
Ages 35 to 44 15.2 11.3 12.5 9.9 28.1 16.4
Ages 45 to 54 14.2 11.7 11.9 9.3 27.2 17.4
Ages 55 to 64 7.5 8.1 3.9 6.8 17.5 12.8

Sources: Current Population Survey (1996 to 1998).
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Table 6.7 Labor-Market Outcomes by Ethnicity, Ages Twenty-Five to
Sixty-Four

Differential Relative to Whites

Hourly Wage
(Percentage
Differential)

Employment
Rate

Annual
Hours

of Work

Self-
Employment

Rate

Men
Blacks �25.9 �12.2 �222 �8.0
All Hispanics �36.4 �3.9 �169 �7.3
Mexicans �39.5 �2.5 �188 �8.5

Women
Blacks �14.0 �3.0 19 �5.2
All Hispanics �28.5 �14.3 �54 �4.8
Mexicans �32.7 �16.4 �93 �5.8

Sources: Current Population Survey (1996 to 1998).
Note: These comparisons control for age and geographic location. The calculations of
hourly wages, annual hours of work, and self-employment rates are for samples that
include only individuals who worked during the calendar year preceding the survey.

The share of Mexican-origin men who worked during the calendar
year preceding the survey is 2.5 percentage points below the 91 per-
cent employment rate of Anglo men. By contrast, black men are 12.2
percentage points less likely to be employed than white men. Em-
ployed white men average 2,226 hours of work per year, and Mexi-
can-origin men annually work about 188 fewer hours than this. The
employment rate of non-Hispanic white women is 78 percent; the cor-
responding rate for black women is just 3 percentage points lower;
but the rate for Mexican-origin women is 16.4 percentage points
lower. Thus the latter are significantly less likely to be employed than
white or black women. Employed white women average 1,789 hours
of work annually. Black women work slightly more hours than this,
whereas Mexican women work somewhat fewer hours. Finally,
among non-Hispanic whites the self-employment rate is 15 percent
for men and 9 percent for women. For both men and women, Mexi-
can-origin self-employment rates are less than the black rates and less
than half the corresponding white rate.

To obtain results broken down by generation, we present in the
first column of table 6.8 hourly wage differentials between the gener-
ation group and third-generation whites, when persons from all edu-
cation levels are included. The next four columns report outcome dif-
ferentials for persons in selected education categories: nine to eleven
years of schooling, exactly twelve years of schooling, some college
but no bachelor’s degree, and a bachelor’s degree but no postgradu-
ate or professional degrees. By comparing the differentials among all
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Table 6.8 Hourly Wage Differentials by Ethnicity and Generation, Ages
Twenty-Five to Sixty-Four

Percentage Differential, Relative to Third- and Later-
Generation Whites

Selected Education Groups

All
Workers

Nine to
Eleven
Years

Twelve
Years

Some
College

Bachelor’s
Degree

Men
Third �
generation blacks �25.5 �16.4 �19.3 �17.1 �18.9

Mexicans
Recent
immigrant �51.6 �27.2 �39.4 �33.4 �49.8

Earlier
immigrant �44.7 �15.3 �22.3 �27.5 �35.5

Second
generation �24.5 �14.6 �12.7 �13.0 �10.5

Third �
generation �26.1 �16.6 �15.2 �13.2 �11.9

Women
Third �
generation blacks �13.7 �8.6 �9.2 �6.3 �6.5

Mexicans
Recent
immigrant �51.1 �23.0 �34.1 �30.9 �34.8

Earlier
immigrant �43.8 �18.0 �19.6 �25.2 �25.2

Second
generation �20.4 �2.7 �11.8 �9.6 3.0

Third �
generation �20.0 �11.3 �9.9 �8.5 0.8

Sources: Current Population Survey (1996 to 1998).
Note: These comparisons control for age and geographic location. The sample includes
only individuals who worked during the calendar year preceding the survey.

persons with the differentials for specific education groups, we can
assess the role that education plays in maintaining the observed out-
come differences between Latinos and whites. For example, suppose
that within each education category average wages were the same for
Latinos and whites, even though Latinos earn substantially less than
whites when we compare workers from all education categories com-
bined. This would indicate that the overall Latino wage disadvantage



Figure 7.1 Legally Admitted Immigrants by Decade and Language Characteristics of Country of Origin
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Table 7.1 Numbers (In Thousands) and Percentages of Americans
Speaking English Only or a Non-English Language at Home,
1980 to 2000

Language Spoken at Home 1980a 1990a 2000a

Total 210,248 230,446 262,375
100.00% 100.00% 100.00%

English only 187,187 198,601 215,423
89.03% 86.18% 82.11%

A non-English language (NEL) 23,060 31,845 46,951
10.97% 13.82% 17.89%

Spanish 11,116 17,345 28,101
5.29% 7.53% 10.71%

Other Indo-European language 7,941 8,790 10,018
3.78% 3.81% 3.82%

Asian or Pacific Island language 2,231 4,472 6,960
1.06% 1.94% 2.65%

Other language 1,772b 1,238 1,872
0.84% 0.54% .71%

Percentage NEL speakers who are
foreign-born 42.19 48.45 55.3c

a1980 and 1990 figures are from the 1980 and 1990 U.S. censuses, as reported by Gibson
and Lennon (1999). Unless otherwise noted, the figures for the year 2000 are from the
2000 U.S. census (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2002b).
bIncludes some Indo-European languages.
cPercentage estimated from the Census 2000 Supplementary Survey (U.S. Bureau of the
Census 2002a).

Because the question (and subsequent coding procedures) allowed
only one language as a response, those who speak more than one
non-English language at home are identified only by the first lan-
guage they chose to report. Because the census schedules did not in-
clude questions asking about proficiency in the non-English language,
it is unknown whether persons reporting that they spoke a non-En-
glish language are fully fluent in that language, a consideration that is
probably more important for native-born than for foreign-born minor-
ity-language speakers. The figures also omit people who spoke a non-
English language earlier in their lives but had shifted from usage of
their non-English language to English by the time of the census, and
people who speak a non-English language at the time of the census
but did not use it at home.

Within a span of just twenty years, the absolute number of non-
English language speakers more than doubled, from 23 million to 47
million with much of that increase being accounted for by increases in
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Table 7.2 Non-English Languages Spoken by Immigrants Aged Five and
Over, 1980 to 2000

Number of Speakers

Non-English Language
Spoken at Home 1980 1990 2000

Ratio,
2000/1980

All non-English
languages 9,729,337 15,430,434 24,843,016 2.55

Spanish (includes creoles) 3,896,505 7,350,512 12,966,768 3.33
Chinese 494,855 1,088,296 1,249,429 2.52
Tagalog 402,968 746,443 973,421 2.42
Vietnamese 182,890 434,731 858,085 4.69
French (includes creoles) 376,060 534,192 736,095 1.96
Korean 237,516 530,860 683,409 2.88
Russian 127,605 186,514 643,043 5.04
German 627,998 529,678 471,472 .75
Arabic 164,953 251,409 420,776 2.55
Portuguese (includes
creoles) 232,794 281,635 392,430 1.69

Italian 705,407 493,439 347,028 .49
Polish 260,341 286,896 339,612 1.30
Japanese 171,715 245,294 304,337 1.77
Hindi 115,774 287,067 251,681 2.17
Persian 94,395 178,354 210,243 2.23
Thai (Laotian) 73,542 173,226 197,502 2.69
Gujarati 32,065 87,539 182,680 5.70
Mon-Khmer (Cambodian) 15,089 113,910 170,923 11.33
Kru (Kwa) 22,454 58,172 153,610 6.84
Greek 215,700 181,965 144,130 .67
Armenian 69,995 115,017 134,976 1.93
Hebrew 49,044 74,985 109,646 2.24
Miao (Hmong) 14,638 62,699 92,979 6.35
Dutch 90,353 82,558 81,261 .90
Ukrainian 70,117 50,725 77,580 1.11
Romanian 24,058 53,493 75,450 3.14
Hungarian 105,298 87,024 55,449 0.53
Swedish, Danish,
Norwegian 100,596 77,284 53,116 0.53

Serbo-Croatian 91,811 80,222 52,230 0.57
Yiddish 157,252 72,779 37,001 0.24
All other languages 505,549 633,516 2,376,654 4.70

Sources: Tabulations are based on data from the 1980 and 1990 U.S. censuses (Gibson
and Lennon 1999) and from the Census 2000 Supplementary Survey (U.S. Bureau of
the Census 2002a).



Linguistic Incorporation Among Immigrants 153

Table 7.3 The Percentages of Minority-Language Speakers Speaking
the Ten Most Commonly Spoken Languages in 2000,
by Age Grouping

Children Ages
Five to Seventeen

Adults Ages
Eighteen to
Sixty-Four

Adults Ages
Sixty-Five
and Over

Spanish 68.6% 55.8% 33.4%
French 3.4 5.2 4.5
Vietnamese 2.4 1.6 2.1
Chinese 2.3 4.3 6.6
German 1.8 4.6 7.8
Korean 1.7 2.2 a

Arabic 1.4 a a

Russian 1.3 a 4.1
Tagalog 1.2 3.1 5.1
Miao (Hmong) 1.1 a a

Italian a 3.3 6.0
Polish a 1.6 2.7
Japanese a 1.4 2.1
Totalb 85.2 83.1 74.4

Source: Census 2000 Supplementary Survey (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2002a).
aNot one of the ten most frequently spoken minority languages in this age group.
bThe percentage of minority language speakers in this age group who speak one of the
top ten languages.

tion from the Spanish-language countries in Central and Latin Amer-
ica in the last quarter of the twentieth century but the percentage of
minority-language children speaking Spanish has also been pushed
upward by the higher levels of fertility among the Spanish-speaking
national origin groups in the United States (Bean, Swicegood, and
Berg 2000), and the apparently higher rates of language retention be-
tween generations among the Spanish language population (Stevens
1985) especially in the American southwest.

Table 7.3 also shows that in contrast to the strong preponderance of
Spanish speakers among minority-language children, only a little
more than half of minority-language adults aged eighteen to sixty-
four and a third of minority-language adults aged 65 or over spoke
Spanish in 2000. Substantial percentages of adults spoke other minor-
ity languages, such as French, German, Chinese, or Italian. Linguistic
diversity is clearly much greater among adult minority-language
speakers than among children in the sense that significant percent-
ages of adults speak different languages.

The higher levels of linguistic diversity among minority-language
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Table 7.4 Level of Proficiency in English Reported by Recent
Immigrants, by Official or Dominant Language of Their
Country of Birth

Official or Dominant Language of
Immigrant’s Country of Birth

Speaks English Total
English

Dominant
English
Official

Spanish
Dominant Other

Not well at all 19.5% 0.9% 1.6% 39.3% 11.6%
Not well 21.6 4.4 5.1 27.9 25.2
Well 19.8 5.7 20.1 13.0 28.8
Very well (or

speaks only
English) 39.0 89.0 73.1 19.9 34.4

Total 99.9 100.0 99.9 100.1 100.0

Source: Census 2000 Supplementary Survey (U.S. Bureau of the Census 2002a).

ties, or resources to learn English return to their country of origin
before the census is fielded.

Because neither the census nor the Immigration and Naturalization
Service collects information about the language skills of immigrants at
time of arrival, we use an indirect approach to try to ascertain immi-
grants’ skills at time of arrival. Focusing first on recently arrived im-
migrants, who have not had much opportunity to increase their levels
of proficiency in English, we tie their reported skills in English to
their countries of origin. Among recently arrived immigrants there is
a strong correspondence between English skills and the language
characteristics of their countries of origin. Immigrants born in coun-
tries in which English is a dominant language spoken by the general
population—such as the United Kingdom, Australia and Canada—
are almost all fully fluent in English. Many immigrants born in coun-
tries in which English is an official language, such as India and South
Africa, are fluent in English. On the other hand, relatively fewer
immigrants from countries in which Spanish is the dominant lan-
guage—such as Mexico, Spain, and most Latin American countries—
enter the country already fluent in English (see table 7.4).

The strong correspondence between country of origin and level of
English proficiency at or near the time of arrival means that shifts in
the country-of-origin distribution of immigrants can influence the
overall prevalence of English fluency among newly arrived immi-
grants. Figure 7.1, which is based on data produced by the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service (U.S. Immigration and Naturalization
Service 2001), shows the shifts over the twentieth century in the num-
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Table 7.5 Means, Standard Deviations, and Coefficients for Variables
in an Ordered Logistic Model Predicting Level of
Proficiency in English Among Immigrants from
Non-English-Language Countries

Variables
Proportion

or Mean
Standard
Deviation Coefficients

Level of proficiency in English
Very well .41
Well .27
Not well .22
Not at all .10

Length and timing of residence
in U.S.
Years in U.S. 22.38 15.50 .036*
Age at immigration 22.73 12.96 �.038*

Gender and family background
Gender (female � 1) .52 .50 �.076
Born in Spanish-language
country? (yes � 1) .38 .48 �.844*

Educational characteristics
Years of education 12.30 4.47 .204*
Attended school in U.S.?
(yes � 1) .42 .49 .300*

Current family characteristics
Married to native-born
spouse? (yes � 1) .15 .36 .878*

Married to foreign-born
spouse? (yes � 1) .43 .49 �.014

Not married (yes � 1) .42 .49 a

Current major activity
In labor force? (yes � 1) .60 .49 .383*
Enrolled in school?
(yes � 1) .11 .31 .561*

Other activity? (yes � 1) .29 .45 a

Model constants
κ1 3.022
κ2 1.397
κ3 �0.642

Model chi-square (with 10 df) 11,611

Source: Data from the Census 2000 Supplementary Survey (U.S. Bureau of the Census
2002a).
aOmitted category.
*Significant at .001 level.



Figure 8.1 Numbers and Percentages of Immigrants Married at Time of Admission to the United States, by Year Admitted
and Gender, 1965 to 1999
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Figure 8.2 Numbers of Immigrants Legally Admitted to the U.S. as Spouses of U.S. Citizens or of Resident Aliens, 1965
to 1999
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Table 8.1 Percentages of Married Foreign-Born Men with Wives Born in
the Same Country of Origin, a Different Foreign Country, or
the United States

Wife’s Place of Birth

Husband’s Country
of Origin

Same Country
as Husband

Different
Foreign Country

United
States Total

Europe
Portugal 72.1 8.7 19.2 100.0
USSR 61.9 15.0 23.2 100.0
Poland 55.3 16.9 27.8 100.0
Greece 53.3 9.8 36.9 100.0
Ireland 50.1 6.5 43.4 100.0
Italy 44.2 6.6 49.2 100.0
Hungary 42.6 19.8 37.6 100.0
Spain 31.6 24.3 44.1 100.0
Scandinavia 30.5 11.0 58.5 100.0
Czechoslovakia 28.9 22.2 48.9 100.0
United Kingdom 25.9 13.4 60.7 100.0
Switzerland 24.9 26.2 48.9 100.0
Germany 24.5 11.3 64.3 100.0
France 15.2 21.2 63.6 100.0

Asia
Korea 93.0 3.3 3.7 100.0
Vietnam 91.8 5.2 3.0 100.0
Laos 91.5 6.2 2.3 100.0
Taiwan 88.1 8.4 3.5 100.0
India 82.6 9.9 7.5 100.0
Philippines 81.6 4.1 14.3 100.0
China 78.2 13.0 8.8 100.0
Pakistan 67.3 18.7 14.0 100.0
Iran 58.8 10.6 30.7 100.0
Japan 50.8 9.8 39.4 100.0
Iraq 47.6 31.1 21.3 100.0

North and South America
Haiti 81.6 8.7 9.7 100.0
Cuba 74.5 9.1 16.5 100.0
Mexico 72.8 3.9 23.3 100.0
El Salvador 69.8 19.3 11.0 100.0
Dominican Republic 69.4 13.2 17.4 100.0
Guatemala 65.5 20.9 13.5 100.0
Colombia 65.5 15.7 18.8 100.0
Jamaica 64.5 10.1 25.5 100.0
Canada 25.4 7.3 67.4 100.0

Other country of origin 56.7 12.1 31.2 100.0

Total 61.4 9.5 29.1 100.0

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1995).
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Table 8.2 Percentages of Married Foreign-Born Women with Husbands
Born in the Same Country of Origin, a Different Foreign
Country, or the United States

Husband’s Place of Birth

Wife’s Country
of Origin

Same Country
as Wife

Different
Foreign Country

United
States Total

Europe
Portugal 79.0 4.4 16.7 100.0
USSR 70.9 12.6 16.5 100.0
Greece 68.5 9.1 22.5 100.0
Poland 61.3 13.7 25.1 100.0
Italy 57.5 4.2 38.3 100.0
Hungary 53.4 14.0 32.6 100.0
Ireland 40.9 9.7 49.5 100.0
Czechoslovakia 33.9 15.9 50.2 100.0
Spain 30.5 17.2 52.3 100.0
Scandinavia 30.1 6.9 63.1 100.0
Switzerland 28.8 21.9 49.3 100.0
United Kingdom 20.2 10.3 69.5 100.0
Germany 16.4 9.4 74.2 100.0
France 10.4 14.1 75.6 100.0

Asia
Laos 94.8 3.7 1.6 100.0
India 89.1 6.1 4.9 100.0
Iran 86.0 6.5 7.5 100.0
China 82.1 7.0 10.9 100.0
Vietnam 79.7 7.4 13.0 100.0
Iraq 77.8 16.7 5.6 100.0
Pakistan 77.3 20.1 2.5 100.0
Taiwan 67.6 15.0 17.4 100.0
Korea 65.3 4.5 30.2 100.0
Philippines 63.5 5.1 31.5 100.0
Japan 28.7 5.8 65.5 100.0

North and South America
Haiti 89.5 3.5 7.0 100.0
Cuba 78.6 7.6 13.8 100.0
Mexico 76.3 3.8 19.9 100.0
El Salvador 69.0 18.2 12.8 100.0
Dominican Republic 68.8 12.2 18.9 100.0
Jamaica 67.1 13.1 19.7 100.0
Guatemala 60.8 20.6 18.7 100.0
Colombia 54.7 21.4 23.9 100.0
Canada 21.7 6.7 71.6 100.0

Other 56.1 11.5 32.4 100.0

Total 58.6 8.3 33.0 100.0

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1995).
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Table 8.3 Log Odds of a Married Immigrant Having a Native-Born
Versus Foreign-Born Spouse, 1990

Men Women

Model
1

Model
2

Model
3

Model
1

Model
2

Model
3

Constant �2.714* �2.702* �2.237* �2.852* �2.666* �2.097*

Years of educa-
tion .073* .090* .085* .122* .110* .111*

Year of immigration
After 1986 a a a a a a

1985 to 1986 .239* .330* .342* .050 .140 .114
1982 to 1984 .425* .537* .568* .171* .257* .247*
1980 to 1981 .105 .196 .219* �.035 .045 .046
1975 to 1979 .494* .604* .581* .391* .463* .446*
1970 to 1974 .755* .814* .813* .787* .852* .839*
1965 to 1969 1.049* .968* .948* 1.106* 1.063* 1.041*
1960 to 1964 1.523* 1.312* 1.259* 1.636* 1.490* 1.047*
1950s 1.954* 1.636* 1.550* 2.022* 1.738* 1.719*
Before 1950 2.746* 2.424* 2.350* 2.490* 2.125* 2.114*

Continent of
origin
Europe or
Canada — .412* — — .518* —

Asia — �1.188* — — �.302* —
Central or
South
America — .172* — — �.473* —

Other — a — — a —

Ethnic origin
White — — .031 — — �.132
Black — — �.419 — — �1.032*
Asian or
Pacific
Islander — — �1.997* — — �.899*

Hispanic — — �.591 — — �.897*
Other — — a — — a

Model Chi-
square 7,725 9,593 10,700 9,077 10,252 10,234
df 10 13 14 10 13 14

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1995).
aOmitted category.
*Significant at .001 level.
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Table 8.4 Patterns of Racial Intermarriage for Wives and Husbands by
Nativity, 1990 Census

Origin of Spouse

Racial Origins White Black

Asian or
Pacific

Islander Hispanic Other Total

Foreign-born wives
White non-Hispanic 96.37 0.83 0.69 1.89 0.22 100.00%
Black non-Hispanic 3.86 93.69 0.20 2.10 0.15 100.00
Asian or Pacific Islander 19.16 1.31 77.99 1.33 0.21 100.00
Hispanic 11.16 0.85 0.79 87.02 0.18 100.00
Other 26.84 7.61 5.77 15.81 43.97 100.00

Foreign-born husbands
White non-Hispanic 94.79 0.27 1.13 3.59 0.22 100.00
Black non-Hispanic 4.43 91.11 1.09 3.15 0.22 100.00
Asian or Pacific Islander 5.36 0.16 92.42 1.85 0.21 100.00
Hispanic 7.02 0.38 0.48 91.81 0.32 100.00
Other 26.75 6.61 2.19 10.87 53.58 100.00

Native-born wives
White non-Hispanic 98.07 0.31 0.14 1.13 0.36 100.00
Black non-Hispanic 1.45 97.54 0.05 0.79 0.17 100.00
Asian or Pacific Islander 58.36 3.61 34.08 3.32 0.63 100.00
Hispanic 32.50 2.06 0.39 64.59 0.46 100.00
Other 53.96 2.58 0.49 3.96 39.00 100.00

Native-born husbands
White non-Hispanic 96.55 0.11 0.72 2.24 0.39 100.00
Black 3.94 93.40 0.58 1.85 0.24 100.00
Asian or Pacific Islander 23.57 0.58 70.74 4.51 0.59 100.00
Hispanic 19.49 1.02 0.72 78.27 0.50 100.00
Other 51.51 1.87 1.14 4.59 40.90 100.00

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1995).

Census data do not include information about parents’ countries of
birth and so cannot be used to distinguish patterns of intermarriage
between the second generation and third (or later) generations, but
the Current Population Surveys fielded in the latter part of the 1990s
do. Table 8.6 is based on data from Current Population Surveys
fielded in March from 1995 through 2001. The data are pooled to pro-
vide enough cases for analysis. The cell entries in the table are the
sex-specific and race- or ancestry-specific percentages of marriages in
which the respondent has a spouse of a different race or ancestry.

Table 8.6 shows the same pattern for foreign-born versus native-
born white husbands and wives (although in more detail for the na-
tive-born generations) observed earlier in the census data. Foreign-
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Table 8.5 Patterns of Racial Intermarriage for Foreign-Born Men and
Women with Native-Born Spouses, 1990 Census

Race of Native-Born Spouse

White Black

Asian or
Pacific

Islander Hispanic Other Total

Foreign-born wives
White non-Hispanic 95.69 1.37 0.49 2.10 0.35 100.00%
Black non-Hispanic 13.85 81.33 0.00 4.11 0.71 100.00
Asian or Pacific Islander 79.25 5.22 11.34 3.36 0.84 100.00
Hispanic 42.47 2.77 0.43 53.72 0.61 100.00
Other 51.34 15.39 0.00 21.21 12.06 100.00

Foreign-born husbands
White non-Hispanic 95.95 0.35 0.33 2.98 0.38 100.00
Black non-Hispanic 12.96 81.97 0.99 3.42 0.66 100.00
Asian or Pacific Islander 60.36 1.60 28.67 7.78 1.59 100.00
Hispanic 28.85 1.13 0.42 68.36 1.25 100.00
Other 54.80 17.55 0.00 10.06 17.59 100.00

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census (1995).

born white husbands and foreign-born white wives are more likely
than native-born white husbands and wives to have spouses of a dif-
ferent race or ancestry. Table 8.6 shows, in addition, that the differ-
ence in percentages of native-born white husbands and wives having
spouses of different race or ancestry differs little between the second
and the third generations.

For blacks, the patterns of intermarriage across generations appear
to be sex-specific, although the small numbers of cases of second-
generation black wives and black husbands make it difficult to reach
any conclusions about a regular progression across the first, second,
and third (and later) generations in levels of intermarriage. There are,
of course, large numbers of third- and later-generation black Ameri-
cans, and the number of foreign-born black immigrants in the United
States has been growing steadily, albeit from a low base, since at least
the 1970s. There has not, however, been enough time for black immi-
grants entering in the latter part of the twentieth century to have
enough native-born children of marriageable age so that they would
show up in statistical surveys in sizable numbers. This gap in the
generations among black Americans is a reminder that second-gener-
ation Americans need not be the “children” of the current first gener-
ation (or the parents of the third generation), and that third genera-
tion Americans are not the children of the second generation. The
small numbers of second-generation black husbands and wives thus
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Table 8.6 Percentages of Married Men and Women, by Generation and
Race or Ancestry, with Spouses of a Different Race or
Ancestry

Race or Ancestry

Generation

White
Non-

Hispanic

Black
Non-

Hispanic

Asian or
Pacific

Islander Hispanic Other

Wives
Foreign-born 4.25 5.33 17.59 10.49 —
Second generation 2.87 — 36.62 25.99 —
Third generation 2.62 3.08 40.46 31.17 60.8

Total 2.72 3.35 20.86 17.68 59.8

Number of cases 149,134 10,620 6,658 24,801 1,614

Husbands
Foreign-born 5.97 6.22 6.22 7.68 —
Second generation 3.20 — 26.69 26.19 —
Third generation 3.11 7.18 29.47 30.94 59.74

Total 3.25 7.31 9.93 15.41 58.15

Number of cases 149,996 11,163 5,807 24,372 1,489

Source: Current Population Survey (1995 to 2001).
Note: — Percentage based on fewer than one hundred cases and therefore not pre-
sented.

provide a cautionary note in the reading of patterns over generations
as unfolding over historical time when the data are limited to one
time period.

The columns of percentages for wives and husbands of Asian or
Pacific Island ancestry or of Hispanic ancestry all show the same pat-
tern: an increase in the percentage of exogamous marriages between
the first (foreign-born) generation and the second generation, and an
additional, although much smaller, increase between the second and
the third generations. The increasing levels of intermarriage across
generations strongly suggests that the intermarriage patterns of Asians
and of Hispanics will parallel those of European immigrants and their
descendants over the course of the twentieth century.

Summary and Conclusions

The social and cultural integration of racial and ethnic groups intro-
duced into the American context by immigration is a complex pro-
cess. The extent and rapidity with which it occurs has numerous im-



The Economic and Fiscal Consequences of Immigration 203

Figure 9.1 Proportion of Economically Active Population by Nativity and
Gender, Ages Sixteen and Over in the United States, 1980,
1990, 1998
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Sources: U.S. Census of Population and Housing (1982, 1992b); Current Population
Survey, March sample (1996, 1997, 1998, 1999).

other groups and on the country as a whole. In a major effort to shed
light on these issues, the U.S. Commission on Immigration Reform
sponsored a major study in 1995 (U.S. Commission on Immigration
Reform 1997). As part of its mandate the commission was required to
submit a report to Congress on the impact of immigration on the
country. The commission asked the National Research Council (NRC),
the research branch of the National Academy of Sciences, to conduct
an assessment of the demographic, economic (including labor-mar-
ket), and fiscal effects of immigration on the country. The report was
completed in 1997 (Smith and Edmonston 1997). Here we first con-
sider economic and fiscal impacts as assessed by the NRC, and then
we examine labor-market effects in greater detail. By economic im-
pacts the NRC meant the sum total effects of immigration on aggre-
gate gross domestic product operating through both supply and de-
mand factors, including such mechanisms as reductions in the prices
of goods resulting from increases in relatively cheap immigrant labor.
By fiscal impacts the NRC meant the relationship between the taxes



Table 9.1 Percentage Foreign-Born in Total and Economically Active Populations of High Immigrant and Low Immigrant
Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSAs), Thirty Largest MSAs, Persons Ages Sixteen and Over, 1998

Total Foreign-Born
Population

Percentage Foreign-Born
in Total Population (A)

Percentage Foreign-Born in
Economically Active

Populationb (B)

High immigrant MSAsa

Los Angeles–Long Beach 3,483,099 35.8 45.3
New York 3,019,679 35.1 45.1
Chicago 1,097,255 14.3 17.0
Miami 1,025,997 48.9 59.7
Orange County, California 733,303 26.4 30.6

Total in the five high-immigrant cities 9,359,333 30.3 37.5
Difference between columns B and A 7.2

Low immigrant MSAsc

St. Louis 38,420 1.4 1.4
Pittsburgh 50,774 2.1 2.0
Kansas City 64,273 3.6 4.2
Cleveland 108,561 4.4 4.2
Baltimore 112,355 4.4 4.6

Total in the five low-immigrant cities 374,383 3.1 3.2
Difference between columns B and A 0.1

Source: Authors’ tabulations from 1998 March Current Population Survey.
aThe five of the largest thirty metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) with highest total foreign-born populations.
bThe economically active population includes adults ages sixteen and older who were at work, working, laid off, or looking for work in March
1998. Adults in the armed forces and those not in the labor force are excluded.
cThe five of the largest thirty MSAs with lowest total foreign-born populations.



Table 9.2 Proportions of Foreign-Born and Native-Born in Economically Active Population, by Age Group (1980, 1990, and
1996 to 1998)

1980 1990 1996 to 1998

Age Group Native-Born Foreign-Born Native-Born Foreign-Born Native-Born Foreign-Born

Men and women
Sixteen and over 0.547 0.501 0.561 0.542 0.619 0.631
Sixteen to sixty-four 0.616 0.621 0.648 0.617 0.714 0.702
Twenty-five and over 0.585 0.519 0.603 0.574 0.669 0.670
Twenty-five to sixty-four 0.689 0.675 0.723 0.672 0.800 0.761

Men only
Sixteen and over 0.664 0.629 0.642 0.654 0.684 0.762
Sixteen to sixty-four 0.728 0.750 0.717 0.718 0.769 0.827
Twenty-five and over 0.732 0.665 0.701 0.700 0.746 0.808
Twenty-five to sixty-four 0.832 0.831 0.808 0.788 0.865 0.893

Women only
Sixteen and over 0.440 0.390 0.487 0.437 0.558 0.504
Sixteen to sixty-four 0.509 0.503 0.580 0.514 0.661 0.574
Twenty-five and over 0.455 0.397 0.515 0.459 0.600 0.537
Twenty-five to sixty-four 0.553 0.538 0.640 0.558 0.738 0.627

Sources: U.S. Census of Population and Housing (1982, 1992b); Current Population Survey, March sample (1996, 1997, 1998, 1999).
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Figure 10.1 State-Level Standardized Coefficients for Regressions
of Diversity and Multiraciality on Relative Racial-Ethnic
Group Sizes.

Diversity

Multiracial

Black

Hispanic

Asian, Native Hawaiian, 
or other Pacific Islander

.555 .621

�.447

�.438

.692

.304

.803

�.292

.473

�.240

Source: Authors’ configuration.
Notes: All standardized coefficients significant at p � .05.
Weighted by state population size.
N � 51.

sponses may reflect confusion about what the race question meant.
Alternatively, we would suggest that among many Latinos, the cate-
gories “white” and “other” reflect “white” and “mestizo” back-
grounds (Rodrı́guez 2000), suggesting, we would argue, that they in-
dicate actual multiracial backgrounds. Whatever the case, we also
reran the results we present below so as not to include these persons
and found that this did not affect the pattern of our findings.

We present in figure 10.1 the estimates of a simple recursive model
of the effects of relative group size on diversity and multiracial identi-
fication focusing on three major racial and ethnic groups: Latinos, Af-
rican Americans, and Asians. The sizes of two of these, Latinos and
Asians, have been substantially affected by immigration during the
past decade. We use data from the 2000 census, and we construct
from these data a simple measure of diversity, defined as one minus
the Herfindahl Index of Concentration. This index indicates the de-
gree to which the members of a population are concentrated in one of
several subgroups. A high value on the Herfindahl Index means that
one racial or ethnic group predominates in an area. A high score on
the complement of the index means that no single group predomi-



Table 10.1 Rates of Exogamy Among Marriages Containing at Least One Member of the Racial or Ethnic Group

White Black Asian Latino Other

Rate
(Percentage) Number

Rate
(Percentage) Number

Rate
(Percentage) Number

Rate
(Percentage) Number

Rate
(Percentage) Number

Total marriages 100.0 155,534 100.0 11,593 100.0 7,313 100.0 28,993 100.0 2,342
Same race 94.2 143,596 89.8 10,190 72.8 5,152 71.6 20,180 25.8 761
Intermarried 5.8 11,938 10.2 1,403 27.2 2,161 28.4 8,813 74.2 1,581

Racial or ethnic group
White — — 69.1 848 86.8 1,788 90.0 7,949 88.4 1,353
Black 11.0 848 — — 4.8 85 5.3 432 3.2 38
Asian 20.7 1,788 7.2 85 — — 3.0 265 1.3 23
Hispanic 55.2 7,949 20.7 432 7.6 265 — — 7.2 167
Other 13.1 1,353 3.0 38 0.8 23 1.7 167 — —

Source: Current Population Survey (1995 to 2001).
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Table 10.2 Multiracial Identification by Census Racial Categories

Racial
Identificationa

(Millions)

Multiracial
Identificationb

(Millions)
Percentage
Multiracial

White 216.5 5.1 2.3
Black 36.2 1.5 4.2
Asian 11.7 1.4 12.4
Other 18.4 3.0 16.4
American Indian and

Alaska Native 3.9 1.4 36.4
Native Hawaiian or

other Pacific Islander 0.7 0.3 44.8

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census (2001a).
aRacial or ethnic group totals do not sum to the total U.S. population because
multiracial persons are counted here in more than one group.
bMultiracial persons are counted for each race category mentioned.

a second about whether a person was of Spanish origin for self-identi-
fication of the Latino population in the United States.

What becomes immediately evident is that the groups with the
lowest proportion of persons who claim a multiracial background are
“whites” and “blacks.” However, because whites account for 77 per-
cent of the total U.S. population, most individuals who report a multi-
racial identity claim a white background (table 10.2). More specifi-
cally, although 5.1 million whites claim a multiracial background, this
accounts for only 2.3 percent of the total white population. Like
whites, the proportion of blacks who claim a multiracial background
is also quite small, accounting for only 4.2 percent of the total black
population. These figures stand in stark contrast to Latinos and
Asians, 16.4 and 12.4 percent of whom claim a multiracial back-
ground, respectively. In sum, Latinos and Asians have much higher
rates of multiracial reporting as a total percentage of their populations
than whites and blacks.

Like intermarriage, multiracial identification reflects changing ra-
cial boundaries, and as with patterns in intermarriage, data on multi-
racial identification reveal that the boundaries are changing more rap-
idly for Latinos and Asians than for blacks. For example, from table
10.3 we see that the rate of black-white, Asian-white, and Latino-
white multiracial reporting as a percent of the total black, Asian, and
Latino populations are 1.9, 7.0, and 4.6 percent, respectively. In other
words, Asians are 3.7 times more likely to report a multiracial identi-
fication that also involves a white identification than blacks, and La-
tinos are more than 2.4 times more likely to do so.
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Table 10.3 Percentage of a Particular Racial-Ethnic Group Reporting a
Multiracial Identity in Combination with Various Other
Racial-Ethnic Groups

Secondary Identity

Group Whites Blacks Asians
Native

Americans Others Latinos

Whitesa — 0.3 0.4 0.5 1.1 0.9
Blacksa 1.9 — 0.3 0.6 1.1 0.8
Asiansa 7.0 0.8 — 1.5 2.2 1.3
Native

Americansa 25.5 4.6 4.1 — 2.4 4.5
Otherb 11.9 2.2 1.3 0.5 — 9.7
Latinos 4.6 0.7 0.4 0.5 4.8 —

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census (2001a).
aAre defined as non-Hispanic.
bCan be either Hispanic or non-Hispanic.

The rates of multiracial identification among the major racial
groups indicate that patterns of multiracial reporting mirror patterns
of intermarriage. Latinos and Asians are not only more likely to inter-
marry with whites than with blacks but also are more likely to report
multiracial identifications than blacks. The higher rates of multiracial
identification among Latinos and Asians, both as a proportion of the
total Latino and Asian populations and vis-à-vis blacks, suggest that
the racial boundaries may be more fluid or loosened for these groups.
These national patterns of intermarriage and multiracial identification
indicate that the racial divide may no longer fall between whites and
nonwhites, as a traditional black-white model of race relations would
presume. The patterns reveal that Latinos and Asians may be moving
closer to whites faster than are blacks, indicating the possible emer-
gence of a new color line, a black-nonblack divide, that may divide
blacks from other racial-ethnic groups.

The Geography of the
Multiracial Identities

While differences in multiracial reporting across racial groups are
readily apparent, it is also noteworthy that rates of multiracial identi-
fication are not uniform across the country. For instance, 40 percent of
all those who report a multiracial identification reside in the West, a
region of the country that has often demonstrated more tolerance for
social and racial or ethnic diversity than other parts of the country
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Table 10.4 State Summaries: Most and Least Multiracial States

Rank State

Number of
Multiracial

Persons

Multiracial
Population

(Percentage)

Percentage
not Black
or Whitea Diversity

1 Hawaii 259,343 21.4 75.4 73.5
2 Alaska 34,146 5.4 29.0 51.3
3 California 1,607,646 4.7 46.9 66.0
4 Oklahoma 155,985 4.5 18.4 43.5
5 Nevada 76,428 3.8 28.2 52.9
6 New Mexico 66,327 3.6 53.6 61.4
7 Washington 213,519 3.6 17.9 36.7
8 New York 590,182 3.1 23.2 56.7
9 Oregon 104,745 3.1 14.9 29.5

10 Arizona 146,526 2.9 33.3 52.6
· · · · · ·
· · · · · ·
· · · · · ·

42 Tennessee 63,109 1.1 4.5 34.5
43 Iowa 31,778 1.1 5.3 14.1
44 Louisiana 48,265 1.1 5.2 50.4
45 New Hampshire 13,214 1.1 4.2 9.5
46 Kentucky 42,443 1.1 3.5 19.7
47 South Carolina 39,950 1.0 4.5 47.6
48 Alabama 44,179 1.0 3.8 43.8
49 Maine 12,647 1.0 3.0 6.9
50 West Virginia 15,788 0.9 2.3 10.4
51 Mississippi 20,021 0.7 3.1 50.0

Source: U.S. Bureau of the Census (2001a).
aPercentage not non-Hispanic white or non-Hispanic black.

(Baldassare 1981, 2000; Carter and Glick 1976; Godfrey 1988). As table
10.4 indicates, California leads the nation as the state with the highest
number of multiracial persons and is the only state with a multiracial
population exceeding 1 million. The multiracial population accounts
for 4.7 percent of California’s population, or one in every twenty-one
Californians, compared to one in every forty Americas for the country
as a whole.

Areas with high immigrant populations, and consequently high
levels of racial and ethnic diversity, exhibit larger multiracial popula-
tions, and like the immigrant population, the multiracial population is
clustered in certain states. In fact, 64 percent, or nearly two thirds, of
those who report a multiracial identification reside in just ten states—
California, New York, Texas, Florida, Hawaii, Illinois, New Jersey,
Washington, Michigan, and Ohio—all of which have relatively high
immigrant populations. In essence, states that have higher levels of
diversity (as reflected in the percent of the population that is not non-
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