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®ffm nf t~:e 1\ttnntPl! ~Pn~ral 
l!hts4ingtnn1 ll. Ql. 20S3U 

June 26, 1981 

MEMORANDUM FOR THE PRESIDENT 

FROM: The Attorney General 

SUBJECT: Report of the ·Task Force on 
Immigration and Refugee Policy 

I am pleased to transmit to you the Report of the Task Force 
on Immigration and Refugee Policy. The Task Force, established 
by you on March 6, includes the Secretaries of State, Defense, 
Education, Labor, Health and Human Services, Trq.nsport;ation, 
the Treasury, the Directors of OMB and the Fed.er al Emergency 
Management Agency, and Frank Hodsoll. You asked that we review · 
the entire range of immigration and refugee policies and pro­
grams and - :trl;> report to you regarding alternatives 'and our recom­
mendations. 

The attached Report contains decision packages in four areas: 
(i) the Cuban-Haitian problem, (ii) legal immigration and refugee 
admissions, (iii) illegal immigration, and (iv) refugee benefits 
and services. A separate decision package is being prepared on · 
management and organization issues. The four packages are ... 
legally and politically interconnected, and can most appropriately 
be considered only as component parts of an overall policy. 

Pressures to immigrate to the United States continue to 
increase at a time of inflation, unemployment, and necessary 
cuts in social programs. Immigration i s pushed by poverty and 
unemployment in the sending countries, particularly Mexico, 
and pulled by the ease of entry and offers of work in this 
country at relatively high wages. 

Americans perceive this as a major problem . Concern has 
been heightened by the mass i nflux of Cuban s and Haitians into 
south Florida, and the continuing arrivals Of refugees from 
other parts of the globe. Polls s h ow 91 % of Ame ricans favor 
an "all out effort" to stop illegal immig r ation. Concern 
carries over to the level of lega l immigration, which is the 
highest of any country in the wor ld . Indivi d uals and g r oups 
of varying political persuasions al i k e call for gre a ter restric-
tion. · 
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Immigration policy is, in large measure, Hno win." Im­
proved policies cannot entirely sol ve the problem, and will 
most. certainly prompt criticism from one quarter or another. 
Nonetheless, the Task Force has rejected the status quo. To 
do so would constitute acquiescence in lack of border control, 
and acknowledgement of unwillingness to enforce the law . This 
would be intolerable. A great country should be able to en­
force its borders. 

A summary of the Task Force recommendations follows. 
Many of these proposals will be controversial, but we believe 
that, as a package, they constitute a balanced , fair ~nd w6rkable 
framework for our national immigration policy. 
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SUMMARY OF TASK FORCE RECOMMENDATIONS 

I. Cubans and Haitians 

1. Legal Status. 

Seek legislation (1) to authorize Cubans and Haitians who 
arrived before October 10, 1980, to apply for permanent 
r~sident status after residing here for two years, and (2) 
repeal the 1966 Cuban Adjustment Ac t ; but 

Maintain the Cuban entrants who are serious criminal 
· offenders or mentally ill, or who cannot foi other reasons 
safely be released into the community, in appropriate custodial 
facilities pending their repatriation to Cuba. 

2. Domestic Enforcement Measures. 

Propose legislation (1) to prohi bit bringing undocumented 
aliens to the U.S.; ( 2) to prohibit, in Presiden.ti<:tlly-declared 
immigration emergencies (e.g. during a "Freedom Flotilla"} 
U.S. citizens from traveling to designated foreign countries 
in a U.S. flag vessel; and (3} to strengthen existjng authority 
for the sc·:tzure and forfeiture of vessels used in violation 
of the immigration laws. 

3. Reform Of Exclusion Proceedings. 

Propose legislation to reform and expedite exclusion 
proceedings . Applicat 5_ ons for asylum would be heard before 
newly established INS asylum officers and could . be appealed 
to the Attorney General. Exclusion hearings would be confined 
to the question whether the alien had adequate documentation. 

4. Foreign Policy Measures. 

Pursue this year international negotiations ( l } to provide 
additional resettlement opportunit i es for Haitians in Western 
Hemisphere countries; (2} to obtain Haitian cooperation in 
restraining illegal immigration of its nationals to the 
U.S.; and (3} to discourage third countries from serving as 
conduits for illegal immigration i nto t h e U.S. Consider 
diplomatic measures to secure the return of the criminals, 
mentally ill, and anti-socials who arrived in the Mariel 
boatlift. --. ,,, __ 
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5. Contingency Planning. 

Seek legislative and budgetary authority (1) for the 
President or his delegate to direct federal agencies to take 
necessary actions, including the establishment of holding 
centers; (2) to reimburse state and local governments for 
certain authorized expenditures resulting from the emergency; 
and (3) establishing an emergency immigration and refugee 
fµnd of $100 - 200 million and permitting agencies in an emer- · 
gency, to reprogram existing immigration and refugee funds. 

Identify suitable facilities to hold 10,000 to 20,000 
people; plan for activation of the facilities on short notice, 
but maintain the facilities on an inactive basis prior to an 
emergency. 

6. Enforcement Options. 

Seek legislation authorizing the President to direct the 
Coast Guard to assist foreign governments that.: r.equest such 
assistance to interdict on the high seas thei~ flag vessels 
suspected of attempting to violate U.S. law. U.S. would 
negotiate agreement providing for cooperation in ~nforcing 
U.S. and Ha:itian laws. A strategy of selective interdiction 
would be devised requiring modest resources ($10 M per year, 
probably offset by reduced welfare and resettlement costs) 
and no significant diversion from drug enforcement · and search 
and rescue operations. 

Detain undocumente~ aliens upon arrival pending ex­
clusion or granting of asylum. This requires facilities with 
a capacity of 5,000 - 10,000 assuming more rapid exclusion 
hearings and high apprehensions. 

II~ Immi9rant and Refugee Admissions 

1. Admissions. 

Maintain numerical limitations for existing preference 
categories, but (1) increase the ceiling from 270,000 to 
310,000 to allow 40,000 visas/year to Mexico and Canada, and 
(2) increase the ceiling by an additional 100,000/year 
(for 5 years) to reduce backlogs. 

Continue to admit immediate relatives of U.S. citizens 
outside of humerical limitations (expected 150,000 but 
increasing ,•) 

- . ,, __ 
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Continue to admit refugees subject to annual Congressional 
consultations, in accordance with the Refugee Act of 1980. 

2. Composition. 

Increase Mexican and Canadian per country ceilings to 
40,000 each with the unused portion of either country's ceil­
ing being available to the other country. -. 

III. Illegal Immigration 

1. International Cooperation. 

Negotiate with Mexico (1) joint prevention of third country 
nationals crossing Mexico to enter the u.s. illegally, (2) 
increased cooperation in the border areas, (3) labor-
intensive developmental projects in principal :Mex,ican "send­
ing" states {perhaps with matching u.s. AID f~nas). 

2. Enforcement of Existing Statutes. 

Moderately increase in INS ($54 million) and DOL $12.7 
million) enforcement. Expected additional 184,000 INS 
apprehensions; expected 24,000 add i tional DOL compliance 
actions covering 312,000 underpaid workers. Increased costs 
could be partly offset by fees. 

~. Employer Sanctions . 

Propose legislation prohibiting employers (4 or more 
employees) from "knowingly" hiring illegal aliens. Provide 
civil fines $500 - 1,000; injunctions where "pattern or prac­
tice". Good faith reliance on existing documentation (includ­
ing more secure Social Security card) is a defense. 

4. Temporary Worker Program. 

Propose legislation to establish new experimental program 
for Mexican nationals (for a 2-year trial period, 50,000 
visas per year maximum). The program would exclude jobs 
in a state where it certified there was an adequate supply 
of American workers. DOL would allocate the national ceiling 
among affected states. 
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5. Legalization. 

(a) Permit illegal aliens continually resident in the U.S. 
for at least 5 years to apply for permanent resident status. 
Estimated 1.2 million people eligible. (b) Grant temporary 
worker status to illegal aliens continuously resident in 
the U.S. for at least 3 years. Eligibility for permanent 
resident status after 5 years. Estimated 1.5 million aliens 
eligible. 

IV. Benefits and Services for Refugees and Asylees 

For FY 1982 and 1983, continue the present categorical 
programs but reduce the level of cash assistance payments to 
refugees who do not qualify for AFDC or other welfare programs. 
HHS will explore possible impact aid options ~nd ways in 
which medical assistance can be separated fro~ qash assistance. 
HHS and the Office of the Coordinator will e~plore instituting 
a separate health care program for refugees, possibly on a 
pilot basis, after FY 1982. 

.... ~. '.• . 

- .. "..;.._ 
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I. Cubans a~d Haitians. 

A. Background. 

The 1980 11 Mariel boatlift" brought awave of 125,000 
Cubans to south Florida; over 24,000 were criminals, men- . 
tally ill or otherwise maladjusted. Most have been re­
settled. But 1,800 criminals remain in the Atlanta federal 
prison, and about 1,700 social misfits and mentally ill 
remain at Fort Chaffee, Arkansas. Cuba has thus far 
refused to accept back these undesirables, most of whom 
are "excludable" from the U.S. under law. CIA estimates 
an additional 200,000 Cubans could come to the U.S. if 
Castro reopened the port of Mariel for this purpose. 

There is also a continuing migration to Florida of 
undocumented Haitians (35,000 now here; 1000-1500/month 
still arriving). This seriously impacts Florida. Although 
Hai ti is willing to accept back Haitians 9epo'rted by the 
u.s., exclusion proceedings have been blocked by litigation. 
While State believes that few Haitians are entitled to asylum 
under _£.l:!rrent law, the U.S. Distri.ct Court for. .. Southern 
Florida - believes the Haitians would be persecuted 6n return. 
Exclusion proceedings are currently being instituted against 
new Haitian arrivals, but legal challenges are expected 
to continue. 

B. C:t>tions and R·.:i:commendations. 

Presidential decisions are needed as follows: 

(1) What do we do with the 160,000 Cubans and Haitians 
now here, including criminals, mental cases, and social mis­
fits? 

(2) What policy should the Administration pursue with 
regard to future arrivals? 

1. Legal Status. 

Carter established a new category, "Cuban/Haitian en­
trants" for those arriving on or before October 10, 1980; 
this provided for these people to remain temporarily pend­
ing legislation to permit permanent residence. Legislation 
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introduced in the last Congress was not acted upon. The 
temporary status expires July 15, 1981. Without further 
legislation, Cubans {bu~ not Haitians) can apply for per­
·manent resident status under the Cuban Refugee Adjustment 
Act of 1966, after residence here for one year. Applica­
tions under this Act have been deferred pending this 
report. 

Mass deportations would no~ . be in the national inter­
est. With the exception of the criminals, mentally ill, 
and the misfits at Fort Chaffee, Cuban/Haitian entrants 
should be permitted to remain. Cuba will not likely 
accept its nationals' return; and since most of the Cubans 
have been resettled, many with relatives, and are becoming 
productive members of society, their involuntary return 
to Castro would be highly controversial. . Al~hough the 
Hai ti ans could theoretically be deported ,.> tne administrative 

. burden would be enormous, and we would be criticized for 
treating them less favorably than the Cubans • 

. ·.•. 

RECOMMENDATION (All Agencies) 

That the Administration seek legislation {l) to author­
ize Cubans and Haitians who arrived before October 10, 1980, 
to ap~ly for permanent resi~ent status af~er residing here 
for two years, and (2) repeal the 1966 Cuban Adjustment 
Act; but 

That the Cuban entrants who are serious criminal 
offenders or mentally ill, or who cannot for other reasons 
safely be released into the community, should not be 
given permanent resident status. Such persons should be 
maintained in appropriate custodial facilities pending 
their repatriation to Cuba. 

APPROVE DISAPPROVE 



- 3 -

2. Domestic enforcement measures. 

In the course of the Mariel boatlif t, it became apparent 
that U.S. laws intended to deter bringing undocumented aliens 
into the U.S. are inadequate. Criminal penalties and forfeiture 
of vessels used to bring aliens to the United States would help 
avoid future mass migrations. 

RECOMMENDATION (All Agencies) 

That the Administration propose legislation to prohibit bring­
ing undocumented aliens to the U.S.; to prohibit, in Presidentially­
declared immigration emergencies (e.g., during a "Freedom Flotilla") 
U.S. citizens from traveling to designated foreign countries in a 
U.S. flag vessel; and to strengthen existing authority for the 
seizure and forfeiture of vessels used in violation of the immi-
gration laws. ~~:. >, '.·· . 

. ' l 

APPROVE DISAPPROVE 

3. Reform of Exclusion Proceedings. 

Exclusion and deportation proceedings are subject to lengthy 
delays. The current legal framework provides for a quasi-judicial 
hearing and a right to both administrative and judicial appeals, 
after time-consuming referrals to State for advice on whether 
the alien is entitled to asylum. Not necessary for a fair hear­
ing, these procedures are completely unworkable in the event. of 
a mass inflow. 

RECOMMENDATION (All Agencies) 

That the Administration propose legislation to reform and 
expedite exclusion proceedings. Applications for asylum would be 
heard before newly established INS asylum officers and could be 
appealed to the Attorney General. Exclusion hearings would be 
confined to the question whether the alien had entered the U.S. 
with adequate documentation. 

APPROVE DISAPPROVE 
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4. Foreign Policy Measures. 

A number of diplomatic measures should be pursued to help 
curtail illegal immigration from Cuba and Haiti. 

RECOMMENDATION (All Agencies) 

That the Administration pursue this year international negotia­
tions (1) .to provide additional resettlement opportunities for 
Haitians in Western Hemisphere countries; (2) to obtain Haitian 
cooperation in restraining illegal immigration of its nationals to 
the U.S.; and (3) to discourage third countries from serving as 
conduits for illegal immigration into the U.S. And that the 
Administration consider diplomatic measures to secure the return 
of the criminals, mentally ill, and anti-socials who arrived 
in the Mariel boatlift. 

APPROVE : ::::=:. DISAPPROVE 
. ',/ _ 

5. Contingency Planning. 

The most significant lesson from last yer.r's mass arrivals 
in Florida was the need to plan for such contingencies. Carter · 
had neither a consistent policy nor an orderly way of implement­
ing decisions. Contingency planning involves both management 
and policy issues. Management issues are discussed in a separate 
memorandum. This paper asks only for decisions on (1) legal 
and budgetary authority, and (2) facilities to deal with 
future mass influxes. 

Clear legislative authority is needed to authorize federal 
agencies to respond quickly in a coordinated way to any future 
immigration emergency. Budgetary authority to fund emergency 
operations also is required. The prior Administration was 
hindered during the Mariel boatlift by the absence of these 
authorities. In the aftermath of Mariel, the Fascell-Stone 
Amendment was enacted, providing you with authority to 
respond to inflows of Cubans or Haitians. This authority 
should be extended beyond Cuban and Haitian inflows, to any 
immigration emergency. 
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Also, facilities are needed to hold mass arrivals pending 
processing and legal proceedings. The prospect of indefinite 
detention may be an added deterrent to future flows. Most 
suitable sites are excess military facilities. The cost of 
setting up a camp facility typically has averaged $10 to $20 
million. The per capita daily operating cost would range 
from $10/day to $50/day, depending on the degree of security. 
JUstice has reviewed an inventory of potential sites.* 

RECOMMENDATION (All Agencies) 

That the Administration seek legislative and budgetary 
authority (1) for the President or his delegate to direct 
federal agencies to take necessary actions, including the 
establishment of holding centers;** (2) to reimburse state 
and local governments for certain authorized expenditures 
resulting from the emergency; and (3) that there be estab­
lished an emergency immigration and refugee furnf ·of $100-200 
million and that, in an emergency, agencies ~lso.be authorized 
to reprogram existing iITL~igration and refugee funds • 

. ·~ 

APPROVE DISAPPROVE 

* On the basis of the recent inventory, the following sites 
have been identified, Ellington Air Force Base, outside 
of Houston; Fort McCoy, Wisconsin; Hamilton Air Force 
Base, California; Craig Air Force Base, Alabama; Roanoke 
Rapids Radar Station, North Carolina; and Glasgow Air 
Force Base, Montana. 

** The Department of Defense (DOD) believes that the proposal to 
expand and make permanent the Fascell-Stone amendments would 
perpetuate much of the confusion and delay which characterized 
last year's handling of the Cuban and Haitian influx. Instead 
of waiting for the uncertain outcome of what DOD regards as a 
questionable legislative proposal, DOD recommends that the 
President clearly designate a single federal agency as being 
responsible for handling a future refugee and immigration crisis. 
That agency, in turn, should then quickly reorder its internal 
priorities, make standby arrangements with contractors and volun­
tary agencies, and take whatever othe r steps are needed to cope 
with a mass influx. 
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That the Administration identify suitable facilities to 
hold 10,000 to 20,000 people; that plans be made for activation 
of the facilities on short notice, but that the facilities 
remain inactive prior to an emergency. 

A·PPROVE DISAPPROVE 

6. Enforcement Options. 

Three enforcement options are presented involving (1) 
interdiction by the Coast Guard of illegal aliens traveling 
to the U.S. by sea, and (2) detention upon arrival of those 
apprehended, pending deportation or asylum. .:<: "> . 

OPTION I JStatus Quo] ·. ' .1 . 

The Administration would continue current practices of 
(1) not interdicting illegal aliens at sea; and (2) only initially 
detaining aliens, followed by their release into the community 
with the right to work pending asylum or exclusion. 

Analysis: 

n1is option avoids the disadvantages of interdiction or de­
tention in Options II and III. 

But failure to interdict 6r detain will not deter illegal 
immigration. Release into the community with work authorization 
encourages such immigration and aggravates the adverse impact on 
south Florida. It treats Haitians more favorably than other 
illegal aliens, e.g., Mexicans. A non-enforcement policy will 
cause an outcry in Florida. Governor Graham appears prepared to 
capitalize on the circumstances. Senator Hawkins is placed in 
a difficult situation. Pro-enforcement Members of Congress also 
disfavor a "do-nothing" approach. 

None of your advisers recommend this approach. 

APPROVE DISAPPROVE 
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OPTION II [Status Quo Plus Limited Interdiction at Sea] 

As in Option I, the Administration would continue a policy 
of non-detention. But the Administration would seek legislation 
to authorize the President to direct the Coast Guard to assist 
fqreign governments that request such assistance to interdict 
on the high seas their flag vessels suspected of attempting to 
violate U.S. law. U.S. would negotiate agreement providing 
for cooperation in enforcing U.S. and Haitian laws. A strategy 
of selective interdiction would be devised requiring modest 
resources ($10 M per year, probably offset by reduced welfare 
and resettlement costs) and no significant diversion from drug 
enforcement and search and rescue operations. Interdiction 
would be conducted only as directed by those responsible for 
crisis management, and not as standard Coast Guard procedure • 

Analysis 
. . • ... 
' ··,. ,, . . . 

' ; 

This option may deter continuing flows from the Caribbean 
and is e&t~Nriated to decrease inf lows into south Fi'orida by at 
least 1200/year. It would demonstrate a commitment to enforce­
ment without risking the cons incidental to extended detention, 
and thus help diffuse the current political situation in south 
Florida. 

But interdiction could result in an ugly incident with 
Haitians jumping overboard or otherw.ise being injured or killed 
and the Coast Guard getting the blame. Black Caribbean and 
African nations might react adversely. It could set an inter­
national precedent for turning away "boat people." Even with 
authorizing legislation, U.S. Coast Guard might be sued for 
abridging rights of potential asylees. Liberals, blacks, and 
church and human rights groups would strongly oppose. 

This approach is recommended by Transportation and Frank 
Hodsoll. 

APPROVE DISAPPROVE -------



- 8 -

OPTION III [Limited Interdiction at Sea Plus Detention] 

As in Option II, the Administration would pursue a limited 
interdiction policy. Also, we would detain undocumented aliens 
upon arrival pending exclusion or granting of asylum. This re­
quires facilities with a capacity of 5,000-10,000 assuming 
more rapid exclusion hearings and high apprehensions. Capacity 
requirements and costs would be reduced if detention deterred 
further flows, but would increase if exclusion proceedings were 
plagued by litigation and other delays. (The estimated cost of 
a detention facility is $30-60 million annually and $10-15 
million in start-up costs. Estimated welfare and resettlement 
savings would be $45 M per year.) 

Analysis 

This option would bring Haitian policy in line with that 
regarding -=o_thers who enter the U.S • . illegally (e~g-., Mexicans, 
El Salvadoreans, and other Central Americans). Detention could 
deter continuing illegal immigration reducing adverse community 
impacts. It would demonstrate a major commitment to enforce­
ment, and would prevent aliens from disappearing prior to exclu­
sion hearings. 

But detention riaks camps ove rflowing becau.s e of proced u::::-al 
delays. The community in which the detention facility is located 
could create a greater political problem (e.g., as at Fort 
Chaffee, Arkansas) than dispersion of the aliens into the com­
munity. Detention could cause illegals to go underground; this 
could pose an even greater burden to local communities and states 
since Federal reimbursement of welfare and medical expense and 
voluntary agency services would not automatically be avail-
able. Detention could create an appearance of "concentration 
camps" filled largely by blacks. 

State, Justice, Treasury, Labor, and HHS recommend this 
approach. 

APPROVE DISAPPROVE 

... 
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II. Immigrant and Refugee Admissions. 

There are two issues for decision: {l) What should be 
the annual levels of legal immigrant and refugee admissions? 

. and (2) How should the composition of immigrant and refugee 
admissions be determined? In answering these questions, one 
nas to consider the impact of illegal immigration. 

A. Background. 

Under current law individuals enter the United States 
legally for permanent residence in one of three categories: 
(1) immigrants subject to an annual worldwide numerical ceil­
ing of 270,000; (2) immediate relatives of U.S. citizens not 
subject to any numerical limitation; and (3} refugees. All 
three categories combined contribute approximc;lte).y one-fourth 
of the total U.S. population growth annually .. . ": 'This nearly 
doubles when illegal immigration is added. Further, the im­
pact is much greater in some states ; over 70 percent of all new 
immi<Jrants~...;nove to six states -- Ca lifornia, New :York, Florida, 
New Jersey, Illinois and Texas. · 

1. Immigrants. 

Until the late 1800s no limits existed on immigration into 
the United States. Thereafter Congress passed a series of re­
strictions culminating i n the nat i.;)nal origins quota system of 
the 1920s. This system explicitly favored Northern and Western 
Europe and the Western Hemisphere (on which no restrictions were 
placed). In 1965 Congress established the present system; Wes­
tern Hemisphere immigration was r e stricted for the first time and, 
in the Eastern Hemisphere, the national origins system was re­
placed by equal country ceilings (20,000 per country) with prefer­
ence for family reunification. The country ceilings were extended 
to the Western Hemisphere in 1976 (causing particular hardship 
to Mexico).* While this system de facto favors the de veloped 
Western world (where by the 1960spolit1cal and economic 
conditions no longer pushed immigration to the U.S.), developing 
world push has in fact res ulted in the majority of immigrants 
in the 60s and 70s coming from La tin Ame rica and Asia. Current 
demand far outruns available lega l immigration; this creates 
backlogs within particular countries (e.g., Me xico, China, Philip­
pines, Korea) which increases pressures for illegal immigration. 

* Presidents Ford a nd Carte r both e ndorsed legis la tion to increas e 
the Mexican quota, but no action was taken. 
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The current worldwide legal immigration is 420,000; 
270,000 subject to the ceiling plus an average 150,000 
"immediate relatives" of U.S. citizens (spouses and children, 
apd parents of adult citizens}. 87 percent of current immi­
grants are relatives of American citizens and lawful permanent 
residents. The remainder is divided evenly between professionals 
and workers with certified job offers. 

2. Refugees. 

During the period of open immigration, no distinction was 
made between normal immigration and refugees from political per­
secution. When immigration was restricted in the 1920s, no 
special provision was made for refugees, and in .,1939 Congress 
rejected the rescue of children from Nazi Gerfoany. After World 
War II, a variety of ad hoc measures were used to admit refugees 
outside of annual quotas;-Ehese were primarily aimed at rescuing 
particula~categories of victims of Communism. Finally, in 
1980, Congress passed the Refugee Act to provide a "compre­
hensive and longterm policy." 

The 1980 Act adopts, in large part, the definition of 
"refugee" agreed to by the U.S. as a party to the UN Protocol 
Relating to the Status of Refugees: a person outside the country 
of his nationality who is unable 0r unwilling to return to, or 
avail himself or herself of the protection of, that country, 
because of persecution, or a well-founded fear of persecution, 
on account of race, religion, nationality, membership in a 
particular social group, or political opinion. 

The Act provides for (1) authority for regular and emer­
gency admission of refugees and for federal assistance to the 
States for refugee resettlement; (2) annual Congressional con­
sultations to set the level of refugee admissions and their allo­
cation among countries; and (3} a U.S. Coordinator for Refugee 
Affairs. The FY 81 ceiling was 217,000. (77% Indochinese, 
17% Soviet and East European, 6% other). Total FY 81 resettle­
ment costs were budgeted at $555.7 million~ 

In addition to the refugee admissions program, the U.S. 
Government funds, manages and monitors bilateral and multi­
lateral overseas refugee relief programs ($330 million in 
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FY . 81). U.S. and UN policy is to seek first voluntary re­
patriation, second assimilation into the first asylum country 
qr as a last resort resettlement in _ a third country. 

While the U.S. admits only a small percentage of the world's 
total refugees (estimated at 16 million), we are in fact in FY 81 
resettling 60% of all the Indochinese and 70% of the Soviet Jews 
who will be resettled in third countries. Among the many refu­
gee groups, we identify those of special humanitarian con-
cern or ties to the U.S. (Vietnamese, Laotians, and Cambodians 
because of our involvement there, Jews from the Soviet Union 
and Eastern Europe). Other countries pursue similar policies. 

·, '~ . 

B. Options 
.. ·-= . ~ ,/ . 

Detailed descriptions of the options are attached; all 
require legislation. 

All of the options have similar demographic consequences. 
Unless illegal im.migration (current high estimate 500,000/year 
net) is curtailed, U.S. population will increase by 2030 from 
227 million (including the 3-6 million illegals presently in 
the U.S.) to 298-306 million (Option I vs. Option III); 18-20% 
of that population will be immigrants or descended from immi­
grants since 1980; 14-15% will be Hispanic (vs. 6.5% now). If, 
on the other hand, illegal immigration can be cut to, say, 
100,000/year, U.S. population in 2030 would be approximately 
~5 million less; only 10-12% would be immigrants or descended 
from immigrants since 1980; the Hispanic proportion would be 
9-12%. 
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OPTION I [An approach more restrictive than the status quo, similar 
to legislation introduced by Senator Huddleston] 

A. Admissions 

All inclusive legal 
cap: 

Refugee mortgage: 

B. Composition -

Analysis 

470,000 (including current 
preference cap 270,000; 
normal immediate family ad­
missions 150,000; and 50,000 
refugees) 

Borrow from future years for 
refugee emergencies 

Status Quo 
- Maximum 20,000/country 

(except immediate rela­
tives of U.S. citizens) 

- 80% to family .;- p.teferences; 
20 % to occup~tiori~l prefer­
ences (half to professionals/ 
half to non-profe.~s ionals) 
individually certified by DOL 
as not displacing or adversely 
affecting American workers. 

Thi·s option establishes clear admissions levels and re­
sponds to restrictionist and refugee-impacted area sentiment. 
Simpson and Huddleston favor it, but Huddleston would set 
the cap at 350,000. 

But, the overall cap is highly controversial. And in the 
case ofileighboring countries, the option provides no alternative 
to illegal immigration; it reduces our ability to cut backlogs 
creating added pressures for illegal immigration and to respond 
to refugee emergencies. It could create tensions between immi­
grant and refugee groups, and between relatives of U.S. citizens 
and other immigrants because of the mortgage provision. It also 
maintains equal limitations on all countries, without ·regard to 
size, demand, proximity to the U.S., or threat of illegal immi­
gration. 

None of your advisers recommend this approach, although 
Senator Simpson is leaning in this direction. 

APPROVE DISAPPROVE 
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OPTION II [Status quo plus relief of backlogs and Mexican/Canadian 
preference]--

A. Admissions 

Cap only for prefer­
ence categories 

Immediate Family 
Admissions 

Refugee admissions 
subject to annual 
Congressional con­
sultations 

B. Compos~tion* 

Approximately 740,000 in FY 
82; reducing to 640,000 in 
FY 84 and 540,000 in FY 87. 

410,000 for next 5 years to 
reduce backlogs; then back to 
310,000. The additional 
100,000 would be allocated 
over and above current per 
country ceilings proportional 
preferences. 

No limit; 150,000 expected. 

187,000 in FY 82; expected to 
decline significantly by FY 84 
(unless there .is.,a major disrup­
tion somewher:_e ' in the world) • 

. ' .• 

Status Quo, but: 

- increase Mexican and Canadian 
per country ceilings to 40,000 
each with the unused portion of 
either country's ceiling being 
available to the other country. 
These ceilings would be inde­
pendent of the system for the 
rest of the world. 

* The Task Force had originally recommended prospective elimi­
nation (after clearance of backlogs) of the preference for 
brothers and sisters of adult U.S. citizens. The purpose 
was (i) to eliminate exponential increases caused by this 
preference consonant with American views of a nuclear family 
and (ii) to expand slots available for workers. We ultimately 
rejected moving forward with this now; our attempt to eliminate 
this preference could distract from the political focus on 
illegal immigration and not in the end result in increased 
immigration by workers. 
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Analysis 

This option continues current overall restrictions and 
flexibility regarding refugees while providing for a temporary 
boost to relieve backlogs which push illegal immigration [treat­
ing potential legal im..migrants at least ·as favorably as illegal 
immigrants who might be legalized (see below)]. More impor­
tantly, the option recognizes the unique relationship with our 
two neighbors, the fact of common borders , and the need to pro­
vide at least a partial alternative to illegal immigration. 
Targeting Mexico focuses the alternative on the country where 
the problem is, and will likely remain, the greatest. · Organized 
labor has in the past gone along with higher ceilings for Mexico 
and Canada. 

But the option does not assure an overa;t1.,iimit on immigra­
tion, and continues to favor relatives over independent immigrants 
whose skills we may need. And, its temporary boost of 100,000/ 
year can be attacked as too liberal in a time of u_nemployment and 
cuts in domestic programs. It also favors two countries over 
others, presenting diplomatic problems. 

The option represe nts a balanced compromise between con­
tinuing restrictions, economic need s and expediency. All of your 
advisers recommend this approach, a l though the Hill and the public 
will require some persuading. 

APPROVE DISAPPROVE 



OPTION III 

A. Admissions 

B. Composition 

... ·-'."'-"- · 

Analysis 
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[The Select Commission: more liberal 
than Option II] 

Approximately 800,000 iri FY 82; reducing to 
700,000 in FY 84 and 600,000 in FY 87. 

Same as Option II, but (i} add 80,000/year 
for preference categories and s~l0,000/year 
for grandparents, and (ii) no additional 
visas specifically for Mexico and Canada. 

Status Quo, but: 

- also exclude ·from per country ceilings spouses 
and minor children of permanent residents. 

- 71% (vs. 80%} to family preferences; 70% of 
this t9 close relatives ot p~~manent residents. 

• .· . 

29% (vs. 20%) to workers in occupations not 
on a list of excluded occupations for which 
DOL has determined there to b~ sufficient 
U.S. workers. 

This option would go further than Option II in relieving poten­
tial future backlogs and providing for independent immigrants with 
needed skills. It applies equally to all countries. 

But it also goes further than Option II in being liberal at a 
time of unemployment and cuts in domestic programs. It does not 
target · the Mexican problem. Its expanded preference for immediate 
relatives of permanent residents and grandparents only marginally 
impacts illegal immigration. Its expanded allocation for workers 
may have little impact; there are few backlogs in the worker prefer­
ence categories. The proposed streamlined labor certification will 
not likely be accepted by DOL or Congress. 

None of your advisers recommend this approach. 

APPROVE ·nISAPPROVE 
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III. Illegal Immigration 

A. Background. 
-i 

Net inflow of illegal aliens into the United States . each 
year is estimated to be 250-500,000. Gross illegal immigration 
is perhaps 1.5 to 2 million annually, but many do not remain 
permanently. The total number who now reside here illegally 
is estimated to be 3 to 6 million. About half of the flows 
and illegals here is thought to be Mexican. An additional 25%-
35% may come from other Latin American and Caribbean nations; the 
remainder come primarily from Asia. More than half of the illegal 
immigration occurs through surreptitious entries across the borders; 
the rest is accounted for by aliens who overstay their visas or 
enter with fraudulent documents. During FY 7.9,•,l,069 1 400 illegal · 
aliens were apprehended (92% at or near the M~xican border), a 
dramatic increase from the 50,000 apprehensions in 1964. 

Illeg-al immigration results from poverty an~"un~mployment 
in developing countries, higher U.S. wages, ease of travel and 
entry into the U.S., and the availability of employment here 
(it is now legal to employ an illegal alien). The Mexican 
case is exemplary, its population may double in the next two 
decades; one-sixth of the population is unemployed or under-

, employed; U.S. jobs pay 7 times as much as in Mexico; where thAc e 
have been networks of trans-border relationships for generations. 

Illegal immigrants once were concentrated in agricultural 
employment in the southwest States, but now reside in all regions 
of the U.S. Only 15% are estimated to work in agriculture. 50% 
are employed in service jobs and approximately 30% in blue collar 
jobs. 

The economic and fiscal effects of illegal aliens are dis­
puted. However, while there is no clearcut evidence either way, 
there may be some displacement and depressing effect on the wages 
of U.S. workers. Most studies indicate that illegal aliens 
generally do not participate in cash-assistance welfare programs, 
but do place some burden on public medical and educational serv­
ices. Illegal aliens in the non-agricultural sectors appear to 
comply by-and-large with tax payment obligations, including 
social security. 
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IV. Benefits and Services for Refugees and Asylees. 

A. Introduction. 

This section addresses the financial assistance and social 
service benefits available to refugees, asylees, and applicants 
for asylum. Many of these people are not immediately self­
supporting; they require governmental assistance during a 
period of adjustment. Since these people are admitted as ~ 
matter of national policy, the federal government has assumed 
a special responsibility for them. 

B. The Current Program. 
·:,_.: ,. .. 

Federal assistance to refugees primaril~ i~~cilve~ two major 
programs: 

. . -,,, . 
1. : Resettlement Grants. The refugee program· relies 

heavily on private voluntary resettlement agencies, such as 
the U.S. Catholic Conference. These agencies, working with the 
State Department, locate sponsors and resettlement opportunities, 
and take responsibility for the refugee's initial reception and 
placement. They do this for per capita grants of $365 to $525 
per refugee although resettlement agencies often expend more 
than that in resettling refugees, ~ and in both the Indochinese 
and Cuban/Haitian programs have demonstrated their ability to 
respond quickly. We should, for these reasons, continue their 
federal support and encourage their increased involvement. 

2. Reimbursement of States. Once situated, refugees 
may require further assistance. The Refugee Act of 1980 pro­
vides full federal reimbursement of cash and medical assistance 
to refugees and asylees for 36 months after entering the U.S. 
Federal refugee assistance is more generous than for Americans 
-- it provides welfare assistance to two-parent families, singles 
and childless couples, who would not be eligible for regular 
federal programs. Other programs (not limited in time by 
the 1980 Act) include English language instruction, employment 
services, and limited funding of school districts with large 
numbers of refugee children. Asylum applicants are eligible 
only for social services, e.g., counseling, information, and 
referral services. 
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C. Program Problems. 

Many States and localities claim that the 36-month period for 
100% reimbursement for cash and medical benefits is too short. 
~alifornia and other states with relatively large refugee popula~ 
tions argue that the burden is being unequally distributed among 
the States; that wherever initial resettlement occurs, many migrate 
on to Sunbelt states, particularly California. More disturbing 
still is the growing welfare dependency among refugees. The portion 
of the Indochinese refugee population receiving cash assistance has 
risen from 30% in 1976 to 45% in 1980. 

D. Program Issues. 

In view of these circumstances {many of o/hidh . were noted by 
the Select Commission), we have considered possible changes in the 
refugee program, including (1) tightening cash assistance eligi~ 
bili ty; , (_.2.,) separating medical assistance from ca.sh assistance 
so that genuine medical need can be met without putting a person 
on welfare; (3} "impact aid" for certain localities~ (4) a block 
grant approach to Federal funding; and (5} various improvements 
in refugee placement and coordination among voluntary agencies 
and State and local governments. In addition, the Select Commis­
sion reconunended extending the 36-month limit on 100% reimbursement 
to States foe refugee cash and medical assistance. 

After consideration of these issues, the Task Force concluded 
that: . (1) Cash assistance eligibility should be tightened (HHS 
is proceeding with this). (2} A block grant approach should not 
be adopted in FY 1982 or 1983, and existing categories of fund­
ing to States (cash and medical assistance and social services} 
should be continued in order to assure availability of high­
priority assistance and services. (3) Impact aid options shou1a · 
be considered for FY 1982 only if they do not increase total fund­
ing requirements. (4) The 36-month limitation should be retained . 
(The Administration opposed a bill introduced by Dan Lungren of 
California to delay implementation of the 36-month limit, on the 
basis that most refugees can and should become self-supporting 
in 3 years and other ways should be considered to assist those 
who are chronically dependent.) 
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RECOMMENDATION (All Agencies) 

For FY 1982 .and · 1983, the present categorical programs should 
be continued, but HHS will reduce the level of cash assistance 
payments to many refugees who do not qualify for AFDC or other 
welfare programs. HHS will explore possible impact aid options 
and ways in which medical assistance can be separated from cash . 
assistance. HHS and the Office of the Coordinator will explore 
instituting a separate health care p~ogram for refugees, possibly 
on a pilot basis, after FY 1982.* 

APPROVE DISAPPROVE 

·,._.- , ,. . 

'.• 

* OMB opposes separation of cash a nd medical assistance for 
refugees. 





J CU BAN/ HAITIAN ENFORCEMENT OPTIONS 

In t erd iction 
at Sea: 

Deten tion: 

Budgeta ry 
Impact : 

Politi ca l 
Cons idera tions: 

O PTION I 

Sta t us Ouo 

Continue the current pt'actice of not inteC"­
dicting ille']al migcation by sea; do not seek 
legi slation to au thorize intei:diction by the 
Coast Guard or Customs. 

Cont inue the cut'rent rn1ctice: provide only 
initial detention of aliens ardvin'] without 
visas . After pcocessin'), t'eleasi? .:iliens ..,it~ 
sponsors into the comr.11.Jnity with th e eight to 
wock pending decision to admit ')t' exclude . 

No additional resources reqllir:e d foe enforcement . 

Esti.tnat<!rl welfare .:ind resettl>?ment expendi.tures 
for <ttiens releas<!d into th e commu11i.ty $45 "1 p~r 
yeac (assuming 1 , 500 ar:cival:i p<!r :nonth) . 

Continuing arrivJls of ille1a.l <lli'::!ns ·.1ithout 
rapid depoctation is vie wed by f'lor:i·la as a 
non-enforcement policy that cause» it serious 
adverse impact. Governor Graham appears prepared 
to cap i ta l ize on the circumstances , Senator 
Hawkins is p l aced i n a difficult situati0n . 
Pro - enfor:cement ~embers of Congress also disfavor 
a " do - not!linq " app r oach , but might bP. satisfied 
i f a t least exclusion h earings wer:e conducted 
s wif t ly a nd al ie n s not ab l e to cla i m asyl um 
deported. 

OPHON II 

S tatus Qu o plus Lim ited Interd ict io n at S ea 

seei<. legislation to authori~e the Pres ident to 
dicect the Coast Guard to assist foreign govern­
ments that reques t such assistance to interdi ct 
theic flag vessels on the higt' seas suspected of 
attemptinq to violate U.S. la,.,. Interdiction 
would occur in the course of nor:mal Coast Guac-d 
activities . U.S. would negotiate agreeme nt pr:o­
viding for cooperation in enforcing U.S. and 
foc-eign govec-nment' s laws, 

IN S officials would board intf•rdicted vessel to 
ascertain whether the vessel \-las bound for the 
U. S. and if any passenger:s wer.e not entitled to 
admission to U.S . If feasible, vessel s carryin<J 
such passenger:s would be escorted to their: home 
port. If not feasible, suitable vessels under 
Co<1st Guarrl control would be '.lSed to return such 
passengers . Persons deter:mined to be eligible 
for asylum in the U.S. or oth~rwise entitled 
to admission would be brought to the United States 
by the Coll st Guac-d. 

A strategy of selective inter":liction woulrl bP. 
devised requiring modest c-esOJrces (SlO M per year) 
and no significant diversion from drug enforce1nent 
and sea rch and rescue oper:iti.:>ns. While such a 
str:ategy would initially intercept a sma ll ?Or:tion 
of illegal aliens, the deterrent effect 
could Oe substctntial . This strategy could Oe 
modified .)r expan<led depending on ini tia l exped~nces . 

Sa.11e as Opt i on r. 

Estimpted cost of lim i ted intecrliction , SlO ·M pee 
year, would be offset by reduced welfare and re ­
settlement costs . 

Int.ecdiction is a 11isihle act Of enfo rcement that 
.,..ould help ease the curr~nt political Situation 
in F'lorida, and would be favored by pro- enfoc-ceinent 
Members of Congcess and the public . Lihecals , b l acks, 
and church and human ciqhts groups wou l d strongly 
oppose . 

O PTI ON Ill 

limited Inte rd iction at S ea plus Detentio n 

Same as Option I I. 

Detain indefinitely undocumented aliens upon 
arrival pending exclusion or granting of asylum. 
This would being Hai t ian policy in line with 
that directed toward othecs .,..ho enter the u . S. 
i llegally (e.g., i'texicans, El Salvadoreans, 
and other: Central Americans) . Detention of 
all undocumented aliens entering South Florida 
would require facilities with a capacity of 
5,000-10 , 000 {assurninq (ll average detention 
is 6 months to one year , and ( 2) average appre­
hensions are 1, 500 per month ! . Capacity require­
ments and costs would be reduced if detention 
and interdiction deterred further flows. 

Est i mated cost of implementing limited in terdiction 
as in Option II $ 10 11 per: yea r. Estimated cost 
of detention facility SJO to 60 M annually and 
SlO to 15 M i n start-up costs. Estimated 
savings of welfare and resett l ement expenditures 
for aliens other:.,..ise released S4 5 M per yeclr, · 

A policy combining interdiction and detention would 
be viewed quite posit i vely by those! who favoc 
strict enforcement, including the Florida community 
and some :-tembers of Congress. The locat i on of large 
detention facilities, however , would be po l itica l ly 
sensitive. Liberals , mi norities , an d church qroups 
wou l d oppose these measures as dr:aconlan and, they 
may say , racist . 



IMMIGRANT AND REFUGEE ADMISSIONS OPTIONS 

Admiss ion 

Annual Total : 

Numerica l Limitation s: 

Num erica lly Exempt 
Admissions: 

Refugees: 

Composition 

Ge nera l: 

Family Reunification : 

Inde pendent Immigration : 

OPTION I 

An a pproach more restrictive than the status quo -­
overa ll ceiling for all admissions (including refugees) 

470,000. 

An all-inclusive cei l ing of 470,000 would be estab­
lishe d for all legal admissions , including those now 
exempt from--ni:imer.-ical limitations (ref ugees and immedi­
ate relatives of U.S. citizens ) . Numbers would be 
a llocated: 270 , 000 for the cue-rent preference cate­
gories , plus the normal immediate family category of 
150,000 and 50 ,000 r e fugees .) 

In the P.vent of an eme rgency (e.g., Indochina out ­
flows) the President could utili ze oc "boccow" admis­
s ions from the following 3 years , oc discegacd the 
statutory categories of allocations within the over­
all ceiling (e.'J., admit more cefugees but l ess fa:nily 
members) , fol lowing consu ltat ions with Congcess , 

None . 

Admitted o nly within the over-all ceiling or through 
the "mortgage " provision. 

11\e existing prefet'ence structure would be main­
tained; 80\ to family pceferences, 20\ to occupa­
tional p r efet'ences . 11\e existing per countt'y 
cei lings of 20 , 000 would be maintained , within 
the ovet'all world-wide ceili~g of 270,000 . 

The 216,000 family reunification visas (80\ of 
270 , 000) would continue to be allocated among 4 
prefeeence categories of celatives of U.S. citizens 
and permanent C'esident a_liens. 

11\e occupational preference catego r ies ( 20\ of all 
admittees) would continue t o be divided between pro­
fessionals (10\) and non-profess ional wot"kecs (10\) 
with job offecs certified by DOL on a case - by-case 
basi3 as not displacing available and willing Ameri­
can workers Ot' advet"se l y affectin') the wages and 
workinq conditions of similac ly employed U. S. 
workers. 

OPTION II 
Status Quo Plus Relief of Backlogs and 
M exican/ Canad ian Preference 

Approximately 740 ,000 in FY 82; reducing to 
640,000 in FY 84 and 540 , 000 in FY 87. 

I ncrease the permanent world-wide numerical ceiling 
from 270,000 to Jl0,000 per year for all admissions 
othec than immediate relatives of U.S. citizens 
and cefugees (40,000 added for Mexico and Canada). 
To relieve existing backlogs , an additional 100,000 
would be admitted annually for the next 5 years . 

Immediate relatives of U. S. citizens (spouses and 
children and parents of adult citizens) would be 
admitted outside the numecical ce iling. This 
would pecmit approximately 150,000 individuals 
to be admitted in addition to the 310,000 ceiling. 

Refugees would continue to be admitted in accordance 
with the Refugee Act of 1980, under which levels 
of admissions and allocation among countries are 
set through annual consultations with CongC'ess. 
(187,000 in FY 82; e,.;pec ted to come down to 
70-80,000 by FY 84 (unless there is a major 
discuption somewhet'e in the world). I 

Retain the definition of "cefugee" contained in the 
1980 Act and U.N. Protoco l -- i.e., person with a 
"well-founded feat' of persecution" if C'etut'ned to 
theic ho meland. 

The pet' country cei lings for Mexico and Canada would 
would be increased to 40,000 each, with the unused 
poction of either country ' s cel ling being avail­
able to the other. These ceilings would be inde­
p~ndent of the system for the rest o.f the world. 

As in Option I, 80\ of numerically limited visas 
allocated among 4 fam ily preferences. 

Laboe cect if ication foe independents, i.e., rro ­
fess iona l s and needed workers, would be st r cam-
1 ined; instead of individual l abor certifications 
OOL would annually publish a l ist .:if occupa tions 
for which ade(]uate domestic workers wece not ava il­
able. F'oreign woekecs in these occupations with 
verified job offec would app ly to Consu l ar Office fo e 
visas. 

OPTION Ill 

The Se lect Commission Proposals 

App ro xima tely B00 , 000 in FY 82; reducing to 
700,000 in FY 8 4 and 600,000 in FY 87. 

1'\e permanent world-wide ceiling would be 
increased to 350 , 000 from 270,000. "nie additiona l 
visas would be allocated primar:ily to increased 
admissions of 1) immediate relatives of permanent 
resident aliens , ~nd 2) •independent .. (non-family : 
immigrant s whose labor is needed . To relieve 
existing backlogs, an additional 100,000 would 
be admitted annually for the next S years . 

Same as Option II , plus grandparents of adult 
U. S . citizens and adult unmarried children of 
U.S. citizens (an anticipated addition of 
5,000 - 10,000 admissions annually). Total 
annually est imated at 170,000. 

Same as Option It. 

Establish se parate categories or: inunigrant visas 
for ( l) rel atives of citizens and pe t' manent 
cesident aliens, and (2) " i nde pendents ," i.e., 
professionals and workers. 

250,000 of the total JS0,000 visas reconunended 
by the Select Commission would be allocated to 
relatives of U.S. ci tize ns and pe rmanent resi­
dent aliens . 175,000 of the 250 , 000 family meml:) 
visas would be issued on a first-come/first-serv 
basis t o close celatives of lawful pecmanent res 
dents; the remai nder would be allocated by per­
centages to S othee p r efe r ence categories of 
less-close r elatives of U. S. citizens and 
l awful permanent r esidents. • 

Per countcy ceilings wou l d not apply in the cas( 
of spouses and unmarried minor children of law­
ful pe r manent residents. 

• Select Comm i ssion Staff Recommendation. 

Labor ceetification f oe the 100,000 independent 
immigrants would be simp li fied and stream l ined, 
foreign worker would be required to have a job 1 

ft:"orn a U.S. employer foe an occupation not o n a 
of excluded occupations for which OOL had detet:'· 
mined thece to be sufficient U. S. workers . 



IM M IG RA NT AND REFUG EE AD MISSIONS OPTIO NS (CONTIN U ED ) 

Demographic Consequ ences 

Budgeta ry Im p ac t : 

Politi ca l Consid e rations: 

. OPTION I 
An approach m o re restrictive than the st atus quo -­
overa ll ceiling for all adm issions (including refugees) 

Assuming gross legal immigration of 470,000 (including 
50 , 000 refugees) and net illegal immigration of 500 , 000, 
the population would increase from today ' s 227 million 
to 298 million in 2030. Population growth would 
peak at sli'ghtly more than 298 mi llion in 2035 . 
By 2030 mace than one of every six Americans (17 . 7\) 
would either be an immigrant or descended fC'om immi­
gcants who arrivQd after 1980 . The pcoportion of , 
Hispanics in our population would C"ise from today ' s 
6.5\ to 14.n. 

If net illegal i:nmigration cou ld be reduced to 100,000 , 
the populat i on would be 274 million in 20]0, having 
peaked at 275 million in 2025. By 20]0 one of every 
ten ( 10. l\) Americans would either be an immi-
grant or descended fi:om inuniqrants who arrived after 
1980; the proportion of Hispanics in our population 
would rise to 9. 7\ . 

No budget increase required. 

SenatorS Huddleston and Simpson favor an overall 
cap . Restric tioni sts would favor as would local officials 
f r om i:efugee impacted areas. Ethnic and i::e l i<Jious groups 
would oppose the cap . Labor officiall y would oppose a 
cap on i:efugee admissions, as would some oplnion leaders . 

Leaving the composition alone avoids political 
fC"ee-for-all of l"eforming the pl"eference system 
that could distract fl"om illegal immigl"ation 
problem. Et hn i c , religiou s , and 1.abor groups 
favor current emphasis on family reunification 
over admissio ns of independent immigi:ants . 
Business gi:oups are not disti:essed by status quo, 
except foe- unavailability of visas for i n vestors 
and woc-kec-s. 

OPTION 11 
Status Quo Plus Relief of Back logs and 
Mexican/ Canadian Pre ferencfe' 

Assuming gross legal immigeation as i ndicated 
and net annual illegal immigration of 500,000, 
the population would gC"ow fC"om today ' s 227 million 
to 303 million in 2030 and would peak at s lightly 
morn than 303 million in 2035 . By 2030 neady o ne 
out of evel"y five American s (18 . 7') would be an 
iminigeant or a descendant of immigeants who had 
arrived aftee 1980; the Hispanic pC"opoC"tion 
of ou c- population would , grow fC"om today ' s 6.5\ 
to 15 . H. 

If net i lleg iril immigration could be red u ced to 
100 , 000, the population would be 278 million in 
2030 having peaked at 279 million in 2025. Under 
these assumptions, moC"e than one of every nine 
Arnedcans (11.6\) in 20)0 would be an immigrant 
or a descendant of immigrants who arrived after 
1980 . The Hispanic proportion of the population 
would grow to ll.9\ in 20]0. 

Cost to State Departmen t. and INS of iss uing 
additiona l visas would be , respectively, $7.5 H 
and S7 M annual l y foe 5 years , $2.3 Mand S2.4 M 
thereaftec-. These additional costs have been 
offset 50\ undee curl"ent fee schedules; they 
could be totdlly offset if fees were raised 
(see ManagemPnt paper). 

Would be viewed as a moderate course between re­
striction and expansion . Ethn i c and C"eli']ious 
qeoups would get some re l ief from backlogs , thoug h 
not pennanent increases in ceilings. Restric t ion­
ists would prefer an overall cap, and 75-80\ of 
public says it favoc-s deceeasing l egal admissions . 

Mexicans and c-eligi.ous groups would suppol'."t higher 
country ceilings for Mexico and Canada; Labor has 
done so in the past . Restl'."ict i onists, concerned 
about increased number~ of Hispanics in this country, 
wou ld oppose .is would others seekin'] to limit 
immiqration. 

OPTI ON Ill 

The Select Comm ission Proposals 

Assuming gross legal immigration a s i ndicated 
and net annual illegal immigration of 500,000 , 
the population would i ncrease from today ' s 227 
million to 306 million i n 2030 and would peak 
at slightl y more than 306 mil l ion i n 2035 . By 
2030 one of evei:y five Amed c ans (19.6\) 
will eithec- be an immigrant or descended fl'."Om immi­
gl'."ants who had ac-rived aft.er 1980; the Hispanic 
proportion of our population would gl'."ow from today ' s 
6 .5\ to 14. Ji. 

If net illegal immigration could be reduced to 
100,000, the population wou l d be 28 1 mi ll ion i n 2030 , 
having peaked at sliqhtly more than 28 1 mi l lion 
in 2025. By 2030 , one of eve r y eight Amedcans 
(12.4\) will either be an immigC"ant or descended 
from immigrants who al"rived afteC" 1980; the His­
panic propol"tion of OU C" population would gi:ow 
to 9. 4\. 

Annual increased admi ss ions costs: State - $9 . 7 M 
foe 5 years and $4.5 li thereaf t er ; INS - $9.3 M foi: 
5 year s and $ 4. 7 M thereafter. These increased 
costs would be offset 45\ asssuming existing vi s a 
fee schedule. They could be offset entire l y if 
the fees were inc C"eased ( see Management paper). 

Unless balanced with strong e n forcement measures 
to curb illegal i mmigration, r estrictionists 
would strongly oppose i nc r eased l egal admission s , 
particularly f r om the Hispan i c and Asian countries 
that would dominate if country ceilings were re­
moved . Some s tate and loca l officials might oppose 
because of the potential impact o n low-cos t hous ing 
and social services where immigrants and r e f ugees 
concentrate . Blacks might oppose because of a 
percept ion of greater job compet i ti.on. " Labo r , 
though favoring family i::eunification , opposes 
increased admissions until illegal immig r ation 
curbed, and any increase in admissions of inde­
pendents. Ethnic and religious groups would favoc­
sti:ongly. Some business support foe entry Of 
investors and skilled independents . 

Immigc-ants have q u ite varied educat i ona l backgrounds. 
Fol'."eign-born male s (age 25-4 4 ) reported in the 1970 
Census avei::age years of schooling that t"anged from 
16 foe- Japanese to 6 for Mexicans. This compares 
t o 1 2 . l years for U. S . wh ites o f 10. 0 for U.S . 
b l acks a nd other c- aces. 



ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION OPTIONS 

Inte rnationa l 
Coopera tion: 

Enforcement of 

Existing Statutes 

Employer 
Sanct ions: 

T emporary 
W o rker 
Pffig~am:· 

OPTION I 

The St atus Quo 

Negotiate with Mexico {l) joint prevention of 
third count ry na tionals cross ing Mexico t o 
enteC" the u . s . i llegally, (2) increased coopera­
tion in the border areas , and ( 3) increased 
labor-intensive deve l opmenta l projects in 
principal Mexican • sending" states per.haps lo'ith 
matching u.s. AID funds . 

Maintain the existi ng statutor y frame""ork and 
l evel of INS enforcement , both along the bot:"ders 
and i n the interior. Also cOntinue existing en­
forcement of the Fair LaboC" Standa t:" ds Act, which 
prohibits emp l oymen t at l ess than · minimum lo'age . 

None . It i s now lawful for an employer t o 
hire i llega l aliens. 

Maintain existing H-2 program , admitting approxi­
mately 30 , 000 workers (including 18 , 000 in agricul­
ture) annual ly, largely from the Caribbean. This 
requirl!!s individualized certification by the De ­
partment of Labor (requiring 80 days} that no 
American worker is available to fill the paC"ticulaC" 
job and that employment of the temporary worker 
would not adverse ly affect the wage rate and 
""orking conditions of that category of jobs in 
the particular area. 

OPTION II 

Increased borde r a nd labor s t anda rds enforcem e nt , no 

employer sanct ions, larg e t em porary w orker program , 

limited a mnesty 

Same as Option I. 

Modet:"ate incC"ease in INS enfoC"cement (14.9\ 
incC"ease in overall budge t), 708 additional 
positions ove r f'Y 82 Aut horized f'orce . Ex­

. pected 184, 000 additiona l apprehensions. 

Increase C"esources for OOL Wage " Hour Division 
enfot:"cement of Fair Labor Sl;andards and Farm Labor 
Contractor Registration Ac t s. 4 57 additional com­
pliance officers. Expec ted 24 , 000 additional com­
p ! iance actions coveri ng 31 2 , 000 underpaid workers. 

None. 

Establish a new Temporary Worke_r Program to admit 
up to 600 , 000 Mexican nationals at any one time 
(300 , 000 for illegals now here; 300,000 for new 
entt:"ants). Allow tempora ry stays up to 9-12 
months over a consecutive period of up to 10 
yeat:"s. Worker to be a free a gent except for 
the time 1 imi t. Per:ni t conversion to perma nent 
C"esidence after 10 years. Do not permit alien 
to bring in spouse and mino r children; a ll ow 
access t o schools and health care , but not wel­
fare , food stamps or unemp l oyme n t insurance. 
Prohibit from working for employer involved 
in a strike. Additional positions: OOL 77; 
State 45. 

OPTION Ill 

Large legalization with temporary w orker and permanent 

resident component s, experimental temporary worker 

p rog ram for new flow s. increased enforcement (includin g 

em ployer sanctions . 

Same as Option I. 

Same as Option I I , 

Enact l egislation prohibi ting employers of 4 or 
mOC"e employees (rom •knowingly and lo'ilfully" 
hiring illegal aliens . Civil fines of $500 
to $1,000 fol:" each il lega l alien so employed; 
injunction actions by OOJ against employers 
""here "pattet:"n or practice " of violations 
exists. Requires 400 additional investigator 
positions. 

Emp l oyee eligibility determined by existing docu ­
mentation, includi n g more secure Social Security 
card and employee statement of eligibility. 
Employer ' s good faith rel i an cc upon these docu­
ments is a defense. 

An employee's •knowing and wilfui- use of false 
documents or making false statements in an affi­
davit , and an employet:" ' s f ailure to require an 
employee to provide identification or submi t an 
affidavit would be separa t e violations of the 
Act. 

Hake the social Security cat:"d more secure against 
(raud by creating and phasing i n a physically 
counterfeit resistant card to 20 million new 
hires pet:" year. Requires 5,000 additional 
positions, largely clerical. {Costs could be 
offset by a SlO fee and S million social 
security fraud savings would be an additional 
benefit . ) 

Target enforcement to reach "pattern or practice" 
of violations. 

Enact legislation to establish a new experimental 
tempot:"ary worker program for Mexican nationals 
(for a 2- year trial period , 50,000 visas per 
year maximum) . Same as Option II regarding dura­
tion of stay , ability to bring in spouses and 
minor children , access to education and medica l 
services (but not welfare , food stamps or umem­
ployment insurance ) . But the prog r am would be 
targeted to specific arias and categories of jobs . 
The program lo'Ould excl ude jobs in a state ""here it 
ceL""tified the r e was a n adequate supp l y of Ame ri can 
wodcers. DOL would allocate the national ceiling 
among affected States and verify that there was a 
valid job offe t:" not on the excl uded list. Requires 
12 additional positions . 

OPTION IV 

Mode rate inc rease in enforcement (inc luding 

employer sanctio ns ) + la rge-scale legalizat ion 

to penne ne nt resident s t a tus: no new tempora r) 
work er program 

Same as Option I. 

Same as Opt ion I I, 

Same as Option III. 

No new temporary worker program. Stream! i 
retain existing H-2 pc-ogram, admitting 30, 
workers per year, largely from the CaribbE 
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ILLEGAL IMMIGRATION OPTIONS 

International 

Cooperation: 

Enforcement of 

Existing Sta tutes 

Employer 

S anctions: 

Temporary 
Worker 

pre; gram: 

OPTION I 

The Status Quo 

Negotiate wi th Mexico (1) joint p r event ion of 
third country nati o na l s crossi n g Mexico to 
e nter the U.S. illegally, (2) i n c r eased coopera­
tion in the border areas , and ( 3) increased 
l abor-intensive developmental projects in 
principal Mexican "sending• states perhaps with 
matchi ng U.S. AID funds. 

Maintain the existing statutory framework and 
level of INS enforcement , be.th along t h e borde r s 
and in the interior . Also continue existing e n­
forcement of the Fair Labo r Standards Act, wh ich 
prohibits employment at less than rninimum wage . 

None. It is now ia .... fui f9r .cin employer to 
hire illegal aliens . · · · 

·J 

Maintain existing H-2 prog·ramr .&dmitting" approxi­
mately 30 ,000 .... orkers (including -18,000 in agricul­
ture) annually, largely from •the Caribbean. 'lbis 
requires individualized c-er-tification by the De­
partment of Labor (requir'ing· &O days) that no 
American worker is avai lable"~to f"ill the partiC_"ufar 
job and that employment of th·e · temp'orary worker 
would not adversely affect the ..iage rate and 
working conditions of that · Chtegory '_.of jobs in 
the particular area. ' 

OPTION II 

Increased border and labor standards enforcement, no 

empk>yer sanctions, large temporary worker program, 

limited amnesty 

Same as Opti on I. 

Mode['ate i nc['ease in INS en for.cement ( 14. 9\ 
increase in overall budget). 708 additional 
positions over FY 82 Authorized Force. Ex­
pected 184, 000 additional apprehensions. 

Increase resources for odL Wage ' Hour Division 
enforcement of Fair Labor Standards and Farm Laboe 
Contractoe Registration Acts, 457 additional com­
pliance officers. Expected 24,000 additional com­
pliance actions coveei ng 312,000 underpaid ..,orkers. 

None. 

Establish a new Temporary Worker Program to admit 
up to 600,000 Mexican nationals at any one time 
( 300 , 000 for illegals no.., here; 300 , 000 for new 
entrants ). A.llow temporary stays up to 9-12 
months over a consecutive period Of up to 1 0 
years. Worker to be a free agent except for 
the time limit. Permit conversion to permanent 
residence after 10 years. Do not permit alien 
to bring in spouse and minor children; allow 
access to schools and health care, but no t wel­
fare, food stamps or unemployment insurance. 
Prohibit from working for employer involved 
in a strike. Additional positions: DOL 77; 
State 45. 

OPTION Ill 

large legalizatton with temporary worker and pennanent 

res ident components, experimenta l temporary worke r 

program for new fk>ws. tncreased enforcement (in~luding 
employer sanctions. 

Same as Option I. 

Same a s Opt ion I I. 

Enac t legislation prohibiting emp l oyers of 4 or 
more -employees from " knowing ly and wilfully• 
hiring illegal aliens. Civil fines ·of $500 
to $1 ,000 foe each illegal alien so employed; 
injunction actions by DOJ against employers 
where "pattern or practice" of violations 
exis ts, Requires 400 additiona l investigato[" 
posit.ions . 

Emplo~ee eligibility determined by existing docu­
menta'tion, inc lud ing more secure Social Security 
ca ["d and employee statement of eligibility. 
Employer ' s good faith reliance upon these doc u­
ments is a dPfense . 

An employee's "knowing and wilful" use of false 
docu:nents or making false statements in an affi­
davit , and an employer ' s f ailure to require an 
employee to provide identification or submit an 
affidavit would be separate violations of the 
Act. 

Make the Social Security card more secure against 
fraud by creating and phasing in a physically 
c ounterfeit resistant card to 20 million new 
hires per year. Requires 5,000 additional 
positions, largely clerical. (Costs cou ld be 
offset by a $10 fee and S million social 
security fraud savings would be an additional 
benefit.) 

Target enforcement to reach "pattern or practice" 
of violations. 

Enact legislation to establish a ne.., experimental 
temporary worker program for Mexi can nationals 
(for a 2-year trial perio~ . sa: . ooo visas per 
year maximum.). Same as Option II r_egarding dura­
tion of stay, ability to bring. 1-n· :spouses and 
minor children , access to e.ducation and medical 
services (but not welfare, food· stamps or umem­
ployme:-.t insurance) . : .But the prpgram would be 
targeted to specific areis and. categories of jobs . 
'I11e program would exclude jobs in a state where it 
certified there was an adequate supply of American 
workers. DOL would a llocate t he national ceiling 
amo ng affected States and verify that there vas a 
valid job offer not on the excluded l ist. Requires 
12 additional positions . 

OPTION IV 

M oderate increase in enforcement {including 

employer sanctions} + large-sca le Jegalizatton 

to pennanent res ident status; no new temporary 
w orker program 

Same as Option I. 

Same as Option I I. 

Same as Option III. 

No new temporary worker program . St r eamline a 
retain existing H-2 program , admitting 30,000 
workers per year, largely from the Caribbean. 


