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Abstract. This pgper compardively discusses the policies and adverse consequences
of gx mgor temporary foreign worker programmes (TFWPS) in five different
countries (Germany, Kuwait, Singapore, Switzerland, and the United States). | find
thaa TFWPs have been quite different in desgn, but rather smilar in their adverse
consequences. The latter incdlude (i) the emergence of “immigrant sectors’ in the
hog economy; (i) the vulnerability of migrant workers toward various forms of
exploitation in recruitment and employment; (iii) the tendency of TRWPs to become
longer in duraion and bigger in dze then intidly envissged; (iv) native workers
opposition againg the introduction or expanson of a TFWP, and (v) the emergence
of illegd foregn workers who, together with native employers crcumvent the
programme. Given that mogt countries lack vigble dternative to TFWPs, | argue that
there is an urgent need to develop new types of TRWPs that avoid and learn from the
past policy migtakes identified in this paper. The paper concludes with a proposd of
sevengenerd policy principles for making TRWPs work.
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1 Introduction

A Temporary Foreign Worker Programme (TFWP) lays down the principles
for the temporary admisson, resdence, and employment of foreign workers. More
specificdly, the three mgor policy parameters of a TFWP indude (i) the number of
foreign workers to be admitted; (ii) the mechanism for sdection and recruitment; and
(iif) the bundle of rights to be accorded to foreign workers after admission.

The theoreticd raionde of a TFWP is primaily bassd on the potentid
economic bendfits for dl paties involved. Recaving countries may benefit from
effidency gans from an increasad supply of labour and human cepitd. Sending
countries may bendfit from remittances and the retun of more highly <killed
workers. Findly, employment aoroad offers migrant workers the opportunity to
increase their productivity and wages™

As with dl government programmes, however, there is a danger tha the
theoreticd net-benefits of a TFWP ae counter-balanced, and possbly completey
offset, by cods aidng in the actud implementation of the programme Due to the
reativey complex st of polides involved in a TRWP, one may in fact conjecture
that its implementation codts are likdy to be sgnificant and subject to a rdaivey
high degree of uncertainty.

Critics of TFWPs have pointed out that two of the mgor TFWPs to date, the

Bracero Programme in the United States (1942-64) and the Gastarbeiter Programme



in Germany (1955-73), were indeed afflicted with dgnificant adverse consequences
(see, for example, Martin and Teitelbaum 2001). Given the lack of a comprehensive
comparative sudy of past and exiging TFWPs, it is not cear, however, whether
these adverse consequences are generic to dl such programmes or specific to the
Bracero and Gastarbeiter programmes. In other words, have most of the world's
mgor TRWPs been dflicted with dgnificant adverse consequences? If <o, is the
concept of a TFWP inherently flawved and bound to fal wherever and whenever
implemented, and should TFWPs therefore be abandoned dtogether? Or has the
dleged falure of pagt programmes been due to fundamentd flaws in the design of
these particular programmes, such that there is scope for a new type of TFWP tha
avoids these policy midakes? If so, what are the basic policy principles for making
TFWPswork?

In an effort to answer these quedtions, this paper compardivey discusses the
polices and adverse consequences of 9x mgor TFWPs in five different countries.
The programmes to be dudied incdude (with countries and years of programme
operation in parentheses) the Bracero Programme (United States, 1942-1964), the
Gastarbeiter Programme (Germany, 1955-1973), the H-1B Programme (United
States, 1952-), the Audaenderausweis B Programme (Switzerland, 197?-), the Kafala
- Visa 18 Programme (Kuwait, 1973-), and the Employment Pass R Progranme

(Singapore, 1987-). As summarised in Table Al, these programmes conditute the

! For a comprehensive discussion of the mgor (economic as well as non-economic)
outcome parametersin internationd labour migration, see Ruhs and Chang (2002)
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largest programmes for the temporary admisson and employment of foreign workers
within ther respective host countries. Given their geogrgphic didribution, the chosen
countries, in turn, conditute a representative set of the world's mgor and long-
ganding hosts of temporary foreign workers.

Section 2 reviews how these programmes st ther policy parameters and
Section 3 discusses their mgor adverse consequences. Section 4 firs explores the
implicstions of the reviewed polices and adverse consequences for the generd
desrability of TFWPs and then suggests badc policy principles for the desgn of

new and improved programmes.

This paper finds tha TFWPs have been quite different in design, but ether
gamilar in thar adverse conssquences. The later indude (i) the emergence of
“immigrant sectors’ in the hogt economy; (ii) the vulnerability of migrant workers
towad vaious forms of exploitaion in recruitment and employment; (iii) the
tendency of TFWPs to become longer in duration and bigger in dze then initidly
envisaged; (iv) native workers oppogtion agang the introduction or expanson of a
TRWP; and (v) the emergence of illegd foreign workers who, together with netive
employers, drcunvent the programme. Given tha mod countries lack vigble
dterndtive to TFWPs, | argue that there is scope and an urgent need to develop new

types of TFWPs tha avoid and learn from the past policy mistakes idertified in this



paper. | conclude with a proposd of seven gened policy principles for meaking

TFWPswork.?

2 Policies®

To fadlitate a concdse comparative andyss of what ae bound to be farly
complex programmes, this section comparaively discusses the sdected TFWPs by
(i) how they regulate the number of annua admissons (section 2.1); (i) how they
sect workers from what is generdly a surplus pool of goplicants (section 2.2); and
(iii) what rights they accord to the foregn workers admitted under the programme
(section 2.3).

It is important to redise that the reduction of TFWPs to these three policy
paranees potentidly obscures vaious contextud differences between both the
progranmes and countries that adminiger them (see Table Al). The sdected
programmes ggnificantly differ, for example, in teems of progranme Sze both
absolute and relative to the tota labour force. Germany’s Gastarbeiter Programmeis
“largest” in terms of annud admissons (958,000 in 1970, the pesk year) and in
terms of the dock of foregn workers legdly present under the programme (2.450
million in 1973, the lag year of the Gadtarbeiter programme). As of 2000, the

corresponding figures for Switzerland's Audaenderauswveis B Programme were only

2 A discusson of the various modes of operationdising these prindiples in a new
type of TRWP is|eft to another paper.

% For the sources of the information presented and discussed in this section, see
Appendix TablesA1-Ab.



22,000* and 182,000, respectively. Kuwait's Kafala-Visa 18 Programme is largest in
terms of the share of the under the programme legdly present foreign workers in the
total labour force (57.4% in 1997)> As of 1950, the corresponding figure for the
Bracero Programme was only 0.4%.

On the othe hand, two important differences between the countries
adminigering the reviewed programmes incdlude differences between the length and
nature of their borders (compare, for example, Singgpores 193 km of dl-coadtline
border to 19,924 km of coastline and 12,248 km of land border in the United States)®
and differences between ther politicd sysems (eg. Gemany, the US and
Switzerland are liberdl democracies, while Kuwait and Singapore are nat)’.

Due to this section’s focus on the mgor policy parameters of TFWPs, | will
not discuss the contextud differences between the programmes and countries
reviewed in aw ddal. As in awy compadive andyss it will, however, be

important to keegp them in mind.

* This is the current annud quota for the annua admission of foreign workers under
the Audlaenderauswels B Programme.

® As shown in Table Al, as of 1997, the share of totd foreign workers in Kuwait's
labour force was 83 percent.

6 One may expect the length and nature of the border to have a significant impact on
tre feashility of, and required resources for, detecting and preventing the illega
entry and employment of foreigners

" The politicdl sysem may impose certain limits on the range of available vaues for
the policy parameters of a TRWP. One may, for example, expect liberd democracies
to find it more difficult to redrict the rights of temporary foregn worker (and

especidly to forcefully deport foreign workers) than countries that do not readily
qudify asliberd democracies.



2.1 Number

Depending on the degree and type of government intervention, one may
broadly diginguish between three modes of regulaing the number of (annud)
admissons quotas, economicdly-oriented work pemit fees, and laissezfaire
admissons (see Table A2).

In principle, quotas may be st for the country as a whole, for the country’s
various regions or adminidraive didricts, for cetan sectors of the economy, for
soecified occupetions, and/or for individud employers or enterprises (Bohning
1996). Under the H-1B programme of the US, for example, quotas are currently set
a 195,000 per year (excluding dependents) for the country as a whole. In contradt,
the current totd annud quota for the Audaenderausweis B Programme is 22,000,
comprised of quotas of 10,000 for digribution by the Bund (Federd Government)
and 12,000 for digribution by the Cantons (regiond governments). As an example of
quotas a the company levd, Singapore imposes sector-specific “dependency
calings’ ® tha spedfy the maximum share of foreign workers with an Employment
Pass R in the totd company workforce (except for domedic services where
dependency cellings are not imposed). For example, in 1999, the dependency ceiling

in condruction was 83%.°

 In other words, dependency celings differ across industries, but are the same
within indudries

® The dependency cdllings in the manufacturing sector were refined in 1991, with
lower levies if the lower dependency celings has not been reeched yet, and higher



While dl programmes impose adminigrative permit fees of some sort (whose
megnitude may be negligible, as in Kuwat, or more dgnificat, as in the US),
Snggpore is the only country that uses economicdly-oriented fees to influence the
annud number of admissons under its Employment Pass RProgramme.  As shown
in Table A3, these so-cdled “foreign worker levies' are flexible!® and spedific to
sector and the ill leve of the foreign worker. Singgpore has used the combination
of economicdly oriented foregnworker levies and dependency celings to
“micromanage’ the inflow and employment of unskilled foreign workers.

In contrast to the H-1B Programme, Audaenderauswvels B Progranme, and
Employment Pass R Progranme, under the Bracero Programme, the Gastarbeiter
Programme, and the Kafala— Visa 18 Progranme, the annud number of admitted
fordgn workers is essatidly determined by maket forces with vey little
government intervention. Under such a “lassezfare’ gpproach, the inflow of
fordgn workers is lagdy deermined by naive employes demand for foreign
workers and thus essertidly becomes an “unplanned aggregate of firmwise

decisons’ (Bhagwati, Schatz et d. 1984).

levies if the lower (but not the upper) dependency celling has been surpassed.  This
refinement was eventudly preferred to the so-cdled “tender sysem” proposed by the
Minigry of Labour. Under such a sysem, the employers would bid for extra work
permits above the dependency calling, with permits issued for two years, and eech
sector having its own sysem and market for exchange The proposd was findly
rglected, however, due to oppodtion from unions, seeking to protect the jobs of ther
members, and employers who feared uncertainty in labour costs and labour supply
(Ruppert 2000).

10 The Minigtry of Manpower revises foreign-worker levies on an annua basis.
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With the exception of Singapore, dl of the TRWPs reviewed here supplement
ther admisson policdes with “labour market tests’ that effectivdy grant netive
workers a de-facto right to preferentid access to the nationd labour market. While
these tests may take on a variety of forms (for a theoretica discusson, see Béhning
1996), they generdly involve dements of attestation by the employer and
certification by the rdevant authorities (usudly municipa and/or federa labour
market offices) regarding the unavailability of netive workers.

For example, to goply for an H-1B work permit, US employers need to
submit a Labour Condition Application (LCA) to the Department of Labor (DOL),
atesing thet: (i) the employer will pay the temporary worker the higher of the actud
wage pad to other workers amilaly employed or the prevaling wage for the
occupdtion in the vidnity; (i) the employer will provide working conditions for H1-
B workers that will not adversdy affect the working conditions of smilarly Stuated
US workers, (iii) there is no drike or lockout in the course of a labour dispute
invalving the occupationd dassfication a the place of employment; and (iv) the
employer has provided notice of the goplication to the workers barganing
representative, or, if the fadlity is not unionised, has posted a notice in congpicuous
locations a the place of employment. “H-1B dependent” employers (i.e. firms with
more than a certain share of the workforce who are H1Bs) need to further attest that:
(v) no US workers are laid off for the three months before and the three months after

hiring of the H-1B, and thet (vi) dgnificat efforts have been made to recruit US
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workers.  If gpproved, the employer’s datedation is certified by the Department of
Labor. Labour market testsin Switzerland are Smilar in scope and sophidtication.

In contragt, under the Bracero Programme, the Gastarbeiter Programme, and
the Kafala-Visa 18 Programme, labour market teds are little more than formdities
with little effect in practice This, of course, may be expected given the laissezfaire
aoproach adopted by these programmes. Arguably, the primary reason for adopting a
laissezfaire approach and for not implementing serious labour market tests in these
countries is that they were aflicted with either absolute shortages of labour'® (as it
was the case during the Second World War in the United States, and during the post-
wa recovery in Gamany), or with dtizens unavalability for certan jobs (as it is
effectively the case in Kuwait, where ndives currently refuse to take up employment

in the private sector).

2.2 Sdection and Recruitment

The main paolicy variables in the sdection and recruitment of foreign workers
indude redrictions on the <ill and nationdity of foragn workers the duties
asociaed with sponsorship  requirements, and  the inditutiond  framework  for
linking up employers in the recelving country with workers in the sending country

(see Table Ad).

1 An absolute labour shortage occurs if the shortage is independent of the wage
offered, while a rdaive dortage implies a shortage of workers that are willing to
accept employment at a certain wage (Bohning 1996).



Of the TFWPs under condderdion, the American H1-B programme is the
only progranme that explictly redricts admisson to highly-skilled workers for
“goecidty occupdtions’, requiring “theoreticd and practical gpplication of a body of
gecidised knowledge dong with a least a bachdor degree or its equivdent”. The
Audaenderausveis B programme dso primaily targets highly skilled workers but
not exdusvedy 0 (i.e an Audaenderausweis B may be granted to a semi-skilled
foreign worker if no Swiss or EU worker can be found to fill the vacancy). On the
other hand, the Singgporean Employment Pass R programme explictly limits
admisson to semi-skilled workers (R1 Pass) and unskilled workers (R2 Pass) whose
monthly income is less than S$2,000. Similarly, the Bracero programme targeted
mainly unskilled (farm) workers. In contrast, due to generd labour shortages across
occupdtions, the German Gastarbeiter progranme and the Kuwati Kafala-Visa 18
programme do not expliatly tie digibility for admisson to any particular skill leve.

In addition to skill, most TFWPs ds0 sdect foreign workers based on ther
nationa origin. This may be a natura procedure where TRWPs are based on hilaterd
labour recruitment agreements (as in the Bracero programme!? and Gastarbeiter™®
progranme). In this cass, admisson is naurdly redricted to netionds from
countries that dgned such an agreement with the host country. However, nationd

oign may be a sdection criterion even in the absence of bilaerd recruitment

12 The American Bracero Programme was based on a bilaerd  recruitment
agresment with Mexico.



agreements. For example, as of 2001, Singapore explicitly redtricted the nationdities
of Employment Pass R holders to 14 countries, with spedific restrictions by sector**,
Smilaly, while not expliatly redricting admisson to workers from cetan
countries, admissons under the TFWPs in Switzerland in Kuwat are based on
“preference systems’. Switzerland operates a “dud recruitment system”, which gives
fird preference to dtizens of the EU and admits workers from other countries only in
exceptional cases. Similarly, dnce the Second Gulf War, Kuwat has had a dear
preference for admitting Adan over other Arab workers. Findly, of the ax TFWPs
under condderation, it appears that the H-1B programme is the only programme that
does not directly restrict gpplicants by their nationd origin in any significant way.
Importantly, dl sx TRWPs require that a foreign worker be sponsored by his
or her employer in the hog country. As shown in Table A4, the legd duties of a
soonsor vary across programmes, with the greatest differences between sponsor
duties under programmes for unskilled workers and programmes for highly skilled

workers. Under the former, sponsors are usudly required to repdriate the foreign

13 Germany struck hilatera recruitment agreemeents with Itay (1955), Spain and
Greece (1960), Turkey (1961 and 1964), Morocco (1963), Portugd (1964), Tunisa
$1965), and Yugodavia (1968).

4 As of 2001, the redrictions of nationdities by sector read as follows (i)
Manufecturing: Mdaysda, Hong Kong, Macau, South Korea, and Tawan; (i)
Condruction: Mdaysa, PRC, Indiaz Si Lanka, Thaland, Bangladesh, Myanmar,
Philippines, Pekigan, Hong Kong, South Korea, and Tawan; (i) Services
Mdaysa, Hong Kong, Macau, South Korea, and Tawan; (iv) Domedic Services
Madayda, Philippines, Indonesa, Thalland, Myabnmar, Sii Lanka, and Bangladesh.

15 Of courss it should be kept in mind that any restriction on skill implies that
naionds from certain countries (whose dtizens do not possess the required kills)
are effectively excluded from the programme.
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worker upon completion of the contract a the employer’s expense. To assure
employer compliance, the Bracero programme and the Employment Pass R
progranme require employers to make security bonds which are confiscated if the
employer fals to repariaie a foregn employee a the end of the contract period.
TFWPs for unskilled workers dso frequently require employers to provide
“adequate’ housing (as in the Bracero and Employment Pass R progranmes) and
ometimes d0 low-cog meds.  On the other hand, TFWPs for semi-skilled and
highly skilled workers usudly impose fewer duties on the employer. For example, in
both the H-1B progranme and the Audaenderausweis B progranme ndive
employers main duties are to treet their foragn workes in the same way as ndives
asfar as pay, fringe benefits, and working conditions are concerned.

Fndly, with regard to recruitment, some TRFWPs leave recruitment dmost
entirdy in the hands of privae recruitment agents (such as the programmes in
Kuwat and Singgpore), while other programmes largdy rely on public recruitment.
Exanples of the later indude the Bracero programme and the Gastarbeiter
programme. Under the Bracero programme, recruitment centers were st up in
Mexico, where goplicants where pre-sdected by Mexican authorities In contradt,
under the Gastarbeiter Programme, recruitment centers doroad were mainly

administered by German authorities.



2.3 Migrants Rights

All of the reviewed TFWPs accord temporary foreign workers rights thet are
ggnificantly smdler in number and scope than those granted to permanent resdents
and dtizens This section reviews the various programmes palicies pertaining to the
duration of the visa change of daus family reunion, employment and wege
redrictions, savings, and digibility for socid security benefits (see Table A5).

By definition, the visas and work permits issued under TFWPs are dl time-
limited. There is however, some vaiaion across progranmes in the number of
years for which resderce and employment are granted. On the one hand, the H-1B
progranme and the Employment Pass R programme impose drict limits to the
maximum number of years that a foregn worker can spend in the programme (Sx
and four years, respectivdy). On the other had, other programmes initidly issue
rddivdy short-lived work permits but dlow for unlimited renewds (see for
example, the Gastar beiter Programme and the Audaenderausweis B programme).

Closy rdated to the duration of the visa and work permits are the dighility
for a change in daus (to pemanent resdent) and family reunion. Agan, there are
congderable differences across programmes. The Bracero programme, Kafala-Visa
18 programme, and the Employment Pass Rprogramme explicitly prohibit a change
in gatus and family reunion. In contrast, under the Gastarbeiter programme, H-1B
programme, and the Audaenderausweis B programme, a foregn worker may be
granted both the right to permanent resdence (after a minimum resdence of a

catan number of years) and the right to family reunion. Under the Gastarbeiter
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programme, family reunion was dlowed if the worker was adle to provide housng
“autable for a family”. Foregn workers with H1-B and Audaenderauswveis B
permits have the right to bring soouses and minor children.  In the United States,
goouses are permitted to attend school but not take up employment. In Switzerland,
spouses of Audaenderauswels B holders may be granted permission to work.

With regard to redrictions on employment, wage, and savings, the reviewed
TFWPs ae quite Smilar. All programmes redrict employment of the admitted
foreign worker to a specific employer (and thus dso to a specific sector). In some
caxs, a trander to a new employer (without having to leave the country) § possible
after some time but need to be gpplied for (such as in Kuwait). In countries where
native workers compete with foreign workers for employment, wage redtrictions are
dso rdaivdy common. Employers are usudly required to trest foreign workers in
the same way as natives and pay a least the “prevailing wage’ in this occupation. 1©
Such redrictions are not in place in Kuwait and Singgpore, where native workers are
often unavalable for employment in sectors where Visa Number 18 holders and
Employment Pass R holders work. Findly, the Bracero programme is unique in that
it required native employers to withhold 10% of the foreign workers earnings for
depost in a Mexican savings fund and payable to the worker upon his return to

Mexico.

16 Of course, the assessment of the “prevaling wage’ in a given occupdion is a
controversd exercise.
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Except for countries that do not fit the sandard definition of a liberd
democracy (Kuwat and Singapore), TFWPs generdly offer temporay foreign
workers rights to a& lees a minimum of sodd security. Highly skilled H-1B and
Audaenderausweis B permit holders are granted the explicit right to equd trestment
with regard to socdd security. Smilaly, Gastarbeiter in Gamany were dso given
rights to certain socid benfits, induding unemployment benefits™”.

Findly, some progranmes dso impose redrictions on the non-employment
relaed rights of temporary foreign workers. For example, in Singapore, unskilled
temporary migrant workers do not have the right to get married to, or cohabit with, a
Snggporean citizen or a pamanent resdent. Femde nonresdet workers are
further required to undergo mandatory pregnancy teds every sx months with the
threast of immediate deportation in case of a pogtive tes result. Smilarly, in Kuwait,
a number of the (rdatively dgrict) regulaions protecting workers st out by the
Kuwaiti Labour Law can not be implemented as nonKuwaitis are dso (or, arguably,
fird and foremodt) subject to the Aliens Resdence Law with its drict Sipulations
regarding the sponsor’'s rights and duties in maiters of issuance, renewd, and/or
cancdlation of resdence permits. This dependence on the sponsor afeel) neturdly

creates room for violations of the rights of foreign workers.

17 As will be discussed later in the paper, the extenson of unemployment benfits
was a mgor reason why SO many of the lad-off Gastarbeiter remained in Garmany
after the recruitment stop in 1973.
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3 Adver se Consequences

The discusson in Section 2 suggests that there ae a number of quite
gonificat differences between the policies of the TFWPs under congderation. In
contradt, their consequences may be argued to be somewha more smilar with each
other. In paticular, critics of TFWPs can point to a collection of adverse
consequences that regularly appear despite widdy differing labour markets and
policy programmes. Thee empirica regularities or “sylised facts’, of TRWPs
indude’: (i) the emergence of “immigrant sectors’ in the host country’s labour
maket (“immigrant sectors’); (i) the vulnerability of migrant workers to various
foms of exploitation in recruitment and employment (“vulnerability”); (i) the
tendency of TFWPs to become longer in durdion and bigger in sze then initidly
envisaged (“bloating”); (iv) ndive workers oppodtion agang the introduction or
expanson of a TFWP (“ndive workers oppostion”); and (v) the emergence of
illegd foregn workers who, together with locd employers drcumvet the

programme (“circumvention”).  This section discusses each of these problems in

tum.

3.1 Immigrant Sectors

TRFWPs have often been accompanied by the segmentation of the hogt
country’s labour market and the emergence of “immigrant sectors’, undersood as
sectors that employ primarily or excdusvely foreign workers. Importantly, tre causd

rlationship between segmented markets and the employment of foreign workers



appears to be of the two-way (feedback) type in which one re-enforces the other. On
the one hand, a ssgmented labour market and the exigence of what is often
perceived as ‘undesrable work’ in “undedrable sectors’ that natives do not want to
take up any more have condituted a mgor reason for the inflow and concentrated
employment of foreign workers in these sectors. On the other hand, the redriction of
the employment of foreign workers to certain sectors and/or occupetions of the host
economy has led, or a least contributed, to the desertion of these sectors/occupations
by native workers, thus giving rise to (or & leest excaberaing) the (further)
segmentation of the labour market and the emergence of immigrant sectors.

Kuwait and Singapore are the best and mogt extreme cases in point. With the
increesing inflow and employment of foreign workers snce the rise in ail-prices in
the mid-1970s Kuwaiti citizens have effectivdy become unavalable for work in dl
types of economic activities and occupations in the private sector. As a result, private
sector employment in Kuwalt is now heavily dominaed by foreign workers who, as
of 1988, condituted 98% of the entire private sector workforce (see Table 1).
Despite the lack of comparable data for 2000, there is every reason to beieve that the
gtuation has not changed. As a result, encouraging Kuwaitis to take up employment
in the private sector remains one of Kuwait's mgor policy chdlenges (see Godfrey
and Ruhs, forthcoming).

Although less extreme than in Kuwat, the prevdence of immigrant sectors in
Sngapore is dso congderdble and continuoudy increesng. While the overdl share

of Employment Pass R holders in the tota labour force increased from 16.2% in
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1990 to 29.23% in 2000, the concentration of the employment of foreign workers
especidly notable and rgpid in condruction, where the share of Employment Pass R
holders in the totad workforce increased from 38.2% in 1990 to 67% in 2000 (see

Table 1).

Tablel1 Digribution and Per centage Sharesof Temporary Foreign Workers
Acrossand Within Sdected Economic Activitiesand Occupationsin Kuwait

and Singapor e

Kuwait Singapore
Visa 18 Holders in private sector only Employment Pass R Holders (“Non-Residents”) in all sectors
By Economic Activity By Economic Activity
1988 1996 1990 2000
WIR Trade, Res.+Hotels 39.82 (96) | 57.66 | Construction 18.92 (38.20) | 30.04 (67.04)
Construction 24.95(99) | 10.62 | S/SIP Services 26.83 (22.22) | 26.92(36.43)
SIC/P Services 10.38 (99) [ 11.55 | Manufacturing 43.00 (24.03) | 23.94 (33.65)
Total 100 (98) 100 Total 100 (16.20) 100 (29.23)
By Occupation By Occupation
1988 1996 1990 2000
Production and Related 5751(95) | 6351 | Productionand Related | 46.99 (24.63) | 36.74 (44.02)
Service Workers 10.21(99) | 8.28 Cleaners and Labourers | 36.32 (39.11) | 38.24 (69.92)
Total 100 (98) 100 Total 100 (16.20) 100 (29.16)

* Shares of foreign workers within economic activities and occupations in parentheses
Sources: author’ s computations based on data provided by the Kuwaiti Ministry of Planning (Annual
Statistical Abstract, variousissues) and the Singapore Department of Statistics (SNGSTAT)

Smilaly, the shae of Braceros in the Cdifornian Agriculturd labour force

gradudly increased from about 2% in 1949 to about 27% in 1959 (see Table 2).

Notably, Braceros primaily replaced nonloca US workers (i.e. “dustbowlers’ from

Southwestern States such as Oklahoma) rather than locd (Cdifornian) US workers.

Table2 Compodtion of Labour Forcein Californian Agriculture, 1949 & 1959

Locas Non-Locas* Braceros
1949 - August 123,700 (69.1%) | 52,000 (29.1%) | 3,300 (1.8%)
1959 - August 122,000 (54.5%) | 41,000 (18.3%) | 60,700 (27.2%)

* Non-Local srefer to out-of-state US workers who migrated to Californiafor work
Source; Gdarza 1964, pages 96-97
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Due to the rgpid economic growth during pos-war recovery, the emergence
of immigrant sectors gppears to have been less of a problem during the operation of
the Gastarbeiter programme in Gamany. However, as discussed in more detal in
section 3.5, the employment of Gastarbeiter did not stop with the offidd end of the
progranme in 1973 and there hes been & leat some concentration in the
employment of former Gastarbeiter who choseto remain in Germany after 1973.

Importantly, there is evidence that immigrantisstion of certan sectors of
production also occurs, a least to some extent, under programmes that exdusvely or
primarily target highly-skilled foreign workers (such as the H-1B programme and the
Audaenderausweis B programme). As shown in Table 3, between 1980 and 1990,
there was a notable increase in the share of foregnborn engineers and scientists

employed in the American high-technology indudtry.

Table3 Foreignborn (FB) Engineersand Scientists Employed in the High-
Technology Industry in Stateswith Hight Technology Regions, 1980 and 1990

California Massachusetts Texas North Caralina
Total % FB Total % FB Total % FB | Tota % FB

1980
Engineers 77,580 16.8] 17,040 921 15,620 7.2 3680 2.7
Mathematicians and computer scientists 17,200 10.9 5,560 6.1 5,780 6.6 1,060 75
Natural scientists 2,260 195 500 36.0 320 6.3 80 0.0
Total 97,040 1581 23,100 907 21,720 701 4820 3.7
1990
Engineers 98,972 2371 18123 1421 26,932 1151 5622 75
Mathematicians and computer scientists 47,055 2151 15238 15217 15581 98 354 6.7
Natural scientists 2,233 23.2 238 0 445 115 IE) 0
Total 148,260 230 33,599 1451 42,958 109 9291 71

Source: Bureau of the Census, 1992; as given in Alarcon (2001), p. 242.
There are two main problems with the emergence of immigrant sectors Ars,

in a segmented dbour market, such sectors are often afflicted by lowered wages and




deteriorating working conditions!® As a result, the sectors which have been targeted
for temporay migrant worker programmes eventudly devdop a “dructurd
demand™®® for foreign workers and thus suffer from permanent versions of the very
shortages of natives the migrants were imported to cure.

A second and related problem is that immigrant sectors may leed, or a leest
contribute to, sodd exdusons and magindision of the foreign workers employed
in these sectors. The presence of a separate socid dass of migrant workers may

generdte and fud intderance and xenophobic sentiments  within  the native

population.

18 In Kuwait, for example, red wages in manufacturing (where 95% of dl workers
are Non-Kuwaltis) fdl by more than 30% in the period 1983-1997. In the
condruction sector (where 99% of dl workers are NonKuwaitis), red wages fdl by
as much as 46% during the same period (Godfrey and Ruhs 2002). To give another
exanple Weingein (2000) discusses how the rigng share of foreigners among
stence PhD dudents and pogt-doctord fdlows in the US drives down wages and
working conditions, thereby discouraging native Americans to enter these fidd of
Sudy and employment.

19 Most explanations of the structurd demand for immigrant labor are based m the
dud labor market hypothess (for a review see Berger and Piore 1980). It suggests
that the overd! labor market is divided into a primary and secondary segment, with
naive labor working predominantly in the former, and migrants confined to the
letter. Due to the lack of redrictions and regulaions in the secondary labor market,
migrant workers may essentidly be lad-off whenever required. The argument is that
there is a fundamenta duaism between capita and labor in the production process
While labor can be lad off, cepitd is a fixed factor which can only be ‘idled.
Hence, where overdl demand can be divided into permanent and temporary portions,
naive workers will be employed in rdaivdy capitd-intensve methods to stidfy the
permanent demand, and migrant labor will be required and employed in redively
labor-intendve methods to meet the temporary (seasond) demand (Fiore 1979, p.
36).



3.2 Vulnerability

Having left thar home countries, temporary foreign workers are inherently
more vulnerable to deprivation of even the mogt basc humen rights then the dtizens
(and permanent residents) of both the sending and receiving countries. 2°  The mén
problem is the absence of an inditutiond entity that accepts, and is in a pogtion to
assume, full responghility for the legd protection of temporary foreign workers
rights in the receiving country. On the one hand, the sending country generdly does
not have any legd juridiction outsde its teritory. The host country, on the other
hand, is often rductant to assume full responghility unless migrant workers are
permanent resdents or become ditizens (see the discusson in section 2.3). Findly, as
reflected by the disgppointingly low numbers of ratification of the three globd legd
indruments developed for the protection of migrant workers:, the efforts by
internationd organisations to effectively represent and protect the rights and interests

of migrant workers have so far had only very limited success.

20 The vaious forms of vulnerability of migrait workers have been recently
summarised in a specid edition of International Migration (Quarterly Review,
Volume 38, Number 6, Specid |ssue 2/2000).

21 They indude the Migration of Employment Convention of 1949 (ILO Convention
N0.97), the Migrant Workers (Supplementary Provisions) Convention of 1975 (ILO
Convention No0.143), and the Internationd Convention on the Protection of the
Rights of All Migrant Workers and the Members of ther Families, adopted by the
UN Gengd Assambly in 1990 (MWC). ILO Convention No. 97 (which came into
force on 22 January 1952) has been raified by 42 member daes while ILO
Convention No. 143 (which came into force in 1978) has been rdified by only 18
member sates. The MWC has s0 far been sgned by 19 state members and therefore
not come into force yet (for which 20 ratifications are required). Importantly, the few
countries that have rdified migrant workers conventions are predominantly migrant-
sending rather than migrant-receiving countries.
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Vunegabiliies manly aise in the private recruitment and employment of
foreign workers. In principle, the involvement of private recruitment agents may be
an dfidet way of linking employers in the recaiving country with foreign workers
in the sending country and there are good arguments for aranging recruitment
through privale raher than public recruitment agences For example, some
governments may not have the financid and personne resources to organise public
recruitment. Private recruiters may dso have greater incentives to actively search for
as many dients and possble rather than just wait for dients as it is often the case
with public recruitment offices (Bohning 1996). However, some recruitment agents
have taken advantage of migrant workers limited information about working and
living conditions in the hog country by misnforming them and charging excessve
fees that bear little resamblance to the actud recruitment and placement cods
incurred by these agencies. In Kuwait, for example, foregn workers who migrate
through (and base ther wage expectaion on the information provided by)
recruitment agencies incur ggnificantly higher  recruitment cods (and  receve
sgnificatly lower wages) then the cods incurred (and wages received) when
migrating through (and basng wage expectations on) other recruitment channds

such asfriends and relatives or direct contact with employers (see Table 4).



Table4 Foreign workers recruitment cogts, actual wages and expected wagesin
the private business sector in Kuwait, by mode of recruitment and bass of wage
expectation (units Kuwaiti Dinar, unless indicated otherwise)

I: Average of [I: Recruitment through

all modes of recruitment Visa/Recruitment Agency (%share in 1)
Travel costs (average) 159.33 475.00* (298%)
Visa costs (average) 396.18 442 .27 (112%)
Other recruitment costs (average) 111.48 271.25 (243%)
Total costs (average) 666.99 1,188.52 (178%)
[excluding travel costs] [507.66] [713.52 (141%)]

[1I: Average of all bases IV: Expectation based on promise from recruitment

of expectation agency/sponsor/employer (*share in Ill)

Current monthly wage (average) 162.73 115.70 (72%)
Expected monthly wage (average) 161.56 135.97 (84%)
Current wage / Expected wage 1 0.85

* Lessthan five observations
Source: ILO Survey (2001) of Foreign Workersin Kuwait’'s Private Business Sector (N=300).

Temporary foregn workers in Singgpore face dmilar  vulnerahilities to
exploitation in the recruitment process Due to the great supply of foregn workers
and intense competition between recruitment agencies, there have been reports that
recruitment agencies in Singapore need to pay employers to “resarve’ work permits
for foreign workers. This “kick back feg’ has been estimated to be about S$1,500 per
employment pass holder. Furthermore, some recruitment agencies have dso been
reported to offer free recruitment services for employers  (Atipas 2000). This hes

further contributed to keeping recruitment fees for foreign workers high#?

22 |n her survey of Tha workers in Singapore, Atipas (2000) finds that the totdl
recruitment fee for unskilled Tha workers amounted to about 50,000 Tha Baht, of
which it has been edimated that one third goes to the employer, one third to the
Singgporean agent, and one third to the Tha agent. Importantly, a the time of the
urvey, the offidd commisson chages st by the Minisry of Labour and Socid
Wedfare in Thaland amounted to 22500 Baht which incduded a month's wege,
typically about 8,000 Baht, plus expenses of about 15,000 Baht (Atipas 2000, p.7).
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Although generaing condderably fewer vulnerabilities for temporary foreign
workers,  TFWPs with public recruitment mechaniams (such as the Bracero
progranme and the Gastarbeiter programme) and/or mainly highly skilled workers
as ther target groups (such as the H-1B progranme and Audaenderausnveis B
programme) have shown to be not immune to vulnerdbilities in recruitment. For
example, Braceros sometimes had to bribe Mexican recruitment authorities to be
conddered for erployment in the US (Gdarza 1964, p.81). One can easly see how
gmilar problems emerged under the Gastarbeiter Programme, where German
recruitment agencies aoroad maintained “priority ligs’ as pat of a sysem of rather
long “waiting ligts’ (Miller and Martin 1982).

Vulnerabilities in employment mainly aise because of the sponsorship
requirement (e section 2.2) that often results in employers ganing excessve
control over sponsored foreign workers that they do not exert over comparade naive
workers (manly through the condant threst of deportation). This may incude late
wage payments, contract substitutior?® leading to lower then initidly agresd wages
and unreasonable work expectations, redrictions on movement, and sometimes even

physca or sud intimidation. There is evidence thet, while varying in degres

23 “Contract substitution” refers to a practice whereby, despite having signed an
authorised contract prior to departure, upon ariva in the country of employment, the
migrant worker is issued with a new contract specifying lower conditions of work,
pay, and so on (ILO 1999).
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these problems ae rddivey regular occurrences of TRWPs, especidly of
programmes for unskilled workers*

Importantly, vulnerabilities in employment are not necessarily redtricted to
unskilled foreign workers.  For example, there have been increesng indances of
abuse of the H-1B programme, where workers are brought into the United States to
work, but are not employed and receve no pay until jobs become avaladle (a
practise known as “benching”’). Furthermore, 99 invedigdaions by the US
Department of Labour in the period 1996-2000 reveded that $2,380,440 was due in
back wages, involving 620 employees. A 1996 report found that 19% of H-1B
workers were paid wages that were lower then specified on the LCA. Fndly,
employers have adso been found to withhold wages from employees who have

voluntarily left for employment e sewhere (source).

3.3 Bloating

Blogting refers to the initidly-unforeseen prolongation of a TFWP and the
initially- unanticipated increases in the legal intake of foreign workers®.

Once in place, TFWPs tend to be difficult to terminate. Foreign workers who

have initidly atested to intending a temporary stay tend to adjust their expectaions

24 For evidence of these vulnerabilities see, for example Gdaza (1964) for the
Bracero Programme; Dde (1999) for the Gastarbeiter programme; Atipas (2000) for
the Employment Pass R progranme; and Longva (1997) for the Kafala-Visa 18
rogramme.

S Theinflow of illegal workersis discussed in section 3.5.
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to a longer day, permanent reddency, andlor dtizenship. This change in
expectations may be voluntary or forced.

On the one hand, having lived and worked in the country for a certan number
of years migrant workers may smply abandon ther origind plans of returning home
and prefer to reman in the hog country ingead. For example, falowing Germany’s
recruitment gop in 1973, many Gadtarbeiter preferred to reman (unemployed) in
Gamany, where they were digible for unemployment benefits to returning home.
Alternatively, those workers who do return home after the cesstion of their contract
(or of the whole TFWP) may do s0 with an increased probability of returning to the
recaving country for further employment, ather legdly or illegdly. Masssy and
Liang (1989) provide econometric evidence for this hypothess for the case of
Braceros.

On the other hand, unanticipated exploitation, especidly lower than expected
income and thus savings, may force foreign workers to say and work in the country
much longer then initidly intended. Minz and Ulrich (1997) suggest that many
Gastarbeiter found that they could not save enough money to return home and thus
hed to prolong therr stay. Similarly, the lower then expected wages received by some
foredign workers in Kuwait (see Table 2) are likdy to be mgor reasons for the

decision to remain in Kuwait for amuch longer period then initialy intended®®

26 A recent ILO survey of 300 foreign workers employed in Kuwait's private sector
found that, on average, foreign workers intend to stay in Kuwait for 5.34 years, but
end up Staying for at leest 8.12 years.



There may dso be dgnificant pressure for prolongation of the TFWP from
sakeholders in the host country, especidly from employers and recruitment agents.
As discussed in section 3.1, the segmentation of labour markets may make jobs in
“immigrant sectors’ of the economy unacceptable to netive workers, even in times of
unemployment?’ Having developed a permanent dependence on foreign labour,
native employers in these sectors may thus be very rductant to agree to end the
TRWP?®

Furthermore, where the operation of a TFWP has led to the emergence of a
“labour immigration indugry” that generates dgnificant income for privae
recruitment agents and providers of various private services to foreign workers, the
termination of a TFWP may not only be pdliticaly difficult but aso economicdly
costly.

In a gmilar ven, the detection and forceful repatriaion of foreign workers
without vaid work permits has proven not only difficult and codly to implement, but
ds politicdly difficult to cary out in liberd democracies. As a result, the cessation

of TRWPs sometimes leads to dther pemanent settlement of former temporary

2" For example, efforts by Southesst Asian countries to fill the vacancies resulting
from foregn worker repatriation drives following the outbresk of economic crigs in
1997 faled spectacularly. It soon became clear that unemployed native workers were
not willing to take up employment in “immigrant sectors’, epeddly in rice milling
and fisheries As ndive employers showed little willingness to make these jobs more
dtractive to natives by raisng wages or improving working conditions, the scae of
migrant worker repariations actudly caried out in the end was much smdler then
initially suggested by the government.
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foreign workers with the government’s consant (as it hgppened with the Gastarbeiter
programme in Germany), or to the cregtion of a large pool of illegd foreign workers
(asit happened with the Bracer o programme in the United States).

A seocond aspect of bloating concarns initidly unplanned increases in the Sze
of the legd intake. This mainly hgppens because of the above discussed interests of
ndive employers and recruitment agents as wdl as domedic and internationa
pressures to grant foreign workers who have dayed in the recelving country for a
rdativdy long time the right to family reunification.?® For example, following and
despite the offidd recruitment stop in 1973, the totd number of resdent foreigners
in Garmany kept increasing from about 4 million in 1973 to 44 million in 1985, with
the overdl attivity rate of foreigners in Germany fdling from about 62% in 1973 to
36% in 1985. While pat of the increase in the number of foreigners was due to
increesed inflows of asylum seekers (especidly during 1979-1981), the bulk of the
inctceexe was accounted for by family reunification and ggnificant  “naturd
increases’ due to high birth rates (Ruhs 2001). Smilarly, in the United States, it has
been agued tha isuances of temporay H-1B visas supports “expectations of
permanency”. It is esimaed that 47% of the entering H-1B cohort of 1993 have

adjugted to permanent status (Lowvell 2000).

28 |n addition, employers are d=o likely to have a strong preference for kesping the
same worker for an extended period, rather than having to assmilate a new batch of
workers every few years.

29 Again, the prevdence of domedic pressures is usudly confined to liberd
democracies.
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The recently much-discussed network effects and the sdlf-perpetuating nature
of migration flows (i.e initid migraion flows generate further flows) may further
contribute to unplanned increeses in the inflows of foregn workers. The empirica
importance of the presence of friends and redatives in the recaving country as a
mgor determinant of migration is now wel established (sse Massey 1993, 1994 for a
generd overview and presentation of the evidence™).

The main problem with bloating is that it reduces policy-maker’s control over
the policy parameters (espedidly over the size) of the TFWP3! This credtes the
danger that the programme “takes on a life of its own” and develops into something
that looks very different, and generates very different consequences, from what it
wes initidly designed to be and do. For example, where bloding is primarily driven
by the pdliticd influence of naive employers and recruiters, wages and working
conditions may be driven down to leves tha are undesrable not only from the
migrants pant of view but even to policymakers in the hogt country. This is
especidly true for countries in which policymekers have chosen to implement

TFWPs as a tool of sdective and sector-specific indudrid policy (as it is the casg,

30 Also see Atipas (2000) for the importance of networks as a determinant of
migration to Singgpore; Shah (2000) for migration to Kuwait; and Massey and Liang
51989) for migration of the descendants of Braceros.

LIt is important to point out that the prolongation and expansion of TRWPs may, in
fact, leed to highly dedrable consequences for dl ddes. However, the point of the
discusson here is that it is dedrable that any quantitative or quditative changes to
TRFWPs ae, a leadt to the furthest extent possible, intended and under the control of
policy-makers.



for example, in Singapore). 32 In particular, where one of the objedtives of industria
policy is to encourage innovation and labour-saving technicad change, policy-makers
may drictly didike wages that ae 0 low tha they discourage ndive employers
efforts to explore other posshiliies for labour-saving technica change (such as
mechanisation).

In addition to the adverse economic effects of bloating programmes, the loss
of control over the number and the period of dtay of (supposedly temporary)
foreigner workers entering and taking up employment in the country dso rases
broader concerns about the impact of a “seemingly uncontrollable’ inflow of foreign
workers on the host country’s society a large. In particular, the notion that the
government has “logt control” over the size of the TFWP, may fud xenophobic

sntiments™ and security concerns™ among the native population which may result

32 Chang (1994) defines industrid policy as ‘a policy amed a particular industries
(and firms and their components) to achieve the outcomes that are perceived by the
date to be efficient for the economy as a whole' (p.60). To put it into the context of
TFWPs aming tha cdls for immigrant workers ae based on  efficiency
congderations @ the micro levd, i.e on the profit-maximization cdculus of firms
the caiticd indugrid policy quegion is whether the sttidaction of individud and
sectord demands induces datic and dynamic efficiency a the macro levd, i.e. of the
economy as a whole. While the badc ‘horizontal-policy’ question is whether to
admit immigrants (to dl sectors) or not, a possble verticd policy would be to
prohibit/regtrict the employment of foregn workers in some indudries, while a the
same time tolerate or even fadlitate the employment of immigrants in other sectors
Also, as employer demand for foreign labor generdly persds over an extended
period of time the ‘timing and ‘sequencing of granting drategc indudries
differentid access to immigrants may be of dgnificant importance for the overdl
deve opment of the economy.

% In her sudy of the determinants of the evolution of right-wing edremism in six
Wedern European countries, Knigge (1998) finds that, together with public



in an immigration back-lash that may both adversdy affect dl foregn workers in the
country and reduce or even diminate the benefits of the origind TFWP to the hogt

country.

3.4 Oppodtion

In liberd democracies, the introduction and implementation of a TRFWP is
generdly preceded and accompanied by heated debates over policy parameters. Most
debates are consequentidist in nature and discuss the desrable choice of policy
paamders in tems of ther impact on economic effidency, didtribution, nationd
identity, and the rights of citizens. While the debates about the noneconomic effects
on nationd identity and dtizens rights are usHly country-specific, discussons
about the economic impact of TFWPs ae vey dmilar across countries and
programmes. On purely economic grounds, the introduction or expanson of a TFWP
is typicdly opposed by native workers who ae going to compete with foreign

workers over jobs and wages®® Competing naive workers thus perceive the

disstidaction with the pdliticad regime, rigng levds of immigraion sgnificantly
fadlitate right-wing extremiam.

34 This is epedidly true for countries with very high shares of foreigners in the totd
population. In Kuwvait, for example, current efforts to “locdisg’” the workforce are a
direct result of increesng security concerns gemming from what is perceved to be
an excess supply of foreign workersin the country.

% This is generdly true in countries with a smdll or only modest number of illegd
labour migrants. Where illegd migrants conditute a large share of totd labour
immigration, and where it is thought to be impossble to ggnificantly curb illegd
immigration through increesed meesures of lav enforcemert, such as in Itay or in
Spain, native workers (trade unions) have actudly shown some support for more
legd admissons (e, for example, Waets 2000). The smple rationde of native
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employment of foreign workers as a threast to their economic security.®® Johnson
(1980) suggeted a sSmple economic modd that raiondises these popular

perceptions a atheoreticd levd (see Figure 1).

Figure 1. Effectsof Immigration on Wages and Employment
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Figure 1 depicts a labour market with dagtic supply curves. The inflow of Lp-
L; foreign workers shifts the labor supply curve from § to &, wages fdl from w to
wWo, and retive employment in this sector is reduced by b-a In this modd, the
reduction in naive employment (known as the ‘replacement effect’ of immigration)
criticaly depends on the dadicity of labour supply. If labour supply is completdy

indadiic, then the rate of labour market replacement ) equas zero. On the other

workers is that legd foregn workers exert less pressure on wages and working
conditionsthan illegd foregn workers.

% For example, in his andyss of the determinants of public atitudes toward
immigration policy in the United States, Kesder (2001, p.24) finds that “messures of
kill that gppropriatdy link immigration induced changes in the labor market to wage
and employment progpects of ditizens ae drongly associaed with podtions on
immigration policy” (p.24).



hand, if labour supply is completely dadtic, there is one-for-one replacement (b=1).
In dl other cases, i.e if the supply curve is up-ward doping, b depends on the
dadicities of labour demand and supply, and the share of immigrant workers in totd
unskilled labour (Johnson 1980).

On the other hand, TFWPs are typicdly supported by native employers who
are percaved to gan from labour immigration a the expense of native workers. The
perogption that immigration benefits netive employers a the expense of naive
workers is theoreticdly rationdised by a dmple modd proposed by Borjas (1995).
This modd is identicd to that underlying Fgure 1 except that the labour supply
curves are now assumed to be completdy indadtic (such that possble replacement

effects of immigration are ignored).

Figure2: Effectsof Immigration on Efficiency and Digtribution
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In Fgure 2, the inflow of L,-L1 toreign labour shifts the labour supply curve

from S to S, thereby lowering wages from wi to w2. Two welfare effects of labour
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immigration may be didinguished. Firs, the inflow of migrant workers increases
naiond income (defined as the tota income accruing to ditizens of the recaving
country) by the triangular area BDE (the “effidency effect”). At the same time
however, labour immigration redigtributes income (captured by the area ABCD)
from naive workers to native employers (the “redistribution effect”).3” In other
words, this modd suggests that, without ay redidributive messures, labour
immigration is likdy to geneae only a potential Pareto efficdency gan for the
dtizens of the hot economy. A potentid effidency gain is an outcome in which
there are winnes and losars but totd gans outwegh totd cogsts such that, in
principle, losars could be compensated by winners (Hicks 1939, Kador 1939)38 In
this context, the winners are native employers and the losers are native workers —
hence the latter’ s oppodtion to labour immigration.

To be sure the way the described modes perceive labour immigration
(namdy, as nothing more than an increase in the supply of homogeneous labour) is
vey limited and does not capture dl the actud policy components of a TFWP. In

truth, we often know very little about the effects of migrants on economic efficency

37 Importantly, the redisribution effect is likdy to sgnificaly outwegh the
effidency effect. Asuming that labor’'s share of income is 70 percent, that the factor
price dadticity is 0.3, and that immigrants make up 10 percent of the US workforce,
Borjas's (1995) back-of-the-envdope cdculdions of the wdfae effects of
immigration for the US econony suggest that immigration increeses GDP by 0.1%,
rases capitd income by 2% of GDP, and lowers labour income by 1.9% of GDP.
Thee results imply that the digributiond effect is dmog twenty times as large as
the efficiency effect.

38 Note that it is rot required that compensation actudly takes place, but only that, if
it takes place, a Pareto efficient outcome could be achieved.
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and didribution as migrants various economic impacts are numerous, inter-related
and difficult to isolate. Neverthdess, Johnson's (1980) and Borjas's (1995) smple
modds nedly cgpture and explan ndive dekeholders  empiricaly-observed
pogitionsin labour immigration debates

As mentioned before, opposition to TRWPs on economic grounds is generdly
confined to naive workers who compete with foreign workers in the same labour
market. Where this is not the case, such as in cetan sectors in Singapore (eg.
construction) and Kuwait (eg. the private sector), such opposition isless prevaent®

In addition, the extent of netive workers oppodgtion is typicaly negeivey
corrdlated with economic growth and labour demand. For example, dthough
concerned about adverse impacts on wages and working conditions, German trade
unions showed only moderate oppodtion to the introduction of the Gastarbeiter
progranme  during  the  high-growth  years following the Second World War *°
However, when oil prices began to rise in the early 1970s oppodtion to the
continued employment of foregn workers grew much stronger and eventudly led to

the foomd cessation of the programme in 1973. Smilaly, the Naiond Agriculturd

39 Note that, in addition to having largdy non-competing native workers, Kuwait and
Sngapore ae dso the only countries under condderation that are not liberd
democracies.

0 However, unions did meke it dear that a labour immigration programme would
only be accepteble if foreign workers were given guarantees of equa wages and
working conditions, such tha the wages and working conditions of natives would
not be undemined. The trade unions were eventudly dosdy involved in the
formulation of the guet-worker programme and ther demands were eventudly
saidfied. This has been interpreted as evidence of the highly consmsud policy-
meking at the time (Hollifield 1992).
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Workers Union in Cdifornia played a rdativdy smdl role in the esablisiment and
ealy phases of the Bracero programme during the early 1940s (when agriculturd
labour was in high demand due to the ongoing war). However, it became much
more vocd in its oppogtion to the Bracero Programme in the late 1950s and early
1960s, when it had become dear that the employment of Braceros was adversdy
affecting the wages and working conditions of American farm labour (Griego 1983).

Findly, ndive worker oppodtion to TFWPs is not only confined to
programmes that target unskilled workers. The best example is the recent hested
discusson surrounding the decison of the US Congress to sgnificantly raise the cap
onH-1B workers.

Native workers opposition is a mgor keason for kegping the sze of TFWPs
in most countries rdaivey amdl. It thus prevents TRWPs from redisng thar full
potentid of benefiting al ddes involved, induding a much grester number of
potentid migrant workers than are currently admitted ad employed in the exiging

programmes.

3.5 Circumvention

As with dl lavs and government programmes, TFWPs may and have been
cdrcumvented — dther through illegdly entering and teking up employment in the
hog ocountry without joining the programme (if one exids), or through initidly
joning the programme but eventudly exiing without returning home




Circumvention of a TFWP naturdly leads to the presence of illegd migrant workers
Obsarvers of globd migration flows frequently suggest thet illegd migration flows
ae in fadt, ganing in importance visavis legd migraion flows Of coursg the
increase in illegd migraion cannot be directly rdaed to drcumvention of TRWPs
done, as illegd migration often takes place in regponse to the complete absence of a
TFWP (i.e. in response to a closed-border policy). Neverthdess, a sgnificant share
of illegd migrants reside and work in countries that do operate TFWPs.

All of the Sx TFWPs under congderation have generated a least some illegd
immigaion. The extent of illegd immigraion has probably been mog dgnificat in
the United States. As shown in Fgure 3, the Bracero programme was accompanied
by massve illegd immigration between 1946 and 1956. By the late 1960s, the
govenment had managed to more or less contain the problem through a number of
policy meesures, induding large-scde regulaisation exercises (“Drying out  the
Wetbacks’) and drict border control and internd  enforcement  (“Operdtion
Wetback”). However, there has been a rapidly increesng inflow of illegd foreign
workers dnce the late 1960s (after the end of the Bracero Programme in 1964). In
fact, the emergence of a lage pool of illegd migrant workers has been frequently
described as the primary legacy of the Bracero Programme (seg, for example, Martin

and Teitelbaum 2001). **

41 Recent anayses of Census Bureau Data and Labour Department records revedled
that the number of undocumented foreign workers in the United States might be as
high as 11 million, rather than d9x million as etimaed by the US Immigration and
Naturdization Service (INS).
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Figure 3: Deportable Aliens Located in the United States, 1940-1999
(Source: see Table A6)
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While not a mgor problem a the time, there have been reports of some

illegd immigraion and employmat during the Gastarbeiter recruitment period in

Geamany. For example, because of long wating ligs, many Turks did not want to

wait and entered Garmany as tourigs and took up employment “illegdly”, mainly in

congtruction and restaurants.

Importantly, even countries that introduced very harsh messures agang

adrcumvention of thear TRFWPs such as Singgpore and Kuwait, have not been

immune to the problem. In Singgpore, a recent Immigration Amendment Act (1998)

sonificantly increesed the punisment of dl agents involved in illegd immigration.

The maximum punishment for illegd entry was revisad to Sx months jal and three
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drokes of the cane with traffickers and those who abet illegd immigration and
departure dso lidble to caning and sx to 24 months of jal. The Act dso rased the
pendty for employing an irregular immigrant to S$20,000 ad dipulated that
company chief's would be hdd persondly lidble® There are now dso drict
punishments for harbouring anillegd immigrant.*3

Although data are scarce and probably not indicative of the actud extent of
illegd immigration, avaldde etimates (see Table 5) suggest that the number of
illegd foregn workers has risen congderably snce the mid 1990s and the Adan
aiss*, desite a rdaively srict policy againg illegd immigration since the late

1980s*°

42 Another messure implemented in 1998 was the introduction of new work permit
identification cards with enhanced security features (including fingerprints  and
photograph) for foreign work permit holders (“3-in-1"card: work permit, vist pass,
and disembarkation/embarkation card). Public law enforcement vehides ae
equipped with online computers that may be used to check the identity and legd
datus of any foreign worker with aWork Pamit Identification Card.

3 From 1 August 2000, homeowners have been able to check the legd (immigration)
datus of their foreign tenants online a

http:/Avww.gov.symha/sr/check _immi/check_immi_gshtml

4 Mog illegd foreign workers are gpprehended in the condruction industry.
Interestingly, an invedtigation carried out by the Minisry of Labour in 1995 reveded
tha mos of the convicted employers of illegd immigrants in the condruction
industry had not reeched ther dependency celings yet and were thus actudly
dlowed to hire more legd workers. However, these employers deliberately chose to
hireillegd foreign workers, thereby avoiding the foreign worker levy (Wong 1997).

4> Due to a lack of data for 1999 and 2000, it is too early to assess the effectiveness
of the described messures introduced in 1998.



Table5: Arrested Illegal Foreign Workersin Singapore, 1983-1998

1983 (1985 [ 1991 | 1992 |1993 | 1995 1997 1998

Arrested illegal | 3,700T [ 9,500t | 2,090t | 1,797% | 1,538 | 10,0002 | 14,0002 | 23,0002
foreign workers

Sources * Minigry of Labour, © Snggpore Immigration and Regigration (SR)

Smilaly, while it managed to avoid the problem for a rdadively long time
Kuwait has recently aso been confronted with what gppears to have become a
ggnificant number of illegd foreign workers Under the kafala recruitment system,
foreigners are permitted to enter and take up employment in Kuwait only if they are
under the sponsorship of a Kuwaiti kafeel (=gponsor).  Importantly, Kuwaiti law
dipulaes that the kafeel and employer of a foreign worker must be one and the same
person. However, there is now an increesngly common practice of “sdling visss’,
i.e. the kafeel no longer fulfils the role as the employer of the foreigner under his or
her sponsorship. Instead, some kafeels sdl visas to the foreign worker (either directly
or indirectly by <ling it to a recuitment agency in the potentid immigrant's
country of origin) with the unwritten underdanding thet the foreigner can work for
an employer other than the sponsor. Such a visa has become known as an “Azad
(free) Vid'. In her study, Shah (2000) reports that about 15% of the 800 foreign
workers interviewed sad that they had come on such an “Azad Visa'. An annedy in
1997, dlowing dl foreign workers in illegd datus to leave the country without being
fined or jaled, encouraged 11,000 persons to come forth and leave the country (Shah

and Menon 1999).




Findly, it is probebly safe to generdise tha TRWPs that target highly skilled
workers have been less affected by drcumvention than programmes that target
largdy unskilled workers: However, while evidence of dgnificant drcumvention is
more difficult to come by, one may expect TFWPs that target highly skilled workers
to dso be accompanied by at least someillegd employment of foreign workers.

Importantly, while being a seious problem in itHf, drcumvention dso
exacerbates some of the other adverse consequences of TFWPs. For example, illega
foreign workers ae even more vulnerable to exploitation and abuse by both
employers and recruiters (“traffickers’) than legd migrants. Furthermore, illegd
immigration aso digorts the intended mechanisms of a TFWP. For example, where
chegp illegd migrant labour can be hired without much risk of detection and fired
whenever convenient, naive employers may actudly prefer to hire illegd migrant

workers rather than workers that have been admitted through the TFWP.

4 Implications

Despite some common dements of policy dedgn (such as the redtriction of
employment to the sponsor)*® and some differences in outcomes (such as illegd
immigration, which was a sarious problem for the Bracero programme but a
somewhat amdler problem under the Gastarbeiter programme), the discusson thus

far suggests that TFWPs have been quite different in design but more smilar in ther
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adverse consequences. Importantly, it appears as if policy-makers face a trade-off in
adverse conseguences, with different combinations of policy parameters generating
the same st of adverse consequences but to different degrees. For example, in
Kuwait and Singgpore, native worker oppostion to TFWP has been reduced a the
cost of dmaost complete ssgmentation of the labour market.

Wha ae the policy implicaions of this empiricd evidence? There ae
basicdly two ways of interpreting the evidence. On one had, the empirica evidence
may be used to ague tha TFWPs smply do not work and should therefore be
abandoned dtogether (the negaive argument). On the other hand, it could be argued
that the empiricad evidence Smply suggests that TFWPs — as we know them — do not
work, but that there is a possbility, and a need, to learn from past policy falures and
desgn new types of TRFWPs tha avoid these midekes (the podtive argument).
Section 4.1 briefly discusses and evaduates each of these views. Section 4.2 then

identifies the basic palicy principles for making TFWPs work.

4.1 The Need to Make TFWPsWork

Given that “guest worker programmes have faled wherever and whenever
they have been tried” (Matin 2000), there appears to be a consensus among
academic scholars of TFWPs that such programmes are a mirage (Martin and

Tatdbaum 2001), such that “Gadarbeter policy initidly seems like a dmple

4 Naurdly, commondities in policy design have been srongest between
programmes that target amilar skill groups of workers and that have been designed



solution to a complex problem but any solace teken in it is illusory over the long
run.” (Pgpademetriou, Martin e d. 1982). In other words, the evidence presented in
sections 2 and 3 is interpreted as a clear indication that the concept of a TFWP is
inherently flawed and that such programmes can never work, no meter what the
policy desgn. The policy implication of this “negdive argument” thus is that the
idea of temporary employment of foreign workers should be abandoned dtogether.

In contrast, one could aso make a postive argument based on the notion that
even if dl the dfferent TPWPs have “faled” in the pagt’, it does not necessarily
folow that a TFWP can never be made to work. To put it in the most amplisic
terms, could it not be tha past and exising programmes have faled because they
have dl made the same, or d leest dmilar, midakes in their policy desgns? If that is
indeed acknowledged as a posshbility, could we not identify these common policy
flaws and think about a completdly new type of TFWP that avoids and learns from
these mistakes?

To be sure, while pefectly logicd and legitimate, the case for this podtive

argument for the quest for a new type of TRWP agppears to be somewhat weeker than

under Smilar palitical systems.

47 |mportantly, athough sections 2 and 3 have shown that dl reviewed TFWPs have
been dflicted with ggnificat adverse consequences (despite thar differences in
policy desgn), it is a lesst debatable whether one can therefore conclude thet all
these programmes have “faled”. Wha exactly conditutes falure of a programme
very much depends on how failure is defined. For example, current discussons about
new TFWPs for Mexican fam labour in the United States dearly suggest that the
primary objective of such a programme would be to reduce illegd immigration from
Mexico. Policy success and falure are thus defined in terms of the programmes



4¢

the negative argument, given tha the empiricd evidence does suggest that different
policy desgns have been tried out, and dl of them led to gSgnificant adverse
consquences.  However, the podtive agument gans in  importance when
conddering the unsatisfactory dternativesto a TFWP.

At the risk of amplification, one may broadly identify four policy dternatives
to a TFWP: (i) grant permanent residence to, or permit free in and outflows of, the
needed foreign workers (ii) rey on foreigners admitted on humanitarian grounds to
fill labour shortages (iii) tolerate illegd immigration as a way of providing labou to
the host economy; and (iv) decide to not employ foreign workers and dose the
border with strict enforcement.

In principle, the firg dternative may be highly dedrable and has in fact been
implemented in certain pats of the world (such as the EU). The higory of labour
immigration programmes shows, however, tha the paliticd redities in mogt
countries are such that immediate permanent resdence is usudly redricted to highly
skilled workers and refugees, while free movement of labour across borders is
usudly agresd upon between countries that are rdativdy gmilar in teems of ther
economic devdopment. In other words for most countries, granting dl foreign
workers immediate permanent residence or tolerating their free flow across nationd

bordersis anice thought but certainly not redidic dternative to a TFWP.

cgpadity to actudly reduce illegd immigration. Clearly, other programmes may have
different primary objectives.
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Smilaly, the second dtendive of rdying on foreigners admitted on
humenitarian grounds to fill labour shortages is obvioudy equaly problematic as
there can never be a guaratee that admitted refugees have the right skills and
incentives to actudly do so (or, for that matter, thet they will be numerous enough).

The third policy dternative, illegd immigration, has been widdy used in
many different countries, mog notably the United States, Korea and Jgpan. In the
United States, currently more than hdf of dl fam workers are undocumented
foreigners (Taylor and Martin 2000). Hanson and Spilimbergo (2001) show that
internd and border enforcement efforts have been systemdicdly rdaxed during
periods of high labour demand. In other words, policy makers in the United States
have chosen to provide the economy with unskilled foreign labour through what is
frequently cdled “benign indifferencg’ to illegd immigration. Smilarly, it is wdl
known that, since the emergence of labour shortages in the late 1980s, Korea and
Jgpan have used thar “tranee programmes’ as a vent for importing unskilled foreign
workersthat eventualy stay and fill job vacandies asillegd foreign workers.

There now is a conddeddle literature that describes the hardship of illegd
fordgn workers and the highly undesrable neture of illegd immigration as a de-
facto policy programme. However, as with TRWPs, the question arises whether there
ae aw redidic and more desrable policy dternaives to such a policy. This
question has in fact been a the core of debates about what to do about illegd
immigration in the United States  Opponents of a new TFWP for Mexican fam

workers argue that such programmes have shown to exacerbate, rather than reduce,
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illegd immigration. However, one may dill counter-argue that new TRWPs tha
learn from past policy mistakes may Succeed where past or exiding programnmes
have faled. The fact remans that illegd immigraion is highly undesrable and that
there is in principle, no reason to assume that a carefully desgned legd TFWP
would in any way be inferior to the illegd importation and employment of foreign
workers.

Findly, the fourth dternative to a TFWP would be to decide not to employ
foreign workers a dl. Naturdly, in this case there would be no need for a TRWP.
Depending on one€'s point of view in the never-ending debates about the nature of
labour shortages in what are supposed to be competitive market economies, this may
or may not be a dedrable policy for certain countries. However, there are some
labour-scarce countries (again Singgpore and Kuwait are the best cases in point) in
which it would be virtudly unimagingble to do without foreign workers, a least at
the present point in time And those who bdieve in exiding labour market
segmentations and the “dructurd demand” for foreign workers in mogt indudtridised
countries would argue that a very amila agument can in fact be mede for most

indudtridised countries.

It may therefore be conduded that most countries Smply do not have vigble
dternatives to the temporary employment of foreign workers. There is thus a need to
caefully sudy past and exiding TFWPs identify and lean from ther policy

mistakes, and design new types of TFWPs that work.



4.2 Basc Principlesfor Making TFWPsWork
This section idetifies the man sources of the adverse consegquences

discussed in section 3 and suggests seven basic principles for making TFWPswork.

Principle 1. Deccommodify foreign workers by giving them (at least some)
freedom of movement within the host country’slabour market

Vulnerability is often a direct consequence of the “commodification” (or
“marketisation”) of migrant workers To be sure, if the commodified object can be
conceptudly and practicdly separated from its owner, commodification may not be a
problem but desrable, as wdl-functioning markets can be an economicdly efficient
resource dlocation mechariam that dlow each agent to maximise the return on his or
her traded resource (be it commodities or factors of production). However, the
problem with migrant labour is that, in contrast to internationd trade and capitd
flows, intenationd labour migration generdly involves the crossborder movement
of the factor of production (“labour”) and its owner (the “migrant worker”). There is
thus a danger that the worker rather than the factor of production becomes the object
traded on the market. Where this is the case, the worker is denied agency and cannot
act as an independent decisonmeker looking for the mogt profitable employment
opportunities anymore. Ingead, commodified workers ae effectivdy sold to
employers who assume dmogt full control over ther purchased “property”.

The firg prindple for reform thus is to de-couple the factor of production,

“foreign labour”, from its owner, the foreign worker, and grant the worker agency
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over his or her labour services This can only be achieved if foreign workers are
given a lees some freedom of movement (and thus the freedom to choose and
change employers) within the host country’s labour market. The operationdisation
of this princple in practice necesstates the diminaion of the sponsorship
requirement that currently exists in most countries (see the discusson in section 2),
which is no longer viable as native employers can no longer be sure that they will be
ableto employ a certain foreign worker until recruitment costs have been recovered.
Importantly, in addition to reducing foreign workers wvulnerability, granting
foreign workers freedom of movement dso benefits the hogt country. Spedificdly, it
increases the efficdency of the hogt country’s labour market by enabling foreign
workers to respond to wage differentids and thereby help equdise the vaue of the
margind product of dl workers across labour markets. This point has recently been
made by Borjas (2001) who argues that “immigration greeses the wheds of the
labour market by injecting into the economy a group of persons who are very
regponsve to regiond differences in  economic opportunities’ (p.70)*®  Such
effidency gans may be paticulaly pronounced where the mobility of ndive

workersis relaively low (such asin the EU%).

48 |n fact, Borjas (2001) finds thet, in the United States, foreign workers are more
repondve to wege diffaentids than naive workes and make up a
disoroportionately large fraction of the ‘margind’ workes who chase better
economic opportunities and help equalise opportunities across areas’ (p.70).

49 1n 2000, only 225,000 people (0.1 percent of the totd EU population) changed
their officid resdence between two countries Those numbers are a fraction of the
mobility observed in the United States, where about 2.5 percent of the population
changes dates every year (European Commission 2002).
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Principle 2: Determine the number of foreign workers to be admitted by letting
the price mechanism respond to native employers demand for foreign workers

In contrag to programmes of immigraion that grant foreigners permanent
resdence upon entry (such as humenitarian programmes, diverdty programmes
etc.), the raionde and nature of a TFWP are predominantly economic. As such, ther
effidency, i.e the extet to which TFRWPs generate economic bendfits for dl Sdes
involved, largely depends upon the degree to which its policy parameters are derived
from fundamentd princples of economics One of the mog important principles in
this context is that employer demand for foreign workers is largdy a function of the
price of |abour.

In an openeconomy setting, profit-maximisng employers may have a
number of options in responding to upward pressure on the red wage of native
labour. They may: (i) increese the capitak or technology-intengty of the production
process, (ii) re-locate the production process to foreign countries where (pressures
on) red wages are lower and increese the intengty of work; (iii) increese working
hours of employed native workers or try to increese ndive labour supply by
encouraging previoudy inective ndives to join the work-force (iv) close down
production of that commodity and dat producing a different commodity whose
production process is less labour intensve; or (v) employ foreign workers

The important point here is that the price mechanism plays a citicd role in
determining the employer's optima choice between employing foreign workers and

the other four options. This means that TFWPs that do not “get the price right” (such



as programmes that charge an economicaly-oriented work permit fee thet is too low)
or that db not dlow the price mechanism to respond to the employer's demand for
foreign workers a dl (such as programmes that impose only adminidrative fees for
the recruitment of foreign workers) can be expected to generate economic
inefficendes and bloding (as employers may not be conddering dterndives to
employing foreign workers).

A key palicy principle for making TFWPs work is thus to “put price back
into the labour market” (Bach 2001, p. 115) by charging employers a fee for foreign
workers that is high enough as to not only adequatdy reflect foreign workers red
upply price (induding dl recruitment costs) but adso to teke account of any
indugrid policy objectives that the government may wish to pursue (such as re-
dructuring the economy toward more capitd- or technology-intendve indudries).
Imposing such a price on employers would thus achieve the twin gods of increesing
effidency and reducing bloating. It is dso likdy to reduce tendencies of Iabour
market segmentation as wages are not dowed to drop to levels that are too low to

reflect the redl supply price of foreign labour any longer>°

®0 This argument depends on the idea that native workers unwillingness to work in
3D (dirty, dangerous, difficult) sectors may smply be a function of wage (see, for
example, Lucas 1981). The argument goes that if there were no immigrants it may
be conceivable that such jobs would offer diginctly higher wages, determined by an
aopropriate ‘compensating wage differentid’ that takes account of the nonrmonetary
dissdvantages associated with working in that sector. However, Piore (1979)
uggess that wage increeses a the bottom of the hierarchy would upset socidly
defined relaionships between datus and remuneration. ‘Thus the cost to employers
of rasng wages to atract low-leve workers is typicdly more than the cogt of these
workers wages done wages must be increased proportiondly throughout the job



Principle 3: Acknowledge potential policy-irreversibilities and establish clear
procedures for the orderly exit of foreign workers into programmes that grant
them permanent resdence and the right to family reunion or for ther return
home

In addition to the absence of economic incentives that encourage employers
to keep the number of foreign workers employed in line with economic fundamentals
of the labour market, the problem of bloaing arises because of policy mekers
reluctance to acknowledge potentid policy irrevershilities in the desgn of TRWPs.
In paticular, the empiricad evidence dearly suggedts that the number of temporary
fordgn workers resdent in the host country can not dways be incressed and
decreased as a ample function of economic conditions or other policy preferences,
& suggeted by an econometric framework of manpower planning.®!  Instead,
changing expectations on pat of the foreégn worker and pressures on the hogst
country (especidly on a liberd democracy) to grant workers who have been
employed for a cetan number of years the right to family reunion creste peth
dependencies that limit the host country’s ability to reduce the number of admitted

foreign workers a will.

hierarchy in order to kegp them in line with socd expectetions, a

known as dructurd inflation’ (Massey 1993, p. 441). Piore (1979, p.34) further
points out that ‘the dilemma is that if the jobs a the bottom of the hierarcchy are
somehow diminated, eg. through mechanization, the jobs directly aove them
would then be & the bottom and eventudly be shun by native workers.

®1 For acritica discussion of manpower planning exercises, see Richards and Amjad
(1994).
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Therefore, it should be recognised a the stage of policy desgn that some
admitted foreign workers may seek permisson to reman in the hog country on a
permanent bads and to bring their families into ther country of employment. This
means that the implementation of any TFWPs mugt dso indude mechanians for exit
into differet and “bette” progranmes that grant foreign workers permanent
resdence gatus and the right to family reunion. On the other hand, there dso need to
be dear procedures for the return of migrant workers who exit TFWPs without
upgrading into permanent programmes.

All this implies a re-conceptudisation of TFWPs as programmes that may be
joined on a temporary bads (with posshilities of exit into other “better” programmes
or return home) rather than programmes that imply that the foregn worker’'s day in
the host country is drictly temporay with no posshility of upgrading to legd
permanent resdence daius or that show “benign indifference’ to foreign workers

permanent Say asillegd foreign workers.

Principle 4. Recognise native workers entitlement to share in the economic
benefits obtained from TFWPs and, if necessary, compensate native workers for
real reductions in economic opportunity as a result of the implementation of
such programmes

Native workers oppodtion to a TFWP utimady derives from ther
perception of such programmes as policies that reduce ther economic opportunities

for the benefits of employers and the economy a large. Of course, whether these



perceptions are judified, in the sense that labour immigration adversdy impacts on
native workers wages and employment in practice, needs to be empiricaly assessed
and veified for any given labour market. To be sure, given the dissgreement within
both the theoreticd and applied literature on this issue®, this is likdy to be a
formidable and highly controversd exercise

Where a TFWP is found to have negative consequences for native workers,
the key to redwcing native workers opposition to such programmes is to compensate
them for ther reductions in economic security. More spedificdly, in teems of the
sample labour market modd depicted in Figure 2, what is required to meke a TFWP
truy mutudly benefiad for both employers and naive workers is a mechanism tha,
fird, redigributes the immigraioninduced income loss to native workers (area
ABCD in Fgure 2) back to naive workers (from native employers), and, second,
glits the “immigration surplus’ (area BDE in Fgure 2) among ndive employers and

native workers>®

%2 The generd picture that emerges from empirica labour market studies is that the
impact of immigration on the labour market outcomes for citizens is only minor (See,
for example Bean et d. 1988, Card 1990, Hunt 1992, Roy 1997). It has been recently
pointed out, however, that there is a generd tendency in these enpirica dudies to
trest paticular labour markets as closed and to ignore the potentid immigration-
induced out-migretion of dtizens, which would increese labour supply (and thus
dfect the labour maket outcomes for non-migrants) in other regions. The
immigration-migration nexus may therefore transmit the dfedts of immigration
avay from the immigrant desination to the find dedtinations of dtizen out-migrants
(Wdker, Elis e d. 1992). Exiging empiricd dudies of this nexus have been
relatively recent, confined to the United States, and show conflicting results (eg.
Filer 1992; Walker et al. 1992; Card 2001).

% Of courss, a smilar argument can be made for other policies, such as trade
liberdizetion, which generates dmilar adverse didributiond consequences ndive
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One can imagine a variety of mechanisms that compensate native workers for
their reduced income and employment opportunities. For example, the government
could charge ndive employers a fee for each foregn worker employed (as it is
currently done in Singapore) and then didribute the revenue (eg. as smple periodic
hend-outs) among naive workers who work in sectors tha foreign workers have
been admitted to. Under such a system, the govemment would need to assess and
decide on the gppropriate fee that would compensate native workers and il leave
netive employers better off.

Alterndivey, in countries with high levds of unionisation, one could
imagine a more market-based sysem under which native workers collectively decide
on the compensation in exchange for which they would agree to the employment of a
catan number of foregn workers Such a sysem would essentidly be based on a
bargaining process, where ndive employers, native workers, and the government
come together and bargain over the number of foreign workers to be admitted and
employed, and over the price (work permit fee) that native employers need to pay as

compensation to native workers>*

workers in import-competing industries. However, based on Rodrik (2001), it may
be argued that the bendfidaies of immigration find it more difficult to organize than
the bendfidaries of trade liberdization. In the case of immigration, there is thus a
special need of a compensating mechanism tha reduces the oppostion to the
employment of foregn workers by asauring that the (more organized) potentid
opponets of immigretion (netive workers who compete with immigrants) are
compensated for their reductions in economic security.

54 For adetailed andlysis of this mechanism, see Weingein (2001).
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To be sure, the nature and type of mechaniam is likdy to be spedific to the
given economic environment and the exiting inditutiond capabilities of the hogt
country. A dealed andyss of the drcumdances and inditutiond settings under
which a paticula mechanism is mos gplicable is outsde the scope of this paper.
However, whatever the spedific nature and type of compensation mechaniam chosen
in practice, the underlying idea is to dign the economic interests of neative workers
and employers by expliatly recognisng native workers entittement to share in the
economic benefits to be obtained from TFWPs.

As an adde one may speculate about the effects of the dimingion of the
economic grounds for naive workers oppodtion to TFWPs on other (non-
economic) reasons for resging the inflov and employment of foreign workers.
While there is rdaivdy little evidence, one may conjecture (and hope) that many
norneconomic moativations for ressing immigration, such as xenophobic sentiments,
ae dosdy bound with issues rdlaed to economic security.®® In other words, by
meking TFWPs economicaly beneficid to native workers one may hope thet this

will aso reduce anti-immigration sentiments

% Pat of the problem is to determine what exactly condtitutes xenophobia and how
to messure it. Empirica dudies are scarce and generate mixed results regarding the
impact of economic factors. In fact, a rdaiveey recent sudy of the determinants of
the percegption of foreigners and Jews in Germany suggests that the mgor sgnificant
explanatory variable is education rather than the dtuation of the respondent in the
labour market (Fertig and Schmidt 2002).
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Principle 5: Ingtitutionalise native workers interest in legalisng the status of all
foreign workers who have been illegally employed in the host country for a
certain number of years without being apprehended and deported by the
existing measures of law enfor cement

In order to discourage circumvention, a TRWP must cregte an incentive
dructure that makesit advantageous for both employers and foreign workersto
arange employment through the legd TFWP rather than throughiillegal channels™®

One obvious palicy is to impose and drictly enforce fines and other pendties
on employers who knowingly recruit, hire or retan illegd foreign workers
However, the experience with employer sanctions suggests that they have only been
of limited effectiveness. Some of the reasons for this incdlude the soread of fdse
documents, the rise of subcortractors and other middlemen who often hdp evade
enforcement, insufficent enforcement budgets and insufficdent co-operation between
agencies. Mog importantly, there is a lack of naurd incentives for sdf-enforcement
or, in ome cases, increedng incartives to defy enforcement as employers and
foreilgn workers become dependent on each other (Martin and Miller 2000).

In order to change current incentive dructures, another policy principle for

meking TFWPs work is to more activdly support and indituiondise the natura

% Note that under may exising TPWPs the incentive dructure is exadtly the
opposte, i.e naive employer and foreign workers often have a mutud interet in
drcumventing the exiging programme.



interes®’ of dl legd workers (both native and foreign) in legdising the dtatus of dl
resdent illegd foreign workers who have shown to successfully evade detection and
deportation. While the practicd operationdisation of this principle depends on the
exidging inditutiond cgpeabilities for representing the collective interes of legd
workers, where exigent, trade unions could be encouraged to play a gredter role in
representing the interest, and especidly pushing for the legdistion, of illegd
migrant workers who have been employed in the host country for a certain number

of yearswithout being detected and deported.>®

Principle 6: Implement a unifoom TFWP that can accommodate foregn
workersof all skill-levels

Many countries operate two separate TFWPs, that is a rdaivey liberd
programme for the employment of skilled foregn workers, and a more redrictive
programme for the employment of unskilled foregn workers Given the economic
naiure of the TFWP, this dichotomy is unjudified. The decisve factor of whether to
admit and employ a foreign worker or not should be whether his or her ill levd is
in demand in the host economy. There is no a priori reeson why highly skilled

foreign workers are inherently more desirable than the low-skilled ones An efficient

> This naurd interest aises from the labour market competition from illegd
workers who are in a pogtion to undercut legd workers (both natives and foreigners)
in terms of wages and working conditions

8 This is dready happening in some countries induding ltdy and Spain (see
footnote 35).
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TRWP should be dble to fadlitate the inflow and employment of al foreign workers
of dl ll-levds

In fact, the redrictive naure of TFWPs for unskilled workers in many
countries has frequently resulted in the inflow of unskilled workers who enter the
country as ‘bogus asylum seekes’ and take up employment illegdly, thereby
congesting the host country’ s asylum system (at the expense of genine refugees) >°

Ancther policy principle thus is to take an “integrative approach” in the
desgn of a TFWP, in the sense tha the programme should be designed to fadilitate

the employment of foreign workers of any il leve.

Principle 7: Discuss and design TFWPs through social dialogue with all parties
concer ned giving voiceto all sdesinvolved and affected

International labour migration generates a complex set of consequences for
dtizens of the hogt country, non-emigrant citizens of the sending country, and for
migrants themsdves (for a review, see Ruhs and Chang 2002). As such, in liberd
democracies, the desgn of a TRWP may be expected to be subject to pressures from

different interest groups representing the various stakehol ders affected &

%9 Alas it may il be argued that, however generous the programme becomes
towards unskilled workers, people who want to move to rich countries are too many
for this groblem of “bogus asylum seekers’ to become any vishbly better.

° In a smind sudy of the politics of immigration in liberd democratic
dates. Freeman (1995, p.886) argues that “the typicd mode of immigration politics,
therefore, is dient palitics a foom of bilaerd influence in which amdl and wel-
organised groups intensdly interested in a policy develop cdose working rdaionships
with those officids respongble for it”.



61

To assure that dl interest groups are represented according to ther rdative
dakes in the programme, a find policy principle for meking TFWPs work is to
include dl gakeholders (induding native workers and the sending country) affected
by a TFWP in the discusson and, & least to some extent, d<o in the determiretion of
policy paameters. In paticular, the incuson of native workers is likdy to reduce
their oppogdtion to such programmes, while the induson of sending countries may
encourage them to cooperae in addressing some of the adverse consequences,

espedidly the dircumvention of the progranme®?

5 Conclusion

Temporary foreign worker programmes (TFWPS) have been repeatedly
citicdsed for ther ggnificant adverse consequences. Some of the fiercest critics of
TFWPs argue that these adverse consequences are in fact inherent to the concept of a
TFWP. The policy implication thus is to amply aandon TFWPs rahe than
continue to debate how to fix exiging programmes or experiment with new ones.

Basad on a compardive andyds of 9x TRWPs in five different countries, |
uggest that this negetive interpretation of the empirical evidence is unwarranted. To
be sure, my empiricd andyss does suggest that, despite dgnificant differences in
their desgn, dl of the reviewed TFWPs have indeed been dflicted with a quite

gmilar st of dgnificant adverse consequences. They indude (i) the emergence of

®1 For arecent discussion of theincreasing role of Mexicoin bilaterd immigration
negotiations with the United States, see Rosenblum (2002).



“immigrant sectors’ in the host country’s labour market; (ii) the wvulnerability of
migrant workers to various forms of exploitation in recruitment and employment;
(iii) the tendency of TFWPs to become longer in durdtion and bigger in sze then
intidly envissged; (iv) naive worker's  oppodtion agang  the introduction or
expangon of a TFWP, and (v) the emeagence of illegd foregn workers who,
together with locd employers, drcumvent the programme,

Scrutiny shows, however, that these adverse consequences may be atributed
to a number of fundamentd policy flavs undelying the desgn of the reviewed
TFWPs. Given that mogst countries lack vidble dterndtive to TFWPS, | suggest seven
policy principles for making TRWPs work. These principles require policy-makers
to: (i) de-couple the factor of production “foreign labour” from its owner, the foreign
worker; (i) use the price mechaniam to determine the number of foregn workers to
be admitted (and “get the price for foreign workers right”); (ii) acknowledge the
potentia  policy-irrevershilities and esablish dear procedures for the exit of foregn
workers into programmes that grant them permanent resdence and the right to
family re-union or for thar return home (iv) recognise native workers entitlement
to dshare in the economic benefits generated by a TFWP and, if necessary,
compensste them for reduction in economic security as a result of the
implementation of such programmes (v) inditutiondise dl legd workers interest in
legdisng the daus of dl fordgn workers who have been illegdly employed in the
host country for a certain number of years without being goprehended and deported:;

(vi) desgn a unifom TRWP tha can accommodate foreign workers of al skill-



levds and, findly, (vii) indude dl dekeholders (induding native workers and the
sending country) affected by a TFWP in the discusson and determination of policy
parameters.

The proposaed principles are meant to conditute a bass for discussng and
thinking about new TFWPs that avoid (at leest some of) the adverse consegquences
generaied by exiding programmes. Importantly, the principles are general in the
sene that they are meant to auply across various economic environments and
inditutiond settings. The chdlenge of meking TFWPs work then is to operaiondise
these policy princples in one uniform programme, taking into account the specific
socio-economic  environment and  especidly  the exiding inditutiond  capebilities of

the host country in question.
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Country United States Germany United States Switzerland Kuwait Singapore
Name of Programme/Visa/Work Permit | Bracero Programme Gastarbeiter H-1B Programme | Auslaenderausweis B Kafala -V. 18 Employment Pass R
Programme Programme
Years of Operation 1942-1964 1955-1973 1952- 1973- 1987 -
Stock of Migrant Workers Legally Present | 1951 (Oct.) [ 1959 (Oct.): | 1961: 1973: 1991: 2000: 2000: 1988: 1997: 1990: 2000:
Under this Programme: 121.6 291.5 549.0 2,450.0 204 425 181.6 444.8 691.2 218.4 489.8
(% share in total NC temporary workers) (n.a.) (n.a.) (~100%) | (~100%) | (n.a.) (n.a.) (51.2%) | (72%) (70%) (88%) (80%)
[% share in Total Labour Force] [0.2%] [0.4%] [ ] [11%] [ 0.2%] | [0.3%] [4.6%] [52%] [56%] [14%] [23%]
Annual Number of Admissions
Peak (year) 445.2 (1956) 948.7 (1970) 302.326 (1999) 22 (2001) n.a. n.a.
Last/Latest (year) 177.7 (1964) 40.4 (1973) 302.326 (1999) 22 (2001) n.a. n.a.
Population and Immigration 1950 1964 1961 1973 1990 2000 1993 2000 1990 1999 1990 2000
Total Population 152,271.4 | 191,888.8 | 56,174.8 | 62,090.1 | 248,709 | 274,0 6,969 7,170 2,141.5 2,107.2 | 3,047.1 | 4,017.7
87
Total NC Residents 2,052.6 n.a. 686.2 3,966.2 11,770 | 17,75 1,260.3 1,384.4 | 1,560.8 1,303.3 423.3 1,044.6
(% share in total population) (1.3%) (1.2%) | (6.4%) (4.7%) 8 (18.1%) (19.3%) | (73%) (62%) (13.9%) | (26.0%)
(6.5%)
Total Labour Force (LF) 62,208 73,091 22,272.7 | 125,840 | 140,3 3,890.7 3,990.1 | 854,716 1,226 1,537 2,094
15.8
Total NC Workers n.a. n.a. 549.0 2,450.0 n.a. 10,66 899 885.8 735.9 1,004.7 n.a. n.a.
(% share in total LF) (1.3%) | (11.0%) 4 (24%) (22.2%) (86%) (82%)
(7.6%)
Total NC Workers with a Temporary Visa n.a. n.a. 549.0 2,450.0 n.a. n.a. 350.1 735.9 1,004.7 248.2 612.2
(% share in total LF) (1.3%) | (11.0%) (8.8%) (86%) (82%) (16.15%) | (29.24%)

Unless indicated otherwise, all figures are in thousands

Sources:

US (Bracero Programme): Calavita (1992), Griego 1983, Galarza (1964), US Census Bureau, US Immigration and Naturalisation Service (INS)
Germany (Gastarbeiter Programme): all figures based on Statistisches Bundesamt ; for computations see Ruhs 2001a
US (H-1B Programme): Lowell 2000, Usdansky and Espenshade 2000, Martin, Chen, and Madamba 2000, US Census Bureau, USImmigration and Naturalisation Service (INS)
Switzerland (Auslaender ausweis B Programme): Bundesamt fuer Auslaenderfragen (Www.auslaender.ch), Piguet and Mahning 2000, Gol der and Straubhaar 1997
Kuwait (Kafala — Visa 18): all figures based on Kuwaiti Ministry of Planning, Annual Statistical Abstract, for computations see Godfrey and Ruhs 2002

Singapore (Employment Pass R): all figures based on Singapore Department of Statistics, SINGSTAT, WWW.Singstat.gov.sg: for computations see see Ruhs 2001b
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Bracero Programme

Gastarbeiter Programme

H-1B Programme

Auslaenderausweis B

Kafala-V. 18 Programme

Employment Pass R

United States

Germany

United States

Switzerland

Kuwait

Singapore

Quotas no, no yes, yes, no yes,
but Mexican authorities annual (country-wide) [ annual quota for first sector-specific
imposed quotas on quotas set by Congress; | issuance (no quotas for “dependency ceilings” that
Mexican states as of 2001, 195,000 per | renewals); as of 2001, specify the maximum
year (excluding total quota is 22,000 per share of foreign workersin
dependents) year, including quotas of the total company
12,000 for distribution by workforce (e.g. 83% in
the cantons and 10,000 for construction, in 1999)
distribution by the Bund
Permit Fees no yes (administrative), yes (administrative), yes (administrative) yes (administrative), yes (economically
(administrative or 350 DM per recruited $1,110 per worker (“slow 10 KD per work permit | oriented),
economically worker track”) or $2,110 per (new arrival and transfer), | flexible, sector-specific
oriented) worker (“fast track”) plus 2 KD per year of “foreign worker levies”
employment (first time (e.g. 470 S$ per month per
employment and renewal) | unskilled foreign worker in
construction-1999)
Labour Market Test | yes, yes, yes, yes, yes, no
primarily based on primarily based on primarily based on primarily based on primarily based on
employer attestation certification by Municipal | employer attestation, with | certification by cantonal | certification by the Ministry
Labour Offices special attestation labour market office of Labour
requirements for “H-1B
dependent” firms
Sources:

Bracero Programme: Galarza 1964, Griego 1983, Massey and Liang 1989, Calavita 1992
Gastarbeiter Programme:, Miller and Martin 1982, Bhagwati, Schatz et al. 1984, Martin 1994, , Ruhs 2001a
H-1B Programme: Lowell 2000, Usdansky and Espenshade 2000, Martin, Chen et al. 2000, INS 2000, Auerbach 2001, www.ins.gov/graphics/index.html
Auslaenderausweis B Programme: Golder and Straubhaar 1998, Piguet and Mahnig 2000, www.admin.ch
Kafala-Visa 18 Programme: Longva 1997, Godfrey and Ruhs 2002
Employment Pass R Programme: Wong 1997, Atipas 2000, Ewing-Chow 2000, Ruppert 2000, Ruhs 2001b, www.mom.gov.sg
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Table A3 Foreign Worker Levies and Dependency Ceilings in Singapore, 1980-2001

MARINE MANUFACTURING CONSTRUCTION DOMESTIC SERVICES
skilled unskilled |[dependency skilled unskilled workers levy |dependency skilled unskilled [dependency levy
workers workers ceiling workers below above ceiling workers workers ceiling (all workers)
levy levy (% share o levy ceiling ceiling |(% share of levy levy (% share of
(S$ per month)(S$ per month)[foreigners)(S$ per month)|(S$ per month)|(S$ per month)fforeigners)(S$ per month)|(S$ per month)foreigners), (S$ per month)

1980 230*
1981 230*
198230% of monthly wage (>$150) - 30% of monthly wage (>$150) - - 30% of monthly wage (>$150) -
1983 - - - -
1984 200 - 200 - - 200 - 120
1985 - - - -
1986 350 - 350 - - 350 -
1987 140 50% 140 - 50% 140 50%
1988 170 170 - 50% 170 120
1989 250 40% 250 - 40% 250 50% 160
1990 300 300 - 40% 300 250
1991 250 350 300 - 250 350 66% 250
1992 250 350 66% 250 300 450 35%-45% 250 400 83% 300
1993 200 385 200 200 440 330
1994 200 75% 200 300 450 35%-45% 200 330
1995 200 200 200 440 75% 330
1996 200 200 200 330
1997 200 200 300 450 35%-45% 200 440 83% 330
1998 100 385 75% 100 330 400 40%-50% 100 470 83% 345
1999 30 295 75% 30 240 310 40%-50% 30 470 83% 345
2000
2001

Notes: * non-Malaysian foreign workers only

Sources: Tat 1992, Fong , Ofori 1997, Wong 1997, Athukoralaand Manning 1999, Ruppert 2000, Asher 2000, Atipas 2000, Ewing-Chow 2000,
WWW.gov.sg/mom



Table A4 Policy Parameter 11: Selection

and Recruitment Mechanism
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Bracero Programme Gastarbeiter H-1B Programme Auslaenderausweis B Kafala-V. 18 Employment Pass R
Programme Programme
United States Germany United States Switzerland Kuwait Singapore

Skill Requirements

unskilled farm workers

as specified by employer

professional workers for
“specialty occupations”

mainly (but not
exclusively) skilled
workers

as specified by employer

semi-skilled and
unskilled workers with
income < S$2,000

Restrictions on Nationalities | yes, yes, no yes, yes, yes,
Mexico (bilateral Italy, Greece, Spain, first preference is given | some nationalities only 14 nationalities
agreement) Turkey, Former to citizens of the EU and | prohibited; initially allowed (as of March
Yugoslavia (as EFTA; workers from preference for Arabs; | 2001)
determined by bilateral other countries admitted | since Second Gulf War
agreements) in exceptional cases preference for Asians;
Sponsorship Requirement yes yes yes yes yes yes
Employer’'s/Sponsor’s Duties:
Cover transport costs to job | yes No no no no no
(but see work permit fee)
cover repatriation costs | yes no only if dismissed before yes yes
(security bond required) | (but see work permitfee) | end of contract (security bond required)
provide housing | yes no no no, yes,
(must be “adequate”) (but often provided) (must be “acceptable”)
provide meals | yes yes no no no no
(at “reasonable” cost) | (must be “adequate”)
provide (private) health benefits | yes no yes, yes, yes yes
same as US workers  same as Swiss workers
other | pay 3.00$ per each day provide workmen’s
of unemployment under compensation
aperiod equal to 75% of
the contract period
Recruitment:
public | yes, yes, no no yes,
jointly administered by [ administered by German but very limited
Mexico and US Federal Labour Office
private | yes, yes, yes yes yes,

but very limited

but very limited

1,100 licensed private
agencies in Singapore
(as of March 2001)

Sources: see Table A2




Table A5 Policy Parameter |11: Features of Migrants’ Bundle of Rights
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Bracero Programme

Gastarbeiter Programme

H-1B Programme

Auslaenderausweis B

Kafala-V. 18 Programme

Employment Pass R

United States

Germany

United States

Switzerland

Kuwait

Singapore

Duration of Visa/

less than one year,

initially one year,

three years,

one year,

up to three years,

two years,

Work Permit renewal possible renewal possible; after | renewable for a total of up | renewal possible and renewal possible and renewable for a total of up
residence of three years, | to six years unlimited in number unlimited in number to four years
two-or- more-year work
permit may be issued

Change of Status | no yes, yes, yes, no no

after a minimum residence | workers may be granted | after a minimum residence
of five years, worker may | permanent residence of five years, worker may
be granted permanent (“green card”) if sponsored | be granted permanent
residence by a US employer residence

Family reunion | no yes, yes, yes, no no

after three years of spouses and minor children | spouse and minor children
continuous residency if | are granted H-4 visas, | are granted residence
worker is able to provide | permitting them to attend | permit; spouse may also be
housing “suitable for a | school in US but not to | granted work permit
family” accept employment

Employment yes, yes yes, yes yes, Yes,

Restricted to agriculture and railways as indicated in H-1B private business sector | manufacturing,

Specific Sector | (1942-46 only) petition (but “portability construction, service

provisions” in some cases) sector, domestic services

Employment yes yes yes, yes yes yes

Restricted to (but “portability provisions”

Specific Employer in some cases)

Wage Restrictions | yes, yes, yes, yes, no no
equal to those prevailing in | right to equal pay higher of the actual wage | employer needs to pay at
the area, and not less than paid to other workers least the “prevailing wage”

30 cents p. hour (“collective similarly employed or the | for the occupation
bargaining” between local area " prevailing
Mexico and the US) wage” for the occupation

Forced Savings | yes (10% of wage) no no no no no

Social Security | no, yes, yes, yes, no, no,

Benefits most benefits provided by | right to equal treatment | same as US workers same as Swiss workers | CHECK exemption from
employer; exemption from | with regard to social contributions to “Central
social security and income | security Provident Fund”
taxes

Other discrimination against right to equal working right to equal pay, fringe numerous restrictions, e.g.:

Braceros officially
prohibited

conditions

benefits, and working
conditions

no marriage/cohabitation
with Singapore national; no
pregnancy (mandatory
pregnancy checks)

Sources: see Table A2




Table A6 Apprehensionsand Departuresof Illegal Aliensin the US, 1892-1999

Fiscal Year [Deportable aliens located 1| Formal removals 3|Voluntary departures 4
1892-1999 39,918,152 2,437,135 35,975,142
1892-1900 NA 25,642 NA
1901-10 NA 119,769 NA
1911-20 NA 206,021 NA
1921-30 128,484 281,464 72,233
1931-40 147,457 185,303 93,330
1940 10,492
1941-50 1,377,210 141,112 1,470,925
1941 11,294
1942 11,784
1943 11,715
1944 31,174
1945 69,164
1946 99,591
1947 193,657
1948 192,779
1949 288,253
1950 468,339
1951-60 3,598,949 150,472 3,883,660
1951 509,040
1952 528,815
1953 885,587
1954 1,089,583
1955 254,096
1956 87,696
1957 59,918
1958 53,474
1959 45,336
1960 70,684
1961-70 1,608,356 101,205 1,334,528
1961 88,823 8,181 52,383
1962 92,758 8,025 54,164
1963 88,712 1,763 69,392
1964 86,597 9,167 73,042
1965 110,371 10,572 95,263
1966 138,520 9,680 123,683
1967 161,608 9,728 142,343
1968 212,057 9,590 179,952
1969 283,557 11,030 240,958
1970 345,353 17,469 303,348
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Table A6 Continued
Fiscal Year [Deportable aliens located 1| Formal removals 3|Voluntary departures 4
1971-80 8,321,498 240,217 7,246,812
1971 420,126 18,294 370,074
1972 505,949 16,883 450,927,
1973 655,968 17,346 568,005
1974 788,145 19,413 718,740
1975 766,600 24,432 655,814
1976 875,915 29,226 765,094
1976,TQ 2 221,824 9,245 190,280
1977 1,042,215 31,263 867,015
1978 1,057,977 29,277 975,515
1979 1,076,418 26,825 966,137
1980 910,361 18,013 719,211
1981-90 11,883,328 232,830 9,961,912
1981 975,780 17,379 823,875
1982 970,246 15,216 812,572
1983 1,251,357 19,211 931,600
1984 1,246,981 18,696 909,833
1985 1,348,749 23,105 1,041,296
1986 1,767,400 24,592 1,586,320
1987 1,190,488 24,336 1,091,203
1988 1,008,145 25,829 911,790
1989 954,243 34,427 830,890
1990 1,169,939 30,039 1,022,533
1991-99 12,852,870 753,100 11,911,742
1991 1,197,875 33,189 1,061,105
1992 1,258,481 43,671 1,105,829
1993 1,327,261 42,542 1,243,410
1994 1,094,719 45,674 1,029,107
1995 1,394,554 50,924 1,313,764
1996 1,649,986 69,680 1,573,428
1997 1,536,520 114,432 1,440,684
1998 1,679,439 172,887 1,570,036
1999 1,714,035 180,101 1,574,379

77

1 Aliens apprehended were first recorded in 1925. Prior to 1960, data represent total aliens actually apprehended. Since
1960, figures are for total deportable aliens located, including nonwillful crewman violators.

2 The three-month period—July 1 through September 30, 1976—between fiscal year 1976 and fiscal year 1977.

3 Formal removals include deportations, exclusions, and removals. See Yearbook text for further information about the
different types of formal removals.
4 Voluntary departures includes aliens under docket control required to depart and voluntary departures not under docket

control: first recorded in 1927.

Source: INS, 1999 Statistical Yearbook of the Immigration and Naturalisation Service; and 1959 Annual Report of the

Immigration and Naturalisation Service



	w56.pdf
	wrkg56.pdf



