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The purpose of this research is to investigate the

changes in countries of origin and occupational groups of

immigrants to the United States after the implementation of

the 1965 Immigration Act. The basic policy change in the

1965 Immigration Act was essentially the abolition of the

National Origins Quota System. The new law led to obvious

changes in the origins of immigrants. The number of

Southern European, Asian and Caribbean immigrants signifi-

cantly increased since the implementation of the Act. The

sources of the various occupational groups shifted to some

extent. The number of immigrants in the professional and

highly skilled categories increased significantly. The

impact of the changes aggravated the "brain drain" problem.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

Introductory Statements

The 1965 Immigration Act was a turning point of the

American immigration policy. It had the following dis-

tinctive characteristics: the abolition of the quota

system, the establishment of a preference system, and the

requirement of labor clearances for certain categories of

immigrants.

Former President Lyndon B. Johnson remarked on the

1965 Immigration Act:

The bill that we sign today is not a revolutionary
bill. It does not affect the lives of millions. It
will not reshape the structure of our daily lives,
or really add importantly to either our wealth or our
power. Yet it is still one of the most important Acts
of this Congress and of this Administration. For it
does repair a very deep and painful flaw in the fabric
of American justice. It corrects a cruel and enduring
wrong in the conduct of the American nation. . . .
For over four decades the immigration policy of the
United States has been twisted and has been distorted
by the harsh injustice of the National Origins Quota
System. . . . Under that system the ability of the new
immigrants to come to America depended upon the
country of their birth. Only three countries were
allowed to supply seventy per cent of all the immi-
grants. Families were kept apart because a husband or
a wife or a child had been born in the wrong place.
Men of needed skills and talent were denied entrance
because they came from Southern or Eastern Europe or
from one of the developing continents. This system
violated the basic principle of American democracy--
the principle that values and rewards each man on the
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basis of his merit as a man. It has been un-American
in the highest sense because it has been untrue to
the faith that brought thousands to this shores even
before we were a country. . . . Today, with my sig-
nature, this system is abolished (2, pp. 2063-64).

The implications of these policy changes on two demo-

graphic characteristics of the international migrants--

their countries of origin and occupational levels--are

examined. The 1965 Immigration Act led to obvious changes

in origin of immigrants; for example, Asians, Southern

European, and Caribbean immigrants made up a larger propor-

tion of immigrants to the United States. The sources of

the various occupational groups shifted to some extent,

especially at the professional level to Asian countries.

The Purpose of the Study

The purpose of this research is to investigate the

changes in countries of origin and occupational groups of

the immigrants after the implementation of the 1965 Immi-

gration Act. Despite the importance of the legislative

factor in the history of immigration to the United States,

there has been little analysis of the effect of legislation

on the characteristics of the immigrant population (3,

p. 157). The relationship between the changing character-

istics of the immigrant population and further changes in

immigration laws have not been thoroughly studied (3,

pp. 157, 158). The 1965 Immigration Act provides an ex-

cellent case study for implications of policy changes. The
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basic policy change in the 1965 Immigration Act was the

abolition of the National Origin Quota System. This new

law led to obvious changes in countries of origin and occu-

pational groups of the immigrants. Occupation is an

especially important characteristic because it is one of

the aspects which defines an immigrant's social identity in

the industralized United States (7, p. 206).

The purpose of this study is to focus on the effects

of the above policy changes on the countries of origin and

occupational groups of the immigrants. Then, the impact of

the so-called "brain drain" (the international movement of

technical and scientific personnel) on the United States is

discussed. The main emphasis is on whether or not the

1965 Immigration Act was related to increases in the number

of professional and skilled people immigrating into the

United States, notably from Asia.

This study is divided into five chapters. An intro-

duction to the study is presented in the first chapter.

A historical review of the American immigration policies is

presented in Chapter II. The major emphases are on the

Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952 and the 1965 Immi-

gration Act. The methodology of the study is delineated in

Chapter III. Data sources and the treatment of the data

are described. The findings of the study are presented in

Chapter IV. The changes in countries of origin and occu-

pational groups after the implementation of the 1965
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Immigration Act are described. The changes in the number

of professional and skilled immigrants between 1961 and

1970 are also presented. The conclusions of the study are

presented in the final chapter. The impact of the 1965

Immigration Act on the countries of origin and occupational

groups of the immigrants are discussed. Also described are

problems faced by developing countries by the "brain

drain."

: ,. ,.k .. __.
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CHAPTER II

THE IMMIGRATION POLICIES OF THE UNITED STATES

Introduction

The United States has not adhered to a consistent

immigration philosophy during the almost ninety years of

federal legislation. Legislation has reflected the senti-

ment and mood of the country and the particular legislators

in office. The debate on the 1965 Immigration Act was the

rule, rather than the exception. Therefore, a historical

review of the American immigration policies is necessary.

The social--economical background of various Immigration

Acts is discussed.

The Old American Immigration System

The United States net international migration has been

consistently positive. Before the revolution, immigrants

were colonists and came mostly from England. During the

century following Independence, about ninety-five percent

of the immigrants came from Northern and Western Europe.

At the time of the first census (1790), persons of English,

Scotch, and Irish descent accounted for seventy-nine per-

cent of the national population. The British groups

together comprised a majority of every state. The English
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alone attaining sixty-one percent of the total and a

majority in all states except New Jersey and Pennsylvania

(12, p. 244).

This "old immigration" yielded to the "new immigra-

tion" around 1880. New-style immigrants came from Southern

and Eastern Europe, in addition to the countries already

named. Countries of origin included Germany, Sweden,

Norway, Italy, Austria, Hungary, Russia, Poland, Turkey, in

addition to England and Ireland.

From the Declaration of Independence to the First

World War, there was almost no control over immigration or

emigration. In 1869, after the completion of the trans-

continental railroad, American workers moved West and

Chinese immigrants appeared in the East on several occasions

as strikebreakers (16, p. 165). As a result of a variety

of factors, including resentment against the Chinese,

Congress in 1882 broke a treaty with China and passed both

the first of the Chinese Exclusion Acts "suspending" the

immigration of Chinese laborers for ten years, and the

first federal law regulating general immigration.

The exclusion of the Chinese led to an increase of the

Japanese immigration in the 1880s and 1890s. In the 1900s,

hostility was building against the Japanese (16, p. 165).

In 1907, President Theodore Roosevelt arranged the so-called

Gentlemen's Agreement by which Japan itself undertook to

refuse to permit its national to emigrate to the United
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States as laborers. Japan continued to issue passports,

however, to women coming to the United States to become

wives of Japanese residents (7, p. 89).

The basic United States immigration law is the Immi-

gration Act of 1917 which specified financial, mental,

physical, and moral qualifications for entry. All immi-

grants secured visas from a United States consul abroad.

In order to obtain a visa, the prospective migrant was

prepared to offer documentary proof of his identity, lit-

eracy, solvency, health, and freedom from moral taint. The

1917 Act codified earlier laws excluding pathological or

otherwise undesirable individuals:

The physically defective [persons with a "loathsome
or contagious disease" or unable to work due to a
physical defect]; the mental defective [idiots,
imbeciles, the insane]; the morally defective [a
broad phrase for alcoholics, persons convicted of
crimes of moral turpitude, polygamists, prostitutes,
and previously deported aliens seeking readmission
within a year]; the political defective [another
broad phase covering anarchists and those advocating
overthrow of government by force]; the educationally
defective [all aliens over sixteen who could not
read English, a foreign language or a dialect]; the
economically dangerous [those contracted for labor,
vagrants, persons likely to become public charges]
(12, p. 251).

At the 1919-1921 Congressional Immigration Committee

hearings, Sidney Luther Gulick, a former missionary to

Japan, proposed allotment of quotas based on the propor-

tion of each nationality represented in the American

foreign-born population. To achieve this "percentage quota"

principle, he recommended that immigrants be limited to an

lot
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annual quota of three percent of the number of their

countrymen resident in the United States at the time of the

last census. In 1921, Congress passed the first Act in

American history to put a numerical limit on immigrants.

The Quota Law of 1921 "limited the number of aliens of any

nationality to three percent of foreign persons of that

nationality who lived in the United States in 1910" (16,

p. 165). For example, in 1910 there were 11,498 people

in the United States who had been born in Bulgaria, so three

percent of that number, or 345, would be permitted to enter

each year from Bulgaria. Exempt for the quota system were

Latin Americans, wives and unmarried minor children of

American citizens, a limited number of husbands of American

citizens, students over age fifteen, and ministers and

professors.

After World War I, Europe was unsettled and in the

midst of economic disorder, there was a belief shared by

some persons that "millions of war-torn Europeans were about

to descend on the United States--a veritable flood which

would completely subvert the traditional American way of

life" (1, p. 27). In such an atmosphere, the Quota Law

was passed.

The Quota Law of 1921 remained in effect only until

1924, when it was replaced by the Immigration Quota Act.

Initially, the new law set up a system more restrictive in

two respects than its predecessor. The three percent quota

'4RAWAW*WP"WAWM
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was reduced to two percent, and the base population was

changed from the foreign-born enumerated in the 1910 census,

when only about fifty percent were from Northwestern

Europe, to those in the 1890 census, when about seventy

percent were from Northwestern Europe. To avoid the charge

that the immigration law was deliberately discriminatory,

a new quota system--the National Origins Provision of the

1924 Act--took effect in 1929. It stipulated that the

annual quota for each nationality should bear the same

ratio to 154,000 as the number of United States residents

of that descent (including both natives and foreign-born)

bore to the total population. If Country A had contributed

8.7 percent of the national populace by 1920, its annual

quota would be 8.7 percent of 154,000. The minimum of 100

per country was maintained. Advocates of this plan con-

tended that it would freeze the ethnic composition of the

country. About eighty-four percent of the national quota

was allocated to Northern and Western Europe, fourteen

percent to Southern and Eastern Europe, and two percent to

other areas.

In 1952, in the middle of the McCarthy era, another

attempt was made in the United States to control immigra-

tion by increasing the "compatibility" of migrants. The

McCarran-Walter Act, or the Immigration and Naturalization

Act of 1952, not only retained the principles implicit in

the National Origins Quota System, and added to it a system
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of preferences based largely on occupation. The preferences

in the McCarran-Walter Act are as follows:

First preference: Highly skilled immigrants whose
services are urgently needed in the United States and
the spouse and children of such immigrants. Fifty
percent plus any not required for second and third
preference. Second preference: Parents of United
States citizens over the age of twenty-one and un-
married sons and daughters of United States citizens.
Thirty percent plus any not required for first and
third preference. Third preference: Spouse and un-
married sons and daughters of an alien lawfully
admitted for permanent residence. Twenty percent
plus any not required for first or second preference.
Fourth preference: Brothers, sisters, married sons,
and daughters of United States citizens and an ac-

companying spouse and children. Fifty percent of
numbers not required for first three preferences.
Nonpreference: Applicants not entitled to one of the
above preferences. Fifty percent of numbers not re-
quired for fourth preference (13, p. 78).

The McCarran-Walter Act of 1952 continued the national

origin scheme. Under it, eighty-five countries were given

an annual quota equal to one-sixth of one percent of the

number of persons in the 1920 population of each national

origin, with the minimum quota of 100. The Act permitted

up to fifty percent of the visas from eachcountry to be

taken by highly skilled persons. Relatives of American

citizens were ranked next, then followed by persons with no

salable skills and no relatives who were citizens of the

United States. This doublebarreled Act drew intense

criticism. The President's Commission on Immigration and

Naturalization found that the McCarran-Walter Act of 1952

"accepted the implicit racist principles of the National

Origins Quota System." Simon Marcson comments:
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The McCarran-Walter Act of 1952 takes no account of
the sociological developments in this field in the
last thirty years. Senator McCarran does speak of
the need of preserving the sociological and cultural
balance of the American population, but it is an
ethnocentric homogeneity in which population selection
is limited as defined by the National Origins Act.
Implicit, of course, in such a population policy is
the concept of the unassimilability of recent immi-
grant groups. That American ethnic groups in general,
and not just certain unassimilable elements, persist
as cultural entities is ignored. Perhaps the most
backward aspect of the 1952 Act is its position on
civil liberties. Proceeding on the assumption that
the Constitution does not protect aliens. . . . In
addition the 1952 Act gives the President power to
give governmental functionaries practically un-
reviewable discretion to exclude aliens and to deport
those who have engaged in political activity now
proscribed, even if it ceased many years ago, and at
the same time was not forbidden by law. By expanding
the grounds on which naturalized citizens may lose
their citizenship, the 1952 Act had removed the
ability of citizenship for naturalized citizens.
This, in effect, has created two classes of citizens
(5, p. 95).

The President's Commission on Immigration and Naturali-

zation concluded that "the Immigration and Nationality Law

embodies policies and principles that are unwise and in-

jurious to the nation," because this 1952 Act reflected a

spirit of suspicion and hostility toward immigrants. The

Commission also recommended that "the National Quota System

should be abolished; there should be a unified quota system,

which would allocate visas without regard to national

origin, race, creed, or color" (8, pp. 263-266). The 1952

Act had continual opposition from various groups such as

the religious and non-sectarian immigrant aid groups and

ethnic societies. President Truman vetoed it, but it was

_
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passed over his veto. President Kennedy told Congress that

National Origins Immigration Quotas were not based on

logic or reason (12, p. 256).

The 1965 Immigration Act

Prior to 1965, the American Immigration policy had

labored under the so-called National Origins Quota System

for almost forty years. On October 3, 1965, this archaic

policy was eliminated and a modern substitute was born.

Some persons perceived that the 1965 Immigration Act

was an adaptation of a non-discriminatory policy, with both

the pragmatic principle of "first come, first served" as

well as the humane precept of the "reunification of

families." It was an adaptation that provided for the ad-

mission of the skilled, unskilled, professionals, and the

refugee.

The basic policy change in the 1965 Immigration Act

was the abolition of the National Origins Quota System. It

set an annual maximum limit of 170,000 persons from non-

Western Hemisphere nations (exclusive of parents, spouse,

and unmarried children of United States citizens), with no

more than 20,000 allowed for any single country. The immi-

grants from these non-Western Hemisphere countries would

enter on a "first come, first served" basis, regardless of

the place of birth or racial ancestry within a system of

preference categories. In addition, an annual ceiling of
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120,000 visas was imposed on natives of the Western Hemi-

sphere. The preference system would not be applied to

intended immigrants from this part of the world. Congress

again retained the right to grant exemptions from those

limits for any special groups, such as the Vietnamese

refugees (16, p. 168).

The second important change in immigration policy

contained in the 1965 Immigration Act was the placing of

stronger emphasis on family relationship as a basis for

selection of immigrants (14, p. 12). This change was ac-

complished in two ways. First, parents of United States

citizens were added to the list of immigrants and were not

subject to numerical limitations of any sort. However, the

law was amended in 1976 so that parents of United States

citizens had highest priority only if their child was at

least twenty-one years old. Because any child born in the

United States becomes a United States citizen, the intent

of the amendment was to eliminate the frequent ploy of a

pregnant woman entering the United States illegally, and

later to apply for citizenship on the basis of being a

parent of a United States citizen. Second, the size and

order of preference categories was altered so that family

reunification was emphasized (4, p. 159).

The preferences of the 1965 Immigration Act are as

follows:
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First preference: Unmarried sons and daughters of
United States citizen. Not more than twenty percent.
Second preference: Spouse and unmarried sons and
daughters of an alien lawfully admitted for permanent
residence. Twenty percent plus any not required for
first preference. Third preference: Members of the
professions and scientists and artists of exceptional
ability. Not more than ten percent. Fourth pref-
erence: Married sons and daughters of United States
citizens. Ten percent plus any not required for first
three preferences. Fifth preference: Brothers and
sisters of United States citizens. Twenty-four per-
cent plus any not required for first four preferences.
Sixth preference: Skilled and unskilled workers in
occupations for which labor is in short supply in the
United States. Not more than ten percent. Seventh
preference: Refugees to whom conditional entry or
adjustment of status may be granted. Not more than
six percent. Nonpreference: Any applicant not en-
titled to one of the above preferences. Any numbers
not required for preference applicant (13, p. 78).

The McCarran-Walter system was applied to each

country's quota. The 1965 Immigration Act system was ap-

plied to the 170,000 numerical ceiling for the natives of

the non-Western Hemisphere, regardless of the immigrants'

countries of origin. Comparison of the preference

limitations of the two systems indicates the 1965 Act's in-

tent to facilitate the reunion of families. The 1965 Act

also distinguished between levels of skill, giving prece-

dence to the professional and higher levels of skill (4,

pp. 159-160).

The third major policy change in the 1965 Immigration

Act was that employment clearances were required of certain

potential immigrants. This requirement for labor certifi-

cation applied to the third and sixth preference (occupa-

tional preference), non-preference category, and to all
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natives of the Western Hemisphere except the parents,

spouses, and children of United States citizens and per-

manent residents. Because of the changes in the preference

system and the addition of labor certification require-

ments, certain changes could be expected in use of the

various types of preferences and in labor characteristics

of immigrants. For non-Western Hemisphere natives, the

relationship preference could be of advantage of those

whose skill would not qualify them for labor certification.

On the other hand, the imposition of labor certification on

Western Hemisphere natives could affect not only the labor

characteristics of those people but also the number and

national origin distribution of immigrants from this

Hemisphere.

Summary

Regulation of immigration in the nineteenth century

started slowly, with the first federal law enacted in 1882

to suspend the immigration of Chinese laborers for ten

years. Over the next decades, two principles were es-

tablished--the exclusion of Asians and the regulation of

European immigration so as to admit only those in good

physical and mental health, of good moral character, and

able to support themselves.

Under the National Origins Quota System, eighty-two

percent of the total number of visas allocated in any one
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year to the United States were awarded to immigrants from

Northern and Western European countries. About fourteen

percent were given to immigrants from Southern, Eastern,

and Central European countries, and about four percent went

to immigrants from the rest of the world (12, pp. 255-256).

The revision of the discriminatory National Origins

Quota System, in the form of the 1965 Immigration Act,

eliminated the so-called "National Origin" quota. The

preference in the new law was not based upon nationalities,

but there were priorities for types of immigrants. Prefer-

ences were given for family reunions, immigrants with

special skills and training, and refugees.
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CHAPTER III

METHODOLOGY

Introduction

In this chapter, the data are analyzed to indicate

changes in the demographic characteristics of immigrants to

the United States after the implementation of the 1965 Immi-

gration Act. The sources of data are discussed and the

data are analyzed.

Demographic Characteristics of Analysis

The main purpose of this research is to analyze the

changes in selected demographic characteristics of immi-

grants after the implementation of the 1965 Immigration Act.

The two demographic characteristics to be analyzed are the

countries of origin and the occupational groups of immi-

grants, since these two characteristics had greatest impact

and generated most controversy (3, p. 161).

To indicate the extent of changes in the selected

population characteristics can best be accomplished by com-

paring the countries of origin and occupational groups of

immigrants entering under the provisions of the McCarran-

Walter Act with the immigrants entering under the 1965

Immigration Act. In this research, the decade 1961 to 1970

is arbitrarily chosen for data analysis. The countries of

20
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origin and occupational groups of immigrants are compared

from 1961 to 1970. Within this decade, immigration from

1961 to 1965 were under the provisions of the McCarran-

Walter Act, and the years from 1966 to 1970 were under the

1965 Immigration Act.

Source of Data

The data are obtained primarily from the Annual Reports

of the Immigration and Naturalization Service. The Sub-

committee Reports of the Committee on Government Operations

Hearing of the United States Congress are also used to

study contemporary policies of Congress on immigration.

The distribution of immigrants from 1961 to 1970 is

presented in Table I; the numbers of immigrants admitted by

country or region of birth from 1961 to 1970 is presented

in Table II. The purpose is to compare the sources of

immigrants to the United States before and after 1965. It

should be noted that in Table I, the percentages for fiscal

year 1967 and 1968 are calculated twice since special

legislation (Act of November, 1966) permitted Cuban refugees

already in the United States to change their status to

permanent resident. Many Cubans took advantage of this

law and were counted as immigrants for fiscal years 1967

and 1968. The approaching imposition of the 120,000 ceiling

as of the first day of fiscal year 1967 apparently
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TABLE II

NUMBERS OF IMMIGRANTS ADMITTED BY COUNTRY
OR REGION OF BIRTH: 1961-70

Cowtrty OP 1.41r00tfn '-'9*: - I 1 19 t 1 9 M 1967 19o MM 10
,, . Ai 1970

94702
2,603

25,579
31,714
12,1113
13,791
6,314

14,030

3II .321
14,007
35,797
7,307

101.455
6,719
4.623
5,144
4,5361

1 , 533

206,647
443.301
319,49
2,135
9,105

256,769
94,116
37.537
71,011
24,516
23,910

17,,7561484
16.909
15,500
15,471
10,130

5,938

3.948

Source: U. S. Department of Justice, Annual Report
of Immigration and Naturalization Service, 1961-70.
Government Printing Office.
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encouraged almost 100,000 Cubans to change status in 1968

alone. The changes of countries of origin of immigrants

are discussed in detail in Chapter IV.

The changes in occupational groups of the immigrants

after 1965 is also discussed. Table III presents the

percentage distribution of immigrants by occupational

groups. The shifts in the occupational groups are dis-

cussed in Chapter IV. The changes in the professional

categories are emphasized.

The process of the "brain drain"--the international

movements of technical and scientific personnel--is in-

vestigated in this research. The purpose is to study

whether the "brain drain" is beneficial to the United

States; and conversely, has it become a serious problem

for developing countries. Data are obtained from the

Annual Report of the Immigration and Naturalization Service

and Report of the National Science Foundation from 1961

to 1970. These sources are used to describe the number of

professionals immigrated to the United States from 1961

to 1970, and to compare the countries of origin of the

immigrants before and after the implementation of the 1965

Immigration Act.
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CHAPTER IV

FINDINGS OF THE STUDY

Introduction

The findings of this research are presented in this

chapter. The changes of the immigrants' countries of

origin are described. Then, changes of the immigrants'

occupational groups, especially the number of professionals

are analyzed.

Changes in Countries of Origin

The percentage distribution of immigrants by region of

origin is presented in Table I; and the numbers of immi-

grants admitted by country or region of birth are presented

in Table II. It is important to notice that after 1965, the

addition of the unused quota numbers in the visa pool to the

regular quotas increased the volume of the total immigration

a great deal.

Under the provisions of the 1965 Immigration Act, the

European immigration increased at about the same rate as

total immigration. However, there was an important shift

from Northern and Western to Southern and Eastern European

countries as the major source of immigrants to the United

States. For example, there was a large increase of number

of immigrants from such countries as Greece and Portugal.

28
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(See Table II.) It was the increasing number of immigrants

from Southern and Eastern Europe which enabled that con-

tinent to contribute approximately one-third of the world's

immigrants to the United States (8, pp. 164-165).

The number of Asian immigrants increased sharply after

1965. The percentage of immigrants from Asia increased

from 6.7 in 1965 to 12.3 in 1966; and increased to 24.9 in

1970. By 1966, the number of immigrants had markedly in-

creased in four Asian countries--China, Hong Kong, India,

and the Philippines. From 1965 to 1966, the percentage of

immigrants of those four countries increased by 338.6,

543.8, 422.3, and 194.6 percent respectively. Furthermore,

it should also be noted that the number of immigrants in-

creased in almost every Asian country after 1965.

In the Western Hemisphere, there was a shift to

Caribbean as a major source of immigrants, even discarding

the special number of immigrants from Cuba. For example,

the number of immigrants from Jamaica increased from 1,837

in 1965 to 15,033 in 1970. On the other hand, the number

of Canadian immigrants decreased after 1965. The number of

South American immigrants also decreased slightly after

1965. In fact, there was no preference system governing

immigrants from the Western Hemisphere in the 1965 Immigra-

tion Act. However, all potential immigrants were required

to obtain labor certification, and on July 1, 1968, an
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annual ceiling of 120,000 was added on the number of immi-

grants visas to be granted to natives of the Western

Hemisphere.

Finally, the number of immigrants from Africa and

Oceania increased after 1965. However, their percentage

to the total immigrants still remained very low.

Changes in Occupational Groups

The second important aim of this research is to study

the changes in the occupational distributions of the immi-

grants to the United States occurred after the implementa-

tion of the 1965 Immigration Act. The percentage distri-

bution of immigrants by occupational groups from 1961 to

1970 are presented in Table III.

The four largest shifts after 1965 were in the pro-

fessional, clerical, sales, and household worker categories.

The increase in the number of professionals from Asia and,

to a lesser extent, from African and some West Indian

countries, was responsible for the increase in the number

of professionals. The developing countries were the largest

source of the increase in the number of professionals. The

increase in the proportion of Asian professionals is il-

lustrated in Figure 1.

A particular group of professional and technical immi-

grants is the highly qualified category of scientists,

engineers, and physicians. In 1967, for example, more than
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Year
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Fig. l---Proportion of Asian immigrants in professional,
technical, and kindred workers categories: 1961-1970.
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one-third of professional and technical immigrants belonged

to this elite group (22, pp. 16-24).

A large percentage of the immigration of scientists

from the developing countries consisted of students who did

not return home after completing their studies in the

United States (20, p. 7). According to the Annual Report

of the House Subcommittee on Research and Technical Pro-

grams in 1967, forty-eight percent of all scientists, en-

gineers, and physicians from the developing countries were

students already in the United States who had changed to

immigrant status after graduation (20, p. 8). For some

countries the percentages were dramatic, for example:

Taiwan (eighty-nine percent); Korea (eighty percent);

India (seventy-eight percent); Iran (seventy-one percent).

On the other hand, the proportion of clerical and

kindred workers, and sales workers declined after 1965.

This decline was due in part to the fact that clerical,

kindred and sales occupations were excluded for the most

part from labor clearance. The proportion of household

workers increased because of the shortage of "live-in

maids" in the United States. This type of job was included

in labor clearance; therefore, many immigrants entered the

United States with labor certification as "live-in maids."

-- 7---7-
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The "Brain Drain"

The so-called "brain drain" is defined by Walter Adams

as that human capital, as a strategic resource, which is

flowing out of economies where it can make the greatest

contribution to human welfare, and into economies already

well-supplied with trained, capable, scientific and ad-

ministrative personnel (1, p. 1). In a simple way, the

"brain drain" is the international movement of professional

people and people with special skill from less developed

or developing countries to developed countries such as

the United States.

The old immigration law of America discriminated

severely against residents from developing countries,

especially those of Asia. After the implementation of the

1965 Immigration Act, the percentage of professionals

immigrating to the United States increased markedly. For

example, in 1966 the number of immigrants from Asia in the

professional, technical and kindred worker categories was

more than double than the number in 1965 (20, p. 7).

Professionals and skilled labors migrated from the

less prosperous countries to the United States. Although

the negative effect of the "brain drain" on developing

countries could hardly be measured, it was such a serious

problem that it caused concern to the United States

Government, and to the Government of the less developed and
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developing countries. Charles Kidd, Executive Secretary of

the Federal Council for Science and Technology in the

United States, indicated that

About 600 scientists, engineers and physicians have
migrated permanently to the United States from all
Latin American countries combined . . . assuming con-
servatively that it costs twenty thousand dollars per
person to train those who have left, the loss to Latin
America has averaged twelve million dollars a year.
. . . The costs in terms of loss of scientific and
engineering ability are not measurable, but are much
higher. The primary difficulties generated for
Latin America by migration come less from the loss of
absolute numbers of people than from the loss of a
crucial few highly qualified professional people
(2, p. 1).

Alain Murcier concluded that in 1966, over one thou-

sand Indians taught at American universities; and in a

total of 2,000 teaching personnel at the University of

Buenos Aires, about 900 had immigrated to the United States

(11, pp. 24-29). In 1967, eighteen Chilean engineers immi-

grated to the United States, the equivalent of one-fifth

of the newly graduating engineers in Chile; thirty Israeli

doctors immigrated to the United States, the equivalent of

forty percent of Israel's new medical graduates. There

were about eighty scientists with doctoral degrees in Korea,

but there were more than ten times as many Korean scientists

with doctoral degrees working in the United States (19,

p. 46). President James A. Perkins of Cornell University

concluded that by 1965 about twenty percent of the interns

in United States hospitals were graduated from medical

schools of developing countries. Over eighty percent of
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Asian students who arrived for training in the United States

never returned home (1, pp. 1-2).

In 1968, the Conference of the International Migration

of Talent from the Less Developed Countries reported that

To be able to send students abroad to acquire skills
they would be unable to acquire at home is clearly an
important benefit to the country of origin. The ad-
ditional knowledge of other societies is also of
benefit to the individual who goes to study, and his
greater understanding and tolerance of other people
may also be a major dividend for both sending and
receiving countries. However, students who had the
wrong qualifications for the courses they attended
and were studying subjects of no relevance to their
own country's needs had never had an opportunity to
use their training when they returned home, and many
of them never return home. . . . It was extremely
difficult to measure the loss to a country when a man
migrates, but the real loss to the community is the
loss of leadership which highly qualified manpower
represents. One example was given of a school for
technicians in Pakistan which was delayed for four
years due to the migration of one administrator
(13, pp. 12-13).

According to Walter Adams, the "brain drain" was an

index of the structural maladjustments in both the "sending"

and "receiving" countries. For the United States, there was

an increase in the supply of professionals and skilled

people from developing countries, due in part to the prefer-

ence system and the abolishment of the National Origins

Quota System in the 1965 Immigration Act. Professional man-

power was expensive to produce and required long training

periods. However, needed manpower migrated from a country

which had a crying need for human capital to developed coun-

tries (1, p. 262). As a result, Doctor Titmuss accused the
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United States of deliberately recruiting 100,000 engineers,

scientists and physicians from developing countries between

1949 and 1967, in order to save four billion dollars by

not paying their training (1, p. 159) .

. _ _
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CHAPTER

CONCLUSION

In order to understand the importance of the 1965

Immigration Act,.the development o the American immigra-

tion policies and the ideologies behind them must be known.

Much of the debate over immigration policies in the 1960s

had been rationalized, perhaps incorrectly, between two

extreme philosophies. The first philosophy emphasized

"humanitarian values." Organizations such as religious and

non-sectarian immigrant aid groups ethnic societies, and

many legislators under the banner of "humanitarian values"

favored a greater emphasis on family reunion in immigration

policy. They accused the National Origin Quota System as a

thinly-veiled policy of national and religious discrimina-

tion (6, p. 158). Emphasis on family reunion was favored

since there was a substantial backlog of requests for

family preference under the McCarran-Walter Act. They also

favored an increase in the number and proportion of immi-

grants from countries other than those of Northern Europe.

Conversely, the second philosophy emphasized the maintenance

of American culture. Supporters o this position demanded

protection for the American economy and labor. Their aim

was to prevent any large increases in immigration from

39
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developing countries which might pose threats to the Ameri-

can economy and culture.

As might be expected with such a controversial issue,

neither philosophy prevailed completely. The policy

changes in the 1965 Immigration Act may be interpreted as

reflecting compromises made by proponents of these two

general positions. The three basic policy changes in the

1965 Immigration Act were the abolition of the National

Origins Quota System, greater emphasis on family relation-

ships, and the requirement of employment clearances. The

"humanitarian values" position was reflected in the

abolition of the National Origins Quota System and in the

Act's emphasis on family reunion embodied in the new system

of preference categories (6, p. 158). On the other hand,

the intent to maintain the "American society" was reflected

in the requirement of labor clearances to protect the jobs

of the American labor force.

After the implementation of the 1965 Act, there were

changes in both countries of origin and occupational groups

of the immigrants. It was obvious that the number of

immigrants had decreased from Northern and Western European

countries which had advantages under the old National

Origins Quota System, whereas the number from the developing

countries had increased. The emphasis on family reunion,

and the creation of the visa pool in the 1965 Act led to an

increase in Southern European immigrants. Asian immigrants
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increased spectacularly, especially for China, Hong Kong,

India, and the Philippines. Cuban immigrants increased

tremendously due to adjustments of status permitted under

special legislation passed in November, 1966.

The requirement of labor clearances in the 1965 Act

depressed immigration from Canada and South America. In

1965, there was no immigrant ceiling and no preference

system governing potential immigrants from the Western

Hemisphere; but all immigrants except immediate family

members of United States citizens were required to obtain

labor certification by the Labor Department proofing the

applicants' skill were required in the United States. In

1968, an annual ceiling of 120,000 on the number of immi-

grant visas was applied in the addition to labor certifi-

cation. Since the preference system still did not apply

to the Western Hemisphere, relatives from this area did not

get priorities. Unskilled and non-preference applicants

were generally excluded because they could not pass the

labor certification requirements (6, p. 167). Therefore,

the labor clearance requirement protected the American

labor force, and curtailed Western Hemisphere immigration

(6, p. 159).

Changes in the preference system and labor certifica-

tion requirements led to an increase of immigrants in the

professional, technical, and kindred workers categories,

especially the immigrants from Asia. Labor certification
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was available for immigrants as "live-in maids" because of

shortage of "live-in maids" in the United States. The

number of immigrants in this category increased after 1965,

especially for Mexico and the Caribbean countries. However,

clerical and sales occupations were excluded for the most

part from labor clearance, therefore, immigrants in these

categories decreased after 1965.

The increase of immigrants in the professional, tech-

nical, and other skilled category also led to economic and

political problems associated with the "brain drain."

Senator Edward M. Kennedy drew special attention to the

worldwide aspects of the "brain drain" problem:

The brain drain theme is heard again and again. It is
gaining momentum and generating political controversy
and misunderstanding in this country and abroad. It
is threatening our relations with several governments,
and the credibility of our national objective to
assist the development of other nations through foreign
aid and other channels. I believe the brain drain
issue urgently deserves the attention of our government
and the American people. It deserves the attention of
the international community. For too long we have
swept the issue under the rug. As a result, far too
little is known about its extent and significance (2,
p. 2).

In the United States, according to many authors the

country most benefitting from the "brain drain," the problem

had received wide attention. The "brain drain" is a serious

problem for developing countries. Some of the immigrants

to the United States possess qualities of leadership, crea-

tive ability, and entrepreneurship essential to the develop-

ment of the developing countries.
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Certainly, it is necessary to find a solution for the

problem of the "brain drain," Walter Adams suggests that:

The brain drain is an index of the structural malad-
justments in both the "sending" and "receiving"
countries. For the "receiving" country [United States]
it indicates an inelastic supply of talents and
skills. . . . In the case of the "sending" countries,
the brain drain is the index of retarded development
or underdevelopment. The United States should in-
crease the flow of development assistance beyond the
trickle which it now is. They should enhance the
efficiency which such assistance is used by its
recipients to promote development. They should ex-
pand the opportunities of the developing countries
to participate in world economic growth through in-
ternational trade (1, p. 262).

Walter Adams, expressing one alternative to solve the

"brain drain" problem, argues that the United States should

take an active role in solving the problems associated with

the "brain drain." There are several other alternative

solutions to the problem. The problem affects both the

developing countries and the United States. Any ultimate

solution will probably require actions by all these

countries. In the short run, the developing countries are

often unable to take accelerated steps due to a variety of

factors--for example, lack of adequate educational facili-

ties, equipment and manpower; lack of capital and entre-

preneurships; lack of mobilization to enhance incentives

for return of professionals. Because of these limitations,

it has been suggested that it would be advantageous for the

United States and the developing countries to impose ap-

propriate short-term actions.

1- i
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The United States could provide additional loans or

funds for rapid economic development in developing countries

to strengthen their educational systems, economic and rural

development, and incentives for recovering or attracting

professionals.

The United States could modify and strengthen their

own educational systems so that they are able at least to

produce a sufficient number of highly qualified persons to

meet their own needs. If there is any shortage of highly

qualified manpower in the United States, specialized man-

power will continue to be drawn from other countries to

fill the gap. Immigration policies could aim to restrict

the number of highly qualified manpower admitted from

developing countries or accelerate the prompt return of

professionals trained in the United States. The United

States pledge not to admit more immigrants than a certain

percentage of another country's annual output of graduates

in any given discipline. The percentage can vary between

countries and discipline but should be fixed by bilateral

agreements between United States Government and governments

of those countries affected (7, p. 18). Immigration regu-

lations could also make it obligatory for all students to

return home on completion of their training.

The United States could provide aid to developing

countries to assist them to utilize science and technology.

Generally, this aid could include: assistance in
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formulating scientific economic and manpower plans; es-

tablishment of regional educational and training centers;

provisions of fellowships to enable distinguished scientists

in developing countries to spend a part of each academic

year at an established scientific center in a developed

country; provision of subscriptions to scientific and medi-

cal journals (7, pp. 18-21).

At a seminar of the American Immigration and Citizen-

ship Conference, some significant comments on the 1965

Immigration Act were made. The primary purpose of the 1965

Immigration Act--family reunification, meeting employment

needs of the United States while protecting the indigenous

workers--was being conscientiously pursued. Satisfaction

was expressed that all of the 170,000 Eastern Hemisphere

numbers were generally being used. Unused non-preference

numbers were available to third and sixth preference ap-

plicants who would otherwise be subject to much more delay.

There was also comment on the 170,000 ceiling as a whole.

Some members of the Congress pointed out that no matter how

the 170,000 numbers were allocated, there were not enough

numbers to handle the demand. Although the 1965 Immigration

Act abolished the National Origins Quota System, the prefer-

ence system in the 1965 Act was still a "gate-keeping"

policy. Professionals such as physicians, engineers, and

lawyers were most desirable. The United States is the

fourth largest country in the world in terms of area,

,
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however, the legal immigrants into the country each year

represent less than 0.2 percent addition to the entire

population. Therefore, many members of the Congress

recommended the increase of the 170,000 ceiling for the

Eastern Hemisphere (6, p. 165).

The formulation of the immigration policy of a country

is difficult and often is a compromise of conflicting or

divergent interests. No country has unrestricted immigra-

tion; and the immigration policy is, in part, developed in

response to changing economic conditions of both the host

and receiving countries. Changes in the immigration policy

of the United States might be extended to alleviate some

of the problems created by the "brain drain"; however, immi-

gration policies are certainly not the only, and may not be

the best, means to ultimately solve problems. Immigration

policies can at best, limit and control certain categories

or numbers of immigrants. The policies therefore reflect

the society and may reflect the symptoms of social or

economic problems. The "brain drain" phenomenon was per-

haps facilitated by changes in the 1965 Immigration Act

but was, at least in part, unanticipated and indirect. It

is speculative whether the changes in the immigration

policies aggravated the "brain drain" problem.

-
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