READ. ME
LPS PUBLI C USE FI LE
THE 1989 LEGALI ZED POPULATI ON SURVEY (LPS1) AND
THE 1992 LEGALI ZED POPULATI ON FOLLOW UP SURVEY (LPS2)

The LPS public use data file contains information about a sanple
of 6,193 illegal aliens who were living in the United States in
1986/ 87 when they sought |egal permanent residence through the

| mm gration Reformand Control Act of 1986. Survey data was
collected fromthe entire group in 1989, and again (for 4,012 of
t hese respondents) in 1992.

There are three data files in LPS. ALL:

- README. pdf Techni cal docunentation

- CBK. pdf: The codebook for the LPS matched file
- DATA. tpt.zip: The LPS data tape

| NTRODUCTI ON

The Imm gration Reformand Control Act of 1986 (I RCA) established
two separate prograns through which illegally resident aliens
could obtain |Iawful permanent resident (LPR) status in the United
States. The largest of these prograns, described in section 245A
of the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA), enabled about 1.6
mllion aliens, illegally resident since the end of 1981, to
become | awf ul permanent residents. A national sanple of these

| egal i zed aliens provided the information contained the LPS
public use data file. Although IRCA s other |egalization program
for Special Agricultural Wrkers (SAW) granted an additional 1.3
mllion farmworkers LPR status, there are no simlar data for

t he SAW popul ati on.

The "pre-1982" |egalization program consisted of two phases.

During phase I, about 1.8 mllion applicants qualified for
tenporary | egal residence. Those who did so were given an
additional 18 nonths to prepare their phase Il applications,

| eading to | awful permanent residence. One stipulation of this
second phase was satisfaction of English | anguage and Ameri can
civics requirenents, either through participation in special

cl asses or by passing appropriate exam nations. About 1.6
mllion tenporary resident aliens successfully conpl eted phase
.

| RCA mandated two Admi nistration reports to the Congress
assessing the characteristics of the |egalized popul ati on before,
at the time of, and about five years after |egalization. These
reports were to focus on section 245A beneficiaries. The basis
for these resports was a two-wave, nationw de, |ongitudina
survey of legalized aliens.



The first wave of the legalized popul ation survey (LPS1l) was
sponsored by the Immi gration and Naturalization Service (INS) in
1989. In 1992, the Departnent of Labor sponsored a second wave
(LPS2), co-sponsored by the Departnents of Agriculture and
Conmmer ce.

Bot h waves were conducted by a private research firm Westat,
Inc., of Rockville, MD. Each involved primarily face-to-face
interviews with a national sanple of |egalization applicants, in
t he | anguage of their choice. LPSl took place between February
and June of 1989, shortly after respondents had received
tenporary |l egal residence. It focused on their characteristics
and experiences prior to and at the tinme of phase | application.
A total of 6,193 respondents participated in LPSL.

Roughly three years |ater, after nost applicants had conpl eted
phase Il of this process, the second wave went into the field.
Bet ween April and Septenber of 1992, 4,012 LPS1 respondents were
reinterviewed. Al of these respondents were by that tinme | aw ul
per manent residents. LPS2 exam ned the effects of |egalization
on their lives during the four to five years since they first
applied for | awful residence.

The response rates of the two surveys were high: 83 and 82
percent, respectively. Refusals were rare. Mst non-response
resulted frominterviewers' inability to | ocate respondents.

DATA AND DOCUMENTATI ON

File Structure. This public use file includes nmerged LPS1 and
LPS2 records for individual respondents, together with certain
information drawn fromthe Legalization Application Processing
System (LAPS) at the tine of each survey. There are four
sections to the individual record, ordered as follows: LPS1
responses, data fromthe January 1989 LAPS file, LPS2 responses,
and data fromthe January 1992 LAPS file. The fields for LPS2
and final LAPS variables are blank in records of those only
interviewed in 1989.

Docunentation. Please read this docunentation and annotations in
t he codebook before processing data. Al though nmany questions are
guoted verbatimin the codebook, it is advisable to verify
preci se wording and skip patterns using the original
guestionnaire. The LPS1 and LPS2 questionnaires can be obtained
fromShirley Smth at the Departnent of Labor's Bureau of

I nternational Labor Affairs by calling (202) 693-4915.

LPS vari abl e-nam ng conventions. Nam ng conventions have been
established to help identify the source of specific variables.

- Variabl e nanmes usually include the nunber of the correspondi ng
survey questi on.



- Variables ending in "X" come fromLPS1 or the 1989 LAPS file.
LPS2 vari abl es have no simlar ending. Thus, C1X comes from
guestion Cl1 of LPS1l; variable Cl1 cones from question Cl of
LPS2.

- Atrailer of " L" denotes information fromthe Legalization
Application Processing System (LAPS), 1992.

- Wiile there are sonme identical questions in the two surveys,
guestionnaire |ayout and length differed. Corresponding
guestion nunbers do not inply correspondi ng content.

| nformati on on ot her household nmenbers. Both LPS surveys
col |l ected several pieces of information about other persons
residing with the respondent.

This is not a hierarchical file. The characteristics of these

ot her individuals appear as variables within the respondent
record. Related questions about a single individual are often
grouped together. These sets are then repeated for successive
individuals. In such cases, the variable nanmes identify both the
source question and the individual nenber. For instance, the
LPS2 record includes the followng variables in this order:
PERSONO1, E1601, E1701, PERSONO2, E1602, E1702, etc.

LPS1 househol ds contai ned a maxi mum of 26 individuals, including

the respondent. The correspondi ng LPS2 maxi numwas 18. In this
flattened file, each record contains data fields to acconpdate
t he maxi mum nunber of househol d nenbers. |f the data do not

exi st, the corresponding fields are bl ank.

LPS1 Uni verse of Analysis. The total universe for LPS1 was
1,491,897 applicants. Excluded fromthis nunber were aliens
whose | egalization applications had al ready been denied or

term nated, as well as those who had not reached the age of 18 by
January 31, 1989.

LPS1 Sanple Design. The first legalization survey utilized a
two-stage stratified cluster design. Legalization offices (LGs)
were selected for inclusion prior to selection of individual
applicants. Non-Mxicans were sanpled at about 2.6 tines the
rate of the Mexican-born to ensure adequate sanple size.

The initial LPS1 sanpling frame was drawn froma prelimnary INS
Legal i zati on Application Processing Systemfile listing 107

| egalization offices (LOs) and about 1.4 mllion applicants above
the age of 17. The 20 largest LGCs were included in LPS1 with
certainty. Thirteen other LOs were excluded, either due to

| ocation (9 were outside the cotermnous United States) or
because of mnimal case | oad (4 processed fewer than 400
applications). These omtted LOs accounted for |ess than one
percent of total applications. The remaining 74 |egalization

of fices were sorted by INS Region and proportion of applicants



from Mexi co. Another 20 LOs were then systematically sanpl ed,
t aki ng account of the nunber and nationality m x of the
appl i cants processed.

Sub- sanpl es of applicants were then drawn within each sanpled LO
This occurred twice, first before the survey entered the field
and again in April 1989, after additional applicants had been
processed. Records of all applicants in the selected LOs were
extracted fromthe LAPS file. Each case was assigned a neasure
of size (MXS), i.e. a conditional probability of selection that
was directly proportional to the sanpling fraction for their
nationality and inversely proportional to the selection
probability of their LO Next, the extract file was sorted in
descendi ng order by LO size, country of citizenship, sex and year
of birth. Finally, a sanple of applicants was drawn with
probabilities proportionate to the neasure of size. This yielded
a self-weighting sanple within two nationality groups, Mexican
and non- Mexi can.

LPS2 Uni verse of Analysis. LPS2 respondents represent just
1,294,562 of the 1,763,434 persons |egalized under section 245A
of the Immgration and Nationality Act. Excluded fromthe LPS2
target popul ation were those whose age or inmgration status
disqualified themfromthe earlier survey, as well as LPS1-
eligibles who had died, permanently left the contiguous 48
states, or failed to receive | awful permanent residence by
January 1992.

LPS2 Sanple Design. The LPS2 sanple was derived fromthat of
LPS1, as follows. The above-listed criteria were applied to an
updated LAPS file, to ascertain LPS1 respondents' eligibility for
reinterview. This search disqualified 502 individuals, of whom
two who were known to have di ed and 500 had not been granted LPR
st at us.

Resource limtations made it necessary to exclude another 691 of
the remaining 5,691 LPS1 respondents. They were randonly
selected for exclusion. Westat statisticians then exam ned the
gender, nationality and age distributions of the retained and
excl uded sanples to ensure that differences were not
statistically significant.

Tabl e 1 tracks what happened to the original 6,193 LPS1
respondents. Sone of the 5,000 individuals who passed the LAPS
eligibility screen were later disqualified for reinterview
because of additional information gathered in the field. The
manner in which interviews were conducted, as well as field and
t el ephone center response rates, are al so shown.

VEI GHTI NG THE LPS FI LE

Wei ghting data fromthis sanple of |egalization applicants yields
estimates of population totals and proportions for the



correspondi ng years. Since sanple sizes differed in 1989 and
1992, weighting factors for the two periods nust adjust for this
di sparity. Your analytical design wll dictate which weights to
apply. The follow ng discussion of survey design may be hel pful
in maki ng that determ nation

Base wei ghts, LPS1l: Base weights for LPS1 (BASEWX) are equal to
the reciprocal of individual's probability of selection for that
study, p;, adjusted for ineligibility and case nonresponse.
Initial weights were assigned on the basis of nationality. Al
Mexi can applicants (whether or not they responded to the survey)
were assigned an initial base weight of 292.13, while all non-
Mexi can applicants received an initial weight of 100.40. These
corresponded to their final overall selection probabilities of
0.0034 and 0.0091, respectively. The legalized popul ati on was
broken into 30 weighting classes, i.e. tw sexes, four age
groups, and three geographic regions as well as two tine periods
of sanple selection for total males and total fermales). After
the sanple was drawn fromthe Legalization Application Processing
Systemfile, adjustnents for ineligibility and nonresponse were
applied to these 30 cl asses.?

By design, each weight was equal to the nunber of |egalized
aliens represented by the respondent. The sum of the LPS1
wei ghts equal l ed the total nunber of legalized aliens in the
target popul ation, 1,491, 897.

Base wei ghts, LPS2: LPS2 used 24 weighting classes which were
identical to the LPS1 categories, except that no distinction was
been nmade by period of LPS1 sanple selection. Age was conputed
as of the sanme date used in the LPS1 cal cul ati ons.

Because the LPS2 sanpl e was somewhat smaller than that of LPSI,
it was necessary to inflate LPS1 base weights to ensure that the
LPS2 sanple represented the entire target popul ation.

A weighting factor, F, for a case in weighting class i was
cal cul ated using the follow ng fornul a:

Fo= St
Si;R+ Si;I

where, for the ith cl ass,

Si.ris the sumof the LPS1 individual weights for Total (see

Exhi bit B)
Si.ris the sumof the LPSl individual weights for Respondents,;
and

1See U.S. Departnment of Justice, INS, Inmgration Reform and
Control Act: Report on the Legalized Alien Population (1992),
Appendi x B, for a detailed discussion of LPS1 weights.



Si., is the sumof the LPS1 individual weights for
I nel i gi bl es.

For the ith weighting class, the LPS1 base wei ght, BASEWX, was
inflated to a correspondi ng LPS2 wei ght, BASEW, as foll ows:

BASEW = BASEWX * F

Fam |y weights, LPS1: |In studying famly characteristics, it is
inportant that each famly count only once, regardl ess of the
nunber of respondents living in that unit. 1In the follow ng

di scussion, |et:

Ky
K2

t he nunber of famly nenbers on the sanpling frane
the nunber of famly nenbers intervi ewed

Afamly with nore than one nenber on the sanpling frame (k,>1)
had a greater probability of being sanpled than did a unit with
just one nenber represented. Consequently, the fornmer should
have a smaller famly weight. Wthin a famly, the probability
of selection was about the same for each famly nenber, except in
the few instances where there were both Mexi can and non- Mexi can
famly menbers. Thus, in LPSl, the probability of selecting a
famly, p;, was related to the probability of selecting an

i ndi vidual, p;, through the formula p;=(1-[1-p;]1*), which is
approxi mately equal to p;k;.

Furt hernore, when k,>1 of these k, nenbers appeared on the survey
file, all k, of the respondents were included in the analysis and
each of their weights were further divided by k,. This
effectively caused the average famly response to be used for

pur poses of estimation. The famly wei ght was cal cul at ed usi ng
the follow ng fornul a:

Fam |y wei ght = 1 approx equal to Base wei ght
pr * ks kK, * ky

Fam |y weights, LPS2: By extension, the follow ng formula was
used to derive LPS2 fam |y weights from LPS2 base wei ghts:

FAMAT = 1
(1 - [1-{UBASEWI} ] * K2

Househol d wei ghts, LPS2: 1n exam ning household attributes, each
unit nmust count only once, regardl ess of the nunber of
respondents in the household. The first survey did not explore
the |l egalization status of unrel ated househol d nmenbers. Hence,
there was no need for separate household weights for LPSI--
famly weights elimnated doubl e-counting. However, LPS2 did
exam ne this issue, increasing the probability that unrel ated



househol d menbers mi ght al so be found on the sanpling frane.
Let:

k; = the nunber of household nmenbers on the sanpling franme
K, t he nunmber of househol d nmenbers intervi ened

The follow ng fornmula was used to derive LPS2 househol d wei ghts
to account for this possibility:

HHDWI = 1
(1 - [1-{1/BASEWI}]®) * k*

Spousal weights, LPS2: 1In a few instances, respondents’' spouses
were thensel ves LPS2 respondents. Since both reported
information on the sanme famly's behavior, their responses nust
be weighted to reflect this fact. Let:

ks = the nunber of spouses in the sanpling frane
ke = the nunber of spouses interviewed

The LPS2 spousal weights are derived as foll ows:

FAMAT = 1
(1 - [1-{1/ BASEWII]®) * k¢

Replicate weights, LPS1 and LPS2: The replicate weights for each
survey can be used to determ ne the variance of survey estimates.
These wei ghts may be used with the WESTVAR program avail abl e

t hrough Westat, Inc. of Rockville, MiI. The WESTVAR software is
avai |l abl e at:

HTTP: / /| WAV VESTAT. COM

WESTVAR user support can be obtained at the foll owi ng e-nail
addr ess:

VESTVAR@N\ESTAT. COM

For further information, contact Mke Brick, of Wstat, Inc., at
(301) 251-1500.



CAUTI ONARY NOTES

Estimates of change. LPS2 reinterviewed only 4,012 of the
original 6,193 LPS1 respondents. Estimates of change over the
survey interval can thus be derived either by using a) the ful
sanpl e at each date, or b) the restricted sanple of 4,012 for
whomtwo records are available, i.e. LPS2 respondents.

Using the full sanmple for each period retains the |arger nunber
of observations for 1989. However, this approach yields
synthetic estimates that nay be influenced by changes in sanple
conposition, e.g., the loss of certain out-mgrants. |If the ful
sanpl es are used, findings for each period should be inflated by
t he correspondi ng period wei ghts.

The Second Report on the Legalized Popul ation based its estimtes
of change on the smaller, continuous sanple, LPS2 respondents.
LPS2 wei ghts were applied to data for both tinme periods.

Ceographic detail and geographic nobility. The legalization
surveys were designed to obtain reliable national estimates for
the | egalized population. Users should be aware that they were
not designed to provide robust State or |ocal estinmates. Sub-
national estimates should be treated with caution. Except in
California, sanples are very small and sanpling variance is
likely to be high

By the sane token, these data are not an appropriate basis for

t he study of geographic nmobility of legalized aliens. Efforts to
rel ocate LPS1 respondents in 1992 were nost concentrated in the
State where they resided three years before. Thus out-mgrants
may be underrepresented in the second survey.

Educational attainnment. Gade |evels and educational degrees in
the United States do not al ways correspond to those of source
countries. As a result of such disparities and the limted
school i ng nost respondents had had, information on this topic may
be inconsistent between the two surveys.

Recei pt of financial assistance. The LPS1 survey used a
screening question (GLX) to identify respondents who did not
receive financial assistance. They were skipped past the section
of the questionnaire dealing with social services. There is
reason to believe that many respondents m sunderstood question
GLX, answering "no" when they should have said "yes.”" This would
have have resulted in understatenent of social service usage in
1989. Consequently, estimates of change that use LPS1 data as a
basel i ne nay exaggerate true increases in social service usage
following | egalization. LPS2 explored the probabl e nagnitude of
this bias. Conpare responses to question Fl1 (a repeat of GLX),
and F2 (the LPS2 social service screen).

Legal status of famly nmenbers. Although both files include



information on the inmgration status of famly nmenbers, these
data were derived differently during the two tine periods. The
1989 survey did not ask about status directly. Rather, it was
inferred by conparing LPS1 survey data with information fromthe
LAPS file. Famly menbers were classified as either |egalized
aliens, citizens, or probable illegal aliens.

Resi dent status was explored nore directly in LPS2 (questions
E1301 through E1318). Respondents were read and given a handcard

listing six categories, which exhausted all |egal possibilities.
Two residual categories, "sone other status" and "don't know, "
may identify certain illegal aliens. Care should be exercised in

interpreting these data. Sonme in the "don't know' category are
| egal residents whose status the respondent really did not know.
Li kewi se, because status is a sensitive issue, sone of those
classified in | egal categories may actually be undocunent ed.



Table 1.

Relationship Between LPS1 and L PS2 Samples, Manner of Contact with LPS2 Respondents, and Disposition of

Cases
LPS2 Contact Status Percent of LPS2
Disposition Eligibles
Field Phone Total
LPS1 Sample NA NA 6,193 NA
Not Sampled for LPS2 NA NA 1,193 NA
Ineligible in January 1992 NA NA 502 NA
Not in LAPSfile NA NA 3 NA
Known dead NA NA 2 NA
No decision NA NA 471 NA
Awaiting information NA NA 18 NA
Denied NA NA 4 NA
Terminated NA NA 5 NA
Others Excluded from Sample NA NA 691 NA
Sampled for LPS2 4,714 286 5,000 NA
Later Found to be Ineligible 96 2 98 NA
Left U.S. Permanently 69 1 70 NA
Known to be dead 27 1 28 NA
Believed to be Eligible 4,618 284 4,902 100%
L PS2 Respondents 3,851 161 4,012 82%
Response rate 83% 56% 82% 82%
Completed in person 3,423 NA 3,423 70%
Completed by telephone 417 161 578 12%
Completed by proxy 11 NA 11 0%
Non-Respondents 767 123 890 18%
Couldn't be located 574 96 670 14%
Refusal, breakoff 97 6 103 2%
Not at home 33 15 48 1%
Left U.S. temporarily 21 2 23 0%
Tooill tointerview 17 - 17 0%
Moved too far, no phone 16 - 16 0%
Postal problem 8 - 8 0%
L anguage problem 1 4 5 0%

NA Not available.
- Not applicable




Table 2. LPS2 Respondents, Unweighted and Weighted Counts

Unweighted Weighted Unweighted Weighted
Characteristic Sample Legalized Characteristic Sample Legalized
Adults Adults
Total 4,012 1,294,562 Total 4,012 1,294,562
Sex Labor Force Status
Male 2,165 724,099 Employed 3,034 969,480
Female 1,846 570,049 Unemployed 247 83,199
Not in Labor Force 730 241,468
Region of Origin
Mexico 1,937 893,035 Firm Size (number of
Central America 1,029 189,453 wor kers employed)
Other Western Hemisphere 446 92,500 1 employee 337 91,870
Canada and Other 598 118,951 2-4 367 110,439
59 345 113,178
Period of Arrival 10-49 844 290,099
Before 1975 778 284,665 50-99 373 123,996
1975-1979 1,493 497,096 100-499 479 150,936
1980 or later 1,722 505,896 500 or more 245 74,789
Ageat Arrival Occupation
17 or less 1,027 394,381 Prof., Tech., and Mgr. 305 77,382
18 or more 2,965 893,115 Sales 186 51,270
Administrative support 236 67,768
Y ear s of Schooling Completed Services
0to6 1,582 597,322 Private household 201 51,912
7to11 1,011 327,527 Food 298 100,703
12 or more 1,418 369,298 Other services 371 108,622
Farm 129 54,160
Ability to Speak English Craft, repair 417 141,567
Not at al 745 283,035 Operator, transport 657 228,245
Not very well 1,597 540,834 Labor 233 87,849
Very well, well 1,658 467,176
Industry
Place of Residence Agriculture 116 49,339
Cdlifornia 2,178 749,710 Construction 226 81,824
Texas 464 165,985 Manufacturing
New Y ork 428 94,221 Durable goods 308 111,557
Other 941 284,231 Nondurable goods 366 125,720
Wholesale, Retail Trade
Agein 1992 Restaurant 300 100,365
20-29 772 285,788 Other 474 152,432
30-39 1,771 580,753 Services
40 or more 1,442 421,368 Business 224 65,435
Private household 218 58,340
Family Incomein 1991 Other Services 511 146,397
$11,999 or less 785 256,241 Other 288 77,682
$12,000-$19,999 925 313,647
$20,000-$29,999 903 298,529 Class of Work
$30,000 or more 1,018 308,640 Wage and Salary 2,596 849,690
Government employees 129 34,280
Self-employed 268 73,375
Unpaid family worker 24 6,896

TABLEC2

Some categories may not add to total N due to missing data for some respondents.




Critical Items

A number of questions, necessary for analysis, were identified as critical items. If these items were not completed, an attempt was made to

recontact the respondent and obtain the necessary information. The critical itemsincluded the following:

LPS1 CRITICAL ITEMS SUBJECT TO TELEPHONE VERIFICATION

A1AGEX
A2YEARX
A3X
B1CSPECX
B2CX
C3YEARX
C5YEARX
C6YEARX
C10ISPECX
D11X

D12X

D16X

D19X

D20X

D22X
D23SPEC

(specify)
D24X

D25X

D26X
D32AMONX
D32AYEARX
D32BMONX
D32BYEARX
D33X

D34X

D37X

D40X

D41X

D43X

E1X

E2X

E3X

E4X

E5X

E6X

E701X
-E1125X

E14X

F1X

F2X

F3AX

F3BX

F3CX

F3DX

F3EX

F3FX

G3GX

F6AX

F6BX

F7X

F11AX
F11BX
F11CX
F11DX
F12AREASX
F12ARANKX
through
F12HREASX
F12HRANKX
G1X

13X

Age
Y ear in which applied for temporary residence
Sex

Language (specific)
Read instructions or recipiesin English
Y ear entered US for more than 3 days
Y ear first entered US and stayed for more than 3 days
Y ear last entered US and stayed for more than 3 days
Reason for staying in US (specify)
Industry of employment, 1st USjob
Occupation of employment, 1st USjob
Initial weekly earnings, 1st US job
Industry, job with most hours, 1st year in US
Occupation, job with most hours, 1st year in US
Initial weekly earnings-job w. most hours, 1st yr in US
What doing most of week bef. applied for temp residence

Any work at all, week before application?
Temp absent or on layoff week before application?
Why absent fr work, week before application.

Month began job at which wked week bef application

Y ear began job at which wked week bef application

Month ended job at which wked week bef application

Y ear ended job at which wked week bef application
Industry, job week bef application
Occupation, job week bef application
Usual weekly earnings bef ded., job week bef applic.
Industry, 2nd job week bef application
Occupation, 2nd job week bef application
Usual weekly earnings, 2nd job week bef applic.
Marital status when applied for temp residence
Number parents living with resp when applied
Number children living with resp when applied
Number bros/sisters(and bro/sist in-law) living with respondent when applied
Number grandparents living with resp when applied
Number grandchildren living with resp when applied

Relationship, ed. attain., and wk status and immigration status for all family members at time of application FOR

ALL FAMILY MEMBERS
Number of family relatives elsewhere in US when applied for temporary residence
Whether now pregnant
Whether have seen a doctor abt pregnancy
Preg care pd for by insurance through work
Preg care pd for by insurance from ins company
Preg care pd for by resp or spouse/partner
Preg care pd for by parents or relatives
Preg care pd for by Medicaid or Medical Assistance
Preg care pd for by other (specify)
Preg care free of charge
Any US-born child need extra hosp. stay at birth?
How many US-born children needed extra hosp stay?
Usual source of health care before applied for temp res
Personal health coverage by Medicaid or state gov't medical assistance
Personal health coverage by Medicare
Personal health coverage by health ins through work
Personal health coverage purchased directly from company
Reasons for not being covered by private health ins
and rank of importance for each reason

Whether any family member in household received financial assistance or food stamps from public or

gov't agency at time applied for temp res.
Total family income in 1987



