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Qver 700,000 Indochinese refugees have been resettled in
the U.5. since 1975. Despite the initial resettlement efforts
at dispersing the refugees throughout the U,S5., the secondary
migration process has resulted in the refugee paopulation's
becoming increasingly concentrated in the western United
States.,” The principal recipient of these secondary migrants
has been the state of California. BY the end of 1984,
California contained approximately 40 percent of all
Indochinese rafugees who had been admitted into the U.S.

Kansas' Indochinese refugee pecpulation has fluctuated
during the 1980s. Between 1982 and 1983, the proportion of
the total refugee population residing within the state
declined from 1.5 to 1.3 percent. Between 1983 and 1984, the
proportion of refugees residing within the state remained
unchanged; however, their numbers increased by 600 to an
estimated statewide toctal of 9,400, Part of this increase is
attributable to interstate secondary migration to the western
Kansas communities of Garden City, Dodge City, and Liberal,
Bll three communities have populations of less than 25,009 and
are relatively isolated. The two principal cities within a
radius of 250 miles of the center of this region are Denver
and Wichita, Despite this relative isolation and the rural
character of western Kansas, the population of Indechinese
refugees within the region has increased from approximately
100 in 1980 to about 4,000 by 1985, This sudden influx of
refugees to an is50lated rural area is relatively unusual in
that most of the Indochinese secondary migration has been to
California--the most urbanized state in the country,
Nevertheless, the size and suddenness of the refugee in-
migration to western Kansas suggests that gther rural areas
could be subject to the same phenomenan and that, therefore,
the present study may be considered representative of this
type of in-migration. The purpose of this article is to
explain the reasons behind the inmigration of secondary
migrants and document the extent of Garden City's refugee in-
migration field.

Little attention has been given to the subject of
Indochinese seccndary refugee migration to s=mall towns,
Indeed, most research that has examined the issue of secendary
migration ameng Indochinese refugees has been completed at the
naticnal level and has been concerned with explaining theiﬁ
migration patterns within a traditiomal push-pull framework.
Desbarats, for example, found seconday immigrants moving to
states with high per capita incomes, high welfare payments,
lenient public-assistance eligibility requirements, low
unemployment and a warm climate, However, there has been
no consideration of the spatial characteristics of the
refugees’ migrant flows, This omission <an, in part, be
attributred to the difficulty of applying conventional
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migration theory ko the refugee papulation. For example,
according to Baker and Norkh, 47 percent of the 1375 arrival
lived in a different state frem their initial placement.
This high rate of interstate migration is in direct contrast
with the rest of the United States' population. During the
pericd 1975 te 19748, for example, only & percent of the U.5.
pepulation were invalved in interstate moves, while the
majority of moves occurred within the same crounty. The
latter ptedominate, in part, because of the various
constraints on long-distance moves, such as transportation
costs, the psychic costs of moving, the loss of earnings while
unemployed during a move and the uncertai%ty about income
prospects due to a lack of i1nformation. However, the
propensity for interstate migration amcng the refugee
population suggests that they are not affected by any of the
above constraints. Indeed, many of them were not placed in
their community of choice, and so there are few psychic costs
incurred in a subsequent move. Moreover, many of the refugees
are initially unemployed, and so there is no loss of earnings
associated with a move. AsS a result, it is suggested that
distance has little effect upon the refugee's destination
selection. This general proposition is examined within the
context of refugee in-migration to Garden City. OfF the three
western Kansas communities which have received Indochinese
refugees, Garden City has recelved approximately half of them,
and, therefore, it provides the largest and most suitable data
sogurce.

Indochinese Refugee Secondary Migration

The initial placement of refugees was largely determined
by the refugees' own pteference and by the availability of
sponsorsnips in particular communities. sponscrships,
according to Forbes, were most available in metropolitan
areas; iIn places with large Asian populations and activist
churches; near U.8. military installations; near government
offices and industries with prior experience in Vietnam; and
in cammunities that were close to the four major refugee
processing centers (Fort Pendleton, California; Fort Chaffee,
Lrkansas; Fort Indi%ntown Gap, Pennsylvania; and Elgin Alr
Force Base, Florida). However, as was previously noted, only
47 percent of the 1375 entrants were resettled in their place
of choice, and, as a result, widespread secondary migration
has since oceurred., The principal destination of these and
other secondary migrankts is California, which has increased
its share of the natlionwide total of Indochinese refugees from
22 percent in 1975 to 40 percent in 1984,

The secand qroups of refugees, who began entering kthe
U.5. in 1979, forced a modification in the initial
resettlement program. Whereas in 1975 there had been no
Indochinese population in the U.5., by L9779 there was an
existing population base, and many of the new arrivals were
hoping to be reunited with other family members already living
in the United States. However, 50me communities with large
concentrations ofF refugees were experiencing adverse impacts,
such as the overloading of social services and high
unemployment rates among the refugees. The Qffice of Refugee
Settlement (0.R.R.) saught tg reconcile its policy of family
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reunification with the interests cf local commianities by
introducing a program in 1982 which restricted settlement in
impacted areas to the immediate fawily members ot retugees
already residing in these arcas. A preliminary study by
0.R.K. found that the degree of seconrdary migration ameng
tefugess resettled under this ptogram was lees than that of
earlier cohorts, Nevertheless, California remiined the
principal destination of those refugees wha moved. 0

Apart from macro-level research aimed at explaining
interstrate secondary micration patterns, little is known about
the deterninants of in-nigration to small towns. According to
Desbarats' aggregate-level study of secondary interstate in-
migratior in 2380, refugees responded pr:marily to economie
ingentives and movad to states with high per capita incomes,
low anemployrent, high ﬁFDC payments and lenient welfare
eligibility requirements.l Forbes also notes the impartance
2f ecenomic factars 1n explainiq% increased secondary
miqration to Califernia since 1982. in 1982, the federal
jovernment changed the regulations regardinng refugeces'
eligibilisy for cash and medical assistance, by treducing the
period of time during which refujees benefited from a waiver
of fFamily cempensation requirements Ffrom 26§ menzhs to 16
months. Many refugees who lost their eligibiliry for
assistance under this change responded by migrating to
California in order to gain better henefits.

Although Desbarats' and Forbes's findings would appear to
suppert the notion of the refugees as "rational utility
maximizing individuals,” it is also important to acknowledge
the primacy of the extended family in facilitating the
refugees' economic and emotional adjustment tu the hast
sgciety. 1Indeed, the presence of the extended Ffamily is
regarded 2§ crucial in agsisting in the process of refugee
adjustment.12 Moreaver, refugezs' khuwledge of alternative
settlement opportunities in cther communities is 1likely to be
crovided by relatives alreacdy residing in those communities.
As & resnlt, it is suggested that some secondary migrants'
reasons for moving are likely to be related bo:th to economic
and Eamily reunification factors and that frequently these two
fagtors are caincidental.

Surveys of Indoch:nese secondary migrarts and their
reasons for moving also emphasize the importance of economic
and family reunification Ffactors in determining their choice
of destination. & study of 1,200 Indochinese refugses who had
moved to Oramge County, California, found that 20 percent of
respondents gave employment as their reasopn for moving, while
the egaivalent figure for family reunificat:on was 1% perocent;
however, Lhe mcst common reason was climaze (3% per%gnt).
Similar findings were also reperted by Jesbharats, 3> rhe
importance of climate in datermining in-migration may,
however, reflect local conditions, C.imatic considerations,
for example, are un.ikely to be as important 1n determining
in-migzation te aress chavacterized by temperatura oxtremes,
suuh a5 those fcund 1n continental-type cliratic areas.

Despita the previously mentioned stterpte at explaining
refugea in-miqration, little consideration has been given ta
the spatial characteristics of refugee in-migration patterns.
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Conventional migration theory, in the form of the gravity
model, would predic¢t that since most poople migrate short
distancues, Garden City's in-mi%raticn field would consist
primarily of hinterland migrants. ® The basis for the gravitcy
model is that wigration between any twe places 1s considered
to be a funztion of the Jistance between them and their
population size, An incredse in distance from 2 town leads to
a reduction in knowledge cocncerning opportunities within it
and also increases the costs ©f migration, thereby reducing
migration. Empirical support for this process ameng internal
migfgnts within the United S5tat % is provided by Gallaway et
al, and Greenwood and Gormely. The distance constraint on
knowledge and migrazien cosys can, however, Le overceome by
channelize? ot chain migrggion, according to MacDonald and
MacDeonald, E and Roseman. This type of migration ocours
primarily tvhrouweh interpersonal contact and is normally
observed between small rural aveas and a particowlar city.
Meither hinterland not chain migration are, however,
appropriare in understanding a refugee in-migration field.
Masy of tne refugees were not resettled in their place of
choice, and as a result *heir distr bution of contacts in the
form c¢f relatives and friends is unlikely to have any
relationship to any distance decay pattern. Furthermcre,
chain migration ¢ccurs over time betweoen established
communities; most Indochinese, by cantrast, have been in the
United States eleven years or less and are still in Lhe
process of recstablishing commurities, Empirical studies of
refugee in-wmigration patterns are rare; hevertheless, Forbes's
observaticns concerning the pull of Califoinia's welfare
benefits suggests that d:stance is not 3 constraint for many
of Lthat state's secondary in-migrants, 1 as a result it is
suggaested -“hat a distance decay pattern will be absent from
Garden City's in-migration field; iastead, the in-migration
field will be characterized by a diverse number of origins
reflecting the ipitial efforts at dispersing the refugees.

In summary, previous research at the intetstate level
indicates that high per capita incomes, the availability of
high welfare benefits and family reunification are the prime
determinants of se-ondary in-migratien. Furithermore, due to
“he resettlement policy of refugee dispersal, it is suggested
that distance will not be a constraint en the refugees’
secondary migratien, and, therefore, it will have little
effect aon :he spatial srtructure of a town's in-migration
field, The applicability of these general propositions to
Garden City will be examined in subsequent sections.

Cata

The data fer vhis study acre derived from a survey of the
Indochinese papulation in Garden City in 3June 1984, spoensored
by the 0.8, 0ffice of Refugee Resettlement, 1Its goal was to
enumerate the refugee population, Trained surveyors from the
refugee commonity were each assigned a guadranl within Garden
City, and they ceanducsted a ddacr-to-door survey cf the
residents in each district, Table 1 lists the variables
obtainable {rom the Survey. In order te facilitakte the
cooperation of the refugee commanity in completing the sucvey,
the plans far the survey were anngunced on the local
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Vietpamese cable television program. In addition, signs
announcing the survey and requesting that those persons not
cnumerated should cuntacr the surveyors were placed in local
Asian stores and in the major factories, All participants in
the survey were assured of the confidentiality of their
responses and that none of the information they provided would
be made available on an individual basis to wny yovernmeutal
agency.

Table 1

Data Obtainable from the 1984 Survey of Southeast Asians

Sex Countty of birth
Religion Date entered the U.S.
Date of Birth Year of mowve to Garden (City
Employer Place of last residence
Occupation in home country

before 1975 Spouse's residence

A& total af 943 refugees were enumerated: 853 Vietnamese,
45 Cambodians and 44 Laotjans. It is widely recognized within
the community that this figure represents an undercount of the
total refugee population. Surveyors reported that sSome
refugees refused to answer the guestions ouk of fear that the
information could somnehow be used against them. Despite the
omission of these data, it is considered unlikely that this
will result in an alteration of the in-migratien pattern. Six
hundred and eighty-three of the town's refugee population were
secondary migrants, i.e,, they formerly resided in another
community within the Dpited States (Table 2). All three

Table 2
Characterigtics vf Garden Cicy's
Indochinese Refugee Population

Origin Group

Viaknamase Cambodian Laclian
1984 population 855 45 42
Born in Garden Citky 74 26 9
Moved directly ta Garden City 96 o ]
Ssecandary migfants 631 19 3z
Missing cases 53 v} 1
Mean age {in years) 18.3 17.8 24.1
t male 61,0 53.13 6.0

tTncludes those persons who gave post office box numbers
as addresses within Garden City,

Source: 1984 Survey of Indochinese Refugees in Garden
city.

origin groups' secondary migrantsE are characterized by their
youthfulness, with the Vietnamese having the youngest mean age
of 20 (Table 3}, The Vietnamese and Lastians also hbave a
disproportionate number of males among their populaticns,
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Both these characteristics are, however, representative of the
national Indochinese refugee population.

Table 3
Characteristics of Garden City's Indochinese
Secondary Migrant Popolation

origin Group

All
Vietnamese Cambodian Laotian CGroups
1984 Population 632 L9 32 6813
Mean age (in years) 20.1 22.5 26.7 20.5
% male 64 53 73 64

Spource: 1984 Survey of Indochinese Refugees in Garden
City.

Indochinese In-migration to Western Kansas

Previous research has indicated the importance of high
per capita lncomes, high welfare benefits, family
reunification and c¢limate in explaining refugee seccondary in-
migqration. In the case of Garden City, the sudden refugee in-
migration is largely explained by the opening in 1981 of Iowa
Beef pPackers' (L.B.P.) beef processing plant in Holcomb,
situated seven miles west of Garden City. Two years later,
anather beef processing plant, belonging to the Val agri
company, opened two miles east of Garden City., Pricr to the
apening of the 1.8.P. plant, the number of secondary migrants
in the town was 1Q; by 1982, this figure had increased to 3B81l,
and by 1984 the population had reached 683 (Table 4).
Additional evidence to link the opening of the plants with the
refugee in-migration is provided by (a) the Indochinese
emplaoyment structure, (b} the low level of unemployment among
the secondary in-migrants, and (c) the low incidence of
welfare payments among the in-migrants,

Table 4
Number of Indochinese Secondary In-migrants to Garden City
by Year of Entry and Origin Group

origin Gronp

Year Vietnamese Cambedian Laotian Total Population
1975-80 10 0 0 10
1981 77 o] o g7
1982 274 9 11 381
1983 132 9 16 538
1984%* 139 1 5 63

*Includes only the first half of 1%9B84.
Source: 1984 Survey of Indochinese Refugees in Garden
City.

The importance of Lthe Ltwo khe=ef processing plants in
providing employment among the in-migrants is illustrated by
Table 5. Over 80 percent of adult males were employed hy
either 1,B.P. or Vval Agri; among females the corresponding
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figure was S0 percent. Two other beef processing plants,
Naticnal Beef, located in Libkeral, and Kansas Beef, lcocated in
Dodge City, also enployed a small number of refuyees. lndeed,
among males, after excluding students and unemployed persons,
only about 6 percent were employed in jobs unrelated teo the
beef processing industry. Mgrecover, anly 4 percent of males
and 1¢ percent cof temales reported being uviemployed, and
since, of these persons, S8 percent entered Garden City in
1384, this cannot be considered part of a long-term
unemplaoyment probl em. These low levels of unemployment
indicate that the prospect of employment in one of the beef
procesging plants is a major factor in the secondary migrant's
decision to migrate to Garden City, These low levels of
uremployment are alsc associated with a low incidence of
wel fare payments., In the fall of 1985, the Hansas Department
of Social and Rehabilitative Services reported that outr of an
estimated Indochinese refugee population ofF 4,000 in
sputhwestern Kansas, there were only 70 tefugees receiving
welfare payments. This low level reflects both the' refugses’
desire to wark and th3 relative qifficulty of obtaining
welfare within Kansas. rd

Table &
Emp oyment Structure of Adult* Indoch:nese
gecondary Migrants, Garden City, 1984
{(Figures in %)

Employer Males Females
I.B.P. 77.00 50.00
val Agri B.33 4.20
Nation?l Beef $6R .70
Jthers 4.33 5.80
Homemaker 17.60
student 4.66 5.60
Unenployed 4.00 9.80
Missging Ca5952 1.00 6.30D

TOTAL 1¢0.00 100.00

n 300 142

“*adult defined as 1B years or older lo 1984d.
Others category includes: Cessna, Panhandle
steel, School Distriet, St. Catherine's Hospital,
Catholic Church, Kansas S.2.S5., and Self-employed.
This category includes those persons who
failed te report an oCccupacion.

The preceding clearly indicates the [mportance of the
beef processing industry in attracting Indochiness secondary
migrants to Garden City and suggests that without this
industry the sudden in-migrationm would not have occurred.
There is, however, no tangible evidence ta indicatoe the
reasons for tha in-nigration of these ten secendary migrants
who arrived in Garden City prior te¢ 1981, oyerall, these
results are supportive of previous aggregate-level analyses of
refugee secondary in-migratien. The prime determinant of the
in-migration to Garden City has been the availability of
empioyment at the beef packing slants. There is, however, no
evidence to indicate that welfare benefits aund their
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availability have had any effect on most migrants' decisions
to move to Garden City.

Garden City's In-migration Field

Since the majority of internal migration occurs over
short distances, mpst towns' in-migration would be expected Lo
be dominated by hinterland migrants. However, given the
propensity for intersrate migration among the Indochinese
refugees and the refugee resettlement policy of dispersal, it
is syggested that the in-migration fields cof rowns receiving
an influx of these refugees will be characterized by a diverse
number of sgurces. In examining this proposition, we will
compare Gatden City's Indechinese refugee in-migration field
for the 1981-84 pericd with its in-migration field for the
1975-80 pericd, pricr te the influx of refugees. Clearly, it
would have been preferable to compare in-migration fields for
the same time pericd; unfortunately, there are no comparative
data for nonrefugee in-migrants in the early 19%80s. Despite
this apparent weakness, it is important to acknolwedge the
relative stability of in-migraticon fields over time, and,
therefore, no substantial differences in nonrefugee in—gigrant
scores would be expected between the two time periods.

as expected, the majority (58 percent] of in-migrants to
the town during the 1975-80 period came from the town's
immediate hinterland, Finney County, the county in whigch
Garden City is located (Table 6). By <ontrast, none of the

Table 6
Garden City's 1975-80 I[n-migration Field vs. Its 1981-84
Indochinese Refugee In-migration Field
(Figures in %)

1975-80 1981-84

Source* In-migranks In-migrants
Finney County 58.5 0.0
Kansas 20.2 56.2

{Wichita} (n.d.) (47,01
Nor theast .1 6.1
Northcentral 6.7 7.8
South 6.0 14.9
West 8.5 14.9

TOTAL 100.0 100.0

51 9,631 681

“*Divisions conform to 1380 Census definitions.

Source: General Social and Econcmic
Characteristics, Kansas, Table 156, U.S5. Bureau of the
Census; 1984 Survey cof Indochinese Refugees in Garden City.

1981-84 Indochinese in-migrants formerly resided in Finney
County; instead, the majority of them have their origins in
other towns in Kansas--moskt nctably Wichita, 215 miles to the
east. This difference is clearly attributable to the refugee
resettlement palicy. Rural Finney County, because of its
isolation and lack of nonfarm employment opportunities, 15 an
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unlikely place to a:ttract the sponsership of refugees, and so
there were no refugees to mwove from the county to Garden City
with Lhe opening of the plants. Wichita, by contrast,
attracted refugee sponsors by virtue of 1ts possessing a major
U.5. military installation (McConpell Air Force Base) and its
being the largest c<ity in the state, These two factors
combined Lo support the largest refugee pepulation base within
the state, some of whom have subseguently moved to Garden
City.

Ancother major Jifference between the two greoups' in-
migratvion fields concerns the proportion and sources of
interstate in-migrants. Forty-four percent of the Indochinese
in-migrants are from out of state, while the equivalent figure
for the nonrefugess is 21.) percent. Moreover, 6 percent of
the Indochinese in-migrants are from the Northeast, and nearly
19 percenkt are from the south, while the equivalent figures
for the nenrefugees are 0.1 and 6.0 respectively. These
differcnces serve Lo emphasize the higher inciderce of
inters:-ate migration among the refugees and tha: distance is
less of a constraint on their destination selection than it is
fur the rest of the pepulation. However, it is alsoc important
to acknowloedge that there dre dlfferences in the extent of in-
migration fields betweer Indochinese groups (Table 7).
Cambodians had the smallest in-migraticon field, with 3¢
percert of their in-migrants moving from Wichita; the
corresponding figures four Vietnamese and Laotians are 47
percent and 25 percent respectively. The Laotians and
Vietnamese have different in-migration fields, with the
majerity of Laotians moving to Garden City from the
northeentral region (principally Il1lineis), while Wichita

Table 7
Garden City's 1981-84 Indeochinese In-migratisn Fielad
by Different Qrigin Groups
(Fiqures in %)

Source Vietndmese Cambadian Lacktian
Finney County 0.0 0.0 0.0
Kansas 56.6 89.5 28.5
{Wichita} (45 ,8) {89.5) (25,0
Northeastk 5.6 0.0 0.0
Northcentral 5.4 10.5 53.1
Seuth 15.0 0.0 3.1
West 15.3 0.0 15.6
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 i100.¢
n Az lg 32

Source:; 1984 Survey of Indochinese Refugees ir
Garden City.

provided the majerity of vVietnamese in-migrants. Thase
differences serve to emphasize the role of the resettlement
policy in establishing a dispersed population base from which
subsequenkt migration has since occurred. The results also
illustrate the difficulty of apply.ny couventional! models of
migration behavicor to refygee flows.
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Conclusion

The primary reason for the sudden in-migration of
Indochinese refugees to Garden City is the opening of the beef
packing plants. Prior to 1981, there were only ten secondary
refugee in-migrants residing in the community; a year after
1.B.P, opened its facility in Holcomb, this figure had
increased to 381. Unlike previous studies, albeit at the
state level, there is no evidence to indicate thak welfare
payments and lenient eligibility reguirements were a factor ip
most migrante' decision te move to Garden City.

Gaxdan City's refugee in-migration field, in contrast
with 1ts nonrefugee in-migration field, was characterized by
long-distance moves., only 21 percent of nenrefugee in-
migrants were from out of state, while the corresponding
figure for the Indochinese 15 414 percent, with the remainder
coming from Wichita, over 200 miles away. The predominance of
such long-distance maves supperts the view that distance is
less of a constraint on refugees' destination selectieon than
it is for the rest of the populatien. The propensity for such
moves is a reflection of the refugee resertlement policy of
dispersal and the fact that many of the refugees have yet to
establish ties to a specific community. Moreover, these
results alsg indicate that sSuch traditional models of
migration bebavior as the gravity model are inappropriate in
predicting the size and extent of a town's refugee in-
migration field.
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