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The decision by the Biden administra*on to parole nearly three million otherwise inadmissible 
aliens into the country represents a profound distor*on of the intent of the program, which is 
supposed to be used on a limited case-by-case basis due to compelling humanitarian need or 
because of a significant benefit to the United States. My tes*mony will focus on the fiscal 
consequences of this policy. The limited informa*on available indicates that recent parolees are 
almost certainly a net fiscal drain — crea*ng more in costs than they pay in taxes. This is 
primarily due to their rela*vely low average educa*on levels, resul*ng in low average earnings 
and tax payments. Their lower average incomes allow a large share to qualify for means-tested 
programs. About half of households headed by newly arrived immigrants from the primary 
parolee-sending countries receive welfare. Recent male parolees have a rela*vely high rate of 
work. However, given the reali*es of the modern American economy, our extensive social safety 
net, and progressive system of taxa*on, allowing large numbers of less-educated people into 
the country unavoidably creates fiscal costs. This fact should be a key considera*on when 
formula*ng policy.  

Key Findings:  

• The Center for Immigra*on Studies es*mates that an unprecedented 2.86 million people 
were granted parole during the Biden administra*on. 
 

• The enormous scale of parole during the prior administra*on makes it very hard to 
believe that parole was actually granted on a case-by-case basis as the law requires.  
 

• Educa*onal aTainment is a key determinant of income, tax payments, and use of means-
tested programs. New adult immigrants from virtually every top parolee-sending country 
are significantly less educated than U.S.-born adults.  
 

• The average wages of newly arrived adult immigrant men from most of the primary 
parolee-sending countries are less than half those of U.S.-born men.  
 



• Households headed by recent immigrants from virtually every major parolee-sending 
country have substan*ally higher welfare use than U.S.-born households. On average, 
about half of households headed by immigrants from the top parolee-sending countries 
access one or more welfare programs — nearly twice the rate of U.S.-born households.  
 

• Parolees are able to access welfare for a number of reasons: First, some have U.S.-born 
children. Second, those paroled for at least one year are considered “qualified aliens”, 
with the welfare eligibility of new lawful permanent residents, while others have 
immediate access. Third, all residents can access some programs (e.g. WIC and Medicaid 
for pregnant women). Fourth, some states offer welfare to otherwise ineligible aliens.  
 

• In addi*on to tradi*onal welfare programs, 40 percent of households headed by recent 
immigrants from the primary parolee-sending countries have incomes low enough to 
receive the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC). Those receiving the EITC pay no federal 
income tax and instead receive a cash payment.  
 

• Immigrants from the top parolee-sending countries do pay taxes, including federal 
income and payroll taxes. However, on average parolee-headed households have only 
about 47 percent the federal tax liability of na*ve-headed households.  
 

• The fiscal drain created by high welfare use and lower average tax contribu*ons by 
immigrants from parolee-sending countries is not caused by low rates of work. Working-
age men (18 to 64) from parolee-sending countries generally have rates of work that 
match or exceed those of U.S.-born men.  
 

• By working and consuming, parolees add tens of billions of dollars to the na*on’s GDP 
each year, but this is not a measure of their tax contribu*ons or the benefits they create 
for Americans. Almost all of the increase in economic ac*vity they create goes to the 
parolees themselves in the form of wages.  

Introduc:on 

The Immigra*on and Na*onality Act remains the country’s founda*onal immigra*on law. That 
law allows the aTorney general to “parole” aliens into the United States. It states: “The 
Secretary of Homeland Security may … in his discre*on parole into the United States 
temporarily under such condi*ons as he may prescribe only on a case-by-case basis for urgent 
humanitarian reasons or significant public benefit any alien applying for admission to the United 
States, but such parole of such alien shall not be regarded as an admission of the alien.”1  



It is important to note that the law is clear that it is not a program to be used en masse but 
instead parole is to be granted only on a case-by-case basis. Moreover, those granted parole are 
not considered to be formally admiTed to the country. Further, when the reason for the parole 
no longer exists, the parolee should be returned to DHS custody, and the alien is to be dealt 
with in the same way as any other person trying to be admiTed into the United States. Center 
for Immigra*on Studies Resident Fellow in Law and Policy Andrew Arthur’s publica*on “Biden 
Has Paroled In Two Million-Plus Inadmissible Aliens” provides a valuable overview of the Biden 
administra*on’s approach to parole.2 For the history of parole and the legal framework 
surrounding it, see Center legal fellow George Fishman’s detailed analysis en*tled “The 
Pernicious Perversion of Parole: A 70-year baTle between Congress and the president”.3  

Parolees are eligible to apply for employment authoriza*on (8 C.F.R. § 274a.12(c)(11)). Further, 
aier one year, those granted parole are eligible for federal welfare benefits to the same extent 
as any lawful permanent residents (8 U.S.C. §§ 1613(a), 1641(b)(4)). Due to specific policies and 
legal provisions, most parolees from Cuba, Hai*, Afghanistan, and Ukraine have much more 
immediate access to welfare programs.4 This eligibility for means-tested programs has 
important implica*ons for public coffers. As we will see, recent immigrants from the primary 
parolee-sending countries make heavy use of the na*on’s welfare system. As a result, there is 
every reason to believe this will be the case for recent parolees.  

Number Of Parolees under Biden 

The government does not make it easy to determine how many people were granted parole in 
recent years. In a recent analysis, my colleague at the Center for Immigra*on Studies Andrew 
Arthur es*mated that 2.86 million illegal immigrants had been granted asylum during the Biden 
presidency.5 He is a former immigra*on judge and a leading expert on parole and the 
administra*ve data documen*ng its scale. To date, Arthur has compiled the most complete 
es*mate of parole during the prior administra*on. At some point the government may release 
its own comprehensive report on the number of individuals granted parole during the Biden 
administra*on. For this tes*mony, I will rely on Arthur’s analysis.  

Andrew Arthur’s Analysis. His analysis is mainly based on the Excel spreadsheets at the DHS 
Office of Homeland Security Sta*s*cs (OHSS) website, as well as published reports by Customs 
and Border Protec*on (CBP).6 Based on these sources, Arthur finds 2.86 million individuals were 
granted parole from February 2021, when President Biden took office, to January 2025, when 
he lei. This breaks down by year in the following fashion: 58,730 in FY 2021; 721,671 in FY 
2022; 1,087,267 in FY 2023 and 897,794 in FY2 024. These figures include Afghans granted 
parole as part of “Opera*on Allies Welcome/Refuge” following the chao*c evacua*on from 
Afghanistan and Ukrainians released as part of Uni*ng for Ukraine.7 Arthur observes that 
“Congress largely acquiesced” to these ac*ons, but he adds that Congress “never okayed border 



releases”. His es*mate also includes inadmissible aliens granted parole during the Biden 
presidency as part of the CHNV program for Cubans, Hai*ans, Nicaraguans, and Venezuelans.  

The Fiscal Impact of Recent Parolees 

Educa:onal a@ainment. One of the largest and most important studies on the fiscal impact of 
immigrants was a 2017 study by the Na*onal Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and 
Medicine. That study found that the educa*on level of immigrants is a key factor that 
determines fiscal impact.8 A 2024 ManhaTan Ins*tute study also concludes that educa*onal 
aTainment is the key factor that determines an immigrant’s net fiscal impact.9  

The reasons for this are straighporward. Educa*on determines what type of jobs immigrants 
typically do and their resul*ng incomes. Income maTers enormously because it affects both tax 
payments and eligibility for means-tested government programs. Unfortunately, it is not 
possible to es*mate the educa*on level of recent parolees precisely, mainly because that 
informa*on is not collected by the government from parolees. However, it is possible to use 
Census Bureau data, par*cularly the Current Popula*on Survey, to es*mate the educa*on level 
of recently arrived immigrants from the primary parolee-sending countries.10 Due to sample size 
limita*ons the results for some individual countries reported should be interpreted with 
cau*on.  

Educa:on Level by Countries. Table 1 reports 
the educa*on level of recent immigrants from 
countries that account for a large share of 
parolees. Again, we do not have a perfect 
representa*ve sample of parolees. What can 
be said from Census Bureau data collected in 
2024 is that, in general, new immigrants from 
the countries that make up much of the 
parolee popula*on are significantly less 
educated than are the U.S.-born.  

As the table shows, while it is not the case for 
all countries, rela*ve to the U.S.-born a much 
larger share of new adult immigrants from 
parolee countries do not have even a high 
school diploma. For the most part, recent 
immigrants from parolee countries tend to be significantly less likely to have a bachelor’s degree 
than the U.S.-born. The lower level of educa*on of immigrants from the primary parolee-
sending countries has important fiscal implica*ons.  



Parolee Employment and Income. The first column in Table 2 reports the share of recently 
arrived, working-age (18 to 64) immigrant men from the top parolee-sending countries who are 
employed. In general, immigrant 
men from these countries have 
rela*vely high rates of work. 
However, the second column in the 
table shows that employed 
immigrants from these countries 
earn significantly lower average 
wages than U.S.-born men. The third 
column in Table 2 reports income 
from all sources, not just wages, for 
recently arrived men from parolee 
countries. For the most part, new 
immigrant men from these countries 
have significantly lower average 
incomes than U.S.-born men. The 
same is true on the right side of the 
table when all adults are considered. 
This is not surprising, given the large share with modest levels of educa*on.  

The significantly lower average wages and income of immigrants from these countries means 
they will almost certainly pay significantly less in taxes than the U.S.-born. Income is a key 
determinant of tax liability. Of course, we would expect the income of parolees to rise over *me 
if they are allowed to stay in the country. However, when we look at all immigrants from these 
same countries, not just recent arrivals, we s*ll find that their average wages and incomes are 
much lower than the U.S.-born.11  

Parolee Use of Welfare Programs. Welfare use is an important indicator of fiscal impact 
because not only are the programs themselves costly, but those receiving them generally pay 
liTle to no federal or state income tax as well. Table 3 shows that, compared to the U.S.-born, 
households headed by recently arrived immigrants from the primary parolee-sending countries 
have much higher use of welfare, with the excep*on of new immigrants from Hai*. In addi*on 
to tradi*onal welfare, Table 3 shows that households headed by recent immigrants from 
parolee-sending countries, for the most part, have incomes low enough to qualify for cash 
payments from the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) compared to the U.S.-born. The EITC is the 
na*on’s largest means-tested cash an*-poverty program for workers. Table 4 only reports those 
with incomes low enough to receive cash payments. Not everyone eligible for the program 



receives it. However, because parolees have work authoriza*on and valid Social Security 
numbers it seems very likely that most parolees who are eligible for the EITC receive it.  

Puqng aside Hai*, 
households headed by 
recent immigrants from 
parolee countries make 
extensive use of the 
welfare system and EITC. It 
may seem surprising that 
these households have 
such high welfare use, 
given that they are newly 
arrived in the country. But 
a number of factors explain 
this situa*on. First, some 
of these households have 
at least one U.S.-born 
child, who have full welfare 
eligibility. Second, those 
granted parole from Cuba, 
Hai*, Afghanistan, and 
Ukraine have the same 

access to the welfare system as legal immigrants do in most cases. Third, as already men*oned, 
all parolees gain welfare eligibility aier one year of residence in the U.S. Fourth, all individuals 
in the United States, including parolees, are eligible for certain programs such as WIC, 
free/subsidized school meals, and Medicaid for pregnant women. Fiih, some states offer 
welfare programs to aliens ineligible for federally funded welfare. 

All of these factors, coupled with the large share of parolees with modest levels of educa*on, 
and resul*ng low incomes, mean many qualify for welfare. In addi*on, there is a large welfare 
bureaucracy whose job it is to help those eligible for programs navigate the system. Finally, 
welfare costs are by no means the only costs parolees will create. Public educa*on is one of the 
largest costs. We know that 20.8 percent of recent immigrants form the top parolee-sending 
countries are school-age (5 to 17).12 Applying this percentage to the 2.8 million es*mate of 
parolees in the country means that there are roughly 582,000 parolees in schools. In the United 
States, average expenditure per pupil is $17,700 a year.13 This translates into more than $10 
billion a year spent by public schools on parolees.  



Average Tax Payments. 
Table 4 provides 
es*mated federal tax 
payments for the primary 
parolee-sending 
countries. Overall, the 
table shows that on 
average households 
headed by immigrants 
from these countries 
generally have much 
lower median incomes 
and federal income tax 
liability. This is less true 

for Social Security and Medicaid taxes. This is partly because immigrant households oien have 
more workers than U.S.-born households, even if the average earnings of those workers are 
significantly lower. The federal tax liability of recently arrived immigrants from the primary 
parolee-sending countries overall are roughly one-third that of households headed by the U.S.-
born on average. The leading parolee-sending countries make extensive use of welfare, but they 
also pay significantly less in federal taxes. This makes it almost certain that paroles are a net 
fiscal drain.  

The federal income figures are those calculated in the 2024 survey by the Census Bureau and 
represent liability, not actual tax payments. Further, payroll taxes are calculated as a simple 
percentage of earnings. If immigrants from these countries are less likely to comply with tax 
laws, then their actual payments would be less. However, these individuals are eligible for work 
authoriza*on, so the overwhelming majority should be paid on the books and thus subject to 
income and payroll taxes.  

Impact on Size of the U.S. Economy. Using the 2.86 million parolees under President Biden as a 
star*ng point, it is possible to very roughly es*mate the impact of parolees on the overall size of 
the U.S. economy. Based on Census Bureau data, 59.4 percent are working, earning a liTle less 
than $31,000 (see Table 2). Their labor income adds something like $52 billion per year to the 
U.S. GDP.14  

But there are three things to keep in mind about this number. First the es*mate does not 
consider the possibility that adding parolees to the labor market may reduce the wages and 
employment opportuni*es or have any other adverse impact on U.S.-born workers or legal 
immigrants. This es*mate does not consider the possibility that adding these workers may 



complement rather than compete with workers already in the country. Second, the size of the 
addi*on to the American economy is very small rela*ve to U.S. GDP of roughly $30 trillion. 
Third, although some may call the larger GDP that parolees create a “benefit” or “contribu*on” 
to America, it is not a measure of their tax contribu*ons, nor does it represent the benefits they 
create for the U.S.-born. Almost all of the increase in economic ac*vity immigrants in general or 
parolees in par*cular create goes to the parolees themselves in the form of wages — as it 
should, since they are the ones doing the work. There is no clear evidence showing immigra*on 
substan*ally increases the per capita GDP of the U.S.-born. Per capita GDP is what determines 
how well-off a society is.  

Conclusion  
 
It is understandable many Americans focus on the plight of those who have lei their homelands 
in search of a beTer life in the United States. But seeing the millions of individuals who arrived 
at our na*on’s border in the last four years, or who wish to leave their home countries more 
generally, as simply desperate people facing desperate circumstances, fails to appreciate that 
they are also ra*onal risk-takers who are responding to the incen*ves we create. By handing out 
parole in a fashion never before contemplated at the border or even flying inadmissible aliens 
into the country, the Biden administra*on encouraged ever-larger numbers of people to seek 
entry into the United States, crea*ng the border crisis and pushing the overall level of 
immigra*on to levels never before seen.  
 
Elected leaders are supposed to act in the best interest of the American people. By encouraging 
so many inadmissible aliens to come to the border by misusing parole, the Biden administra*on 
created a cascading series of consequences for the American people. My tes*mony today 
focused only on the scale of parole during the prior administra*on and the nega*ve fiscal 
impact it almost certainly creates.  
 
Prior research makes it clear that by adding large numbers of people to the country with 
modest levels of educa*on, which parole has done, creates a net fiscal drain — taxes paid minus 
costs. That said, there is no evidence that parolees are lazy or that most come to get welfare. 
Rather, the limited data available on new immigrants from the top parolee-sending countries 
indicate they have lower levels of educa*on than the U.S.-born. As a result, although many 
work, they tend to have modest incomes and make rela*vely modest tax contribu*ons. At the 
same *me, the data indicates that they make extensive use of the welfare system. All of this 
means they are a net fiscal drain on public coffers.  
 



To avoid this situa*on in the future, parole needs to be used only as originally intended — as a 
limited program for a small number of otherwise inadmissible aliens on a case-by-case basis. 
Enforcing the law and sending as many parolees back to their home countries as possible will 
help avoid fiscal costs in the future. If the huge number of parolees currently living in the 
country are allowed to stay, so will the fiscal drain they create.  
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