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Preface

In the years since the publication of the institution’s last major report on
immigration, The New Americans (National Research Council, 1997), there have been
massive shifts in the demographics, legal status, geographic location and overall impact
of immigration. These shifts have raised new concerns about the integration of
immigrants in the United States. The aim of this project was therefore to facilitate a more
informed and fact-based discussion of this topic.

The panel formally met six times over the period from January 2014 to March
2015 in order to collect information to assist in its deliberations and to prepare this report.
During this time, an active national debate over the course of U.S. immigration policy
was ongoing, highlighted by the November 2014 announcement by President Obama of
the Immigration Accountability Executive Action, intended to provide relief from
deportation for parents of citizen children and people who arrived as children and to
prioritize the deportation of felons, along with further strengthening border enforcement.

These actions could significantly affect the path to integration into U.S. society of
millions of immigrants, particularly those in the country without proper documentation.
The Executive Order also expanded the population eligible for the Deferred Action for
Childhood Arrivals (DACA) program and extended the period of DACA and work
authorization, from 2 to 3 years, and allowed parents of U.S. citizens and lawful
permanent residents who have been present in the country since January 1, 2010, to
request deferred action and employment authorization for 3 years under the new Deferred
Action for Parental Accountability program. However, the expansion of DACA and
establishment of DAPA were quickly blocked by federal courts. At the time this report
was completed, the implementation of the Executive Action was unsettled and its
possible effects are unknown.

At the same time he announced the Executive Order, President Obama established
the White House Task Force on New Americans, an interagency group tasked with
reviewing the federal government’s immigrant integration efforts in order to make
recommendations to improve these services. The task force released an initial report in
April, 2015, and its findings and recommendations are cited throughout this report. The
Task Force will report its final findings and recommendations to the President in
November 2015.

The panel’s charge was to address the questions of immigrant integration in
multiple domains. We did this by our own research, by inviting leading researchers to
meetings to offer their perspectives on these questions, and by commissioning papers to
address specific issues. The presentations and subsequent panel deliberations gave the
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panel the opportunity to develop the perspectives and articulate the challenges shared
here. This volume is the product of that study process, and drafting the report was a
collaborative enterprise.

We thank everyone who made presentations to the panel, including Erwin de
Leon, The Urban Institute; Roberto Gonzalez, Harvard Graduate School of Education,;
Robert P. Jones, Public Religion Research Institute; Ali Noorani, National Immigration
Forum; Jeffrey Passel, Pew Research Center; Anne Piehl, Rutgers University; Alex
Piquero, University of Texas-Dallas; and Veronica Terriquez, University of Southern
California. A special note of appreciation is owed to those who contributed
commissioned papers: Catherine Barry, U.S. Department of Veterans Affairs; Charis
Kubrin, University of Southern California, and Leighton Ku, George Washington
University. We particularly thank Cristina Rodriguez of Yale University who prepared a
paper for us on the legal aspects of immigrant integration that was the foundation of
Chapter 2; the report is very much strengthened by her contributions. We also thank
Youngmin Yi, Department of Sociology, Cornell University who prepared three tables
for Chapter 6.

This report was authored by the committee. Despite having many other
responsibilities, members of the committee generously donated their time and expertise to
the project. Members contributed to the study by drafting and revising chapters,
providing background readings, leading discussions, making presentations, and critically
commenting on the various report drafts. The perspectives that members brought to the
table were instrumental in synthesizing ideas throughout the committee process. The
committee worked together remarkably well and with a great commitment to balance and
to reviewing the available evidence to draw conclusions on a very complex and
contentious topic. It was a pleasure to serve with them.

Several members of the staff of the National Academies of Science, Engineering,
and Medicine made significant contributions to the report. The panel was established
under the auspices of the Committee on Population, directed by Thomas Plewes, who
was instrumental in developing the study and providing guidance and support to the staff
throughout the project. We are all greatly indebted to our study director, Marisa Gerstein
Pineau, who worked tirelessly, wrote brilliantly, edited ruthlessly, and with great humor
and equanimity managed a task that never should have been possible in such a short
period of time. Special thanks are due to Danielle Johnson, Tina Latimer, and Mary
Ghitelman, who provided logistics and report preparation support throughout the project.
Kirsten Sampson Snyder ably guided the volume through review, Robert Katt served as
editor, and Yvonne Wise managed the report production process.

The project was undertaken with the support of the Carnegie Corporation of New
York, the Russell Sage Foundation, the U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
(USCIS), and the National Science Foundation (NSF). Particular thanks go to Geri
Mannion of the Carnegie Corporation of New York; Aixa Cintron-Velez of the Russell
Sage Foundation; Jason Ackleson, Delancey Gustin, Michael Hoefer, Tiffany
Lightbourn, Laura Patching, and Nathan Stiefel of USCIS; and Patricia White of NSF, all
of whom represented these sponsoring organizations throughout the study development
and information gathering processes and made innumerable contributions to the final
product. Patricia White also provided the panel with original analysis of polling data for
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our report while on sabbatical at the National Academies of Science, Engineering, and
Medicine. We are grateful to them and their organizations for their support.

This report has been reviewed in draft form by individuals chosen for their
diverse perspectives and technical expertise, in accordance with procedures approved by
the institution’s Report Review Committee. The purpose of this independent review is to
provide candid and critical comments that will assist the institution in making its
published report as sound as possible and to ensure that the report meets institutional
standards for objectivity, evidence, and responsiveness to the study charge. The review
comments and draft manuscript remain confidential to protect the integrity of the
deliberative process.

We thank the following individuals for their review of this report: Claire D.
Brindis, Bixby Center for Global Reproductive Health and Adolescent and Young Adult
Health-National Resource Center, University of California, San Francisco; Katherine M.
Donato, Department of Sociology, Vanderbilt University; Elena Fuentes-Afflick,
Pediatrics and Academic Affairs, University of California, San Francisco; Tomas
Jiménez, Department of Sociology, Stanford University; Michael Jones-Correa,
Department of Government, Cornell University; John R. Logan, Spatial Structures in the
Social Sciences, Department of Sociology, Brown University; Emilio A. Parrado,
Department of Sociology and Population Studies Center, University of Pennsylvania;
Manuel Pastor, Sociology and American Studies and Ethnicity and Program for
Environmental and Regional Equity and Center for the Study of Immigrant Integration,
University of Southern California; Giovanni Peri, Department of Economics and
Temporary Migration Cluster, University of California, Davis; Zhenchao Qian,
Department of Sociology and Institute for Population Research, Ohio State University;
and David D. Yao, Industrial Engineering and Operations Research, Columbia
University.

Although the reviewers listed above provided many constructive comments and
suggestions, they were not asked to endorse the contents of this volume before its release.
The review of this report was overseen by Michael Hout of the Department of Sociology,
New York University, and Ellen W. Clayton of the Center for Biomedical Ethics and
Society, Vanderbilt University. Appointed by the National Academies of Science,
Engineering, and Medicine, they were responsible for making certain that an independent
examination of this report was carried out in accordance with institutional procedures and
that all review comments were carefully considered. Responsibility for the final content
rests entirely with the authors.

Mary C. Waters, Chair
Panel on Integration of Immigrants
into American Society
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Summary

The United States prides itself on being a nation of immigrants, and the nation has a long
history of successfully absorbing people from across the globe. The successful integration of
immigrants and their children contributes to economic vitality and to a vibrant and ever-changing
culture. Americans have offered opportunities to immigrants and their children to better
themselves and to be fully incorporated into U.S. society, and in exchange immigrants have
become Americans—embracing an American identity and citizenship, protecting the United
States through service in its military, fostering technological innovation, harvesting its crops, and
enriching everything from the nation’s cuisine to its universities, music, and art.

This year marks the 50th anniversary of the passage of the Immigration Act of 1965,
which began the most recent period of mass immigration to the United States. This act abolished
the restrictive quota system of the 1920s and opened up legal immigration to all the countries in
the world, helping to set the stage for a dramatic increase in immigration from Asia, Africa,
Latin America, and the Caribbean. At the same time, it limited the numbers of legal immigrants
coming from countries in the Western Hemisphere, thus establishing restrictions on immigrants
across the U.S. southern border and setting the stage for the rise in undocumented border
crossers. Although the Immigration Act of 1965 exemplified the progressive ideals of the 1960s,
the system it engendered may also hinder some immigrants’ and their descendants’ prospects for
integration.

Today, the 41 million immigrants in the United States represent 13.1 percent of the U.S.
population. The U.S.-born children of immigrants, the second generation, represent another 37.1
million people, or 12 percent of the population. Thus, together the first and second generations
account for one out of four members of the U.S. population. Whether they are successfully
integrating is therefore a pressing and important question.

To address this question, the Panel on the Integration of Immigrants into American
Society was charged with (1) summarizing what is known about how immigrants and their
descendants are integrating into American society; (2) discussing the implications of this
knowledge for informing various policy options; and (3) identifying any important gaps in
existing knowledge and data availability. Another panel appointed under the National Academies
of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine will be publishing its final report later this year; that
report will examine the economic and fiscal impacts of immigration and present projections of
immigration and of related economic and fiscal trends in the future. That report will complement
but does not overlap with this panel’s work on immigrant integration.

The panel defines integration as the process by which members of immigrant groups and
host societies come to resemble one another. That process, which has both economic and
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sociocultural dimensions, begins with the immigrant generation and continues through the
second generation and beyond. The process of integration depends upon the participation of
immigrants and their descendants in major social institutions such as schools and the labor
market, as well as their social acceptance by other Americans. Greater integration implies
movement toward parity of critical life opportunities with the native-born American majority.
Integration may make immigrants and their children better off and in a better position to fully
contribute to their communities, which is no doubt a major objective for the immigrants
themselves. If immigrants come to the United States with very little education and become more
like native-born Americans by getting more education, they are considered more integrated.
They are also considered better off, because more education improves their well-being.
However, integration does not always improve well-being. For example, immigrants on average
come to the United States with better health than native born Americans, but as they integrate in
other ways, they also become less healthy. Hence their well-being (measured by health) declines.
So, to the extent that available data allow, the panel measured two separate dimensions of
change—integration and well-being. The first dimension, integration, speaks to whether
immigrants and the native-born become more like one another; the second dimension, well-
being, examines whether immigrants are better or worse off over time.

Integration is a two-way process: it happens both because immigrants experience change
once they arrive and because native-born Americans change in response to immigration. The
process of integration takes time, and the panel measured the process in two ways: for the first
generation, by examining what happens in the time since arrival; for the second and third
generations—the children and grandchildren of immigrants—by comparisons across generations.

PATTERNS OF INTEGRATION

Overall, the panel found that current immigrants and their descendants are integrating
into U.S. society. This report documents the course and extent of integration and the report’s
chapters draw 18 formal conclusions with regard to integration. Across all measurable outcomes,
integration increases over time, with immigrants becoming more like the native-born with more
time in the country, and with the second and third generations becoming more like other native-
born Americans than their parents were.

For the outcomes of educational attainment, occupational distribution, income, residential
integration, language ability, and living above the poverty line, immigrants also increase their
well-being as they become more similar to the native-born and improve their situation over time.
Still, the well-being of immigrants and their descendants is highly dependent on immigrant
starting points and on the segment of American society—the racial and ethnic groups, the legal
status, the social class, and the geographic area—into which they integrate. There are three
notable outcomes where well-being declines as immigrants and their descendants converge with
native-born Americans: health, crime, and the percentage of children growing up with two
parents. We discuss these outcomes below.

Education

Despite large differences in starting points among the first generation, there has been
strong intergenerational progress in educational attainment. Second generation members of most
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contemporary immigrant groups meet or exceed the schooling level of typical third+ generation
native-born Americans. This is true for both men and women.

However, this general picture masks important variations between and within groups.
One difference from earlier waves of immigration is the large percentage of highly skilled
immigrants now coming to the United States. Over a quarter of the foreign-born now have a
college education or more, and they contribute a great deal to the U.S. scientific and technical
workforce. These immigrants’ children also do exceptionally well educationally and typically
attain the top tiers of the occupational distribution.

Other immigrants start with exceptionally low levels of education. This is particularly
true for foreign-born Mexicans and Central Americans, who on average have less than 10 years
of education. These immigrants’ children progress a great deal relative to their parents, with an
average education of over 12 years, but they do not reach parity with the general population of
native-born. This outcome mostly reflects the low levels of schooling, English proficiency, and
other forms of human capital their parents bring to the United States.

Employment and Earnings

Immigrant men have higher employment rates than the second and higher generations.
This employment advantage is especially dramatic among the least educated immigrants, who
are much more likely to be employed than comparably educated native born men, indicating that
they are filling an important niche in our economy. For second+ generation men, the trajectories
vary by ethnicity and race. By this measure, Asian men are successfully integrating with the non-
Hispanic white population, and Hispanic men are making gains once their lower education is
taken into account. However, second-generation blacks appear to be integrating with the general
black native-born population, where higher education does not translate into higher employment
rates. Among women the pattern is reversed, with a substantially lower employment rate for
immigrants than for the native-born, but employment rates for second and higher generation
women moving towards parity with the general native-born population, regardless of race.

Foreign-born workers’ earnings improve relative to the native-born the longer they reside
in the United States. These overall patterns, however, are still shaped by racial and ethnic
stratification. Earnings assimilation is considerably slower for Hispanic (predominately
Mexican) immigrants than for other immigrants. And although Asian immigrants and their
descendants appear to do just as well as native-born whites, these comparisons become less
favorable after controlling for education. Asian Americans’ schooling advantage can obscure the
fact that, at least among men, they tend to earn somewhat less than third+ generation non-
Hispanic whites with the same level of education.

Occupations

The occupational distributions of the first and second generations reveal a picture of
intergenerational improvement similar to that for education and earnings. The groups
concentrated in low-status occupations in the first generation improve their occupational position
substantially in the second generation, although they do not reach parity with third+ generation
Americans. Second generation children of immigrants from Mexico and Central America have
made large leaps in occupational terms: 22 percent of second-generation Mexican men and 31
percent of second-generation men from Central America in 2003-2013 were in professional or
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managerial positions. Like their foreign-born fathers, second-generation men were
overrepresented in service jobs, although they have largely left agricultural work. Second
generation Mexican men were also less likely than their immigrant parents to take jobs in the
informal sector and were more likely to receive health and retirement benefits through their
employment. The occupational leap for second-generation women for this period was even
greater, and the gap separating them from later-generation women narrowed greatly.

The robust representation of the first and second generations across the occupational
spectrum in these analyses implies that the U.S. workforce has been welcoming immigrants and
their children into higher-level jobs in recent decades. This pattern of workforce integration
appears likely to continue as the baby boom cohorts complete their retirement over the next two
decades.

Poverty

Immigrants are more likely to be poor than the native-born, even though their labor force
participation rates are higher and they work longer hours on average. The poverty rate for
foreign-born persons was 18.4 percent in 2013, compared to 13.4 percent for the native born.
However, the poverty rate declined over generations, from over 18 percent for first generation
adults (immigrants) to 13.6 percent in the second generation and 11.5 percent by the third+
generation. These overall patterns vary by race and ethnic group, with a troubling rise in poverty
for the black second+ generations relative to the black first generation. The panel’s analysis also
shows progress stalling among Asian Americans between the second and third generations.
Overall, first-generation Hispanics have the highest poverty rates, but there is much progress
from the first to the second generation.

Residential Integration

Over time most immigrants and their descendants gradually become less segregated from
the general population of native-born whites and more dispersed across regions, cities,
communities, and neighborhoods. Earnings and occupation explain some but not all of the high
levels of foreign-born segregation from other native-born residents. Length of residence also
matters: recently arrived immigrants often choose to live in areas with other immigrants and thus
have higher levels of residential segregation from native-born whites than immigrants who have
been in the country for 10-20 years. Race plays an independent role—Asians are the least
segregated in metropolitan areas from native-born whites, followed by Hispanics and then black
immigrants, who are the most segregated from native-born whites. New research also points to
an independent effect of legal status, with the undocumented being more segregated than other
immigrants.

Language
Language diversity in the U.S. has grown as the immigrant population has increased and
become more varied. Today, about 85 percent of the foreign-born population speaks a language

other than English at home. The most prevalent language (other than English) is by far Spanish:
62 percent of all immigrants speak Spanish at home.
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However, a more accurate measure of language integration is English-language
proficiency, or how well people say they speak English. There is evidence that integration is
happening as rapidly or faster now than it did for the earlier waves of mainly European
immigrants in the 20th century. Today, many immigrants arrive already speaking English as a
first or second language. Currently, about 50 percent of the foreign-born in surveys report they
speak English “very well” or “well,” while less than 10 percent say they speak English “not at
all.” There are significant differences in English proficiency by region and country of birth:
immigrants from Latin America and the Caribbean generally report lower rates of English-
language proficiency than immigrants from other regions, and they are most likely to say they
speak English “not at all.”

The second+ generations are generally acquiring English and losing their ancestors’
language at roughly the same rates as their historical predecessors, with English monolingualism
usually occurring within three generations. Spanish speakers and their descendants, however,
appear to be acquiring English and losing Spanish more slowly than other immigrant groups. Yet
even in the large Spanish-speaking concentration in Southern California, Mexican Americans’
transition to English dominance is all but complete by the third generation; only 4 percent still
speak primarily Spanish at home, although 17 percent reported they can speak Spanish very well.

Despite the positive outlook for linguistic integration, the barriers to English proficiencys,,
particularly for low-skilled, poorly educated, residentially segregated, and undocumented
immigrant populations, are cause for concern. Funding for English-as a second-language classes
has declined even as the population of English language learners (ELL) has grown. The number
of children who are ELL has grown substantially in recent decades, presenting challenges for
many school systems. Since 1990, the school-age ELL population has grown at a much faster
rate than the school-aged population overall. Today, 9 percent of all students in the K-12 system
are ELL. Their relative concentration varies widely by state and district. Overall resources for
education in English as a second language are limited for both adults and children.

Health

Foreign-born immigrants have better infant, child, and adult health outcomes than the
U.S.-born population in general and better outcomes than U.S.-born members of their ethnic
group. In comparison with native-born Americans, the foreign-born are less likely to die from
cardiovascular disease and all cancers combined; they experience fewer chronic health
conditions, lower infant mortality rates, lower rates of obesity, and fewer functional limitations.
Immigrants also have a lower prevalence of depression, and of alcohol abuse.

Foreign-born immigrants live longer, too. They have a life expectancy of 80.0 years, 3.4
years more than the native-born population, and this immigrant advantage holds across all the
major ethnoracial categories. Over time and generations, these advantages decline as their health
status converges with the native-born.

Even though immigrants generally have better health than native-born Americans, they
are disadvantaged when it comes to receiving health care to meet their preventive and medical
health needs. The Affordable Care Act (ACA) seems likely to improve this situation for many
poor immigrants, but undocumented immigrants are specifically excluded from all coverage
under the ACA and are not entitled to any non-emergency care in U.S. hospitals.

Sum-5

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

Crime

Increased prevalence of immigrants is associated with lower crime rates—the opposite of
what many Americans fear. Among men age 18-39, the foreign-born are incarcerated at a rate
that is one-fourth the rate for the native-born. Cities and neighborhoods with greater
concentrations of immigrants have much lower rates of crime and violence than comparable
nonimmigrant neighborhoods. This phenomenon is reflected not only across space but also over
time. There is, however, evidence that crime rates for the second and third generation rise to
more closely match the general population of native-born Americans. If this trend is confirmed,
it may be an unwelcome aspect of integration.

Family Patterns

The panel’s analysis indicates that immigrant family-formation patterns change over
time. Immigrant divorce rates and out-of-wedlock birth rates start out much lower than the rates
for native-born Americans generally, but over time and over generations these rates increase,
while the likelihood of living in extended families with multiple generations under one roof
declines. Thus immigrant children are much more likely to live in families with two parents than
are third generation children. This is true overall and within all of the major ethnic and racial
groups. Two-parent families provide children with a number of important advantages: they are
associated with lower risks of poverty, more effective parenting practices, and lower levels of
stress than are households with only one or no parents. The prevalence of two-parent families
continues to be high for second generation children, but the percentage of children in two-parent
families declines substantially between the second and third generations, converging toward the
percentage for other native-born families. Since single-parent families are more likely to be
impoverished, this is a disadvantage going forward.

CAUSES FOR CONCERN

The panel identified three causes for concern in the integration of immigrants: the role of
legal status in slowing or blocking the integration of not just the undocumented but also their
U.S.-citizen children; racial patterns in immigrant integration and the resulting racial
stratification in the U.S. population; and the low percentage of immigrants who naturalize,
compared with other major immigrant-receiving countries.

Legal Status

As the evidence examined by the panel made clear, an immigrant’s legal status is a key
factor in that individual’s integration trajectory. Immigration statuses fall into four rough
categories: permanent, temporary, discretionary, and undocumented. These statuses lie on a
continuum of precariousness and security, with differences in the right to remain in the United
States, rights to benefits and services from the government, ability to work, susceptibility to
deportation, and ability to participate fully in the economic, political, social, and civic life of the
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nation. In recent decades these statuses have multiplied due to changes in immigration policy,
creating different paths and multiplying the roadblocks to integration into American society.

People often transition between different immigration statuses. Over half of those
receiving lawful permanent resident status in 2013 were already residing in the United States and
adjusted their status to permanent from a visa that allowed them to work or study only
temporarily in the United States. Many immigrants thus begin the process of integration into
American society—working, sending their children to school, interacting with neighbors, and
making friends—while living with a temporary status that does not automatically put them on the
path to lawful permanent residence or citizenship. Likewise, some undocumented immigrants
live here for decades with no legal status while putting down deep roots in American society.
Currently, there are insufficient data on changes in the legal status of immigrants over time to
measure the presumably large effects of those trajectories on the process of integration.

Since the mid-1990s U.S. immigration policy has become more punitive toward the
undocumented, and interior enforcement policies have attempted to prevent their employment
and long-term residence in this country. An estimated 11.3 million (26%) of the foreign-born in
the U.S. are undocumented. Their number rose rapidly from the 1990s through 2007, reaching a
peak of 12.2 million, but then fell with the Great Recession in 2008 and a sharp decline in
immigration from Mexico, plateauing at 11.3 million since then. Although undocumented
immigrants come from all over the globe and one in ten undocumented immigrants comes from
Asia, more than three-quarters are from North and Central America. The majority of the
undocumented residents in the United States today—about 52 percent—are from Mexico.

It is a political, not a scientific, question whether we should try to prevent the integration
of the undocumented or provide a path to legalization, and thus not within this panel’s purview.
However, the panel did find evidence that the current immigration policy has several effects on
integration. First, it has only partially affected the integration of the undocumented, many of
whom have lived in the United States for decades. The shift in recent years to a more intense
regime of enforcement has not prevented the undocumented from working, but it has coincided
with a reduction in their wages. Undocumented students are less likely than other immigrants to
graduate from high school and enroll in college, undermining their long-term earnings capacity.

Second, the immigration impasse has led to a plethora of laws targeting the
undocumented at local, state, and federal levels. These laws often contradict each other, creating
variation in integration policies across the country. Some states and localities provide in-state
college tuition for undocumented immigrants, some provide driver’s licenses, and some are
declaring themselves to be sanctuary cities. In other localities there are restrictive laws, such as
prohibitions on renting housing to undocumented immigrants or aggressive local enforcement of
federal immigration laws.

Finally, the current system includes restrictions on the receipt of public benefits, and
those restrictions have created barriers to the successful integration of the U.S.-citizen children
of the undocumented, even though, as citizens, it is in the country’s best interest that these
children integrate successfully. Today, 5.2 million children in the United States reside with at
least one undocumented immigrant parent. The vast majority of these children—4.5 million—are
U.S.-born citizens. Included in this total are almost 7 percent of students in kindergarten through
high school (K-12), presenting important challenges for schools, including behavioral issues
among these children. Policies designed to block the integration of undocumented immigrants or
individuals with a temporary status can have the unintended effect of halting or hindering the
integration of U.S. citizens and lawful permanent residents in mixed-status families. Laws are
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often designed to apply to individuals, but their effects ripple through households, families, and
communities, with measurable long-term negative impacts on children who are lawful U.S.
citizens.

Race

The panel found that patterns of immigrant integration are shaped by race. While there is
evidence of integration and improvement in socioeconomic outcomes for blacks, Latinos, and
Asians, their perceived race still matters, even after controlling for all their other characteristics.
Black immigrants and their descendants are integrating with native-born non-Hispanic whites at
the slowest rate. Asian immigrants and their descendants are integrating with native-born non-
Hispanic whites most quickly, and Latinos are in between. The panel found some evidence of
racial discrimination against Latinos and some evidence that their overall trajectories of
integration are shaped more by the large numbers of undocumented in their group than by a
process of racialization. At this time, it is not possible with the data available to the panel to
definitively state whether Latinos are experiencing a pattern of racial exclusion or a pattern of
steady progress that could lead to a declining significance of group boundaries. What can be
reasonably concluded is that progress in reducing racial discrimination and disparities in
socioeconomic outcomes in the United States will improve the outcomes for the native-born and
immigrants alike.

Naturalization Rates

Birthright citizenship is one of the most powerful mechanisms of formal political and
civic inclusion in the United States. Yet naturalization rates in the United States lag behind other
countries that receive substantial numbers of immigrants. The overall level of citizenship among
working-age immigrants (15-64 years old) who have been living in the United States for at least
10 years is 50 percent. After adjustments to account for the undocumented population in the
United States, a group that is barred by law from citizenship, the naturalization rate among U.S.
immigrants rises slightly but is still well below many European countries and far lower than
other traditional receiving countries such as Australia and Canada. This is surprising since the
vast majority of immigrants, when surveyed, report wanting to become a U.S. citizen. Moderate
levels of naturalization in the United States appear to stem not from immigrants’ lack of interest
or even primarily from the bureaucratic process of applying for citizenship but from somewhere
in the process by which individuals translate their motivation to naturalize into action. Further
research is needed to clearly identify the barriers to naturalization. Low naturalization rates have
important implications for political integration because the greatest barriers to immigrants’
political participation, especially participation in elections, are gaining citizenship and registering
to vote after becoming a citizen.

EFFECT OF IMMIGRATION ON SOCIETY

Previous immigration from around the globe changed the United States. It is much more
difficult to see and to measure the ways in which immigration is changing the country now
because it is notoriously hard to measure cultural changes while they are occurring. It is also
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difficult because the United States is a very heterogeneous society already, and new immigration
adds to that diversity. It is difficult to measure the society that immigrants are integrating into
when the society itself does not remain static. The major way in which the panel outlines how
immigration has affected American society is by documenting the growth in racial, ethnic, and
religious diversity in the U.S. population, which has resulted in increased intergroup contact and
the transformation of American communities and institutions. '

In 1970, 83 percent of the U.S. population was non-Hispanic white; today, that
proportion is about 62 percent, and immigration is responsible for much of that change, both
directly through arrival of foreign-born immigrants and indirectly through the higher birth rates
of immigrants and their children. Hispanics have grown from just over 4.5 percent of the total
U.S. population in 1970 to about 17 percent today. Asians are currently the fastest-growing
immigrant group in the country, as immigration from Mexico has declined; Asians represented
less than 1 percent of the population in 1970 but are 6 percent today. Black immigration has also
grown. In 1970, blacks were just 2.5 percent of the foreign-born; today, they are 9 percent of
immigrants residing in the U.S.

Ethnic and racial diversity resulting from immigration is no longer limited to a few states
and cities that have histories of absorbing immigrants. Today, new immigrants are moving
throughout the country, including into areas that have not witnessed a large influx of immigrants
for centuries. This new pattern has changed the landscape of immigration. The states with the
fastest growth rates of immigrant population today are primarily in the South. The presence of
racial- and religious-minority immigrants in new localities and in nonmetropolitan areas raises
new challenges of integration and incorporation for many communities and small towns that are
unaccustomed to substantial minority and immigrant populations. At the same time, there are
many localities in new destination areas that have adopted welcoming strategies to encourage
immigrant workers and foster their integration into the community.

In urban areas across the country, immigrants and descendants have been “pioneer
integrators” of previously all-white or all-black spaces. The result is that many neighborhoods
are more diverse now than they have ever been, and the number of all-white census tracts has
fallen. Yet racial segregation is still prevalent throughout the country, with blacks experiencing
the most segregation from whites, followed by segregation of Hispanics and then Asians from
the non-Hispanic white population.

While three-quarters of all immigrants are Christian, immigration is also bringing new
religious diversity to the United States. Four percent of the foreign-born are Muslim, and
although Muslim immigrants are doing better than the national average in education and income,
they do report encountering high levels of prejudice and discrimination. Religious diversity is
especially notable among Asian immigrants, with sizable numbers of Hindus, Buddhists, and
those who do not identify with any religion. Participation in religious organizations helps
immigrants and may shore up support for the religious organizations they support, even as
native-born Americans’ religious affiliation declines.

Immigrants have also contributed enormously to America’s shifting patterns of racial and
ethnic mixing in intimate and marital relationships. Marriages between the native-born and
immigrants appear to have increased significantly over time. Today, about one of every seven
new marriages is an interracial or interethnic marriage, more than twice the rate a generation ago.

'As discussed above, this report does not examine the effects of immigration on the U.S. economy. That is
the charge of the other National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine panel.
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Perhaps as a result, the social and cultural boundaries between native-born and foreign-born
populations in the United States are much less clearly defined than in the past. Moreover, second
and third generation individuals from immigrant minority populations are far more likely to
marry higher generation native-born partners than are their first-generation counterparts. These
intermarriages also contribute to the increase in mixed-race Americans.

An additional important effect of intermarriage is on family networks. A recent survey
reported that more that 35 percent of Americans said that one of their “close” kin is of a different
race. Integration of immigrants and their descendants is a major contributor to this large degree
of intermixing. In the future the lines between what Americans today think of as separate
ethnoracial groups may become much more blurred. Indeed, immigrants become Americans not
just by integrating into our neighborhoods, schools, and workplaces, but also into our families.
Very quickly, “they” become “us.”

THE NEED FOR BETTER DATA

The panel was handicapped in its work by the dearth of available longitudinal data to
measure immigrant integration. This is a long-standing problem that has become increasingly
critical as immigration to the United States has increased and as immigrants have become
dispersed throughout the country. The panel made several specific recommendations for data
collection that are outlined in detail in Chapter 10. These include:

e That the federal government collect data on generational status by adding a question on
birthplace of parents to the American Community Survey, in order to measure the
integration of the second generation.

e That the Current Population Survey test and if possible add a question on legal statuses at
entry or at present, leaving those in undocumented status to be identified by process of
elimination, and that other major national surveys with large numbers of immigrants also
add a question of this type to identify legal status.

e That any legislation to regularize immigrant status in the future for the undocumented
include a component to survey those who apply and to follow them to understand the
effects of legalization.

e That administrative data held by U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services on visa type
be linked to census and other government data, as other countries have done, and that
such data be made available to researchers in secure data enclaves. Such data would
significantly help federal, state, and local officials understand and develop policies to
improve the integration of immigrants into U.S. society.
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1
INTRODUCTION

The United States is a country that has been populated, built, and transformed by
successive waves of migration from almost every part of the world. This reality is widely
recognized in the familiar image of the United States as a “nation of immigrants” and by
the great majority of Americans, who fondly trace their family histories to Europe, Asia,
or Africa or to a mix of origins that often includes an ancestry from one or more of the
many indigenous peoples of the Americas. The American national mosaic is one of long
standing. In the 18th century Jean de Crevecoeur (1981 [1782]) observed that in America,
“individuals of all nations are melted into a new race of men.” More than two centuries
later, the American experiment of £ Pluribus Unum continues with one of the most
generous immigration policies in the world, one that includes provisions for diversity,
refugees, family reunification, and workers who bring scarce employment skills. The
United States is home to almost one-fifth of the world’s international migrants, including
23 million who arrived from 1990 to 2013 (United Nations Population Division, 2013).
This figure (23 million net immigrants) is three times larger than the number of
immigrants received by any other country during that period.

The successful integration of immigrants and their children contributes to the
nation’s economic vitality and its vibrant and ever-changing culture. The United States
has offered opportunities to immigrants and their children to better themselves and to be
fully incorporated into this society; in exchange “immigrants” have become
“Americans "—embracing an American identity and citizenship, protecting the United
States through service in its military, building its cities, harvesting its crops, and
enriching everything from the nation’s cuisine to its universities, music, and art.

This has not always been a smooth process, and Americans have sometimes failed
to live up to ideals of full inclusion and equality of opportunity for immigrants. Many
descendants of immigrants who are fully integrated into U.S. society remember the
success of their immigrant parents and grandparents but forget the resistance they
encountered—the riots where Italians were killed, the branding of the Irish as criminals
who were taken away in “paddy wagons,” the anti-Semitism that targeted Jewish
immigrants, the racist denial of citizenship to Chinese immigrants, and the shameful
internment of Japanese American citizens. This historical amnesia contributes to the
tendency to celebrate the nation’s success in integrating past immigrants and to worry
that somehow the most recent immigrants will not integrate and instead pose a threat to
American society and civic life.

1-1

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society
Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

This year is the 50th anniversary of the passage in 1965 of the Hart Celler Act,
which amended the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952 (INA) and began the most
recent period of mass immigration to the United States. These amendments abolished the
restrictive quota system of the 1920s and opened up legal immigration to all countries in
the world, setting the stage for a dramatic increase in immigration from Asia and Africa.
At the same time, they limited the numbers of legal immigrants permitted from countries
in the Western Hemisphere, establishing restrictions on immigrants across the U.S.
southern border and setting the stage for the rise in undocumented border crossers.

Today, the approximately 41 million immigrants in the United States represent
13.1 percent of the U.S. population, which is slightly lower than it was 100 years ago. An
estimated 11.3 million of these immigrants—over 25 percent—are undocumented. The
U.S.-born children of immigrants, the second generation (see Box 1-1), represent another
37.1 million people, 12 percent of the population. Together, the first and second
generations account for one of every four members of the U.S. population.

The numbers of immigrants coming to the United States, the racial and ethnic
diversity of new immigrants, and the complex and politically fraught issue of
undocumented immigrants have raised questions about whether the nation is being as
successful in absorbing current immigrants and their descendants as it has been in the
past. Are new immigrants and their children being well integrated into American society?
Do current policies and practices facilitate their integration? How is American society
being transformed by the millions of immigrants who have arrived in recent decades?

To address these issues, the Panel on the Integration of Immigrants into American
Society was tasked with responding to the following questions:

1. What has been the demographic impact of immigration, in terms of the size and
age, sex, and racial/ethnic composition of the U.S. population from 1970 to 2010?
What are the likely changes in the future?

2. What have been the effects of recent immigration on the educational outcomes,
employment, and earnings of the native-born population?"

3. How has the social and spatial mobility of immigrants and the second generation
changed over the last 45 years?

4. How has the residential integration (or segregation) of immigrants and their
descendants changed over the last 45 years? How has immigration affected
residential segregation patterns within native-born racial and ethnic communities?

5. How rapidly are recent immigrants and their descendants integrating into
American society, as measured by competency in English language, educational
attainment, rate of naturalization, degree of intermarriage, maintenance of ethnic
identity, health outcomes, and other dimensions?

6. How has immigration affected American institutions, including civil society, and
economic and political organizations? What role do mediating institutions play in
the integration process? How responsive are these institutions to the needs of
immigrants and their descendants?

7. How has immigration affected the stock and growth of scientific and
technological skills in universities, research organizations, and private businesses?

'The native-born population includes the second and third generation descendants of foreign-born
immigrants. For more information about how the panel uses “generations” in this report, see Box 1-1.
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Is it possible to measure the impact of immigration on the pace of technological
change and innovation?

8. What are the general attitudes and public perceptions of native-born Americans
toward (a) legal and illegal immigration and (b) how immigrants shape American
society? How do these perceptions compare with the statistical record?

9. How does legal status affect immigrants’ and their descendants’ ability to
integrate across various dimensions?

10. For each of these questions, how do outcomes vary by gender, race and ethnicity,
social class, geography, and other social categories?

11. What additional data are needed for research on the role and impact of
immigration on American society?

In the sections below, the panel sets up the context for answering these questions.. First,
we lay out the definition of integration we will use throughout the report. Second, we
address the question of demographic changes in the United States since 1970. Third, we
discuss demographic projections for the U.S. population based on current and predicted
immigration trends. Fourth, we examine native-born attitudes toward immigration and
immigrants themselves. Finally, we discuss the implications of these conditions for
immigrant integration. The final section outlines the rest of the report.

INTEGRATION

“Integration”” is the term the panel uses to describe the changes that both
immigrants and their descendants—and the society they have joined—undergo in
response to migration. The panel defines integration as the process by which members of
immigrant groups and host societies come to resemble one another (Brown and Bean ,
2006). That process, which has both economic and sociocultural dimensions, begins with
the immigrant generation and continues through the second generation and beyond
(Brown and Bean, 2006). The process of integration depends upon the participation of
immigrants and their descendants in major social institutions such as schools and the
labor market, as well as their social acceptance by other Americans (Alba et al., 2012).
Greater integration implies parity of critical life chances with the native-born American
majority. This would include reductions in differences between immigrants or their
descendants vis-a-vis the general population of native-born over time in indicators such
as socioeconomic inequality, residential segregation, and political participation and
representation. Used in this way, the term “integration” has gained near-universal
acceptance in the international literature on the position of immigrants and their
descendants within the society receiving them, during the contemporary era of mass
international migration.

Integration is a two-fold process: it happens both because immigrants experience
change once they arrive and because native-born Americans change in response to
immigration. The process of integration takes time, and the panel considers the process in
two ways: for the first generation, by examining what happens in the time since arrival;

*“Assimilation” is another term widely used for the processes of incorporation of immigrants and
their children and the decline of ethnic distinctions in equality of opportunity and life chances. For this
report, “integration” is used as a synonym for “assimilation” as defined by Alba and Nee (2003).
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for the second and third generations—the children and grandchildren of immigrants—by
comparisons across generations.

Integration may make immigrants and their children better off and in a better
position to fully contribute to their communities, which is no doubt a major objective for
the immigrants themselves. If immigrants come to the United States with very little
education and become more like native-born Americans by getting more education, one
would say they are more integrated. And they would alos probably be viewed as being
better off, because more education improves their well-being. But immigrants also, on
average, come to the United States with better health than native-born Americans. As
they become like native-born Americans they become less healthy. They become more
integrated and their well-being declines. So, to the extent that available data allow, the
panel measured two separate dimensions of change: integration and well-being. The first
asks whether immigrants and the native-born become more like one another; the second
asks whether immigrants are better or worse off over time.

This report investigates whether immigrants and their children are becoming more
like the general population of native-born Americans across a wide range of indicators:
education, income, occupations, residence, language, family structure, citizenship,
religion, crime, health, political participation, and attitudes towards social issues. Of
course this is a complicated process to measure, in part because immigrants are very
diverse themselves and have very different starting points in all of these domains when
they arrive and because immigrants change at different paces across domains and
individuals, but also because Americans are also changing. The convergence between
immigrants and later-generation Americans may happen because immigrants change once
they get here, because native-born Americans change in response to immigration, or both.
There is no presumption that change is happening in one direction only.

Indeed, bidirectional change is often easier to see in hindsight than in real time.
Looking back, one can now see how the absorption of immigrants in the 19th and 20th
centuries changed American culture. Many foods, celebrations, and artistic forms
considered quintessentially American today originated in immigrant homelands. Current
immigrants continue to contribute to the vibrancy and innovation of American culture as
artists, engineers, and entrepeneurs. One-fourth of the American Nobel Prize winners
since 2004, and a similar proportion of MacArthur “Genius” Awardees (which are given
to people in a range of fields including the arts) have been immigrants to the United
States. The foreign-born (see Box 1-1) are also overrepresented among authors of highly
cited scientific papers and holders of patents (Smith and Edmonston, 1997, p. 385;
Chellaraj et al., 2008; Stephan and Levin, 2001, 2007; Hunt and Gauthier-Loiselle, 2010;
Kerr, 2008). To the extent that one can document changes among the native-born in the
21st century due to immigration, the panel attempts to do so, but we also suspect that
many of the changes happening right now will only be visible to future historians as they
look back.

Examining integration involves assessing the extent to which different groups,
across generations or over time within the same generation, come to approximate the
status of the general native-born population. Equality between immigrants and the native-
born should not be expected in the first generation because immigrants have different
background characteristics: they are younger, their education may not have been in
American schools, and they may initially lack proficiency in English. But one can
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measure progress toward that equality among immigrants and their descendants. To
measure equality of opportunity between the native-born and immigrant generations, the
report employs conditional probabilities and other means to measure the likelihood of
outcomes net of prior characteristics. (For instance, does an immigrant from China with a
college degree earn as much as a native-born white with a college degree?) These
conditional probabilities are typically estimated for different generations of an
immigrant-origin group, with statistical controls for differences from the general native-
born population in demographic characteristics and skill levels.

DEMOGRAPHIC CHANGES IN THE FOREIGN-BORN POPULATION
SINCE 1970

The demographic make-up of the United States in the early 21st century is
incredibly diverse compared to mid-20th century America. In many ways, the
composition of the contemporary United States is more similar to the polyglot nation of
the early 20th century, when major waves of immigrants were drawn by greater economic
and political opportunities in the United States than were available in their countries of
origin. The desire for religious freedom, flight from persecution, and family ties are also
important factors spurring migration (Massey, 1999; Portes and Rumbaut, 2014;
Grasmuck and Pessar, 1991). Today as in the past, nearly one in seven Americans is
foreign born. But today’s immigrants are more likely to come from Latin America or
Asia than from Europe, are more likely to be female, are much less likely to be white, and
are more geographically dispersed than the immigrants who arrived at the turn of the 20th
century. Meanwhile, the development of federal immigration law since that era
(discussed in Chapter 2) has led to the rapid growth of an undocumented-immigrant
population whose experiences differ from immigrants with legal status in fundamental
ways (see Chapter 3).

In this section, the panel reviews the demographic changes among the foreign-
born since 1970. We discuss both flows and stocks of immigrants. Flows are the numbers
of arrivals and departures each year or in a designated period (e.g. decades). Stock refers
to the number of foreign-born in the population at a point in time, usually based on
counts in the census or other surveys such as the Current Population Survey. Both flows
and stocks have measurement problems. For example, flows of immigrants as measured
by administrative data of the United States Citizenship and Immigration Services of the
Department of Homeland Security include only those immigrants who lawfully enter the
United States with a visa of some kind, either permanent or temporary. The panel had
less information on how many people leave the United States. Another substantial
problem is that these flow data do not count those who enter without inspection, as
undocumented immigrants. The stock data are based on the foreign-born as measured in
censuses and surveys, but they include anyone residing in the United States, including
those who do not plan to stay and do not consider themselves immigrants. Nevertheless,
stock and flow data do provide different but complementary perspectives on the
composition of the foreign-born population. Flow data represent the recent history of
immigration. Stock data provide a snapshot of the current and future composition of the
foreign-born.
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The next section begins by discussing the rapid growth of immigration in recent
decades and then examines the ways in which these immigrants are different from
previous waves of immigrants, how they differ from the native-born, and how they are
changing the overall demographics of the United States.

In the 50 years since the 1965 amendments to the INA passed, the demographics
of immigration—and in consequence, the demographics of the United States—have
changed dramatically. Before that law passed, the number of Americans who were
foreign born had declined steadily, shrinking from over 14 million in 1930 to less than 10
million in 1970 (see Figure 1-1). As a share of the total population, the foreign-born
peaked at almost 15 percent at the turn of the 20th century and declined to less than 5
percent in 1970. After 1970, the number of foreign-born increased rapidly, doubling by
1990 to 19.9 million and doubling again by 2007 to 40.5 million.

Since the beginning of the Great Recession in 2007, net immigration to the United
States appears to have plateaued and undocumented immigration appears to have
declined, at least temporarily. In 2012, there were 41.7 million foreign-born in the United
States, a relatively small 5-year increase compared to the rapid growth over the previous
2 decades. Today, 13 percent of the U.S. population is foreign-born, a proportion that is
actually slightly lower than it was 100 years ago (see Figure 1-1).

Regions and Countries of Origin

The vast majority of immigrants in 1900 arrived from Europe; today, the majority
come from Latin America and Asia. In 1960 over 60 percent of immigrants were from
Europe (Figure 1-2), and the top five countries of birth among the foreign-born were
Italy, Germany, Canada, the United Kingdom, and Poland.’ By 1970 Europeans
comprised less than 50 percent of the foreign-born, and that percentage declined rapidly
in the following decades. Meanwhile the share of foreign-born from Latin America and
Asia has grown rapidly. Forty-four percent of the foreign-born in the United States in
2011 were from Latin America, and 28.6 percent were from Asian countries. The top five
countries of birth among the foreign-born in 2010 were Mexico, China, India, the
Philippines, and Vietnam. And while immigration from Africa is proportionately much
smaller, the number of immigrants from that continent has also increased steadily since
1970.

Mexican immigration has been the driver for the dramatic growth in migration
from Latin America since 1970. Today, almost one-third of the foreign-born are from
Mexico (Figure 1-3). Immigration from other parts of Latin America also increased: since
1990, the number of Central American immigrants in the United States has nearly tripled
(Stoney and Batalova, 2013). However, a major demographic shift in migration flows is
occurring as Mexican immigration, in particular, has slowed and Asian immigration has
increased. Between 2008 and 2009, Asian arrivals began to outpace immigration from
Latin America, and in 2010 36 percent of immigrants arrived from Asian countries,
versus 31 percent from Latin America (Figure 1-4). In 2013 China replaced Mexico as
the top sending country for immigrants to the United States (Jensen, 2015).

Race and Ethnicity

3See https://www.census.gov/how/pdf//Foreign-Born--50-Y ears-Growth.pdf [September 2015].
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The United States has a long history of counting and classifying its population by
race and ethnicity, beginning with the first Decennial Census in 1790 (Prewitt, 2013).
However, the categories of race and their interpretation have changed over time—in no
small part due to immigration and the absorption of people from different parts of the
world. The meaning of the term “race” itself has also changed. At the height of
immigration from Europe, different national-origin groups such as the Irish, Poles, and
Italians were considered “races” in popular understanding and by many social scientists,
although these beliefs were not formalized in the official census classifications (Snipp,
2003; Perez and Hirschman, 2009).

This report uses the federal (as defined by the Office of Management and Budget)
race and ethnic categories, with Hispanics as an independent category alongside the
major race groups (see Box 1-3). The panel uses the terms “race and ethnicity” and
“ethnoracial categories” to refer to this classification scheme. For example, we report on
the ethnoracial categories—white non-Hispanic, black non-Hispanic, Asian non-
Hispanic, American Indian non-Hispanic, and Hispanic—when we are reporting on race
and ethnic characteristics of the population. We use the terms Hispanic and Latino
interchangeably to refer to the same group, as these terms are used to varying degrees in
different parts of the country or are preferred by different individuals.

The racial and ethnic categorizations of the population are a good example of how
immigration changes American society and American society changes immigrants.
Census and survey data on race and ethnicity are based on the subjective identities (self-
reports) of respondents who complete written forms or respond to interviewer questions,
and respondents are free to check any listed category or to write in any group identity that
is not listed. Many immigrants remark that they learn their “official” ethnoracial identity
soon after they arrive and are asked about it constantly: on government forms, when they
register their children for school, on employment applications, etc. Many come to
understand and identify with a racial or ethnic category that was often unfamiliar or
meaningless before they immigrated. Black immigrants from Africa or the Caribbean had
not thought of themselves as African Americans before immigrating to the United States,
and the category “Asian” is often new to many people who had thought of themselves as
Chinese or Pakistani before their arrival. In this sense, one can speak of people being
“racialized” as they come to the United States. They may also face racial discrimination,
based on neither their identity as immigrants nor their national origin identity but rather
on their new “racial identity.”

The shift from European to Latin American and Asian migration has also
significantly changed the racial and ethnic make-up of the United States (Figures 1-5 and
1-6). In 1970, 83 percent of Americans were non-Hispanic white; today, that proportion
is 62.4 percent. In 1970, Latinos were approximately 4.6 percent of the total U.S.
population.” In 2013, Latinos made up 17 percent of the U.S. population, with foreign-
born Latinos accounting for 6 percent of the population, or about one-third of all

*The 1970 decennial census marked the Bureau’s first attempt to collect data for the entire
Hispanic/Latino population. However, there were problems with data collection. For further discussion, see
http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2010/03/03/census-history-counting-hispanics-2/ [September 2015].
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Latinos.” Since 2000, the native-born Latino population grew at a faster rate than the
foreign-born because of both a decline in migration from Mexico and an increasing
number of native-born children of Latino immigrants. Overall, Latino population growth
between 2000 and 2010 accounted for more than half of the nation’s population growth
(Passel, et al.,, 2011).

Asians, meanwhile, have become the fastest-growing racial group in the United
States (Passel, 2013). In 1970 Asians accounted for less than 1 percent of the U.S.
population, a reflection of long-term discriminatory regulations that banned most Asian
immigration (see Chapter 2). In 2010, they made up almost 6 percent of the U.S.
population, and 74 percent of them were foreign born (Passel, 2013).

The proportion of foreign-born among blacks in the United States is much
smaller: only 9 percent in 2013. However, the number of black immigrants has increased
steadily since 1970,° and immigrants accounted for at least 20 percent of the growth of
the black population between 2000 and 2006 (Kent, 2007)

Overall, racial and ethnic minorities accounted for 91.7 percent of the nation’s
population growth between 2000 and 2010 (Passel et al., 2011). Non-Hispanic whites are
now a minority of all births, while fertility rates for Latinos, in particular, remain
relatively high (Monte and Ellis, 2014).” Today, there are four states where the majority
of the population is “minority”—Hawaii, California, New Mexico, and Texas—plus the
District of Columbia (Desilver, 2015). It is not a coincidence that most of these states
also have large immigrant populations. As discussed further below, the United States will
be even more racially and ethnically diverse in the future, due to immigration,
intermarriage, and fertility trends.

Age

The foreign-born population is now much younger than it was 50 years ago
(Grieco et al., 2012).* The median age for the foreign-born declined dramatically after the
1965 amendments to the INA, dropping from 51.8 years in 1970 to 39.9 in 1980.° Before
1970, over half of all foreign-born in the United States were over the age of 50 (Figure 1-
7) and the foreign-born were mostly European immigrants who arrived during the earlier
wave at the turn of the 20th century. By 2000, only 20 percent were in this age category,
while 70 percent were between the ages of 18 and 54. However, after bottoming out at
37.2 years in 1990, the median age of the foreign-born began to creep upward as the

>See http://www.pewhispanic.org/2014/04/29/statistical-portrait-of-hispanics-in-the-united-states-
2012/#population-by-race-and-ethnicity-2000-and-2012.

®See http://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-releases/2014/cb14-184.html.

7 https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-releases/2015/cb15-113.html

The median age for foreign-born from Mexico and Central America is the lowest at 38, while the
median age for foreign-born from the Caribbean is the highest at 47. See
http://www.pewhispanic.org/2013/01/29/statistical-portrait-of-the-foreign-born-population-in-the-united-
states-2011/#10.

’See hitp://www.census. gov/content/dam/Census/library/working-papers/2012/demo/POP-
twps0096.pdf.
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proportion under the age of 18 declined. In 2012 the median age of the foreign-born was
41.4 years, compared to 35.9 years among the native-born.'" '

Part of the explanation for the higher median age of the foreign-born is the large
number of second generation Americans under the age of 18, which pulls down the
median age of the native-born (see Figure 1-8). The vast majority of immigrants are of
child-bearing age, and immigrants generally have higher fertility rates than the native-
born (Figure 1-9). In 2013, 37.1 million Americans, or about 12 percent of the
population, were members of the second generation, and one-fourth of all children in the
United States (17.4 million) had at least one foreign-born parent.'? This has particular
significance for the future racial and ethnic composition of the country because so many
of the second generation are racial and ethnic minorities. The panel discusses the
implications of this increasing diversity among the native-born in the population
projections below and in the chapters that follow.

Gender

The gender ratio for the foreign-born is generally balanced, with 101 males for
every 100 females (see Table 1-1)."* The native-born population, on the other hand,
skews toward more females, with a gender ratio of 95 males per 100 females. As the
ratios by age in Table-1-1 show, these ratios vary by age because women live longer than
men and because the age structure of migrants is concentrated in the young-adult working
ages. Thus, a better measure is to examine gender ratios that have been age standardized.
Donato and Gabaccia (2015, p.154) created age-standardized gender ratios for the years
1850-2010, and these are plotted in Figure 1-10.

Gender ratios for all of the foreign-born have varied over time, with the
percentage of women among immigrants growing. The gender composition among
immigrants shifted from male dominated toward gender balanced in the 1930s and was
gender balanced by the 1970s. Unstandardized rates show women at above 50 percent of
the stock of immigrants beginning in 1970; standardized rates indicate a gender balanced
stock where women comprise about 50 percent of the foreign-born after 1970 (Donato
et.al., 2011).

As Donato and colleagues (2011, 2015) point out, because Mexicans are such a
large percentage of recent immigrant flows after 1970 and because they are a much more
male-dominated migration stream, it is useful to separate the gender ratio for all
immigrants from the gender ratio for Mexican migrants (see Figure 1-10). The lines
diverge beginning in 1970 when men predominated among the Mexican foreign-born,
whereas among the rest of the foreign-born women’s share continued to grow. By 2010
the percentage of females was 50 percent for all the foreign-born in the United States and
was slightly higher at 51 percent when Mexicans are excluded.

1%See http://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/frequently-requested-statistics-immigrants-and-
immigration-united-states#1.

"Since the children of immigrants born in the United States count as native-born, and the majority
of those immigrating are adults, the median age for immigrants is generally higher than it is for the native-
born.

"2See https://www.census. gov/population/foreign/files/cps2010/T4.2010.pdf.

BSee http://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/sex-ratios-foreign-born-united-states.
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Nonetheless, the gender ratios for specific source countries vary widely. India
(138 males per 100 females) and Mexico (124 per 100) have male-to-female gender
ratios well above the median, as do El Salvador (110 males per 100 females) and Haiti
(109 per 100). Germany (64 males per 100 females), South Korea (65 per 100), the
Dominican Republic (68 per 100), the Philippines (71 per 100), and Japan (74 per 100)
all have much lower ratios of males to females, indicating that more females than males
may be immigrating from those countries but also reflecting the age structures of the
different immigrant populations (older populations in source countries such as Germany
and Japan will reflect the demographic that women live longer than men in those
countries).

The gender-balanced immigrant population of today reflects a complex mix of
factors including shifts in labor demand, civil strife around the world leading to more
refugees, and increased state regulation of migration (Donato and Gabaccia, 2015, p. 178;
Oishi, 2005). Many women immigrate and work. No matter how they enter—on a family
preference visa, as a close relative exempt from numerical limitations, without legal
documents, or with an H-1B or other employment worker visa—most are employed in
the United States after entering and are therefore meeting market demands for labor. The
increasing percentage of women among immigrants thus reflects a much stronger demand
for labor in a variety of occupations such as domestic service, child care, health care,
factory assembly work, and food processing/production. The gender imbalance in
deportations may also contribute to the feminization of Latino immigration, in particular
(Mexican Migration Monitor, 2012). The increase in human trafficking in the United
States and globally also contributes to the feminization of immigration (Pettman, 1996).

Geographic Dispersal

A key component of the story of recent immigration is the significant geographic
dispersal of immigrants across the United States. Historically, immigrants tended to
cluster in a handful of traditional gateway cities or states, such as New York, Texas,
[llinois, and California. Although these states are still the most popular destinations and
have the largest numbers of foreign-born, recent years have seen immigration to states
that had not previously witnessed a large influx of foreign-born. The panel discusses this
geographic dispersal in further detail in Chapter 4, but we highlight some of the most
important trends here.

Six states—California, Texas, New York, Florida, New Jersey, and Illinois—
attract the largest proportion of the foreign-born, but that share has declined in recent
years, from 73 percent in 1990 to 64 percent in 2012.'* The states with the fastest growth
in immigrants today are in the south and west: Alabama, Arkansas, Georgia, Kentucky,
Nebraska, Nevada, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Utah, and Virginia.
Although the numbers in many of these states are still relatively small, some saw more
than 400 percent growth in their foreign-born population since 1990. The rapid growth of
immigration in the South and Midwest and in the Mountain States has been dramatic in
the last few decades. Many of these receiving communities were either all white or
contained a mix of black and white residents but had virtually no Latino or Asian

"“Data are from Jeffrey Passel, Pew Research Center, presentation to the Panel on the Integration
of Immigrants into American Society on January 16, 2014.
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residents. The sudden influx of Latino and Asian immigrants, many of whom are
undocumented, has challenged long-established racial and social hierarchies, has posed
new problems for school systems who had not previously dealt with children in need of
instruction in English as a second language, and sometimes has led to negative attitudes
and anti-immigrant backlash. Other communities, particularly declining rural areas, have
welcomed the new influx as a way to revitalize small communities that were
experiencing long-term population decline.

Immigration has also broadened from traditional gateway cities such as New York
City, Los Angeles, and Chicago to other metropolitan areas—including Dallas;
Washington, DC; Atlanta; and Las Vegas. Many immigrants to these metro areas are
finding homes in the suburbs.'’And while overall immigration to rural areas is relatively
small, some rural counties have witnessed a surge in Latino immigration, particularly in
places where meat processing plants are major employers.'® This influx of immigrants
has created new challenges for communities and local institutions that have not
previously had to create or maintain integrative services (see Chapter 4).

Education

The European immigrants who arrived at the turn of the 20th century had less
formal schooling than the native-born; on average, immigrants from southern, eastern and
central Europe had a little more than 4 years of education versus 8§ years for the native-
born (Perlmann, 2005). Rates of illiteracy in 1910 were less than 10 percent among
immigrants from northwestern Europe and about 20 to 50 percent among immigrants
from eastern and southern Europe (Lieberson, 1963, pp. 72-73). By 1920, with rising
educational levels in Europe and the imposition of a literacy test in 1917, illiteracy was
generally less than 2 to 3 percent for most immigrant streams from all European
countries. The educational attainment of the second generation from European
immigration generally matched the larger native-born population, demonstrating large
strides in just one generation (Perlmann, 2005).

Since 1970, although immigrants’ education level has increased, either before
arrival or after they have reached the United States, immigrants are still overrepresented
among the least educated: 31.7 percent have less than a high school degree, compared to
11 percent of the native-born.!” However, the educational attainment of immigrants has
risen since 1980 (Hall et al., 2011). In 2013, 28 percent had a bachelor’s degree or higher,
and a slightly higher proportion of immigrants than native-born had advanced degrees
(Figure 1-11). Meanwhile the largest proportion of the foreign-born are actually in the
middle range of educational achievement: over 40 percent have a high school diploma
and/or some college.

Educational attainment varies a great deal in relation to immigrants’ regions of
origin. Despite some national variations, Asians and Europeans are generally as highly
educated or more highly educated than native-born Americans. Almost 50 percent of the

"See http://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/twenty-first-century-gateways-immigrants-suburban-
america [Accessed August, 2016]

1°See http://www.ers.usda.gov/topics/in-the-news/immigration-and-the-rural-
workforce.aspx#Foreign [Accessed August, 2015].

"See http://www.census.gov/prod/2012pubs/acs-19.pdf [May 2015].
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foreign-born from Asia and 39.1 percent from Europe have a bachelor’s degree or higher,
versus 27.9 percent of the U.S.-born population (see Table 1-2). But only 12.3 percent of
Latin American immigrants have a bachelor’s degree, and immigrants from Mexico and
Central America, in particular, are much more likely to have very low levels of
education. However, there is evidence that second generation Latinos make great strides
in education, despite their parents’ relatively low socioeconomic status. The panel
discusses this further in Chapter 6.

Income

In addition to lower levels of education, European immigrants at the turn of the
last century also earned less than their native-born counterparts (Perlmann, 2005).
Immigrants from southern, eastern, and central Europe in particular tended to work in
low-skilled jobs where wages were particularly low. However, wage inequalities between
immigrants and the native-born declined over time, and the second generation nearly
closed the wage gap, earning within 10 percent of the children of native-born Americans
(Perlmann, 2005).

A similar pattern of intergenerational change over time occurs in earnings and
household income when one examines changes between the first and second generation
(see Chapter 6). Among the present-day first generation, the earnings of foreign-born
workers are still generally lower than earnings of the native-born, and the gap is
particularly large for men. The median income for full-time, year-round, native-born
male workers is $50,534, compared to just $36,960 for foreign-born men (for
comparisons for both men and women, see Figure 1-12). The income gap for foreign-
born versus natives is wider for men than for women. Nearly a third of the foreign-born
make less than $25,000 per year, compared to 19 percent of the native-born, and although
almost 20 percent of immigrants make over $75,000, the native-born outpace them in
every income category above $35,000 (Figure 1-13).

Not surprisingly, native-born-headed households also have higher incomes than
those headed by the foreign-born. Overall, the average household income of the foreign-
born was $48,137 in 2013, compared to $53,997 in native-born households. However, as
with education, there is variation based on immigrants’ region of origin. As Figure 1-14
shows, the median household incomes for immigrants from Asia, Europe, Canada, and
Oceania (the region including Australia, New Zealand, and Fiji) are higher than native-
born median household income, while the median immigrant household from Latin
America had a much lower income than the median native-born household. Part of the
explanation for this variation is the bimodal nature of the labor market and different
immigrant groups’ representation in particular types of occupations, as described below.

Occupation
A common perception of immigrant labor force participation is the concentration
of immigrants in occupational niches. In fact, immigrants do not dominate in any single
occupation, although there is geographical variation in the extent to which they are

represented among agricultural workers, for instance, or health care workers. There are
important variations by region of origin, however. Asian immigrants, particularly those
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from China and India, are overrepresented in professional occupations, including those in
health care, engineering, and information technology. Immigrants from Latin America,
meanwhile, are more concentrated in lower-skilled, lower-paying occupations in
construction and in the service and retail industries.

Poverty

In recent decades, as immigration has been high, the U.S. poverty rate has also
been stubbornly high. Rising income inequality and the declining wages of those with
low education since the 1970s likely hit immigrants and their families particularly hard,
as they are overrepresented among lower-educated workers. Unlike earlier European
immigrants and their descendants, who benefited from the decline in income inequality
and the growth in wages among those at the bottom of the labor market in the period
beginning in the 1930s, current immigrants are entering a U.S. economy that sees
declining fortunes at the bottom of the income distribution. Real wages for those without
a college degree have fallen 26 percent since 1970, and for males without a high school
degree they have fallen a remarkable 38 percent (Greenstone and Looney, 2011). Chapter
6 discusses intergenerational trends in poverty, which do show some progress over time.
However, this progress begins at a low level, as the foreign-born are more likely than the
native-born to be poor.

The poverty rate for immigrants is a cause for particular concern because many
immigrants are barred from participation in social welfare programs that aid the
impoverished. As Figure 1-15 illustrates, 18.7 percent of the foreign-born are
impoverished, compared to 15.4 percent of the native-born, a difference of just over 3
percentage points, while the proportion of immigrants living within 200 percent of the
poverty level is 6 percentage points higher than it is for the native-born. Considering that
the poverty threshold for a family of four is $23,850 and 30 percent of immigrants make
less than $25,000 a year, the higher proportion of immigrant households at or near
poverty is unsurprising.

The differences in houshold income distribution relative to the poverty level
becomes even more alarming for families with children. While 1 in 10 native-born
families are impoverished, almost 18 percent of foreign-born families live below the
poverty level (Figure 1-16). The differences are particularly stark for families in which a
married couple has children. Only 4.4 percent of native-born families with two parents
are impoverished, but over 13 percent of foreign-born two-parent families live in poverty.
This means a much larger proportion of children of foreign-born parents are living in
poverty, even in cases where there is an intact household and both parents may be
working. Although many of these children are U.S. citizens themselves, and some social
welfare programs for children are available regardless of nativity (e.g. the Women,
Infants, and Children supplemental nutrition program of the Food and Nutrition Service;
free and reduced school meals), the fact that their parents are often prevented from
accessing social welfare programs makes these families’ financial situations even more
precarious (Yoshikawa, 2011).

Legal Status
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A key finding in this report is the importance of legal status and its impact on
immigrants’ integration prospects. Although some distinctions in status existed in the
past, the complicated system of statuses that exists today is unprecedented in U.S.
history.

As discussed in detail in Chapter 2, an unintended consequence of the 1965
amendments to the INA and the immigration legislation that followed was to dramatically
increase both legal and undocumented immigration to the United States. In response,
rather than initiating overarching reform, the federal government has been reactive,
creating piecemeal changes that grant certain groups or persons in specific situations
various legal statuses. Some of these statuses provide clear pathways to lawful permanent
residence and citizenship, but many are explicitly designed to be temporary and
discourage permanent settlement in the United States. Meanwhile, federal, state, and
local legislation has increasingly used legal status as a dividing line between those who
can access various social services and those who are excluded from portions of the social
safety net.

Chapter 3 outlines the current major legal statuses and examines how these
statuses may aid or hinder immigrant integration. Legal status provides a continuum of
integrative potential, with naturalized citizenship at one end and undocumented status at
the other. However, many immigrants move back and forth along that continuum, gaining
or losing statuses during the course of their residence in the United States. And despite
the inherent uncertainty of temporary or undocumented statuses, it is important to
understand that as long as immigrants reside in the United States, regardless of their legal
status, immigrants are starting families, sending their children to schools, working in the
labor market, paying taxes, attending churches, and participating in civic organizations.
They interact on a daily basis across a variety of social environments with the native-born
population. In effect, they are integrating into American society and culture.

Particularly important to the discussion of legal status and immigrant integration
is the undocumented population. Between 1990 and 2007, the number of undocumented
immigrants in the United States tripled (see Figure 1-17). Although unauthorized
immigration declined somewhat after 2007 in response to the Great Recession, there are
currently an estimated 11.3 million undocumented immigrants living in the United States
(Passel et al., 2014). As noted above, this situation is unprecedented because, during the
last great wave of immigration, there were relatively few obstacles to entry. The social
and legal challenges facing undocumented immigrants create significant barriers to
integration, a consequence discussed in detail in Chapter 3 and referred to throughout this
report.

DEMOGRAPHIC PROJECTIONS

The increase in immigration since 1970 has its primary impact on the growth of
the foreign-born population. But immigration also has secondary effects through the
children and subsequent descendant of the foreign-born. The children of immigrants (or
the second generation) are native born and are American citizens at birth but can be
considered as part of the broadly defined immigrant community. The second generation
is generally reared within the culture and community of their immigrant parents, and their
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first language is often their parents’ mother tongue, even as they usually make great
strides in integrating into the American mainstream.

In 1970, the second generation population was about twice the size of the foreign-
born population—almost 24 million. The large second generation population in the 1960s
and 1970s was the product of the early 20th century immigrant wave from Eastern and
Southern Europe. Almost all were adults and many were elderly. By the first decade of
the 21st century, there was a new second generation population: the children of the post-
1965 wave of immigrants from Latin America and Asia. Currently about a quarter of all
U.S. children are first-generation or second generation immigrants.

Recent immigrants and their descendants will continue to affect the demography
of the United States for many years to come. In late 2014 and early 2015, the U.S. Census
Bureau released a new update of population projections from 2015 to 2060, with a
primary emphasis on the impact of immigration on population growth, composition, and
diversity (U.S. Census Bureau 2014a; Colby and Ortman, 2015). Historically, projections
of net immigration to the United States were little more than conjectures based on recent
trends and ad hoc assumptions. In recent years, the Census Bureau has adopted a new
methodology based on a predictive model of future emigration rates from major sending
countries and regions, informed by recent trends in immigration (U.S. Census Bureau,
2014b).

The Census Bureau projects that the number of foreign-born persons residing in
the United States will increase from just over 41 million to more than 78 million between
2015 and 2060, with their population share rising from 13.5 percent to 18.8 percent
(Figure 1-18). Although the Census Bureau projects a slowing trend in the relative
growth rate of the foreign-born population (from more than 2 percent to less than 1
percent) and a decline in absolute numbers of immigrants per year (from over 900,000 to
less than 600,000), most of the growth of the U.S. population in the coming decades will
be due to immigration, including both the increase from the immigrants themselves and
the increase from their higher fertility rates. Fertility-related increase is projected to
decline even faster as the population ages, and much of the projected natural increase of
the native-born population is also due to immigration. The Census Bureau projects that
over 20 percent of the births in the United States between now and 2060 will be to
foreign-born mothers (Colby and Ortman, 2015). Without new immigrants and their
children, the United States is projected to experience population decline in the coming
years.

The most controversial aspects of the new population projections are the impact
of immigration on population diversity and the prediction that the U.S. population will
become a majority minority population; that is, non-Hispanic whites will be less than half
of the total population by the middle of the 21st century (Colby and Ortman, 2015, Table
2). However, a significant share of this change is due to the changes in the measurement
of race and ethnicity in recent years.

There is little doubt that the massive wave of immigration of recent decades has
changed the composition of the American population. In 2010, almost 15 million
Americans claimed an Asian American identity and over 50 million reported themselves
to be Hispanic (Humes et al., 2011). These numbers and future projections must be
understood in light of a complex system of measurement of race and ethnicity in federal
statistics, discussed above. As noted earlier, Hispanic ethnicity is measured on a separate
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census/survey question from race, so Hispanics may be of any race. In 2010, more than
half (53 percent) of Hispanics reported that they were “white” on the race question, a
little more than a third (36.7 percent) chose “Some Other Race” (many wrote in a Latin
American national origin), and 6 percent chose multiracial (mostly “Some Other Race”
and “white”). Multiple race reporting was only 2 to 3 percent in the 2000 and 2010
censuses, but it is projected to increase in the coming decades, perhaps to 6 percent, or 26
million Americans, in 2060 (Colby and Ortman, 2015, Table 2).

The Census Bureau projects that 28.6 percent of Americans will be Hispanic in
2060, 14.3 to 17.9 percent will be black, 9.3 to 11.7 percent will be Asian, 1.3 to 2.4
percent will be American Indian or Alaskan Native, and 0.3 to 0.7 percent will be Native
Hawaiian or Pacific Islander. The range of uncertainty in these projections depends on
how persons who claim multiple racial identities (“race alone or in combination” in
census terminology) are counted. “One race” non-Hispanic whites are projected to be
43.6 percent of all Americans in 2060 (Colby and Ortman 2015, Table 2). However, all
whites (including Hispanic whites and all multiracial persons who checked “white”) are
projected to be 74.3 percent of the American population in 2060 (Colby and Ortman
2015, Table 2).

It is impossible to predict the future ethnoracial population of the United States
with numerical precision, but general trends are foreseeable. There will be more persons
with diverse heritage, including a very large number of persons with ancestry from Latin
America: likely more than a quarter of all Americans in 2060. Among the less predictable
consequences are whether these ancestral origins will be important in terms of language,
culture, residential location, or choice of marital partners.

AMERICAN ATTITUDES ABOUT IMMIGRATION

An important but misunderstood component of immigrant integration is native-
born attitudes toward immigration and immigrants. Immigration has been hotly debated
in American elections and in the media, and based on these debates, one might think that
Americans are deeply concerned with the issue and that many, perhaps even the majority,
are opposed to immigration. Polling data suggest that this is not the case: most Americans
assess immigration positively. Figure 1-19 shows the results of a poll question, asked
from 2001 to 2014, on Americans’ overall assessment about whether “Immigration is a
good thing or a bad thing for this country today.” In every year of the polling period, a
majority of Americans say that immigration is a good thing, reaching a high of 72 percent
in 2013 before falling to 63 percent in 2014.

Polling results also show that an increasing number of Americans (57 percent in
2005, up from 37 percent in 1993) think that immigrants contribute to the United States,
and half feel that immigrants pay their fair share of taxes. Yet this is counterbalanced by
the significant proportion, 42 percent, who think immigrants cost taxpayers too much
(Segovia and Defever, 2010, pp 380-381). The majority of Americans do not believe that
recent immigrants take jobs away from U.S. citizens, and they believe that the jobs
immigrants take are ones that Americans do not want (Segovia and Defever, 2010: 383).
When asked specifically about immigration and whether illegal or legal immigration is a
bigger problem, respondents in a 2006 Pew survey were much more likely to say that it
was illegal immigration (60%) than legal immigration (4%), with 22 percent saying both
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were of equal importance and 11 percent saying neither (Pew Research Center, 2006;
Segovia and Defever, 2010 p. 379).

Opinion polls since 1964 have asked questions to solicit respondents’ assessment
of their ideal level of immigration (Segovia and Defever, 2010; Saad, 2014). For
example, “Should immigration be kept at the present level, increased, or decreased?”
These opinions do not necessarily match the actions that Congress takes. In 1964, for
example, just before the passage of the 1965 Immigration Act that vastly increased
immigration to the United States, almost half of respondents (48%) liked the present level
of immigration and 38 percent wanted a reduction (Lapinski et al., 1997, p. 360-361).

More recent polling data from 1999-2014 show that the dominant view of the
public about the desired level of immigration is for a decrease, followed closely by
maintaining it at current levels (Saad, 2014). However, support for increasing
immigration levels has been rising over the last 15 years. There has been a doubling of
the percentage who said that the level should be increased, from 10 percent in 1999 to 22
percent in 2014. Not surprisingly, immigrants are more favorable toward maintaining
current levels of immigration than are the native-born. Only 17 percent of the foreign-
born, compared to 60 percent of the native-born, told pollsters in 2014 that immigrant
levels should be decreased. Urban residents and the highly educated are more supportive
of expanding immigration than are those in rural areas and those with less than a college
education. (Saad, 2014, p. 5).

While Americans have generally preferred to decrease the number of immigrants
coming to the United States, they have also tended to resist mass deportation as the
solution to the problem of unauthorized immigration. For example, in the CBS/New York
Times Poll in 2006 and 2007, the proportion favoring legalization was consistent at
around 62 percent,'® while the proportion favoring deportation was considerably lower, at
around 33 percent."” In later years, the New York Times Poll split the legalization option
into two possibilities: for immigrants to either (1) stay in the United States and eventually
apply for citizenship or (2) stay but not qualify for citizenship.”’ Less than a third of
respondents preferred deportation over legalization, while nearly one-half supported
legalization with a pathway to citizenship. Only about 19 percent favored legalization
without the possibility of citizenship.

In general, most Americans do not think immigration is as important as many
other issues facing the country. From 1994 to 2014, immigration is mentioned as the most
important issue facing the country today by only about 1 percent to 3 percent of
Americans. By contrast, the economy, unemployment, and health care consistently
receive higher mentions.”' Even at times when immigration reform is very much in the

"Support for legalization was 62 percent in May 2006, 60 percent in March 2007, 61 percent in
May 2007, and 65 percent in June 2007. Sources:
http://www.cbsnews.com/htdocs/pdf/poll_bush 050906.pdf,
http://www.cbsnews.com/htdocs/pdf/052407 immigration.pdf, and
http://www.cbsnews.com/htdocs/pdf/062807 immigration.pdf,

PSupport for deportation was 33 percent in May 2006, 36 percent in March 2007, 35 percent and
28 percent in May 2007. Sources: CBS News Poll webpages cited in the preceding footnote.

“Source: http://s3.documentcloud.org/documents/1302290/sept14b-politics-trn.pdf

*'Panel’s analysis of Gallup toplines obtained from Roper Center Public Opinion Archives,

University of Connecticut: http://www.ropercenter.uconn.edu/.
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news and high on legislators’ agenda; it is not the top issue for the vast majority of
Americans.

Attitudes on immigration have recently become decoupled from strictly economic
concerns. While restrictive attitudes on immigration tended to go up significantly during
recessions and periods of high unemployment in the 1980s and 1990s (Lapinski et al.
1997), there is no clear relationship between aggregate economic output, unemployment,
and immigration attitudes after 2001. Furthermore, observational and experimental
studies of immigration opinion have found that personal economic circumstances bear
little or no relationship to restrictive attitudes on immigration (Citrin et al. 1997,
Hainmuller and Hiscox 2010). There also is not a fixed relationship between local
demographic composition and concentration of immigrants and attitudes towards
immigrants. Rather, the broader political context (whether immigration is nationally
salient and being widely debated and reported on) interacts with local demographics.
Hopkins (2010) found that when immigration is nationally salient, a growing population
of immigrants is associated with more restrictionist views, but demography does not
predict attitudes when immigration is not nationally salient.

So even though immigration is rarely mentioned as an important policy issue by
the American public, and despite consistent majority support for legalization of the
undocumented, immigration remains a contentious topic. As past research has shown, this
level of heightened attention and polarization on immigration is evident more among
party activists than among the general electorate (Skocpol and Williamson, 2012, Parker
and Barreto, 2014), and is often the result of agenda-setting and mobilization by key
media personalities and political actors, rather than emerging from widespread popular
sentiment (Hopkins, 2010; Gulasekaram and Ramakrishnan, 2015).

Concern about immigration is also fueled by misconceptions about immigrants
and the process of integration. Americans have been found to overestimate the size of the
non-white population (Wong, 2007); to erroneously believe that immigrants commit
more crime than natives (Simes and Waters, 2013); and to worry that immigrants and
their children are not learning English (Hopkins et al., 2014). A sense of cultural threat to
national identity and culture, rooted in a worry about integration, therefore seems to
underly many Americans worries about immigration (Hainmueller and Hopkins, 2014).

IMPLICATIONS

The United States has witnessed major changes in the demographic make-up of
immigrants since 1970. Prior to the passage of the 1965 amendments to the INA, the
majority of immigration to the United States originated from Europe. After 1965, the
United States witnessed a surge of immigration from Latin America and Asia, creating a
much more racially and ethnically diverse society. This new wave of immigration is more
balanced in terms of gender ratios but varies in terms of skills and education, both from
earlier immigration patterns and by region of origin. Immigrants are more geographically
dispersed throughout the country than ever before. And since 1990 in particular, the
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United States has witnessed an enormous influx of undocumented immigrants, a legal
category that was barely recognized 100 years ago.*

The demographic trends described above have broad implications for immigrant
integration that cut across the various social dimensions discussed in this report. Just as in
the past, American society is adjusting to the fact that a high proportion of the population
is composed of immigrants and their descendants. But the differences between earlier
waves of immigrants and more recent arrivals present new challenges to integration.

One key issue is the role of racial discrimination in the integration of immigrants
and their descendants. Scholars debate how much racial and ethnic discrimination is
directed toward immigrants and their children, whether immigration and the complexity it
brings to our racial and ethnic classification system will ultimately lead to a blurring or
hardening of the boundaries separating groups, what kinds of racial and ethnic
distinctions that we see now will persist into the future, and what kinds will become less
socially meaningful (for recent revews, see Lee and Bean, 2012; Alba and Nee, 2009).
Sometimes these questions are framed as a debate about where the “color line” will be
drawn in the 21st century. Will immigrants and their children who are Asian and Latino
remain distinct, or will their relatively high intermarriage rates with whites lead to a
blurring of the line separating the groups, similar in many ways to what happened to
groups of European origin, who developed optional or voluntary ethnicities that no longer
affect their life chances (Alba and Nee, 2003; Waters, 1990)? This debate also focuses on
African Americans and the historically durable line separating them from whites, one
enforced until relatively recently by the legal prohibition on intermarriage between blacks
and whites and the norm of the one-drop rule, which defined any racially mixed person as
black (Lee and Bean, 2012).

There is evidence on both sides of this debate. High intermarriage rates of both
Asians and Latinos with whites, as well as patterns of racial integration in some
neighborhoods, point to possible future blurring of the boundaries separating these groups
(see Chapter 8). The association between Latinos and undocumented immigration,
however, may be leading to a pattern of heightened discrimination against Latinos. The
negative framing of undocumented immigrants as illegal criminals, alien invaders, and
terrorists, along with the conflation of undocumented and documented migrants in public
discourse, contributes to the racialization of Latinos as a despised out-group.
Discrimination against Hispanics may have been exacerbated by the criminalization of
undocumented hiring and the imposition of employer sanctions under the Immigration
Reform and Control Act of 1986, which encouraged employers either to avoid Latino
immigrants who “looked Hispanic” (Lowell et al., 1995) or to pay lower wages to
compensate themselves for the risk of hiring undocumented foreigners (Lowell and Jing
1994; Sorensen and Bean 1994; Fry et al., 1995; Cobb-Clark et al., 1995).

To the extent that immigrants today are racialized, they can be expected to be
subject to systematic discrimination and exclusion, thus compromising their integration
into U.S. society. Immigrants with darker skin earn significantly less than those with
lighter skin in U.S. labor markets (Frank et al., 2010; Hersch, 2008; 2011). And
stereotypical markers of Hispanic origin such as indigenous features and brown skin have

**Many scholars have described Chinese immigrants who arrived after the Chinese Exclusion Act
of 1882 as the first “illegal aliens.” Ngai (2004) describes the evolution of the term as having roots in the
experiences of these Chinese immigrants and then being more broadly applied after the 1920s.
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come to trigger discrimination and exclusion within American society (Chavez, 2008;
Lee and Fiske, 2006; Massey, 2007; 2014; Massey and Denton, 1992; Massey and
Sanchez, 2010; Turner et al., 2002).

Discrimination, skin color, and socioeconomic status may interact to particularly
affect ethnoracial self-identification among Latin American immigrants, who come from
a region where race is more often seen as a continuum than a dichotomy. For instance,
upon arrival, many Latin American immigrants select “other” when asked about their
race, corresponding to a racially mixed identity. However, with rising socioeconomic
status they are more likely to become familiar with U.S. racial taxonomies and select
“white” as their racial identity (Duncan and Trejo, 2011; Pulido and Pastor, 2013).
Investigators studying immigrant integration must therefore remember that self-
identifications are both causes and consequences of integration and socioeconomic
mobility, sometimes making it difficult to measure such mobility over time (discussed
further in Chapter 6). Chapter 10 describes the kinds of longitudinal data on immigrants
and their children that would enable much more accurate measurement of this change.

The ubiquity and the vagaries of racial and ethnic categorization in American
society, along with the scarcity of data on immigration and especially on the second
generation, means that there is often conceptual confusion in interpreting trends and
statistics not only on racial and ethnic inequality but also on immigrant integration. For
example, the gap between Hispanic and white graduation rates in the United States is
sometimes interpreted to mean a deep crisis exists in our education system. But Latino
graduation rates include about a third of people who are foreign born, many of whom
completed their schooling in countries such as Mexico, with a much lower overall
educational distribution. Throughout the report, the panel tries to specify the intersection
between national origin and generation to analyze change over time among immigrants
and their descendants. This careful attention to specifying the groups we are analyzing is
made difficult by the scarcity of data sources containing the relevant variables. The most
glaring problem is that the Decennial Census and American Community Survey do not
contain a question on parental birthplace. We return to this issue in Chapter 10 when we
discuss data recommendations.

The implications of this debate about the role of racial discrimination in limiting
opportunities for immigrants and their children are profound. One out of four children
today are the children of immigrants, and the question of whether their ethnoracial
identity will hold them back from full and equal participation in our society is an open
one. Throughout the report, the panel presents reasons for optimism about the ability of
U.S. society to move beyond discrimination and prejudice, as well as particular reasons
for concern that discrimination and prejudice will affect immigrants and their
descendants negatively. While the panel cannot provide a definitive answer at this time,
we do include the best evidence on both sides of this question.

REPORT ORGANIZATION
In the following chapters, the panel surveys the empirical evidence on how
immigrant and generational status has been and continues to be predictive of integration

into American society. In Chapter 2 we review the legal and institutional context for
immigrant integration, including the historical construction of the U.S. immigration

1-20

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

system, the emergence of the current system of legal statuses, and the tensions inherent in
the uniquely American brand of “immigration federalism.” Chapter 3 discusses the
central role legal status plays in the integration of both immigrants and their descendants
and examines the largest and most important legal statuses in detail. Chapter 4 details the
political and civic dimensions of integration with a focus on naturalization. Chapter 5
focuses on the spatial dimensions of integration at each level of geography, emphasizing
the importance of place and contexts of reception. Chapter 6 examines the socioeconomic
dimensions of immigrant integration, including education, income, and occupation.
Chapter 7 discusses sociocultural aspects of integration, including language, religion,
attitudes of both immigrants and the native-born, and crime. Family dimensions,
including intermarriage, fertility, and family form, are the focus of Chapter 8. Chapter 9
outlines the health dimensions of integration, including the apparent immigrant health
paradox. Finally, in Chapter 10 the panel assesses the available data for studying
immigrant integration and makes recommendations for improving available data sources.
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BOX 1-1
Definition of “Generations”

This report follows the standard scholarly definition of “generation.” The first
generation are the foreign-born (the immigrants), the second generation are the U.S.-born
(native-born) children of immigrants, and the third generation are the grandchildren of
the immigrants. Scholars also make a distinction for immigrants who come as children as
the 1.5 generation (Waters 2014).* Using these generational designations, one can see
that the major ethnic and racial groups in the United States vary a great deal by
generation. In 2014, 90 percent of whites were third generation or higher, 4 percent were
first generation, and 6 percent were second generation. Blacks were 10 percent first
generation, 6 percent second, and 85 percent third generation or higher. Hispanics are
very heterogeneous with regard to generation. In 2014, a third were long-time U.S.
residents with at least three generations of residence in the United States; another third
were the children of immigrants (although many of them were adult children, since
immigration from Latin America has been ongoing throughout the 20th and 21st
centuries), and another third were foreign born. Asians are the ethnoracial category most
heavily influenced by recent immigration, with only 1 in 10 being third generation or
higher in 2014, while almost two-thirds were foreign born and almost a third were second
generation.

"Portes and Rumbaut (2006) formally defines the 1.5 generation as those who immigrated between
the ages of 6 and 12; using the term 1.75 to apply to those who came from infancy to age 5, and the 1.25
generation to be from age 13-18. In practice, researchers use different age cut-offs for the 1.5 generation,
often lumping together children who arrived up to age 12 as the 1.5 generation (Portes and Rumbaut 2001).
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BOX 1-2
Immigrants versus Foreign-Born

Although this study addresses immigrant integration, most of the data presented in
this report refers to counts of the foreign-born. Not all foreign-born people are
immigrants, although all immigrants are, by definition, foreign-born. Some people
counted by the census as foreign-born are in the United States only temporarily (see
Chapter 3 for a list of all the temporary statuses that can characterize the foreign-born)
and do not intend to make the United States their permanent home. The data refer to the
foreign-born because of the nature of national data collection efforts, which ask
respondents about their place of birth rather than their legal status or intention to remain
in the United States. More specifically, the data in this report are largely based on census
and survey data on the stock of foreign-born persons in the United States. Changes in the
numbers of foreign-born persons over time (between censuses and surveys) are used to
measure flows of immigration. There are, however, a number of limitations of census and
survey data for the study of immigration (discussed in detail in Chapter 10). Even the
official census definition of foreign-born—all persons who are not U.S. citizens at
birth—is different from the common understanding that the foreign-born persons are
those born outside the 50 states. The native-born population includes persons born in the
50 states and U.S. territories (e.g., Puerto Rico, American Samoa, etc.) and those born
abroad with at least one parent who is a U.S. citizen.

The major limitation of Decennial Census, American Community Survey, and
Current Population Survey data for the study of immigration is that the current visa status
(and visa status at time of arrival) of respondents is not ascertained. Current citizenship
and year of arrival are measured in most data sources, although with some significant
variations in the wording of the question. In general, it is impossible to distinguish
between legal permanent residents (green card holders), persons on nonimmigrant visas
for work or study that is supposed to be temporary, and persons who do not have a
current visa or are visa over-stayers, referred to in this report as undocumented
immigrants. Therefore, undocumented immigrants are included in census data but there is
no way to distinguish them from other immigrant categories. In addition, some
undocumented people do not answer the census. The best estimates are that about 10-15
percent of the undocumented do not answer the census and are thus undercounted
(Passell and Cohn, 2011). Nonetheless, it is common statistical practice to refer to the
foreign-born population as determined by a census or survey as “immigrants,” despite the
heterogeneity of the “foreign-born” category. As noted throughout this report, there is
considerable mobility across these statuses, and current visa status does not always
predict who stays permanently.
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BOX 1-3
Racial and Ethnic Categories

In 1978, the Office of Management and Budget issued OMB Statistical Directive
No. 15, which stipulated the racial and ethnic categories to be used to classify the
population for federal statistical purposes. That directive defined five racial categories
(White, Black, Asian and Pacific Islander, American Indian/Alaskan Native, and Other)
and one ethnic classification (Hispanic or Latino, and Not Hispanic or Latino). This
classification was revised in 1997 to separate Pacific Islanders from Asians in the new
category, Native Hawaiian and Pacific Islander. The 1997 revision of Statistical Directive
No 15 allows respondents to the census and federal surveys to report one or more races
(Office of Management and Budget 1997a, 1997b). The statistical convention to classify
Hispanics as an ethnic group and not as a race is rooted in history, including a challenge
from the Mexican government to the U.S. government around the use of “Mexican” as a
racial category in the 1930 census. “Hispanic” has been measured separately ever since
(Choldin, 1986). The issue of how to classify Hispanics reflects a larger political debate
about whether Latino or Hispanic immigrants are being “racialized” into a more durable
racial boundary and identity or whether they are evolving as an ethnic group, similar to
Italians and Poles before them (Perlmann, 2005; Telles and Ortiz, 2008; Massey and
Sanchez, 2010).]
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TABLE 1-1 Male to Female Ratio Among Immigrants to the United States, 1870-2000

Total

Under 15 yrs
15 to 64 yrs
15to 44 yrs
1510 24 yrs
25to 44 yrs

45 to 64 yrs
65 yrs and
over

Males per 100 Females among U.S. Immigrants, 1870-2000

1870 1880 1890 1900 1910 1920 1930 1940 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 2000
174 1191 1212 1195 1311 1229 116.6 111.8 103.3 956 844 87.8 958 99.0
103.5 102.0 103.1 101.9 1022 102.0 102.0 102.1 104.1 102.5 102.7 104.7 106.0 104.6
1191 1175 120.8 121.7 133.9 1247 1173 11277 103.7 929 838 919 101.6 103.9
1143 115.7 1225 1218 1372 1233 1146 995 894 835 808 976 109.6 110.2
101.5 102.2 1041 983 1266 97.0 964 939 825 86.2 881 1102 121.9 1213
119.3 120.2 130.5 131.0 1413 1305 1185 100.1 905 827 784 925 1056 106.9
1347 1212 1172 1214 126.5 1274 1214 1230 1113 997 878 804 833 899
1114 109.8 1122 108.5 105.3 104.7 107.7 104.9 1023 100.0 824 69.7 641 656

SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census data (Gibson and Jung, 2006; Hobbs
and Stoops, 2002).

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.

1-25



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

REFERENCES

Alba, R., & Nee, V. (2003). Remaking the American mainstream: Assimilation and
contemporary immigration. Harvard University Press.

Alba, R., Reitz, J. G., & Simon, P. (2012). National Conceptions of Assimilation,
Integration, and Cohesion. The Changing Face of World Cities: Young Adult
Children of Immigrant in Europe and the United States. New York: Russell Sage
Foundation, 44-61.

Brown, S. K., & Bean, F. D. (2006). Assimilation models, old and new: Explaining a
long-term process. Migration information source, 3-41.

Chavez, C. (2008). Conceptualizing from the inside: Advantages, complications, and
demands on insider positionality. The Qualitative Report, 13(3), 474-494.

Chellaraj, Gnanaraj; Maskus, Keith E.; and Mattoo, Aaditya. (2008). The Contribution of
International Graduate Students to US Innovation. Review of International
Economics, 16: 444-462.

Choldin, H. M. (1986). Statistics and politics: The “hispanic issue” in the 1980 census.
Demography, 23(3), 403-418.

Citrin, J., Green, D. P., Muste, C., & Wong, C. (1997). Public opinion toward
immigration reform: The role of economic motivations. The Journal of Politics,
59(03), 858-881.

Cobb-Clark, D. A., Shiells, C. R., & Lowell, B. L. (1995). Immigration reform: The
effects of employer sanctions and legalization on wages. Journal of Labor
Economics, 472-498.

Colby, Sandra L., and Jennifer M. Ortman. “Projections of the Size and Composition of
the U.S. Population: 2014 to 2060. Current Population Reports, P25-1143.
Washington, DC: U.S. Census Bureau. Online:
https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2015/demo/p2
5-1143.pdf. [Accessed May, 2015]

de Crevecoeur, J. Hector St. John 1981 (1782). Albert E. Stone, ed. Letters from an
American Farmer and Sketches of Eighteenth-Century America. Penguin
Classics. ISBN 978-0-14-039006-3.

Desilver, Drew. (2015). Share of counties where whites are a minority has doubled since
1980. Pew Research Center. Online: http://www.pewresearch.org/fact-
tank/2015/07/01/share-of-counties-where-whites-are-a-minority-has-doubled-
since-1980/ [Accessed July, 2015]

1-26

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society
Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

Donato, K. M., and Gabaccia, D. (2015). Gener Composition of U.S. Foreign Born,
Inclduing and Exclusding Mexican Born, 1850-2010. Gender and International
Migration. Russell Sage Foundation.

Donato, K. M., Alexander, J. T., Gabaccia, D. R., & Leinonen, J. (2011). Variations in
the Gender Composition of Immigrant Populations: How They Matterl.
International Migration Review, 45(3), 495-526.

Duncan, B., and Trejo, S.J. (2011). Tracking intergenerational progress for immigrant
groups: The problem of ethnic attrition. American Economic Review: Papers and
Proceedings 101(3):603-608.

Frank, R., Akresh, I. R., & Lu, B. (2010). Latino Immigrants and the US Racial Order
How and Where Do They Fit In?. American Sociological Review, 75(3), 378-401.

Fry, R., Lowell, B. L., & Haghighat, E. (1995). The impact of employer sanctions on
metropolitan wage rates. Industrial Relations: A Journal of Economy and Society,
34(3), 464-484.

Gibson, Campbell, and Jung, Kay. 2006. Historical Census Statistics on the Foreign-
Born Population of the United States: 1850-2000, Population Division, Working
Paper No. 81, U.S. Census Bureau.
http://www.census.gov/population/www/documentation/twps0081/twps0081.pdf

Grasmuck, S., & Pessar, P. R. (1991). Between two islands: Dominican international
migration. Univ of California Press.

Greenstone, Michael, and Adam Looney. 2011. “Trends: Reduced Earnings for Men in
America.” The Milken Institute Review, Third Quarter 2011. Online:
http://www.hamiltonproject.org/files/downloads_and links/07 milken greensto
ne looney.pdf [Accessed May, 2015]

Grieco, Elizabeth M., Yesenia D. Acosta, G. Patricia de la Cruz, Christine Gambino,
Thomas Gryb, Luke J. Larsen, Edward N. Trevelyan, and Nathan P. Walters.
(2012) “The Foreogn-Born Population in the United States: 2010. U.S. Census
Bureau. Online: https://www.census.gov/prod/2012pubs/acs-19.pdf. [ Accessed
August 26, 2015].

Gulasekaram, P., & Ramakrishnan, S. K. (2015). The New Immigration Federalism.
Cambridge University Press.

Hainmueller, J., & Hiscox, M. J. (2010). Attitudes toward highly skilled and low-skilled
immigration: Evidence from a survey experiment. American Political Science
Review, 104(01), 61-84.

Hall, Matthew, Audrey Singer, Gordon F. De Jong, and Deborah R. Graefe. 2011. “The
Geography of Immigrant Skills: Educational Profiles of Metropolitan Areas.”
Washington, DC: Brookings Institution. Online:
http://www.brookings.edu/~/media/research/files/papers/2011/6/immigrants-
singer/06_immigrants_singer.pdf [Accessed May, 2015].

Hainmueller Jens and Hopkins, Daniel “Public Attitudes Towards Immigration” Annual
Review of Political Science 2014 vol 17:225-249.

Hersch, J. (2008). Profiling the new immigrant worker: The effects of skin color and
height. Journal of Labor Economics 26:345-386.

Hersch, J. (2011). The persistence of skin color discrimination for immigrants.

Social Science Research 40:1337-1349.

1-27

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

Hopkins, D.J. (2010) Politicized places: Explaining where and when immigrants provoke
local opposition. American Political Science Review 104 (01), 40-60.

Hopkins, Daniel J., Van C. Tran and Abigail F. Williamson. (2014). “See No Spanish:
Language, Local Context, and Attitudes toward Immigration.” Politics, Groups,
and Identities 2(1): 35-51.

Humes, Karen R., Nicholas A. Jones, and Roberto R. Ramirez. (2011). “Overview of
Race and Hispanic Origin: 2010.U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 Census Briefs.Online:
http://www.census.gov/prod/cen2010/briefs/c2010br-02.pdf [ Accessed August
26, 2015].

Hunt, Jennifer and Marjolaine Gauthier-Loiselle. 2010. “How Much Does Immigration
Boost Innovation.” American Economic Journal: Macroeconomics 2(April) 31-
56.

Jensen, E. 2015. China Replaces Mexico as the Top Sending Country for Immigrants to
the United States. U.S. Census Bureau. Online:
http://researchmatters.blogs.census.gov/2015/05/01/china-replaces-mexico-as-
the-top-sending-country-for-immigrants-to-the-united-states/ [ Accessed July,
2015].

Kerr, W. R. (2008). Ethnic scientific communities and international technology diffusion.
The Review of Economics and Statistics, 90(3), 518-537.

Kent, M. M. (2007). Immigration and America's black population (Vol. 62, No. 4).
Washington, DC: Population Reference Bureau.

Lapinski, J. S., Peltola, P., Shaw, G., & Yang, A. (1997). Trends: Immigrants and
immigration. Public Opinion Quarterly, 356-383.

Lee, J., & Bean, F. D. (2012). A POSTRACIAL SOCIETY OR A DIVERSITY
PARADOX?. Du Bois Review: Social Science Research on Race, 9(02), 419-437.

Lee, T. L., & Fiske, S. T. (2006). Not an outgroup, not yet an ingroup: Immigrants in the
stereotype content model. International Journal of Intercultural Relations, 30(6),
751-768.

Lieberson, Stanley. 1963. Ethnic Patterns in American Cities. New York: Free Press of
Glencoe.

Lowell, B. L., & Jing, Z. (1994). Unauthorized workers and immigration reform: What
can we ascertain from employers?. International Migration Review, 427-448.

Lowell, B. L., Teachman, J., & Jing, Z. (1995). Unintended consequences of immigration
reform: Discrimination and Hispanic employment. Demography, 32(4), 617-628.

Massey, Douglas. 1999 “Why Does immigration Occur: A Theoretical Synthesis” In
Charles Hirschman, et al. eds., The Handbook of International Migration. NY
Russell Sage Foundation.

Massey, D. S. (2007). Categorically unequal: The American stratification system. Russell
Sage Foundation.

Massey, D. S. (2014). The racialization of Latinos in the United States. The Oxford
handbook on ethnicity, crime, and immigration, 21-40. Bucerius, S. M., & Tonry,
M. eds. Oxford University Press, USA.

Massey, D. S., & Denton, N. A. (1992). Racial identity and the spatial assimilation of
Mexicans in the United States. Social Science Research, 21(3), 235-260.

Massey, D. S., & Sanchez, M. (2010). Brokered Boundaries: Immigrant Identity in Anti-
Immigrant Times. Russell Sage Foundation.

1-28

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

Mexican Migration Monitor. (2012). “Hitting Home: The Impact of Immigration
Enforcement.” Tomas Rivera Policy Institute and Colegio de la Frontera Norte.
Online: http://www.migrationmonitor.com/3-article/ [ Accessed July, 2015]

Monte, Lindsay M., and Renee R. Ellis. (2014) “Fertility of Women in the United States:
2012.” U.S. Census Bureau. Online:
https://www.census.gov/content/dam/Census/library/publications/2014/demo/p20-
575.pdf. [Accessed August 26, 2015]

Ngai, M. M. (2004). Impossible Subjects: Illegal Aliens and the Making of Modern
America: Illegal Aliens and the Making of Modern America. Princeton University
Press.

Office of Management and Budget. 1997a. “Recommendations From the Interagency
Committee for the Review of the Race and Ethnic Standards to the Office of
Management and Budget Concerning Changes to the Standards for the
Classification of Federal Data on Race and Ethnicity.” Federal Register. Vol 62,
No 131, Wednesday, July 9, 1997/Notices. pp. 36874-36946.

Office of Management and Budget. 1997b. “Revisions to the Standards for the
Classification of Federal Data on Race and Ethnicity.” Federal Register. Vol. 62,
No 210, Thursday, October 30, 1997/Notices. pp. 58782-58790.

Oishi, Nana (2005) Women in Motion : Globalization, State Policies and Labor
Migration in Asia Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Parker, C. S., & Barreto, M. A. (2014). Change they can't believe in: the Tea Party and
reactionary politics in America. Princeton University Press.

Passel, Jeffrey. 2014. Presentation to the the Panel on Integration of Immigrants into
American Society, January. 16

Passel, Jeffrey. 2013. “The Rise of Asian Americans.” Pew Research Center. Online:
http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/files/2013/04/Asian-Americans-new-full-report-
04-2013.pdf. [Accessed August 26, 2015].

Passel, Jeffrey, and D’Vera Cohn. 2011. “Unauthorized Immigrant Population: National
and State Trends, 2010.” Pew Research Center. Online:
http://www.pewhispanic.org/2011/02/01/unauthorized-immigrant-population-
brnational-and-state-trends-2010/ [Accessed August 26, 2015].

Passel, Jeffrey, D’Vera Cohn, Jens Manuel Krogstad, and Ana Gonzalez-Barrera. 2014.
As Growth Stalls, Unauthorized Immigrant Population Becomes More Settled.
Online: (http://www.pewhispanic.org/2014/09/03/as-growth-stalls-unauthorized-
immigrant-population-becomes-more-settled/)

Passel, Jeffrey, D’Vera Cohn, and Mark Hugo Lopez. 2011. “Hispanics Account for
More than Half of Nation’s Growth in Past Decade. Pew Research Center. Online:
http://www.pewhispanic.org/2011/03/24/hispanics-account-for-more-than-half-of-
nations-growth-in-past-decade/ [Accessed August 26, 2015]

Passel, J., Cohn, D., Krogstad, J.M., & Gonzalez-Barrera, A. (2014) As growth stalls,
unauthorized immigrant population becomes more settled. Washington, DC: Pew
Hispanic Institute.

Perez, Anthony Daniel and Charles Hirschman. 2009. “The Changing Racial and Ethnic
Composition of the U.S. Population: Emerging American Identities.” Population
and Development Review 35: 1-51.

1-29

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

Perlmann, J. (2005). Italians Then, Mexicans Now: Immigrant Origins and the Second-
Generation Progress, 1890-2000. Russell Sage Foundation.

Pettman, J. J. (1996). Worlding women: A feminist international politics (pp. 105-106).
London: Routledge.

Pew Research Center (2006). America’s Immigration Quandary. Pew Research Center
for the People and the Press, and Pew Hispanic Center. Online:
http://www.people-press.org/files/legacy-pdf/274.pdf [ Accessed July, 2015].

Portes, A., & Rumbaut, R. G. (2001). Legacies: The story of the immigrant second
generation. Univ of California Press.

Portes, Alejandro and Ruben Rumbaut. 2006. Immigrant America: A Portrait. Berkeley;
University of California Press.

Portes, A., and Rumbaut, R. (2014). Immigrant America (4th ed.). Berkeley: University
of California Press.

Prewitt, K. (2013). What is Your Race?: The Census and Our Flawed Efforts to Classify
Americans. Princeton University Press.

Pulido, Laura and Manuel Pastor, “Where in the World is Juan — and What Color is He?
The Geography of Latino Racial Subjectivity in Southern California” American
Quarterly, vol. 65, no. 2, June 2013

Saad, L. (2014, June 27). More in U.S. Would Decrease Immigration than Increase.
Available: http://www.gallup.com/poll/171962/decrease-immigration-
increase.aspx [August 2015].

Segovia, Francine and Renatta Defever. 2010. The Polls—Trends: American Public
Opinions on Immigrants and Immigration Policy, Public Opinion Quarterly,
24(3) 375-394.

Simes, J. T., & Waters, M. C. (2013). The Politics of Immigration and Crime. The Oxford
Handbook on Ethnicity, Crime, and Immigration. Bucerius, S. M., & Tonry, M.
eds. Oxford University Press, USA.

Skocpol, T., & Williamson, V. (2012). The Tea Party and the remaking of Republican
conservatism. Oxford University Press, USA.

Smith, James P. and Edmonston, Barry, eds. 1997. The New Americans.: Economic,
Demographic, and Fiscal Effects of Immigration. Washington, DC: National
Academy Press.

Snipp, C. Matthew. 2003. “Racial Measurement in the American Census: Past Practices
and Implications for the Future” Annual Review of Sociology 29: 563-588.

Sorensen, E., & Bean, F. D. (1994). The Immigration Reform and Control Act and the
wages of Mexican origin workers: evidence from Current Population Surveys.
Social Science Quarterly, 75(1), 1-17.

Stephan, P. E., & Levin, S. G. (2001). Exceptional contributions to US science by the
foreign-born and foreign-educated. Population research and Policy review, 20(1-
2), 59-79.

Stephan, Paula E. and Sharon G. Levin. 2007. “Foreign Scholars in the U.S.:
Contributions and Costs.” Pp. 150-173 in Science and the University, edited by
Paula E. Stephan and Ronald G. Ehrenberg. Madison: University of Wisconsin.

Stoney, Sierra and Jeanne Batalova. 2013. Central American Immigrants in the United
States. Migration Information Source, March 2013. Online:

1-30

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society
Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

http://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/central-american-immigrants-united-
states/ [Accessed August 26, 2015].

Telles, E.E., and Ortiz, V. (2008) Generations of Exclusion: Mexican Americans,
Assimilation, and Race. New York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation.

Turner, M. A., Ross, S., Galster, G. C., & Yinger, J. (2002). Discrimination in
metropolitan housing markets: national results from phase 1 of the housing
discrimination study (HDS) (No. 2002-16).

United Nations Population Division 2013. “The number of international migrants
worldwide reaches 232 million” Population Facts No 2103/2. Retrieved on
March 16, 2015 from
http://esa.un.org/unmigration/documents/The number of international migrants
.pdf)

U.S. Census Bureau. 2014a. Data on Population Projections: 2014 to 2060 Population
Projections based on Census 2010. Accessed on March 31, 2015 from:
https://www.census.gov/population/projections/data/national/

U.S. Census Bureau. 2014b. Methodology, Assumptions, and Inputs for the 2014
National Projections. Accessed on March 31, 2015 from:
https://www.census.gov/population/projections/files/methodology/methodstatem
entl4.pdf

Waters, Mary C. 1990. Ethnic Options: Choosing Identities in America. Berkeley:
University of California Press

Waters, Mary C. (2014). “Defining difference: the role of immigrant generation and race
in American and British immigration studies.” Ethnic and Racial Studies, 37:1,
10-26.

Wong, Cara J. “’Little” and “Big” Pictures in our Heads about Local Context, and
Innumeracy About Racial Groups in the United States” Public Opinion Quarterly
vol 71 no 3 Fall 2007 pp. 392-412.

Yoshikawa, H. (2011). Immigrants raising citizens: Undocumented parents of young
children. New York: Russell Sage.

1-31

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

1-32

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

45,000,000 16
14.8
40,000,000 AN A
35,000,000
3z
£ 30,000,000
o
E 25,000,000
=
20,000,000
)
2
£ 15,000,000
Z
10,000,000
5,000,000 +——
0 -
o O O O O O O O O O O O O © O © © - N
N O KN ® DO 9 N @M IFDLOKDOO o oA A
W O WO ®AOD RN OO O
Ran I e R o B o e I o o B o B o R o B o R o B R . O\ B o\ o\ I QN |
i Number of immigrants ==Immigrants as a percentage of the U.S. population

Percentage (%) of Total Po[pulation

FIGURE 1-1 Number of immigrants and immigrants as percentage of the U.S.
population, 1850 to present.

SOURCE: Data from Gibson and Jung, 2006; and U.S. Census

Bureau, http://www.census.gov/topics/population/foreign-born.html

1-33

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

100%
90%
80%
70%
60%
50%
40%
30%
20%
10%

0% - . . . . .

1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010

B Europe ® Asia B Africa ® Oceania ® Americas ® Northern America
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SOURCE: Data from U.S. Census Bureau Bureau Decennial Census.
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Immigrants into American Society, January 16, 2014.
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SOURCE: Data from U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census data, 1970 (also see Gibson
and Jung, 2002).

1-37

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

American

Indian/Native

Alaskan
1.7%

Native Hawaiian
or Pacific Islander,
0.2%

FIGURE 1-6 Racial and ethnic composition of the United States, 2013.
SOURCE: Data from U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2013.
http://www.census.gov/acs/www/

1-38

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

Foreign Born
2010
2000
1990
1980
1970
1960

Europe
2010
2000
1990
1980
1970
1960

Asia
2010
2000
1990
1980
1970
1960

Latin America
2010
2000
1990
1980
1970
1960

Other Regions
2010
2000
1990
1980
1970
1960

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

W Under 18
=18 to 54

w55 and Over

FIGURE 1-7 Age distribution of the foreign-born by region of origin, 1960-2010.
SOURCE: U.S. Census Bureau, Decennial Census 1960-2000; American Community
Survey 2010 (Grieco et al., 2012).

1-39

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.




The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

0to4

5to 19

20 to 39

40 to 65

65+

W First Gen
i Second Gen

= Third+ Gen

FIGURE 1-8 Age distribution by generation: percentage in each age group.
SOURCE: Current Population Survey, 2010,
(https://www.census.gov/population/foreign/files/cps2010/T4.2010.pdf).

1-40

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.




The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

2.5

0.5 -

Foreign-Born US-Born

FIGURE 1-9 General fertility rates per thousand women.
SOURCE: 2008 to 2012 American Community Survey.

1-41

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

55%

50% ’

Percent Female
L )
\
\

45% \,’

40%
28, 4on 8- 495 45, 48, {9, Lo, {9, Lo, {9 Yoo {9 Loy Lo, {9, <p, <0, <0
Y o 0 “o o 0 % Yo <o Yo Fo So S0 o v 0 P Yo <o

All Immigrants  ====- No Mexican Immigrants

FIGURE 1-10 Standardized age ratios of the foreign-born with and without Mexican
foreign-born, 1850 — 2010.
SOURCE: Donato and Gabaccia. (2015) Reprinted with permission.

1-42

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

35.0%
0,
30.3% 31.2%
30.0% 289%.
25.0%
22.4%
20.0% 9.000 1890n
c 6.4% u US-Born
15.0%
11.8% .
119 i Foreign-Born
10.09
10.0% -
5.0% -
0.0% - T T r .
Less than High High School ~ Some College or ~ Bachelor's Graduate or
School Graduate Associate's Degree Professional
Degree Degree

FIGURE 1-11 Educational attainment of U.S.-born and foreign-born over age 25, 2013.
SOURCE: Data from U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2013 1-year
estimates. Online: http://www.census.gov/acs/www/.

1-43

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

$60,000

$50,000 -

$40,000 -

$30,000 -

$20,000 -

$10,000 -

$0 -

US-Born Foreign-Born

i Men

i Women
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FIGURE 1-14 Median household income by nativity and region of origin, 2010.
SOURCE: Data from U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2010.
Available: http://www.census.gov/prod/2012pubs/acs-19.pdf [August 2015].
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FIGURE 1-17 Number of undocumented immigrants in the United States, 1990-2013.
SOURCE: Adapted from Passel et al., 2014 and Passel presentation, 2014..
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FIGURE 1-19 Impact of immigration on the United States, 2001-2014.
SOURCE: Graph from Saad, 2014. Reprint with permission.
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2
LEGAL AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTEXT FOR IMMIGRANT
INTEGRATION

The opportunities and barriers to immigrant integration in the United States today
are shaped by historical, legal, economic, and institutional contexts. At present,
immigration law is one of the most important of these contexts in that it creates varying
degrees of stability and opportunities, with potentially profound implications for
immigrant integration.

Legal status has varied over time in its consequences for immigrant integration.
Early in the country’s history there was little attention to legal status and noncitizens
could even vote in federal elections. The U.S. Constitution does not forbid noncitizens
from voting in federal elections and, until the 1920s, at least 22 states and federal
territories, and possibly more, allowed noncitizens to vote at some point (Bloemraad,
2006a; Hayduk, 2006). Various states and territories viewed alien suffrage as an incentive
to encourage settlement. In the early 1800s, several states in the Midwest allowed male
residents to vote, regardless of their citizenship status, and in the second half of the 19th
century, 13 states implemented policies aimed at attracting immigrant residents by giving
voting rights to “declarant aliens”—immigrants who had declared their intention to
become U.S. citizens by filing “first papers” (Raskin, 1993).

The 1790 and 1870 Naturalization Acts restricted naturalization to only white and
then subsequently black immigrants. The Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 explicitly
barred Chinese immigrants from citizenship through naturalization, and curtailed almost
all Chinese migration, while the Immigration Act of 1917 delineated an “Asiatic Barred
Zone” from which migration was prohibited. Asian immigrants challenged their
ineligibility for naturalization, but court rulings such as United States v. Bhagat Singh
Thind, 261 U.S. 204 (1923), upheld Asian immigrants’ ineligibility for naturalization.
Beyond setting up barriers to political integration, lack of U.S. citizenship could matter
for jobs and owning property. In many Western States noncitizens were barred from the
right to own land. Thus, legal status also blocked Asian immigrants’ economic and social
integration into American society.' For white European immigrants who entered the
United States without inspection to avoid the Quota Acts of the 1920s, there were
relatively few repercussions, and they were often able to naturalize at a later date (Ngai,

'Importantly, however, the U.S. Supreme Court affirmed, in United States v. Wong Kim Ark, 169
U.S. 649 (1898), that the children of immigrants born on U.S. soil are automatically U.S. citizens under the
14th Amendment, regardless of whether or not the immigrant parents were eligible for citizenship, as was
the case for Asian immigrants (see Chapter 4).
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2004; Kanstroom, 2010). In recent decades, however, the importance of legal status has
grown, as have the variety of different legal statuses that immigrants can hold.

Since its inception, the United States has grappled with two sets of competing
demands relevant to immigration: first, the conflict between federal and state rights, and
second, the needs of immigration enforcement versus immigrant integration.
Policymakers, bureaucrats, and immigrants also face laws and policies that are not
targeted toward immigration per se but nevertheless have profound implications for
immigrant integration. Beyond law, many institutions structure the life chances of
immigrants and their children, including government agencies, nonprofits, informal
associations, the overall economy, and the business sector. For example, immigrants in
certain cities and counties can rely on significant support from local government
agencies, while voluntary organizations such as Catholic Charities, the International
Rescue Committee, and the Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society have long worked in public-
private partnerships to help settle refugees and displaced people moving to the United
States. Integration therefore occurs within a patchwork of laws, policies, and agencies at
multiple scales of governance, with variation across place and by designated legal status.

The legal framework for immigration in the United States is built on three levels:
federal, state, and local. For much of the 19th Century, immigration and naturalization
laws were primarily instituted at the state and local level, with little federal oversight or
intrusion, with the notable exception of exclusions from citizenship based on race.

By the turn of the 20th century, the federal government began to take a larger role
in immigration, naturalization, and integration, primarily focused on restricting certain
groups from entering the United States. Federal supremacy in defining conditions of
entry continued through the 20th Century, even as the shape of federal law changed from
increasing restriction through 1924, followed by small openings during World War I, to
significant revisions starting in 1965. At the same time, states continued to play a
significant role in regulating immigrants’ access to licenses, public employment, benefits,
and other aspects important to immigrant integration.

Today, immigrants’ prospects for integration are shaped by continued dynamics
of coordination and tension between federal, state, and local government and between
dual interests in enforcement and integration. These tensions also reflect different
economic costs and benefits. States and localities do not control who can enter the United
States, but in some cases they may bear part of the fiscal burden of immigration (Smith
and Edmonston, 1997).% States and localities have enacted their own complementary or
conflicting policies and laws to address the needs of their communities in the perceived
absence or inadequacy of federal action. Three important legal and institutional
developments of the past 30 years stand out: (1) the proliferation of immigration statuses
that provide different degrees of permanence and security; (2) the complex and at times
contradictory policies and laws linked to those statuses; and (3) the broadening of
grounds for removal and constraints on relief, with the related centrality of executive

*For further information on the fiscal impacts of immigration on states, see:
http://www.ncsl.org/Portals/1/Documents/statefed/LiteratureReview June%202013Final.pdf [August
2015].

*Estimating the fiscal impacts of immigration is the stated charge of the National Research
Council’s Panel on the Economic and Fiscal Effects of Immigration. That panel’s final report is scheduled
for release at the end of 2015.
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action to immigrants’ prospects. Each of these factors shapes or undermines opportunities
for immigrant integration. Thus, while federal law continues to define the formal legal
status of immigrants in the United States, policies at the state and local level are also
central to their integration trajectory (Rodriguez, 2014).

This chapter analyzes the legal and institutional framework for immigration,
beginning with a brief history of immigration policy in the United States and the
development of what legal analysts call “immigration law” and “alienage law” as the
federal government expanded its role in this arena. Next, it examines the proliferation of
legal statuses since 1965. Last, it details the current framework for immigration
federalism and the tension between two competing trends: increasing enforcement and
federal supremacy over exit and entry, and the devolution of decisions about public
benefits to states, coupled with the delegation of integration efforts to state and local
government and nongovernmental organizations.

HISTORY OF IMMIGRATION POLICY IN THE UNITED STATES

The federal government did little to regulate immigration, citizenship, and
integration in the first century after the nation’s founding. With the exception of the 1790
Naturalization Act, the Alien and Sedition Act (1798), and various treaties and informal
agreements, the federal government played a limited role (see Table 2-1). A federal
immigration bureau was established only in 1890, followed by the federal naturalization
service in 1906. Instead, states and localities were the “primary immigration regulators”
(Neuman, 1993). Some tried to channel migration through regulation of shipping lines,
while others focused on local rights or benefits tied to residency. Some populous states,
like New York, had “robust” immigration and integration agencies (Law, 2013).
Meanwhile the first federal naturalization legislation, enacted in 1790, gave authority
over naturalization to any common law court of record in any state (this was amended in
1795 to include courts in the territories or a federal court), leading to wide variation in
procedures and citizenship acquisition across the country (Raskin, 1993; Law, 2013).
From the perspective of the contemporary period, this early period was remarkable for its
lack of federal oversight and the relative unimportance of immigration status or
citizenship. Residents’ race, gender, and ownership of property were much more
consequential for rights, access to benefits, and shaping life chances (Smith, 1999).

Development of Immigration Federalism, 1875-1970

After the Civil War, states began to pass laws attempting to regulate immigration
both by requiring newcomers to post bonds upon entry and by attempting to control the
privileges or rights given to noncitizens. This set the stage for conflict between federal
and state control that still characterizes the regulation of immigration, alienage, and
immigrant integration today. In 1875, The Chy Lung v. Freeman Supreme Court case (92
U.S. 275) proved a turning point in the balance of power over immigration because the
court “emphatically stated that control over the admission of foreigners into the country
was exclusively a federal responsibility” (Gulasekaram and Ramakrishnan, 2015). But it
left open the possibility for limited state and local regulation, opening the door to a
distinction between immigration law— regulation over exit and entry—and alienage law,

2-3

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

which regulates noncitizens’ access to social benefits and licenses and restricts their
options relative to citizens (Rodriguez, 2014).

In addition, in 1875 Congress passed the first restrictive federal immigration law,
the Page Act, which prohibited the entry of “undesirable”” immigrants and targeted Asian
migrants both at their ports of departure and at entry into the United States (Peffer, 1986).
Subsequently, the executive and legislative branches built up the federal U.S.
immigration system, while the judicial branch continued to develop the nuances of
immigration and alienage jurisprudence. In 1882, the Chinese Exclusion Act barred most
Chinese immigration and also specified that Chinese immigrants were ineligible for
naturalization. Congressional restrictions on immigration from Asia expanded in
subsequent decades, culminating in the Immigration Act of 1924, which enshrined
national origin quotas that effectively barred any vestige of migration from Asia. It also
sharply curtailed immigration from Eastern and Southern Europe (Ngai, 2014; Tichenor,
2009).

Supreme Court cases spurred the creation of two interrelated legal frameworks
that continue to set the parameters for authority over immigration: preemption and
alienage (see Table 2-2). In cases upholding the Chinese Exclusion Act, the Supreme
Court made it clear that the power to enact immigration laws rests solely with the federal
government because Congress possesses plenary authority to regulate entry, exit, and the
terms of immigrants’ presence under the Supremacy Clause of the Constitution; state and
local laws cannot contradict or undermine federal immigration regulation (Rodriguez,
2014). A distinct alienage framework developed from another court case, Yick Wo v.
Hopkins, (1886; 118 U.S. 356), in which the Supreme Court struck down a local San
Francisco ordinance targeting Chinese-owned laundries. Thereafter, courts acknowledged
federal dominance with respect to alienage (how citizens and immigrants can be treated
differently) but allowed for some state and local control over the everyday lives of
immigrants. While state laws and local ordinances that seek to regulate the entry or legal
presence of immigrants are banned via preemption, the alienage framework allows some
room for state and local laws that treat immigrants and citizens differently. State and
local laws that seek to differentiate between citizens and noncitizens are subject to
heightened review under the Equal Protection Clause of the 14th Amendment, to
determine whether distinctions between citizens and aliens are justified (Rodriguez,
2014). Although the line separating immigration and alienage law remains blurry, the
distinction carries consequences to the present day, as courts continue to struggle to
delineate when and where states and localities have authority over the immigrants living
in their jurisdictions.

Federal Laws and the Proliferation of Statuses, 1965 to Present

The 1965 Hart Celler Act eliminated national origin quotas, which many
Americans had come to see as rooted in racist ideas about non-whites and at odds with
the spirit of the U.S. Constitution (Zolberg, 2006). The act was passed along with the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 and the Voting Rights Act of 1965. Having opened the door to
new migration, the United States entered the 1970s on an expansionary trajectory, as is
evident in the immigration profile sketched in Chapter 1. However, statistical
descriptions of the number, origins, and other demographic features of contemporary
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immigrants obscure another central immigration story unfolding since 1971: the
development of an increasingly complex system with a proliferation of legal statuses,
along with consequential distinctions between these statuses. These distinctions are based
on immigration law, alienage provisions, and the consequences of legislation and
regulations enacted in policy arenas beyond immigration.

On the legislative side, federal laws have led to increases in both legal and
unauthorized immigration, while sometimes explicitly limiting, and at other times
encouraging, state and local enforcement schemes (Rodriguez, 2014). The 1980 Refugee
Act established formal criteria and legal statuses for the admission of refugees and
migrants of humanitarian concern, including the establishment of an asylum system and
the federal Office of Refugee Resettlement, an agency in the Department of Health and
Human Services explicitly focused on assisting refugees with integration (see Table 2-1).
The 1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act legalized the status of undocumented
residents who could prove long-term residence and of certain migrant agricultural
workers; it also created the first federal sanctions for employers knowingly hiring
unauthorized workers. At the same time, this 1986 law left open the possibility for states
to penalize businesses by restricting their operating licenses (See Chamber of Commerce
v. Whiting, 2011, in Table 2-2).

The 1990 Immigration Act created new high-skilled visa categories and a new
diversity lottery to allow people from countries underrepresented in the United States to
migrate legally; it also raised the quota on family-sponsored migrants. Demand for family
sponsorship has nevertheless far outstripped supply, and there are large backlogs for
countries with large numbers of immigrants. Wait times for particular family categories
from countries with large immigration flows, such as Mexico and the Philippines, have
often exceeded 20 years.* The 1990 Act also created Temporary Protected Status (TPS),
a temporary status discussed further below.

Immigration Statuses

The federal government exerts profound influence over immigrant integration
through the definition of status. A wide variety of statuses exist under federal
immigration law, each of which establishes foundations for integration of varying
stability and scope. These statuses fall into four approximate categories: permanent,
temporary, discretionary, and undocumented.

Permanent Status

The paradigmatic immigration status is lawful permanent residency—often
referred to as “having a green card.” Lawful permanent resident (LPR) status historically
has served as a way station to citizenship (Motomura, 2006) and has constituted the
strongest anchor the law provides for noncitizens. The alienage law governing LPR status
has been relatively stable for 3 decades because courts subject the distinctions drawn
between citizens and LPRs by state and local governments to heightened review under
the Fourteenth Amendment’s Equal Protection Clause (Graham v. Richardson, 1971;
Rodriguez and Rubio-Marin, 2011). Today this principle effectively means that any

*Priority dates for each category are listed in the State Department visa bulletins, updated monthly:
http://travel.state.gov/content/visas/english/law-and-policy/bulletin.html.
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distinction drawn by states and localities without federal authorization, other than those
that go to the heart of the state’s definition of its political community (Sugarman v.
Dougall, 1973; see Table 2-2), are constitutionally invalid (Rodriguez, 2014).

Although Congress can place virtually any contingency on permanent status it
deems appropriate, a limited but potentially consequential set of distinctions exists today.
The primary “disabilities” that attend LPR status and likely affect integration prospects
are the lack of voting and other political rights, constraints on access to certain public
benefits, and most profoundly, the absence of the right to remain (Rodriguez, 2014).

Temporary Statuses

Alongside the regime of permanent immigration under lawful permanent
residency, a complex system of temporary immigration statuses has taken shape.
Temporary visa holders are entitled to only limited periods of presence in the United
States. Some of these visas are granted for particular employment purposes, ranging from
agricultural and service jobs to high-skilled technical and academic positions (Myers,
2006). The number of these temporary “nonimmigrants” dwarfs the number of LPRs
admitted under the employment categories each year. In 2012, for example, more than
600,000 nonimmigrants were admitted for employment purposes, compared to 144,000
employment-based LPRs (although over 1 million LPRs were admitted in total, due to the
system’s heavy bias toward family immigration) (Wilson, 2013). Significant numbers of
temporary visa workers eventually adjust to LPR status or develop ties to employers and
U.S. citizens that lead to a desire to remain, making the integration question relevant
(Myers, 2006, p. 11). And although some temporary visas only enable seasonal presence,
many others, such as the HI-B visa, permit repeated renewals that can result in presence
for a decade or more.

The largest non-employment-based temporary status is Temporary Protected
Status, created by Congress as part of the Immigration Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-
649). TPS was designed as a mechanism to provide temporary protection to individuals
who are unable to return to their home countries because of an armed conflict,
environmental disaster, or other condition that is deemed temporary. Since 1990, various
countries have been designated (and in some cases delisted from) the TPS category, and
the continuing designation of some countries has led to large populations of temporary
nonimmigrants with TPS residing in the United States for extended periods of time.

Constitutionally speaking, the equal protection constraints on state authority apply
for the most part to all those lawfully present, including those in temporary statuses.
Negative integration consequences can result from the perception that low-skilled
immigrants will not be long-term residents and from the labor exploitation that could
result from temporary-visa workers’ inability to change employers. To the extent that the
legal structure fails to provide adequate avenues to long-term presence for those with
temporary status who develop ties to the United States but lose their temporary status,
these statuses also exacerbate the problem of undocumented immigration. However,
policies designed to extend the rights granted LPR status throughout the legal-status
system might result in less tolerance for immigration generally (Rodriguez, 2014; Rubhs,
2013).
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Discretionary Statuses

The third category of immigration status under federal law is discretionary status:
lawful status conferred through Executive discretion. The most important discretionary
status is deferred action status. Unlike TPS, deferred action has no statutory foundation
but is instead part of the Executive’s authority to determine whether to initiate or pursue
removal in a particular case. The executive branch has long relied on deferred action to
manage its docket and provide a form of humanitarian relief, but until the Obama
Administration initiated Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) in 2012, it had
not been used as a form of categorical relief. Under DACA, unauthorized immigrants
between the ages of 15 and 30 who were brought to the United States as minors and meet
certain criteria are granted both work authorization and temporary protection from
deportation.” In November 2014, President Obama expanded DACA and created
Deferred Action for Parental Accountability for parents of U.S. citizens and LPRs,
although as of April 2015, these changes have been halted by the courts. Notably,
deferred action is not intended to result in permanent presence, and the fact that the
Executive retains authority to terminate the statuses makes them inherently unstable, a
distinction the panel discusses further in Chapter 3.

Undocumented Status

Undocumented status, also called “unauthorized” or “illegal,” is the direct if
unintended result of the development of legal statuses over the last century. Although the
image of those in undocumented status is of migrants who entered without inspection by
illicitly crossing the border, an estimated 45 percent of immigrants with this status
entered the United States legally via other statuses and then fell “out of status” when
those statuses expired or were revoked (visa overstayers)®. Undocumented status may
also be a starting point for transitions to other legal statuses, such as TPS, although it is
much easier for visa overstayers to transition to other statuses than it is for those who
entered without inspection. As discussed throughout the report, undocumented status
offers few legal protections and is inherently unstable because the undocumented are at
constant risk of deportation, which poses significant barriers to immigrant integration.

MODERN IMMIGRATION FEDERALISM:
ENFORCEMENT VERSUS INTEGRATION

Since 1971, immigration federalism has been shaped by two trends. First, the
federal government has continued to strengthen its control over immigration enforcement
while continuing to expand the grounds for removal. Despite the steady increase in
unauthorized immigration until the Great Recession in 2007 and the perception by many
that the federal government has done little to secure the U.S. borders or enforce
immigration law, there has been unprecedented growth in funding, technology, and

*http://www.dhs.gov/news/2012/06/15/secretary-napolitano-announces-deferred-action-process-
young-people-who-are-low

%The Department of Homeland Security has not issued an estimate of the number of visa
overstayers. Pew Research Center estimated 45 percent in 2006 (see Pew Research Center, Modes of Entry
for the Unauthorized Migrant Population. Hispanic Trends Fact Sheet,
http://www.pewhispanic.org/2006/05/22/modes-of-entry-for-the-unauthorized-migrant-population/ [ August
2015]).
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personnel dedicated to enforcement over the past 20 years. In fiscal 2012, spending on
immigration enforcement was almost $18 billion, exceeding by approximately 24 percent
the combined total funding of the Federal Bureau of Investigation, Drug Enforcement
Agency, U.S. Secret Service, U.S. Marshals Service, and Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco,
Firearms, and Explosives, and 15 times the amount it spent in 1986, the year the
Immigration Reform and Control Act was enacted (Meissner, et al., 2013). Since 1990,
millions of immigrants have been detained and deported from the United States. And
when states have attempted to take a stronger role in enforcement, as Arizona did in 2010
with the passage of The Support our Law Enforcement and Safe Neighborhoods Act (SB
1070),” they have generally been blocked by the courts.”

Second, the federal government has devolved decisions about whether and which
immigrants can access public benefits to states and localities, while simultaneously
delegating the majority of integration services to state and municipal governments and
nongovernmental organizations. So while the federal government maintains tight control
over immigrant entry and exit, it has given states significant leeway in determining access
to various social benefits and is often only indirectly involved in immigrant integration
efforts. These two trends—federal enforcement and decentralized integrative strategies—
are discussed in the next two sections.

Enforcement Federalism

As noted in Chapter 1, an important part of the context for immigrant integration
today has been the increase in federal immigration enforcement, including the
militarization of the U.S.-Mexico border, the increase in interior enforcement, and the
unprecedented rise in deportations of noncitizens after 1990 (see Figure 2-1). And while
the executive branch has increased funding and resources for immigration enforcement,
Congress has steadily expanded the grounds for removal while limiting the avenues for
relief. The Anti-Drug Abuse Act of 1988 played a pivotal role in creating the current
legal framework because it created the concept of “aggravated felony” and rendered
deportable any noncitizen convicted of a crime that falls within the definition. Congress
expanded the scope of the definition dramatically in the ensuing years via the
Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act (1996), the USA PATRIOT Act [Uniting
and Strengthening America by Providing Appropriate Tools Required to Intercept and
Obstruct Terrorism Act of 2001] and other legislation (see Table 2-1), while closing off
most avenues of relief, including cancellation of removal and asylum and eliminating
judicial review of discretionary denials generally (Legomsky, 1999).

The steady expansion of grounds for removal and corresponding limitation of
relief have had serious consequences for immigrant’s integration prospects because
anyone who has not been naturalized is now theoretically deportable (Kanstroom, 2007).
Both developments destabilize LPR status by rendering even long-time residents more

"This Arizona statute was introduced in 2010 as Senate Bill 1070 and is therefore commonly
called “SB 1070.”

The Obama administration’s lawsuit against Arizona’s Senate Bill 1070 was novel, as the
government has historically relied on private litigants to bring preemption claims against state laws.
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easily removable. This increased uncertainty in turn has significant implications for
immigrant families (see Chapter 3).

Congress has shown little if any interest in revisiting the grounds for removal, and
the absence of legislative movement on this issue has resulted in what could be described
as “compensation” by the executive branch (Cox and Rodriguez, 2009, pp. 519-528). The
last three administrations have issued memoranda instructing prosecutors for the
Immigration and Naturalization Service and its successor, Immigration and Customs
Enforcement, to take factors such as family ties and links to the community into account
when determining whether to initiate removal (Wadhia, 2010). Most recently, the Obama
administration has issued a series of memoranda emphasizing that interior enforcement
should be directed first and foremost at noncitizens who present national security or
public safety risks. Despite the record number of removals under the Obama
administration (see Figure 2-1), the executive branch has also used its discretion to shift
enforcement resources from the interior to the border (Rosenblum and Meissner, 2014),
away from worksite raids and toward employer audits, and away from home raids toward
reliance on the criminal justice machinery (Rodriguez, 2014; Chacon, 2007).

These discretionary moves may reduce the risk of removal and leave greater
numbers of families and communities intact. Shifting resources away from targeting
workplaces and homes can make enforcement operations less disruptive to immigrant
communities, even if the number of removals continues to increase. And in theory,
shifting resources away from interior enforcement to recent entrants at the border can
provide significant relief for established immigrant families because the targets of interior
enforcement are more likely to have community and family ties than recent entrants,
although some (and perhaps many) of the latter may also be attempting entry (or re-entry)
to the United States to reunite with families. However, executive discretion is a limited
tool for immigrant integration because Congress has expanded the grounds for removal,
and discretionary statuses provide no pathway to lawful permanent residence.

Federal and State Enforcement Strategies

Although the federal government has continually reasserted its supremacy in
immigration enforcement, there have been efforts to leverage state and local encounters
with immigrants to assist enforcement strategies. For instance, in 1996 the Illegal
Immigration Reform and Immigration Responsibility Act authorized formal cooperation
between federal and state and local authorities, including the 287(g)’ agreements in
which state and local police receive federal training for, and are authorized to perform,
immigration functions. Even at the program’s peak, the 287(g) program was very limited
in scope, and under the Obama administration attention initially shifted from the 287(g)
program to the Secure Communities program.

Secure Communities took advantage of state and local enforcement resources by
allowing state and local police to routinely share their arrest data with the Federal Bureau
of Investigation, which in turn shared those data with the Department of Homeland
Security (DHS) so it could be compared with DHS databases to determine if a person in
state or local custody is removable. President Obama discontinued the program in a
November 2014 Executive Action, replacing it with the “Priority Enforcement Program,”

*This descriptor is a shorthand reference to the Immigration and Nationality Act, Section 287(g),
codified at 8 U.S.C. § 1357(g).
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which is intended to target only those who have been convicted of certain serious crimes
or who pose a danger to national security. This executive action, which took effect on
January 5, 2015, targets enforcement to “noncitizens who have been convicted of serious
crimes, are threats to public safety, are recent illegal entrants, or have violated recent
deportation orders” (Rosenblum, 2015). Although the data-sharing aspects of Secure
Communities continue, DHS states that it will only seek notification about potentially
removable persons rather than all undocumented people, except in special circumstances.
For people who were already in detention before the Priority Enforcement Program
(which replaced Secure Communities) went into effect on July 1, 2015, if Immigration
and Customs Enforcement deems the case to be nonpriority, they might be released. If
they are already in deportation proceedings, other factors come into play, such as the
availability of legal counsel, in determining whether the case proceeds or is terminated
(and the deportation stopped). As an executive action, these changes also can change with
a new President. Many aspects of this new policy are still unclear as of the time of this
report.

The Supreme Court’s decision in Arizona v. United States (see Table 2-2) leaves
open the realm of informal federal-state cooperation. In many areas of law enforcement,
the federal government depends on state and local police to advance its objectives
because the federal government does not have the resources or capacity to fully enforce
its own laws. DHS depends on informal information-sharing from states and localities to
identify removable noncitizens—a dependence that has become all the more significant
as the grounds for removal have expanded (Motomura, 2012). In addition, federal law
does require the federal government to accept inquiries from state and local police into
the immigration status of those in police custody (8 U.S.C. § 1373(b)). The law therefore
effectively requires the federal government to receive information from police that could
prompt the initiation of removal.

Arizona v. United States also left in place SB 1070’s section 2(B), which requires
police to inquire into the immigration status of anyone with whom they come into contact
if there is reason to believe they are in the country unlawfully. Currently six states (Utah,
Indiana, Alabama, Georgia, South Carolina, and Arizona) have passed laws that allow
police to question individuals about their legal status. Several studies (Ayon and Becerra,
2013; Santos and Menjivar, 2014; Santos et al., 2013; Toomey et al., 2014) indicate that
these SB 1070—inspired policies have had deleterious effects on Latino immigrant
families’ well-being. However, enthusiasm for enforcement may be on the wane, and
many local police departments have taken a pragmatic approach to the law in order to
limit its impact on immigrant communities (Trevizo and Brousseau, 2014). Meanwhile,
the Supreme Court explicitly left open the possibility for lawsuits alleging civil rights and
other constitutional violations. Alabama and South Carolina appear to have abandoned
their own analogues to SB 1070, section 2(B), in the wake of federal lawsuits.

Enforcement Resistance

Today, eagerness for enforcement in places like Arizona contrasts with resistance
to enforcement elsewhere. By 2013, at least 70 jurisdictions nationwide had adopted
ordinances that restrained public officials from inquiring into the immigration status of
persons they encounter (Elias, 2013, p. 726), in the tradition of the sanctuary movement
of the 1980s, when churches and some localities sought to shelter Central American
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refugees from removal (Rodriguez, 2008, pp. 600-605). The most recent and arguably
most powerful manifestation of enforcement resistance has taken the form of so-called
anti-detainer ordinances (Graber, 2012). Three states—California, Connecticut, and
Colorado—and numerous cities, such as Chicago and Los Angeles, have adopted
ordinances or statutes (sometimes known as TRUST Acts) that constrain the
circumstances under which local police may hold persons pursuant to a detainer, usually
permitting acquiescence to the federal request only in the case of serious offenses or
where an outstanding order of removal exists (National Immigration Law Center, 2012).

Although some localities have treated detainers as mandatory, existing Supreme
Court federalism precedents (e.g., Printz v. United States, 521 U.S. 898, 1997) likely
would prevent DHS from attempting to make them so. And two federal district courts
recently have issued opinions placing constitutional limits on detainers, which helped
spur the changes to Secure Communities.'® It is currently unclear whether these anti-
detainer ordinances have become obsolete or will be revised to prohibit even notification
in response to the changes to Secure Communities. As of the time this report was
completed, several efforts were under way in the U.S. Senate to limit the power of
municipalities to pass anti-detainer ordinances, which further clouds the future for
enforcement resistance.

Other Forms of Autonomous State Action

In addition to the ongoing involvement of local law enforcement bureaucracies in
immigration enforcement, recent legal developments have left some space for states and
localities to adopt other enforcement measures.'" First, in 2011 the Supreme Court upheld
Arizona’s Legal Arizona Worker’s Act (Table 2-2), which threatens to take away the
business licenses of employers who hire unauthorized workers and requires employers to
use the federal E-Verify database to determine whether a prospective employee is
authorized to work. The statute is essentially unenforced (Gans, 2008, p. 14; Santa Cruz,
2010), but there is evidence suggesting that its existence prompted some immigrant
workers to relocate to another state (Bohn et al., 2014; Lofstrom and Bohn, 2011) and
may have motivated employers to fire or refuse to hire immigrants and even certain
ethnic minorities (Menjivar, 2013) to avoid penalties. However, it did little to help the
labor market outcomes of native low-skilled workers (Bohn et al., 2015) and might have
increased immigrant workers’ perception of vulnerability, pushing them further
underground (Menjivar and Enchautegui, 2015).

Second, the federal courts have divided over whether laws that require landlords
to verify immigration status and prohibit them from renting to unauthorized immigrants
are preempted by Arizona v. United States, and the Supreme Court has declined to review

1%See Jeh Johnson’s Memo in response to President Obama’s Executive Action:
http://www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files/publications/14 1120 _memo_secure communities.pdf

"States may also use their own criminal laws in ways that destabilize immigrant communities.
Prosecutors in Maricopa County, Arizona, for example, have used the state’s antismuggling law to crack
down not only on those who transport unauthorized immigrants but on unauthorized immigrants
themselves, for self-smuggling (Eagly, 2011, p. 1760). In 2006, voters in Arizona adopted a referendum
categorically denying bail to unauthorized immigrants charged with certain crimes, including identity theft,
sexual assault, and murder. Although an 11-member panel of the Ninth Circuit recently struck down that
provision as “excessive” and therefore a violation of substantive due process, (Lopez-Valenzuela v. Arpaio,
2014 WL 5151625 [9th Cir. Oct. 15, 2014]), similar provisions exist in at least three other states.
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these cases, leaving the issue undecided. These ordinances are arguably the most
significant assaults on immigrants’ presence enacted to date because they threaten the
most serious human rights consequences. But few localities have adopted them, and their
greatest impact may be not the imposition of homelessness but the potential displacement
of immigrants to other locales—with corresponding economic consequences for the
communities left behind (Capps, et al., 2011; Singer et al., 2009). More research is
needed on the actual effects of these laws on immigrant integration and mobility.

Finally, the latest aspect of federal-state contestation has arisen in response to
DACA. As of early 2015, one state—Nebraska—still refuses to issue drivers’ licenses to
DACA recipients despite their lawful presence (although they still lack formal lawful
status). Although the vast majority of states have moved quickly to make licenses
available, this development reflects the persistence of the debate over the social position
of undocumented immigrations. The Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals used the preemption
framework to block Arizona’s law, on the theory that denying them licenses would
significantly undermine their ability to work and therefore conflict with federal policy
that authorized their employment (4rizona DREAM Act Coalition v. Brewer, 757 F.3d
1053, 9th Cir. 2014).

Integration Federalism

Even as the federal government has moved to affirm its supremacy over
immigration enforcement and limited the role of states in enforcement actions, it has
devolved to states and localities the responsibility for decisions about access to various
public benefits, while relying on state and local agencies and nongovernmental
organizations to carry out its affirmative integrative programs. Integration federalism
therefore reverses the burden of responsibility, decentralizing decisions about access to
social goods that aid integration and leaving most of the affirmative integration work to
institutions removed from direct federal control.

Affirmative Integration Programs

Unlike other countries with large immigrant populations, the United States has not
constructed a centralized immigrant integration system, and “no single federal entity has
been designated to lead the creation, implementation, and coordination of a national
immigrant integration capability,” (Government Accountability Office, 2011, p. 25).
Instead, efforts to provide support for immigrants’ adjustment to life in the United States
are largely the province of state and local bureaucracies and the private sector, with
limited federal support in the form of grants and information dissemination. (See Chapter
4 for more details on federal integration efforts for naturalization and civic inclusion.)

The federal government does maintain a variety of grant programs administered
by its various agencies and designed to provide technical and cash assistance to service
providers that work with immigrants, as well as to provide support for civics education
and preparation for naturalization. And U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services
provides basic information to assist in the naturalization process. The panel discusses
other federal integration programs below.
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Federal Integration Strategies

The most robust federal integration program is specifically targeted toward
refugees. The Bureau of Population, Refugees, and Migration within the State
Department matches refugees with nongovernmental organizations under contract to
provide housing, furnishings, food, and other essential services for 1 to 3 months. The
Office of Refugee Resettlement within the Department of Health and Human Services
also handles transitional assistance for “temporarily dependent refugees,” and the
Immigration and Nationality Act gives the Director of the Office of Refugee
Resettlement the authority to provide cash, medical assistance, and social service
assistance to refugees (Immigration and Nationality Act, Sections 412(c) and 412(e),
codified at [8 USC 1522]). These benefits usually are run through state agencies and are
designed to assist refugees who are ineligible for federal assistance programs (Bruno,
2011, p. 9). The State Department also strives to resettle refugees where they have
families or where relevant ethnic communities exist, hence some of the unexpected
settlement patterns of specific groups of immigrants (Patrick, 2004). The implications of
these programs for refugees and asylees are discussed further in Chapter 3.

For most immigrants, however, state and local institutions and the private sector
perform the bulk of what would be considered traditional affirmative integration
functions, such as language and civics education, job training, and assistance accessing
public benefits and institutions. This is in sharp contrast to most other immigrant-
receiving countries such as Canada, Australia, and Western European countries, which
have more-comprehensive government-run programs for immigrant integration.'? Even
the federal government’s own integration policies rely heavily on state and local
governments to implement and run these programs. Scholars and advocates for reform
have noted and criticized the lack of federal coordination and leadership concerning
immigrant integration (Bloemraad and De Graauw, 2011, p. 10-11; Catholic Immigrant
Network, 2007; Kerwin et al., 2011, pp. 6-9).

As noted in Chapter 1, President Obama’s White House Task Force on New
Americans recently undertook a review of immigration integration efforts across federal
agencies in order to identify goals to strengthen integration and build “strong and
welcoming communities” (White House Task Force on New Americans, 2015, p. 2). The
report makes a series of recommendations to agencies to promote integration but does not
call for a more centralized immigrant integration system. Federalizing the integration
process ultimately requires a clear definition of what integration means and how it should
be measured, or at least identification of those characteristics of integration that can be
encouraged through government action. Whether greater centralization would promote
better integration outcomes than the status quo also depends on which jurisdiction’s
programs are being evaluated; as discussed below, offices in states such as Illinois and
New York may offer far more tailored and extensive integration assistance than the
federal government could provide.

Adult Education and Workforce Training
In addition to civics and naturalization education efforts that are explicitly aimed

"*While systematic studies comparing naturalization programs across countries have been done
(Bloemraad, 2006), the panel did not find systematic cross-country studies comparing centralized as
opposed to localized programs of immigrant integration. This area needs further research.
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at preparing immigrants for their potential roles as American citizens, the federal
government plays a strong role in integration education via adult education and
workforce training. The principal vehicle of support for adult education and training has
been the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act of 2014'* (WIOA) and its
predecessor, the Workforce Investment Act of 1998. The two principal titles of interest
here are Title I, which focuses on the provision of employment and training services for
adults, and Title II,"* which sets out the law’s adult education and literacy programs:
specifically adult basic education, adult secondary education, and English as a second
language (ESL).

As discussed in Chapter 1, the large number of immigrants with low levels of
education and/or limited English proficiency is not a new phenomenon or even a new
cause for concern. What is relatively new is legislation explicitly designed to address
these issues. Today, several pertinent trends underscore the needs of immigrant and
limited English proficient (LEP) ° adults for adult education and workforce training.

One such trend is the sustained concentration of immigrant workers in low-skill
jobs: 57 percent in 2013. The shares of immigrant workers in middle- and high-skilled
jobs in 2013 were 19 and 24 percent respectively. '® Second, while the literacy,
numeracy, and technological skills of a/l U.S. adults trail those of adults in many OECD
countries surveyed by the Programme for the International Assessment of Adult Skills
(PIAAC), immigrants’ skills lagged those of the native-born. Immigrants made up 15
percent of the U.S. adult population in 2012, but were one-third of low-skilled adults
according to the PIAAC, faring worse on this measure than immigrants in most other
countries surveyed (Office of Career, Technical, and Adult Education 2015)."7 (The
likely reason for this situation is that many immigrants to the United States are not as
highly selected as immigrants to other receiving countries and thus contain more low-
skilled people.) Third, 2013 American Community Survey data show that close to half
(46 percent) of all full-time immigrant workers in the United States were LEP, while
about a quarter of immigrant workers (23 percent) were low LEP—that is, they spoke
little if any English."®

Fourth, higher levels of education attainment are no guarantee of literacy in
English. According to the PIAAC, 22 percent of natives and 54 percent of immigrants
with college degrees scored “below proficient” in English literacy (Batalova and Fix,
2015).

Adult Education Since the 18th century, educating adults and integrating newcomers

Ppublic Law 113-128 (2014), codified under USC 113.

“Since 1998, Title II of the Workforce Investment Act has been known as the Adult Education
and Family Literacy Act.

">The term "limited English proficient" refers to persons ages 5 and older who reported speaking
English "not at all," "not well," or "well" on the American Community Survey questionnaire. Individuals
who reported speaking only English or speaking English "very well" are considered proficient in English.

" Analysis by Michael Fix and Jeanne Batalova, Migration Policy Institute, of the 2000 Census
and 2007, 2010, and 2013 American Community Survey (ACS) data.

PIAAC data also indicate that the second generation’s literacy, numeracy, and technology skills
catch up to that of the third generation native-born (Batalova and Fix, 2015).

"®Michael Fix and Jeanne Batalova, Migration Policy Institute, of 2013 American Community
Survey.
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have often been mutually reinforcing national and state policy objectives (Eyre, 2013).
States created evening schools in the late 19th and early 20th centuries to provide
language classes to new migrants, and the 1918 Immigration Act provided federal
assistance to schools to offer English language, history, government, and citizenship
classes to promote naturalization (Eyre, 2013). Since the 1960s “War on Poverty” and the
1964 enactment of the Economic Opportunity Act (Public Law 88- 452), the federal
government has provided substantial support to states to provide ESL training under the
nation’s adult basic education and workforce development law (McHugh et al., 2007). As
over 40 percent of the 1.6 million enrollees in adult education supported in part by federal
funds were in ESL classes in 2013, it could be argued that federal and state support for
these programs represents an often-overlooked cornerstone of national immigrant
integration policy. State financial contributions to adult education, and presumably to
ESL, vary widely. In California, for example, roughly 20 percent of overall spending on
adult education comes from federal funds; in Texas the share is 75 percent. States also
vary in terms of the number and shares of adult English learners enrolled in ESL classes
and in the access states provide to adult education programs for undocumented
immigrants (for instance, Arizona and Georgia ban their enrollment).

The economic returns to immigrants from learning their receiving country’s
language have been widely studied both in the United States and internationally
(Chiswick and Miller, 2008; 2009; 2010). For instance, data from the 2001 Australian
Census indicated that the earnings of immigrants who were proficient in the destination
country language were 15 percent higher than those who were not proficient (Chiswick
and Miller, 2008). And other studies have found that LEP high-skilled immigrants were
twice as likely to work in unskilled jobs as those with equivalent skills who were English
proficient (e.g., Wilson, 2013). (Chapter 7 discusses this topic further.)

Several trends in ESL education are critical to immigrant integration. First is the
wide but declining reach of ESL programs funded under Title II of the WIOA. In
program year 1999-2000, states enrolled 1.1 million adults in ESL classes, representing
38 percent of all students enrolled in adult education classes supported in part with
federal funds. By program year 2013-2014, the number had fallen to 667,000 enrollees.
ESL enrollees, however, represented a rising share of a// adult education students: 42
percent in program year 2013-2014. 19

Second, adult education for all adults—but especially for those with limited
English skills—typically proceeds sequentially from English language learning to
obtaining a secondary-education credential (for example, passing the General Education
Development test), and then to post-secondary professional credentials or post-secondary
education. This long, attenuated process often does not match the time and economic
pressures many low-income adult immigrants experience today, making persistence and
progress in ESL classes and low transfer rates from adult secondary education to post-
secondary education a source of abiding policy concern. According to the most recent
data, only 46 percent of adults in federally supported ESL programs completed the level

Migration Policy Institute tabulation of data for the 50 U.S. states and the District of Columbia
from U.S. Department of Education, Office of Vocational and Adult Education/Division of Adult
Education and Literacy, National Reporting System: “State Enrollment by Program Type (ABE, ESL,
ASE): All States,” program year 1999-2000 and 2013-

2014. https://wdcrobcolp01.ed.gov/CFAPPS/OVAE/NRS/reports/. Accessed on January 15, 2015.
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in which they enrolled; 54 percent “separated before they completed” or “remained
within level.”?* Commonly cited barriers to persistence and progress for low-wage
immigrants include work conflicts and transportation and child care issues.

Workforce Training As noted above, the federal government’s current principal vehicle
for funding workforce training programs is the WIOA. Title I of that new law sets out the
federal government’s core programs in skills development, including employment and
training for adults. While LEP individuals—many of whom are immigrants—have been a
central focus of language and literacy programs, these populations historically were
underrepresented in workforce training programs receiving support under the predecessor
to the WIOA, the Workforce Investment Act. Despite the fact that LEP workers make up
35 percent of all workers lacking a high school degree, they represented just 3 percent of
those receiving Title I services in 2012.

Implementation of the new workforce act (the WIOA) may expand services to
LEP adults and to immigrants, since this law’s priorities for service prominently include
“individuals who are English learners, individuals who have low levels of literacy, and
individuals facing substantial cultural barriers” (Bird et al., 2015). The WIOA also
adjusts state incentives in ways that may provide more of an incentive to serve
populations that have low language and literacy skills. And the WIOA authorizes states to
tie basic skills and workforce training together in ways that may make the credential
attainment process less attenuated for LEP participants starting in ESL programs.
However, the WIOA was not supported by additional funding, so these shifts will have to
be initiated by states without new resources from the federal level.

Evaluation of Workforce Preparation Programs There have been few systematic studies
in the United States of the impact of job training programs for LEP individuals and
immigrants, in contrast to many other developed countries where both integration
initiatives and their systematic evaluation are more common (Thomsen et al., 2013). One
demonstration program was administered by the San Jose Center for Employment
Training in the 1980s and 1990s. That program, which enrolled a large share of
Hispanics, many of whom were LEP, integrated job training and English language skills
training. It produced “large and lasting impacts” according to two evaluations that
employed random assignment evaluation methodologies (Wrigley et al., 2003).

Another more recent demonstration and evaluation was funded by the Department
of Labor and examined workforce preparation programs’ implementation and short-term
outcomes at five demonstration sites. In general, English language proficiency increased
but employment outcomes were mixed. For example, in Dallas, Texas, participants with
follow-up data available (only 19 percent of the sample) saw a slight increase in wages,
while at the remaining four sites, the impact on earnings was either not measured
properly or the sample size was too small to generate statistically significant inferences
(Grady and Coffey, 2009).

Perhaps the most carefully evaluated education and training program targeted in

**Migration Policy Institutes tabulation of data from U.S. Department of Education, Office of
Career Technical, and Adult Education, National Reporting System: “Educational Gains and Attendance by
Educational Functioning Level: All Regions,” program year 2013 —2014.
https://wdcrobcolp01.ed.gov/CFAPPS/OVAE/NRS/reports/. [Accessed on January 15, 2015.]
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part to LEP populations has been Washington State’s Integrated Basic Education and
Skills Training (I-BEST) model. The model, which was created and introduced by the
state’s technical and community college system, combines adult education and college-
level workforce training coursework. I-BEST involves co-teaching by basic skills faculty
working with professional-technical faculty. It promotes integrated, contextualized
language and work skills and takes into account learners’ schedules and child-care
constraints. -BEST has shown success in helping ESL and adult basic education students
reach the goals of earning college credits and obtaining short-term credentials, as well as
earning higher wages (Jenkins et al., 2009; Washington State Board for Community and
Technical Colleges, 2012a; 2012b). Given the importance of these training programs for
integration, best practices for such programs could be identified by conducting and
compiling more evaluations like those conducted for the [-BEST program in Washington
State.

State and Local Integration Efforts

States and localities historically have been the public sector leaders in devising
and implementing affirmative integration measures. In some cases, these measures are in
tension with federal law and enforcement priorities, as discussed above. Here the panel
examines how states and localities have responded to the presence and interests of
undocumented immigrants. We then highlight some contemporary examples of more
generally applicable state and local integration strategies.

Integrating Undocumented Immigrants Both Republican- and Democratic-leaning states
have adopted laws that permit students who are undocumented immigrants to qualify for
in-state tuition rates at public colleges and universities (20 states as of early 2015).
Meanwhile, five states explicitly deny undocumented immigrants in-state tuition. And
although Congress, through the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), made undocumented immigrants ineligible for non-
emergency state and local public benefits in 1996, it also authorized states to extend such
benefits as long as they adopted laws that “affirmatively” provided for eligibility (Pub. L.
No. 104-193, 110 State. 2105, s. 411). Some states have enacted laws providing medical
benefits, funded by the state and through the State Children’s Health Insurance Program,
to various categories of immigrants, including those granted deferred action (Mitnik and
Halpern-Finnerty, 2010, p. 67).

Among the recent integrative strategies for undocumented immigrants are efforts
to provide them with some form of identification. By 2015, 10 states and the District of
Columbia had enacted laws making undocumented immigrants eligible for driver’s
licenses. Some local jurisdictions have complemented these efforts by issuing municipal
identification cards, an identity document that can facilitate a range of activities that
enhance integration, such as opening a bank account, signing a lease, and accessing
municipal services such as hospitals and libraries (Center for Popular Democracy, 2013,
pp. 49-51; de Graauw, 2014).

A significant potential limitation to the integrative value of driver’s licenses and
municipal identifications is that they “mark” undocumented immigrants. In the case of
driver’s licenses, section 202 of the REAL ID Act of 2005 sets out uniform standards
state licenses must meet in order to serve federal identification purposes (49 U.S.C. §
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30301). A person must have a lawful immigration status in order to qualify for a fully
compliant license, and states must somehow distinguish between licenses they issue that
are not valid for federal purposes and those that are. As a result, in some jurisdictions the
driver’s licenses issued to undocumented immigrants vary in appearance from the
standard license (National Immigration Law Center, 2013, p. 5). To counter this, officials
in cities such as Los Angeles and New York have attempted to make municipal ID cards
appealing to all city residents, including by attaching benefits such as museum entries to
them (Center for Popular Democracy, 2013, p 19).

Finally, California has perhaps gone the furthest of any state with respect to
immigrant integration. Overall, California has removed many barriers to education and
employment for unauthorized immigrants. In addition to allowing in-state tuition and
state financial aid to undocumented immigrants, it has also passed laws forbidding local
landlord ordinances and mandates on the use of e-Verify by localities (Gulasekaram and
Ramakrishnan, 2015). The state also allows undocumented immigrants to practice law
and has mandated that all professional licensing boards in California consider applicants
regardless of their immigration status (Ramakrishnan and Colbern, 2015). However,
other state and local efforts at immigrant integration in California, such as allowing
lawful permanent residents to serve on juries and allowing noncitizen parents to vote in
school board elections, have failed to be enacted (Ramakrishnan and Colbern, 2015).

In New York, legislation proposed in 2014 that aims to create a form of state
citizenship allowing all immigrants to vote in state elections, hold state office, and seek
the protection of all state laws is unlikely to pass the legislature. While particular states
are pushing further than ever before on immigrant integration, they still fall shy of the
high-water mark set in the mid-1800s, when many states offered voting rights to certain
noncitizens in state and federal elections (Raskin, 1993).

The efforts by state and local governments to facilitate the integration of both
legal-status and undocumented immigrants have yet to be systematically studied, so the
panel cannot conclude whether they make a difference in the long-term integration of
immigrants. The variation by state and locality provides an opportunity to undertake
studies of the efficacy of different approaches to integration in the future.

Integration Agencies and Task Forces Numerous cities and states have created agencies,
task forces, commissions, and other programs to promote immigrant integration. These
programs vary widely in scope, but they generally involve “traditional” affirmative
integration assistance, such as language and civics education, dissemination of financial
services information, and assistance with the naturalization process (Rodriguez, 2014).
The states with the most developed task force and agency frameworks include
Hawaii, Illinois, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, New York, and Washington. The
New York City Mayor’s Office of Immigrants Affairs, founded in 1984, works with
community-based organization and city agencies to “promote the well being of
immigrant communities”.?' During his tenure, Mayor Michael Bloomberg signed
numerous executive orders in conjunction with this office, including orders that made
city services accessible to all immigrants regardless of status, established protections
from various forms of fraud, strengthened language access services for local residents
seeking health and human services, and established centralized language access services

?See hitp://www.nyc. gov/html/imm/html/home/home.shtml [August 2015].
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for the city (Waters and Kasinitz, 2013). These orders provide a blueprint for what other
localities might accomplish, given the scope of municipal government.

The Devolution of Public Benefits Determination to States and Localities

The law determining immigrants’ access to public benefits is complex and
governed by both legislation and jurisprudence. While federal laws have given states and
localities permission to determine who accesses various benefits, the Supreme Court has
handed down decisions sometimes prohibiting states from blocking access and at other
times granting states leeway in determining who is eligible for these public goods (see
Table 2-2).

For instance, in the 1971 ruling on Graham v. Richardson, the Supreme Court
invalidated state welfare schemes that barred certain LPR holders from receiving public
benefits, while making it clear that any distinctions drawn between citizens and those
with LPR status by state and local governments would be subjected to heightened review
under the Fourteenth Amendment’s Equal Protection Clause (Gulasekaram and
Ramakrishnan, 2015; Rodriguez, 2014). However, in De Cana v. Bica (1976) the court
ruled that the protections afforded LPR status in Graham v. Richardson neither extended
to undocumented immigrants nor affected states’ regulation of employment
(Gulasekaram and Ramakrishnan, 2015). Then in Plyler v. Doe (1982), the court ruled
that state and local governments could not deny undocumented children access to public
education. Most recently, the court’s ruling on the challenge to Arizona’s SB 1070
substantially curtailed but did not eliminate state and local authority to enact laws or
policies that amount to immigration regulation (Martin, 2012; Rodriguez, 2014).

Meanwhile, the PRWORA, passed by Congress in 1996, substantially restricted
even LPRs’ access to means-tested benefits.”> The PRWORA also devolved authority to
state governments to determine whether LPRs and other “qualified aliens” should have
access to federally funded state-run programs such as Temporary Assistance to Needy
Families and Medicaid, as well as to state-funded benefits (Rodriguez, 2014). Many
states reacted to these federal restrictions by providing state-funded programs (Borjas,
2002; Brown, 2013). Thus the devolution of public benefits and the decision over which
immigrants can access these benefits has led to a patchwork system across the states in
which immigrants’ integration prospects are highly dependent on immigrants’ status and
geographic location.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Although courts and commentators have traditionally characterized immigration
as an exclusively federal function, states and localities have been active participants
throughout U.S. history in managing the consequences of immigration. The frameworks
of legal status and the power the federal government wields to shape the terms and
conditions of immigrant presence profoundly inform immigrants’ prospect for integration
by providing anchors of varying degrees of stability in the United States.

**Some of these restrictions have since been relaxed (Wasem, 2014, pp. 1-3), although most legal
challenges to provisions of the law have failed, on the ground that they are rational exercises of Congress’s
power to regulate immigration (e.g., City of Chicago v. Shalala, 1996).
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Conclusion 2-1 Three important legal and institutional developments of the past
30 years have implications for integration: (1) the proliferation of immigration
statuses that provide different degrees of permanence and security and fall into
four categories: permanent, temporary, discretionary, and undocumented; (2) the
complex and at times contradictory policies and laws linked to those statuses; and
(3) the broadening of grounds for removal and constraints on relief, with the
related centrality of executive action to immigrants’ prospects.

Conclusion 2-2 The 11.3 million undocumented immigrants in the United States
currently have few legal protections. Undocumented status is inherently unstable
because undocumented immigrants are at constant risk of deportation, which
poses significant barriers to immigrant integration.

In addition, federally supported adult education has proven to be a cornerstone of
what can be seen as a rather skeletal federal immigrant integration policy. Yet LEP adults
are generally underserved in federally supported workforce development programs, and it
remains to be seen whether the WIOA will expand the reach of workforce programs more
widely to immigrant and LEP populations. Meanwhile, state and local efforts
simultaneously challenge the complex balancing acts the federal government has struck
and complement federal regulation by employing state and local institutions in the day-
to-day work of integration. This form of integrative federalism leads to geographic
variation in immigrants’ integration prospects, with some states and localities providing
more opportunities than others.

Conclusion 2-3 The patchwork of integration policies has not been systematically
studied to determine which programs at the federal, state, or local level work best
and with which populations. Rigorous evaluations of these programs could
provide guidance for any attempt to institute new programs or to scale up existing
programs to a higher level.
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TABLE 2-1 Significant Federal Immigration and Naturalization Statutes

Year Law Major Provisions
1790  Naturalization Act Established criteria for U.S. citizenship through
naturalization; restricted naturalization to any
“free white person”
1868  Fourteenth Amendment of  Enshrined the right of birthplace citizenship for
the U.S. Constitution any person born in the United States
1870  Naturalization Act Broadened naturalization “to aliens of African
nativity and to persons of African descent”
1875  Page Act Banned “involuntary” immigration from Asian
countries and transportation of women for
prostitution; banned immigrants who had
committed crime
1882  Chinese Exclusion Act Restricted immigration from China; barred
Chinese immigrants from naturalized citizenship
1891 Immigration Act of 1891 Established federal immigration bureaucracy
1906  Naturalization Act Established a federal Naturalization Service to
promote uniform naturalization practices
1917  Immigration Act of 1917 Further restricted Asian immigration; excluded
various categories of persons based on disability
or moral criteria; introduced literacy test
1924  Immigration Act of 1924 Established strict national origin quotas
restricting large-scale immigration from East
and South Europe and effectively barred Asian
immigration
1924  Labor Appropriation Act Created Border Control
1952  Immigration and Abolished race-based bars of immigration and
Nationality Act (INA) naturalization; allowed limited Asian migration
1965  Hart Celler Act amending Abolished national origins quotas; established a
the Immigration and preference system based primarily on family
Nationality Act reunification; some provisions for skilled labor

and refugees; established first numerical
limitation on Western Hemisphere migration,
including migration from Mexico

2-21

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

1980

1986

1990

1996

1996

1996

2001

2005

2008

Refugee Act

Immigration Reform and

Control Act

Immigration Act

Personal Responsibility and

Work Opportunity

Reconciliation Act
(PRWORA)

Illegal Immigration Reform
& Immigrant Responsibility
Act

Antiterrorism and Effective
Death Penalty Act

USA PATRIOT Act

REAL ID Act

Secure Communities

Established the criteria for admission of
refugees and immigration based on
humanitarian relief; created the federal Refugee
Resettlement program

Provided path to legalization for many
undocumented persons and created sanctions for
employers hiring unauthorized workers

Raised the quota ceiling on family-sponsored
visas, created the diversity lottery; enacted new
high-skilled visa categories; enacted new
Temporary Protected Status designation

Restricted legal immigrants’ access to social
welfare benefits, and barred undocumented
immigrants from most federal and state benefits;
devolved authority on qualification for benefits
to states

Expanded border protections and interior
enforcement; permitted cooperative agreements
between federal, state, & local authorities to aid
immigration enforcement; expanded grounds for
removal; created pilot program for E-Verify

Made deportation of LPRs convicted of an
aggravated felony mandatory; expanded
definition of aggravated felony

Reorganized federal immigration bureaucracy
and created the Department of Homeland
Security; expanded border enforcement and
grounds for immigrant inadmissibility

Created national standards for state-issued
1dentification cards

Allowed for data sharing between states and
localities and federal government to identify and
deport immigrants with criminal convictions
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TABLE 2-2 Key Supreme Court Federalism Cases for Immigration and Alienage

Year

Case/Opinion Citation

Law contested

Outcome

1875

1875

1886

1889

1893

1896

1914

1915

1927

1941

1948

1948

1971

1973

1976

1976

Chy Lung v. Freeman,
92 U.S. 275
Henderson v. Mayor of
New York City, 92
U.S. 259

Yick Wo v. Hopkins,
118 U.S. 356

Chae Chan Ping v.
United States 130 U.S.
581

Fong Yue Ting v.
United States 149 U.S.
698

Wong Wing v. United
States, 163 U.S. 228
Patsone v.
Pennsylvania, 232
U.S. 138

Truax v. Raich, 239
U.S. 33

Ohio ex rel. Clarke v.
Deckenbach, 274 U.S.
392

Hines v. Davidowitz,
312 U.S. 52
Takahashi v. Fish &
Game Commission, 334
U.S. 410

Oyama v. California,
332 U.S. 633

Graham v. Richardson,
403 U.S. 365

Sugarman v. Dougall,
413 U.S. 93

De Canas v. Bica, 424
U.S. 351

Mathews v. Diaz, 426
U.S. 67

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.

CA law requiring bond for
certain arriving immigrants
NY law requiring bond for
arriving immigrants

San Francisco law regulating
laundries

Federal Chinese Exclusion
Act

Federal Chinese Exclusion
Act

Federal Chinese Exclusion
Act

PA law banning noncitizen
hunting

AZ law requiring businesses
to hire mostly citizens
Cincinnati law barring
noncitizens from operating
billiard halls

PA alien registration law

CA law denying commercial
fishing licenses to
noncitizens

CA Alien Land Law barring
noncitizens from owning
land

AZ and PA laws denying
public benefits to certain
noncitizens

NY law barring noncitizens
from civil service positions
CA law penalizing
employers for hiring
unauthorized workers
Federal law denying
Medicare benefits to certain
noncitizens
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Law struck down

Law struck down

Law struck down

Law upheld

Law upheld

Law upheld

Law upheld

Law struck down

Law upheld

Law struck down
Law struck down
Law struck down
but only applied to
U.S. citizen of
Japanese descent
Laws struck down

Law struck down

Law upheld

Law upheld
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1978

1982

1982

1995

2011

2012

2014

Foley v. Connelie, 435

U.S. 291

Plyler v. Doe, 457 U.S.

202

Toll v. Moreno, 458
US. 1

LULAC v. Wilson, 908
F. Supp. 755, 786-787

(C.D. Cal)

Chamber of Congress

v. Whiting, 563 U.S.

Arizona v. United
States, 567 U.S.

Arizona DREAM ACT

Coalition v. Brewer,
13-16248 (9" Circuit
Court of Appeals)

NY law barring noncitizens
from becoming state
troopers

TX law allowing state to not
fund public education for
undocumented children
University of MD policy
denying in-state status to
nonimmigrants

CA Proposition 187 denying
benefits to, and increasing
enforcement against,
undocumented immigrants
AZ law sanctioning
employers who hire
undocumented workers

AZ law enforcement bill
targeted at undocumented
immigrants

AZ law denying drivers
licenses to immigrants with
Deferred Action for
Childhood Arrivals (DACA)
status

Law upheld

Law struck down

Policy struck down

Law struck down by
lower courts

Law upheld

Parts of law struck
down; provision
requiring police to
verify the
citizenship status of
anyone lawfully
detained was upheld
Blocked by lower
courts
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3
LEGAL STATUS AND IMMIGRANT INTEGRATION

Legal status affects immigrants’ paths to integration in a variety of ways, across a
wide range of activities, and with varying degrees of intensity. In areas that are
fundamental for integration, such as employment, access to higher education, social
services, and health care, legal status plays a significant role. In addition, the influence of
legal status cuts across generations, with parents’ undocumented status in particular
affecting the development of children, even when the children are U.S. citizens.

While the previous chapter describes the history and current state of immigration
policy, a wide body of research has also examined the impact of policy changes on
immigrants and their descendants. These policy changes have contributed to the
proliferation of legal statuses, with important consequences for immigrant integration.
This chapter reviews the effects of legal status on opportunities for integration and
examines the potential long-term consequences for immigrants and their descendants. It
begins with a general introduction to the effects of legal status on various aspects of life
that are crucial for integration. It then describes the categories of legal status and the
opportunities and obstacles that legal statuses place on pathways to integration. The
proliferation of different legal statuses interacts with integration trajectories in many
ways, complicating any effort to pinpoint when integration into American society begins
for individuals. Over half (52%) of people receiving lawful permanent resident (LPR)
status do so after living in the United States for some period of time under a different
legal status and adjusting to LPR status. And many undocumented people live in the
United States for decades without officially “immigrating.” Many people in temporary
statuses have therefore begun integrating into American society before officially
immigrating, and many people who are very integrated into our workplaces,
neighborhoods, schools, and churches have never officially immigrated.

LEGAL STATUS AND ITS EFFECTS ON IMMIGRANT INTEGRATION

Increased immigration enforcement and restrictions on access to social benefits by
legal status (see Chapter 2) channel immigrants either toward integration or, in its
absence, to insecurity and dim prospects for the future. Immigrants living out-of-status or
in temporary and discretionary statuses often face policies of deterrence that constrain
their lives today as well as their opportunities for the future.

As discussed in Chapter 2, legal status has become increasingly important to
immigrant integration. Most immigrants of the past did not face the complexities that the
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contemporary immigration system poses; when employment opportunities decreased,
social programs were implemented to assist immigrants and aid integration (Fox, 2012).
Presence in the country was generally enough to guarantee access to public benefits. But
legislation enacted in 1996 under the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant
Responsibility Act (IIRIRA), the Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act, and the Anti-Terrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act expanded
the conditions under which unauthorized immigrants in local communities and
jurisdictions face exclusion, while restricting even legal residents’ access to social
welfare benefits (Table 3-1). Today, categories of admission and classification into
different legal statuses have serious consequences for immigrants’ everyday lives and the
rights they are granted (Bosniak, 2007).

As described in Chapter 2, the federal government’s definition of legal status
establishes four general categories: permanent statuses, temporary, discretionary, and
undocumented (Table 3-2; see Figure 3-1 for proportions in these categories). Permanent
status is the strongest anchor the law provides because it allows labor mobility, confers
significant constitutional rights and access to some public benefits, and can lead to
naturalization provided that the LPR meets a set of additional requirements. Temporary
statuses include a variety of employment-based and humanitarian-based admissions that
confer lawful presence for limited periods of time, which are subject to review by
Congress. Discretionary statuses grant temporary lawful status via executive discretion
and as such can be terminated at any time. Although discretionary statuses provide
temporary protection from removal, provided that holders meet certain requirements
related to behavior and practices, these statuses grant the least degree of formal security.

Undocumented status offers no formal security at all, provides only some civil
and labor rights, and poses a significant barrier for immigrant integration (Jones-Correa
and de Graauw, 2013). While undocumented status is technically not a step toward
legalization, in reality this status is where some immigrants start or, more significantly,
where many find themselves at some point in the legalization process. Increasingly, laws
have made it easier to shift from documented to undocumented status but not vice versa,
placing many immigrants in undetermined legal statuses that can revert to undocumented
status for long, indefinite periods of time (Menjivar, 2006). In consequence, this category
is particularly dynamic and fluid.

There are two aspects of the current immigration system that magnify the
importance of legal status today and its effects for the prospects of immigrant integration.
First, on the legislative side there has been an expansion of temporary legal statuses with
indefinite periods of extension as well as long waiting lines and backlogs for applications,
particularly those submitted through family reunification, to be reviewed and adjudicated.
This means that many immigrants who are legally present (but lack LPR status, see
Chapter 2) may spend years, sometimes even decades, in uncertain situations, often
lacking access to a range of social benefits. All legal statuses short of citizenship,
including LPR, are intentionally designed to be temporary. Many people move through
two or more statuses over the course of their lifetimes or even within a few years,
although there is currently little data on the scale and length of these transitions (see
Chapter 10 for further discussion of data needs and recommendations). Second, on the
enforcement side, since the 1980s new strategies have expanded enforcement into the
interior of the country, beyond the border with Mexico (Kanstroom, 2007; Massey,
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2003)." This change heightens the importance of legal status for the daily activities of
immigrants who are undocumented or hold temporary permits. More intensive and
extensive enforcement strategies mean that individuals with less than permanent status
face risk of deportation, and depending on local and state-level laws, they may also find
their social rights severely curtailed. In several geographic areas throughout the country,
enforcement has expanded to include a variety of public spaces, such as in traffic or on
public transportation (Armenta, 2012; Ellis et al., 2014; Longazel, 2013; Menjivar and
Abrego, 2012; Schmalzbauer, 2014; Steil and Ridgley, 2012), with negative
consequences for the daily lives of immigrants, including constraints on the jobs they can
secure and their physical mobility (Hagan et al., 2011; Stewart, 2012). Whereas in the
past immigrants in less permanent statuses were essentially “Americans in waiting”
(Motumura, 2007), today functionally analogous immigrant groups are actively
discouraged from putting down roots in the United States (Kanstroom, 2007).

Consequences for Integration

Legal status affects immigrants’ opportunities to integrate across a wide variety of
social dimensions. As discussed in detail in Chapter 4, only naturalized citizens are
allowed to vote and fully participate in the U.S. political system. Legal status also defines
access to social services (Capps et al., 2007; Hagan et al., 2003) and to health care
(Cummings and Kreiss, 2008; Kandula et al., 2004; Viladich, 2012). Undocumented
immigrants and those who are less than permanent residents are ineligible for medical
care coverage, except emergency care and childbirth services. Immigrants in
undocumented status or some temporary statuses, such as those who fall under Deferred
Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA), are not eligible for health care benefits through
the Affordable Care Act” (see Chapter 9). The barriers immigrants face in accessing
health care affect their children (Balcazar et al., 2015). Legal status also impacts housing,
including ownership (McConnell, 2013; 2015), which has consequences for the
neighborhoods in which immigrants live and the schools their children attend, as well as
for housing conditions and overcrowding (Drever and Blue, 2009; McConnell, 2013;
McConnell and Marcelli, 2007).

Legal status also can restrict access to higher education, with direct implications
for immigrants’ futures. Although all children in the United States, regardless of legal
status, have the constitutional right to primary and secondary education (kindergarten
through 12th grade, abbreviated as “K-12 education”), those in less permanent legal
statuses have limited access to higher education, especially since several states do not
extend to them the benefit of in-state tuition (see Chapter 2). As discussed further in

'Although it is still too early to fully measure the impact of the November, 2014 Executive Action
replacing Secure Communities with the Priority Enforcement Program, it may substantially reduce the
threat of deportation to the majority of undocumented immigrants. The Migration Policy Institute estimates
that approximately 13 percent of undocumented immigrants will be considered enforcement priorities
under the new program, compared to 27 percent under the previous guidelines (for more details, see
Rosenblum, 2015).

’Throughout this report “Affordable Care Act” is used to refer to the combination of two separate
pieces of legislation: the Patient Protection and Affordable Care Act (P.L. 111-148) and the Health Care
and Education Reconciliation Act of 2010 (P.L. 111-152).
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Chapter 6, undocumented or uncertain legal status can thwart immigrants’ initial
optimism about educational opportunities in the United States, create higher barriers to
social mobility (Hill and Torres, 2010; Menjivar, 2008; Gonzales, 2011), and impinge on
educational attainment (Bean et al., 2011; Bean et al., 2015).

Legal status also dictates the kind of jobs immigrants can obtain and the wages
they can earn (Donato et al., 1992; Donato and Massey, 1993; Donato et al., 2008;
Donato and Sisk, 2012; Massey and Gelatt, 2010; Calavita, 2005; Flippen, 2014; Phillips
and Massey, 1999; Massey et al., 2002; Takei et al., 2009; also see Chapter 6).
Immigrants with post-secondary education or even professional degrees who are
undocumented are often concentrated in low-paid and unstable jobs not commensurate
with their education or experience. This occurs among immigrants who come to the
United States with relatively higher levels of human capital (Menjivar, 2000), as well as
those who acquire skills here (Abrego, 2014). Undocumented status in particular prevents
them from acquiring jobs that are consistent with their expertise and degrees, potentially
thwarting paths to socioeconomic mobility. The lack of labor rights associated with
temporary visas and insecure legal status also negatively affects the occupational status
and wages of immigrants (Gentsch and Massey, 2011).

Finally, all legal statuses short of citizenship are now subject to deportation due to
changes in the law that make even LPRs deportable (see Chapter 2). And although most
immigrants, even the undocumented, have the potential to “regularize” or legitimize their
status and achieve LPR status via marriage, through an employer, or through family
petitions, many face significant barriers to adjustment of status, including high fees,
language barriers, technicalities about mode of entry and time of arrival, and lack of legal
expertise. The complexities of the immigration system may themselves be barriers to
integration (see Table 3-2). In this way, legal status channels immigrants’ access to
society’s benefits in the immediate future, with direct effects on the life prospects of
immigrants and their descendants (Bean et al., 2013, 2015; Massey, 2007, 2013;
Marquardt et al., 2011; Menjivar, 2012; Yoshikawa et al., 2013).

Intersections

The effects of legal status on integration also vary as status intersects with other
social markers, such as gender, age, and national origin. They also differ by geography
because states and localities vary in both enforcement practices and restrictions on
various social welfare and civic benefits imposed on immigrants (see Chapter 2).

Legal status and gender interact in multiple ways (Salcido and Menjivar, 2012).
For instance, 91 percent of deportees are men (Rosenblum and McCabe, 2014). Among
Mexican nationals, 92 percent of those deported between 2009-2011 who had lived in the
U.S. for more than a year were male, and among these, 72 percent were heads of
households (Mexican Migration Monitor, 2012). The gender imbalance in deportation
creates female-headed households, disrupting parent-child relationships and increasing
the household’s risk of poverty (Dreby, 2012; Enchautegui, 2013). Meanwhile, spouses
of many temporary workers are prevented from accessing employment, a policy that
disproportionately affects women. In the workplace, immigrant women who are
undocumented face a range of constraints related to the combination of their legal status,
entry into low-skill occupations, and work-family conflicts (Flippen, 2014), while men’s
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wages are disproportionately affected by undocumented status compared with women
(Donato et al., 2008). And immigrant women in domestic violence situations have been
found to be less likely to report abuse when they are undocumented or in uncertain legal
statuses (Bhuyan and Senturia, 2005; Erez and Globokar, 2009; Salcido and Adelman,
2004; Salcido and Menjivar, 2012).

National origin, as it intersects with enforcement practices, matters too. Ninety-
one percent of the deported come from only four countries—Mexico, Guatemala,
Honduras, and El Salvador—even though nationals from these countries make up just 73
percent of the undocumented population (Rosenblum and McCabe, 2014). In public
discourse about immigration, undocumented immigrants are often conflated with Latinos,
leading to racial profiling and discrimination that creates even higher barriers to
integration (Chavez, 2001; 2007; Stumpf, 2006; and Heyman, 2013).

Generation also matters, as young immigrants (the 1.5-generation, see Chapter 2)
who are undocumented face different challenges than their counterparts who arrived as
adults (Gleeson and Gonzales, 2012). Legal status constrains the social lives of young
immigrants who, because of their status combined with the particular state in which they
live, may be unable to obtain driver’s licenses or formal identification documents, which
denies them access to adult establishments. Thus, undocumented status affects young
immigrants’ socialization into adulthood (Abrego, 2006; Gonzalez and Chavez, 2012;
Gleeson and Gonzalez, 2012). These effects vary by state and local residence, as states
and localities have some leeway when it comes to administering social welfare programs
and limiting employment and educational opportunities for immigrants.

Mixed-Status Families and Consequences for the Second Generation

The effects of legal status on immigrant integration reverberate beyond the
individuals who hold these statuses, with consequences beyond the immigrant generation.
These effects are particularly felt in mixed-status families where some members are
undocumented and some are not (Dreby, 2012; Enriquez, 2015; Rodriguez and Hagan,
2004; Suarez-Orozco et al., 2011; Yoshikawa, 2011).

Mixed-status families take several forms. Many include undocumented parents
and U.S.-born citizen children (or children with varied legal statuses). Mixed-status
families also include unauthorized spouses of either citizens or LPRs who are barred
from legal status because of the 3- and 10-year bars set out in the 1996 IIRIRA for
immigrants who entered the country without inspection (Migration Policy Institute,
2014). Mixed-status families arrive at these formations through multiple paths and have
varying opportunities to achieve legal status (Sudrez-Orozco et al., 2011). Some of these
family members are undocumented and have no opportunity to regularize their status;
others hold temporary statuses or other dispensations; and others are trapped in the long
waiting lines and backlogs of the immigration bureaucracy today.

In 2013, 5.2 million U.S. children resided with at least one undocumented
immigrant parent. The vast majority of these children—4.5 million—were U.S.-born
citizens, but 775,000 were estimated to have undocumented status themselves (Passel et
al., 2014). Children with undocumented parents constitute nearly one-third of all children
of immigrant parents and about 8 percent of all U.S.-born children. Thus, their parents’
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legal status can and will affect the prospects of a significant proportion of the U.S.-born
second generation.

Mixed-status families present a unique opportunity to gauge the effects of legal
status on short- and long-term patterns of immigrant incorporation as well as to capture
the ripple effects of legal status beyond individuals and into the second generation.
Children or spouses who are U.S. citizens or LPRs in these families often mediate
between social institutions and their unauthorized relatives: translating documents,
accompanying relatives to government offices, interpreting communications, and in
general helping with daily life (Orellana et al., 2003; Menjivar, 2000). In this way, the
U.S.-citizen and LPR children and spouses in immigrant families play the role of
“brokers” by bridging undocumented family members to various key institutions in
society and providing a link for eventual integration. Immigrant parents of U.S.-born
children may entrust these children with responsibilities and decision making because of
the children’s ability—linguistically and culturally—to deal with institutions,
organizations, and communities (Valenzuela, 1999).

Civic engagement and socialization in mixed-status families also “trickles up”
from children to parents (Wong and Tseng, 2008); the children connect their parents to
political institutions and community organizations, contributing to the parents’ political
socialization (Bloemraad and Trost , 2008). In these cases, the children’s involvement
beyond the home contributes to a sense of belonging and membership (Solis et al., 2013).
By these means, the younger generation develops a sense of citizenship and provides
paths for the rest of the family to advance their integration.

However, when parents are undocumented, their U.S.-born children often
experience multiple negative effects, which in turn affect incorporation patterns for the
second generation (Yoshikawa, 2011). Such negative effects include increased
vulnerability of the parents and destabilization of the family (Thronson, 2008), increased
risk of living in a one-parent household, and losses in income (Dreby, 2015; Landale et
al., 2011). Thus, mixed-status families are also more likely to be impoverished than other
families (Fix and Zimmerman, 2001). In addition, parents’ undocumented status exerts
substantial and lasting negative effects on their children’s educational attainment (Bean et
al., 2015). Even after controlling for measured and unmeasured factors that select into
legalization, the adult second generation, Mexican American children whose parents
remained undocumented attained 1.25 fewer years of completed schooling than their
counterparts whose parents transitioned to a documented status (Bean et.al., 2011; Bean
et al., 2015). This substantially diminishes the life chances of higher generation Mexican
Americans, because such deficits are intergenerationally transmitted to children.’

Research in the area of child development shows that the legal status of parents
also affects the developmental context of U.S.-born children. Parents’ undocumented
status is associated with lower levels of cognitive development and educational progress
across early and middle childhood (Brabeck and Xu, 2010; Ortega et al., 2009;
Yoshikawa, 2011). By adolescence, having an undocumented parent is associated with

3These deficits also dampen third-generation educational attainment, although research has not yet
estimated the magnitude of this penalty because data on the migration status of the grandparents of the
Mexican American third generation have heretofore not been collected.
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higher levels of anxiety and depressive symptoms (Potochnick and Perreira, 2010). These
detrimental effects may occur through a variety of mechanisms. Parents may not access
means-tested programs for their citizen children due to concerns about showing proof of
earnings, which might identify their employers. In addition, fear of deportation can
produce higher levels of chronic stress. Undocumented parents, relative to their
documented low-income counterparts, experience worse job conditions and live in more-
crowded housing conditions, both of which can translate into higher parental
psychological distress and diminished learning opportunities for the children, such as
subsidies for quality child care (Yoshikawa, 2011, Yoshikawa and Kalil, 2011).

Research suggests that the psychological trauma that some children in these
families have experienced will be long lasting (Raymond-Flesch et al., 2014; Zayas,
2015), with the potential to alter these U.S. citizens’ perceptions of who they are and their
place in U.S. society (Menjivar and Lakhani, n.d.; Santos and Menjivar, 2013). Long-
term effects can include decreased American identity on the part of children who live in
contexts of heightened fear of deportations (Enchautegui and Menjivar, 2015; Santos and
Menjivar, 2013). Despite the rights that come with birthright citizenship, U.S.-born
children’s opportunities are mediated and may be restricted by their parent’s legal status
(Yoshikawa, 2011).

In addition, the 774,000 minors who are undocumented face particular risks in
both the short and long terms (Passel et al., 2014). As they pass through middle childhood
and adolescence, they usually become aware of their undocumented status and its
implications for their current or future educational and employment prospects (Gonzales,
2011). This process of “learning to be illegal” has implications for psychological well-
being, as some youth hide their status from peers, reduce their educational effort, and
isolate themselves. And in families where children have different legal statuses,
inequalities in rights and benefits may exacerbate discrepancies between siblings over the
life course (Menjivar and Abrego, 2009).

These effects are not confined to just children in mixed-status families. Research
has found that the implications of marriage to an undocumented immigrant for U.S.-
citizen spouses and partners are direct and profound, as it can undermine certain social
rights (e.g., the right to a family) that come with U.S. citizenship (Lopez, 2015; Schueths,
2012). The fear of deportation itself can reverberate to other family members who risk
losing a close family member, with effects on perceptions of and relations with law
enforcement agencies generally (Hacker et al., 2011). Although the research on mixed-
status families is still relatively limited, indications from research in key areas that shape
immigrant integration point to cumulative disadvantages that can negatively impact the
integration of future generations descending from mixed-status families (O’Leary and
Sanchez, 2011).

PERMANENT STATUSES
There are currently only two “permanent” legal statuses for immigrants:
naturalized citizenship and lawful permanent resident (LPR). Naturalization is often
viewed as the end point of integration: the moment when an immigrant takes on the

(nearly) full rights and responsibilities of being an American. Lawful permanent
residence grants immigrants many social benefits and a pathway to naturalization, but has
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much more limited rights. And while LPR status is intended as a way station to
citizenship, in actuality many people remain in that status for extended periods of time,
impeding their political integration (see Chapter 4). Below the panel discusses ways in
which naturalized and LPR statuses potentially aid or impede immigrant integration; we
also describe refugee and asylee statuses, both of which have a clear pathway to lawful
permanent residence and are the focus of unique integration efforts by the federal
government.

Naturalized Citizenship

In 2013, 779,929 people became naturalized citizens, a decline from the historical
high point of 1,046,539 naturalizations in 2008. But in general the number of
naturalizations has increased steadily since the 1990s (Figure 3-2). An LPR wishing to
apply for naturalization can do so after 5 years in LPR status (3 years if married to a U.S.
citizen) or after serving in the U.S. Armed Forces (for further details see Table 3-2). The
demographics of naturalized citizens have changed considerably since 1970. Prior to that
decade, the majority of naturalized citizens were born in European countries, reflecting
the earlier waves of immigration. After 1970, the origin of new citizens shifted to Asia
and Latin America (Table 3-3). There are currently 18.7 million naturalized citizens
living in the United States. About a third of newly naturalized citizens are from Asia, and
another third are from North America (which includes Mexico) (Figure 3-3). The average
naturalizing citizen is a married woman between the ages of 25 and 44 (see Lee and
Forman, 2014).

With a few exceptions, naturalization extends rights similar to those obtained
through citizenship by birth (for more details see Chapter 4). Citizens enjoy protection
from deportation and have full access to social welfare benefits, creating stability and
enhancing integration opportunities for both naturalized immigrants and their families
(Table 3-1). Overall, 61 percent of eligible immigrants naturalize, although there is
significant variation by region of origin (Gonzalez-Barrera et al., 2013). The panel
discusses patterns of naturalization and potential explanations for disparate naturalization
rates in detail in Chapter 4, but it is worth noting here is that if naturalization is a major
marker of successful integration, these variations suggest that some groups are integrating
more quickly than others.

Lawful Permanent Residence

LPR status grants indefinite legal residence to foreign-born individuals who have
met a set of requirements. An applicant can become an LPR, or receive a “green card” in
common parlance, via an assortment of family-based categories, employment-based
categories, through diversity visas, or after adjusting from refugee or asylee status (Figure
3-4, Table 3-2). LPR status can be issued to those residing outside the United States or to
individuals already in the United States who are seeking to adjust their status; the latter
are sometimes referred to as “adjustees” (Jasso, 2011).

The number of LPRs in the United States has generally grown since World War
II, with some yearly variation and an enormous spike in the 1990s, the direct result of the
one-time legalization opportunity offered under the 1986 Immigration Reform and
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Control Act (see Chapter 2). There are 13.1 million lawful permanent residents living in
the U.S., and around 1 million people currently become LPRs every year (Figure 3-5).
Over 40 percent of new LPRs in 2013 were from Asia, and nearly 32 percent were from
North America (Figure 3-6).

Lawful permanent residence is the most stable legal status short of U.S.
citizenship. LPRs have work authorization, are eligible for some public benefits, and can
sponsor their spouses or unmarried children for permanent residence. LPR status
therefore allows immigrants to put down more-permanent roots in the United States,
potentially aiding their integration. And since adjustees make up the majority of new
LPRs, a large portion of those receiving their “green card” have already begun the
integration process (Martin and Yankay, 2014).

LPR status also provides a path to citizenship and political integration. Although
LPRs cannot vote in elections that require voters to be U.S. citizens (e.g., they cannot
vote in federal or state elections), there are a few jurisdictions in the country that allow
LPRs to vote in local elections. They cannot run for political office but can and do
participate in political life (see Chapter 4). They can own property and travel any time,
but cannot be absent from the country for extended periods of time or relocate to another
country to live there permanently without risking the loss of their LPR status. These
requirements are conducive to permanent residence and integration (Aptekar 2015).

However, since the IIRIRA passed in 1996, individuals with LPR status can be
placed in removal proceedings if they are convicted of an “aggravated felony” (see
Chapter 2), controlled substance violations (with the exception of possessing less than 30
grams of marijuana), certain firearm offenses, domestic violence, or two crimes involving
moral turpitude. They may also face removal proceedings if they engage in document or
marriage fraud, human trafficking, falsely claim U.S. citizenship, or violate laws relating
to espionage, among other crimes. Thus, although lawful permanent residence is a
“permanent” status, there are several exceptions today that make this status less
permanent than it used to be.

In 1996 legislation also significantly limited LPRs’ access to benefits (see
Chapter 2). Since 1996, LPRs must wait 5 years to become eligible for Medicaid, food
stamps, Supplemental Security Income, and the State Children’s Health Insurance
Program. The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996
also reduced food stamp allotments for mixed-status households, thus increasing food
insecurity for U.S-citizen children living in mixed-status families (Van Hook and
Balistreri, 2006). Some of these benefits have since been restored, but several portions of
these laws remain in place, and many adult immigrants continue to be ineligible for
federal assistance programs.

Moreover, the IIRIRA further instituted mechanisms that have limited the access
of immigrant-sponsored relatives to public assistance. A U.S. citizen or LPR petitioning

*In 2013, 16.7 percent of noncitizens (meaning immigrants who are eligible but have not
naturalized) received Medicaid and 16.2 percent received food stamps. Overall, the proportion of
noncitizens versus native-born receiving this type of assistance has barely changed since 1995: only 6.8
percent of all persons receiving Medicaid in 2013 were noncitizens (compared to 6.5 percent in 1995), and
only 8.7 percent of those receiving food stamps in 2013 were noncitizens (Wasem, 2014). This suggests
that concerns about immigrants disproportionately using social welfare services may be misplaced.
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for a close family member (through family-based visas) must agree to support that person
until he or she becomes a U.S. citizen or can be credited with 40 quarters of work
(usually 10 years), and the petitioner must sign a legally enforceable affidavit of support
that shows the petitioner has an income of at least 125 percent of the federal poverty
level.” This requirement is intended to ensure that the sponsor will have enough resources
to provide for the sponsored individual so that the individual will not become a public
charge (Espenshade et al., 1997). It also makes it more difficult for low-income
immigrants to sponsor relatives, delaying family reunification and/or contributing to
more mixed-status families (Fix and Zimmerman, 2001).

These changes in access to social welfare benefits and in sponsorship
requirements make it more difficult for immigrants with lower socioeconomic status to
bring their family members to the United States and to access assistance if they
subsequently experience unemployment or low wages. Delayed family reunification and
the lack of a social safety net make even LPRs’ prospects for full integration more
difficult (Enchautegi and Menjivar, 2015).

Refugee and Asylum

Since 1948 the United States has provided relief for persons seeking refuge from
persecution abroad. Today, two programs grant this relief: the refugee program grants
entry to persons currently outside the United States, while those already within U.S.
borders can apply for asylum (see Table 3-2). Each year the President, in consultation
with Congress, sets a limit for refugee admissions, generally between 70,000 and 80,000.
However, the actual number admitted has fluctuated depending on the international and
national political climate (Bruno, 2014). Refugee slots are also allotted regionally to
ensure diversity; however, there are marked geographic concentrations. There is no cap
on asylum approvals. Except for Cubans, groups of Latin American origin rarely receive
either refugee or asylee status, regardless of conditions in the country of origin. By
contrast, the 1966 Cuban Adjustment Act allows any Cuban national who arrives on U.S.
soil to adjust to LPR status after one year.

Large number of refugees entered the United States in the 1970s and 1980s as a
consequence of the Vietnam War and humanitarian emergencies worldwide. However,
since 1990 the number of refugees entering the United States each year has shrunk
considerably as the program added diversity quotas and reached a low point after 2001, in
part due to changes in security procedures and admissions requirements and to changes in
the national mood after the September 11, 2001, terrorist attacks (“9/11”) (Bruno, 2015;
Martin and Yankay, 2014). The number of people granted asylum has also fluctuated
over the years, falling from a historical high of more than 39,00 in 2001 to around 25,000
to 29,000 in recent years (Figure 3-7). The regions from which most refugees originate
have changed considerably since 1990, when the largest number came from Europe.
Today, most refugees and asylees are from Asia and Africa. Notably, immigrants
originating in Latin America do not rank prominently in these visa allocations (see Figure
3-8).

>See http://www.uscis.gov/green-card/green-card-processes-and-procedures/affidavit-support.

3-10

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society
Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

Refugees and asylees can receive assistance via the Office of Refugee
Resettlement (ORR) in the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, as the
federal government assumes responsibility for their well-being (see Chapter 2). This is
the only affirmative integration program at the federal level. ORR services include cash
assistance, medical evaluations and healthcare assistance, assistance with accessing social
welfare benefits, and assistance finding employment and setting up small businesses.
Many of these programs are funded by ORR but run in partnership with states and
localities.

Refugees approved for admission also receive assistance through the Department
of State’s Reception and Placement Program,; this assistance includes rent, food, and
clothing, as well as contacts with organizations that help them locate employment and
obtain language skills. These organizations, usually composed of co-ethnics, mediate
between the federal government and the refugees to provide refugees with a resettlement
infrastructure familiar to them. Assistance beyond the first few months is coordinated
between the federal government and the states where the refugees settle; it provides long-
term cash and medical assistance, employment (they receive employment authorization
upon arrival), and social services.

There is a clear path to U.S. citizenship for refugees and asylees and a somewhat
shortened time frame for naturalization. However, as with all categories short of
naturalized U.S. citizen, refugees and asylees have no “right to remain.” Refugees and
asylees are subject to many of the same grounds of inadmissibility and removability as
other noncitizen immigrants and can be subject to removal proceedings for criminal
convictions and other violations, including immigration fraud.

Although refugees and asylees receive the most direct integrative assistance, they
face the same potential barriers to integration as immigrants in other legal statuses (Portes
and Zhou, 1993). For instance, many are Black or Muslim (or both) and therefore may
face discriminatory attitudes and may be stigmatized for outward demonstrations of their
faith (McBrien, 2005). In addition, many refugees and asylees are fleeing violence and
may have been forcibly separated from their homes. “Acute” refugees who flee suddenly
with little preparation likely have very little in terms of material wealth and may have
been separated from family members (Kunz, 1973). Acute refugees also generally have
lower levels of education and skills than voluntary migrants (Zhou, 2001). And
settlement of refugee populations in new gateway cities can strain local resources and
create tensions with native-born populations (Singer and Wilson, 2007).

TEMPORARY STATUSES
The United States has a variety of temporary “nonimmigrant” statuses,® some of

which have clearly established pathways to lawful permanent residence but the majority
of which lack a clear regulatory pathway to permanent residence and citizenship. In

5The panel does not offer detailed descriptions of every possible legal status in the immigration
system because many categories apply to only a small number of individuals and there is little to no data
about how these legal statuses impact integration. Instead the analysis focuses on the largest and most
politically prominent categories, for which data about integration are available. For a full list of legal
statuses and a short statement about their pathways to citizenship, see Table 3-2.
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addition, even statuses with a clear regulatory pathway often face long visa backlogs that
make it difficult to predict when (or if, since they generally face restrictions on length of
stay) they will be able to adjust their status to LPR (Menjivar, 2006). This section begins
by discussing temporary statuses based on employment and education, including H-1B
specialty workers, H-2A agricultural workers, and international students. It then discusses
Temporary Protected Status (TPS), a category that is intended to provide short-term relief
to people escaping civil strife or natural disasters in their countries or origin but instead
has become a long-term legal limbo for thousands of immigrants from Central America.

H-1B Temporary Worker

The most well-known employment-based nonimmigrant visa is the H-1B. The
program was created in 1990 and has a ceiling quota of 65,000 new visas annually, with
no cap on renewals or changes of employer (for details, see Table 3-2). An advanced-
degree exemption allows for an additional 20,000 new visas to be issued each fiscal year.
Over the past 15 years, demand for H-1B visas has far outstripped supply (with the
exception of 2001 to 2003, when the cap on new visas was temporarily raised to
195,000); in 2015, U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services (USCIS) received nearly
233,000 applications for new visas in fiscal 2016 and reached the cap a few days after
filing season began. USCIS has created a lottery system to deal with the excess of annual
applications for new H-1B visas.

In 2013, 474,355 nonimmigrants were “admitted” to the country via an H-1B visa
(most were H-1B visa holders already present in the United States) (Figure 3-7). These
numbers include both new H-1Bs subject to the annual caps, and renewals. The typical
HI1B visa holder is a college educated male from India who works in STEM fields
(O’Brien, 2013; for further details see USCIS, 2015).”

The H-1B visa is a “dual intent” visa, meaning it provides the opportunity for the
highly skilled workers who hold them to regularize their status to LPR, provided that
their employer has the ability and willingness to sponsor them. These are well-educated
workers who are already trained in areas that complement the U.S. workforce and are
deemed of special import for the economic future of the country (many H-IB workers
were international students who attended U.S. universities). And even when H-1B visa
holders have the same level of training as native-born professionals in the same field, the
knowledge of a particular technological process or research area that an H-1B visa holder
brings can be very different; they thus can contribute knowledge as collaborators rather
than solely as competitors (Regets, 2007). Although further research is needed on these
workers, the human capital they bring with them, combined with their strong connections
to the U.S. labor market, likely aids their integration into U.S. society.

"Exacerbating the gender imbalance in H1B visas, until recently spouses of H-1B visa holders
were not issued work permits. New USCIS rules indicate that effective May 26, 2015, holders of H-4 visas
(dependent spouses of H-1B visa holders) are allowed to apply for work permits if their H-1B spouses have
reached certain milestones in the LPR process. See http://www.uscis.gov/news/dhs-extends-eligibility-
employment-authorization-certain-h-4-dependent-spouses-h-1b-nonimmigrants-seeking-employment-
based-lawful-permanent-residence [August, 2015].
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But while H-1B visa holders may benefit from potential LPR regularization
through an employer, this is not a sure outcome. The long backlogs in the processing of
applications and the per-country caps create bottlenecks in applications for lawful
permanent residence, even as visa holders face a 6-year restriction on the length of time
they can remain in this status. In addition, dependence on employer sponsorship can pose
obstacles for those who want to apply for LPR status. Unfortunately USCIS does not
track the number of H-1Bs who adjust to LPR, either via their employer or by other
routes such as marriage to a U.S. citizen. The number who remain in the United States
and the extent to which they and their families do successfully integrate is still an open
question and additional research needs to be done on how these highly valued workers
and their families are integrating.

Agricultural Worker (H-2A)

The United States has a wide variety of temporary employment-based visas with
no clear regulatory pathway to lawful permanent residence. Although users of these visas
may eventually adjust their status to other categories, and the existence of these
categories indicates economic need for these workers, applicants for these visas are not
permitted to express intent to permanently immigrate. These categories include H-2A
agricultural workers; H-2B nonagricultural workers; O-visa performers, athletes, and
academics; and TN NAFTA professionals from Mexico and Canada (see Table 3-2).

The largest and most prominent category in this set are the H-2A agricultural
workers. The number of H-2A workers has skyrocketed since the mid-2000s (Figure 3-9).
The vast majority are low-skilled migrant workers from Mexico who work in the fruit
and vegetable industry. Most H-2A workers are male, are over the age of 25, and have
low levels of education.® And although ner immigration rates from Mexico (in-migrants
minus out-migrants) dropped to zero during the Great Recession, entries of Mexican
temporary workers on H-1 and particularly H-2 visas have continued to increase
(Massey, 2012).

H-2A visas holders have no clear path to LPR or citizenship through their
employment, are not eligible for most federal programs or state benefits, and have no
legal right to remain in the country once their contracts expire. Overall, H-2A workers are
encouraged to make their stays temporary and discouraged from putting down roots and
integrating. However, many may settle in the United States anyway. Although some may
shift their statuses via family ties or other forms of employment with clearer pathways to
permanent residence, others may become “undocumented” visa overstayers if they do not
leave the country when their visas (and contracts) expire. These visas may therefore be
transitional statuses on pathways that provide more opportunities or higher barriers to
integration, and further research on this status is warranted.

International Student

¥See http://www.ncfh.org/docs/fs-Facts percent20about percent20Farmworkers.pdf [August,
2015].
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International students are an increasingly important part of the “nonimmigrant”
population in the United States, both because their numbers are growing rapidly (Figure
3-10) and because they are a key source of highly skilled labor in the United States.
Student visas holders are not allowed to declare “dual intent” when they apply for visas,
but despite this limitation, they have a well-traveled indirect path to other statuses,
including H-1B and LPR (Ruiz, 2014).

In 2013, the United States admitted over 1.5 million foreign students, including
undergraduate, graduate and vocational students. International students make up over 4
percent of all undergraduate and graduate students in the U.S.? Almost 60 percent of all
international students come from just five countries, and one-fourth come from China
alone, although students arrive from every region of the world (Figure 3-11; for further
details on international students see Ruiz, 2014).

Although foreign student visas do not have a direct path to LPR or citizenship,
foreign students can seek temporary work authorization, can do a practicum in their field
for up to 29 months after graduation, or can apply for H-1B visas, which can lead to
employment-based LPR regularization opportunities. They can also seek LPR status
through family-sponsored visas. Foreign students are self-selected for higher education
and skills, which are positively correlated with integration. And foreign students’ method
of entry into the United States funnels them through a key integrating institution: schools
of higher education. When and if foreign students graduate they are usually proficient in
English (if they weren’t before); are trained to fill skilled positions in the U.S. labor
force, often in STEM fields; are better acculturated to American social norms than their
peers who were not educated in the United States; and may have formed intimate
relationships with native-born students (see Chapter 8).

However, as with other temporary visas, foreign students are not eligible for
federal benefits or state assistance, and if they apply for an H-1B visa, they face the same
cap and lottery as other applicants. Foreign students also must remain enrolled in
accredited educational institutions for the duration of their status, and when their visas
expire they must either leave the country when their visa expires or risk falling out of
status as visa overstayers. While international students enjoy several potential pathways
to permanent status, they face the same barriers to social benefits and lack of stability as
other temporary visa holders. And like all immigrants who are not naturalized citizens,
they enjoy no “right to remain.” There is currently little data on international students’
integration, but as their numbers continue to grow, further research on these individuals
would provide scholars, policymakers, and colleges and universities with valuable
information about how this status interacts with immigrant integration.

Temporary Protected Status

Temporary Protected Status (TPS) is designed to address the shortcomings of
refugee law, as TPS extends protection to some groups not covered under the
conventional definition of refugees (see Chapter 2). TPS confers a work permit and
allows recipients to work and live in the United States for a renewable period of 18

’See http://www.iie.org/Who-We-Are/News-and-Events/Press-Center/Press-Releases/2014/2014-
11-17-Open-Doors-Data.
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months. This dispensation was initially offered to immigrants from El Salvador in 1990.
At the time, an estimated half-million Salvadorans were already residing in the United
States with undocumented status after fleeing a violent civil war. The designation was
extended through Deferred Enforced Departure and then terminated in 1994, but El
Salvador was designated for TPS again in 2001 after devastating earthquakes in that
country. Some countries have had continuous designation for many years; for instance,
Somalia has been designated for TPS continuously since 1991. These immigrants must
renew their permits every 18 months for a fee, and renewal deadlines vary by country.

In 2015, 11 countries were covered by TPS: 6 in Africa, 3 in Central America,
one in the Caribbean, and one in the Middle East. An estimated 340,310 beneficiaries of
TPS resided in the United States in 2014, and the vast majority were from El Salvador
(Figure 3-12) (Messick and Bergeron, 2014). USCIS does not publish numbers and
characteristics of TPS beneficiaries as it does for other statuses, so additional
demographics for this population are unavailable.

TPS aids immigrant integration by giving immigrants who would otherwise be
undocumented a legal presence in the country, which affords them certain rights. TPS
removes at least the immediate threat of deportation and grants recipients work
authorization, making it easier to access legal employment and potentially better wages
(Orrenius and Zavodny, 2014). However, aside from access to legal employment and a
stay of deportation, most TPS holders have very limited rights—no more than those of
immigrants in undocumented status. '’

Although TPS seems to provide better economic opportunities for those who
would otherwise be undocumented (Orrenius and Zavodny, 2014), the liminal legality of
many Central Americans under TPS also constitutes a serious barrier to socioeconomic
mobility and long-term integration (Menjivar, 2006). Furthermore, persons with TPS
cannot petition for legal status for their family members, which serves as an additional
reminder that the U.S. government considers them temporary visitors rather than
permanent migrants, and has the potential to restructure family composition in the long
term (Enchautegui and Menjivar, 2015). Thus TPS confers partial inclusion while
simultaneously affirming (with periodic reminders) that this status is temporary and
partial.

DISCRETIONARY STATUSES

As described in Chapter 2, various presidential administrations since 1990 have
created lawful statuses via executive discretion. Because these statuses are not created by
legislation, they are subject to the discretion of the Executive, making them inherently
unstable because the programs can be canceled at any time. They also do not provide any
established regulatory pathway to lawful permanent residence. However, they do provide

On 2013, the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals, which covers parts of Kentucky, Michigan, Ohio,
and Tennessee, found that immigrants with TPS who are immediate relatives of U.S. citizens can adjust
their status to lawful permanent residence (Flores, et al. v. USCIS). A district court in Washington State
made a similar determination in 2014. If policy changes are enacted in response to these court rulings
allowing TPS holders in these districts to adjust their status, it would create an important geographic
variation in the integrative prospects of TPS holders.
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the right to work legally in the United States and some protection from deportation. The
newest and largest status (in terms of eligible population) in this category is DACA."!
Below, the panel describes the demographics of persons in the United States with this
status and the aids and barriers to their integration.

Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals

Since 2001 Congress has repeatedly considered and then failed to pass various
versions of the DREAM Act (Development, Relief, and Education for Alien Minors), a
legislative effort to provide legal status for undocumented persons who were brought to
the United States as children and who meet certain educational and other criteria. In June
2012, President Obama announced an executive action that provided relief from
deportation and granted temporary work authorization for undocumented immigrants in
this category (see Table 3-2 for details). The President updated and slightly expanded the
program in a November 2014 executive action, although as of February 2015 these
changes were blocked by a federal judge.

When President Obama announced the June 2012 executive action, an estimated
1.165 million people were immediately eligible to apply for DACA (Batalova et al.,
2014)."* By March 2015, almost 750,000 had applied, 64 percent of the estimated eligible
population. The approval rate for DACA is almost 90 percent.'>'* Notably, Latin
American youth have been far more likely to apply for DACA than any other group, and
three-fourths of all DACA applicants were born in Mexico (Singer et al., 2015). Although
an estimated 10 percent of DACA-eligible persons are from Asia, they account for only 4
percent of applicants (Figure 3-13). Women are more likely to apply for DACA than
men, and the vast majority of applicants are low-income (for further details on the DACA
eligible population and applicants, see Batalova, et al., 2014; Singer et al., 2015).

"n a November 2014 executive action, President Obama also created Deferred Action for
Parental Accountability for parents of U.S. citizens and LPRs. The Migration Policy Institute (2014)
estimates that as many as 3.7 million parents may be eligible for the program. In February 2015, a federal
district court in Texas issued an injunction against implementation of the program, and at the time of this
report the program remains in legal limbo.

"“Estimates of the population immediately eligible for DACA are drawn from the most
recent U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS) for 2013, with immigration status
assigned based on responses to another national survey, the 2008 Survey of Income and Program
Participation (SIPP). The estimates have the same sampling and coverage errors as any other
survey-based estimates that rely on ACS and other Census Bureau data. The Migration Policy
Institute’s estimates also use commonly accepted benchmarks from other research studies to
determine the size of the unauthorized population and response rates to surveys. For more detail
on the methodology, see DACA at the Two-Year Mark: A National and State Profile of Youth
Eligible and Applying for Deferred Action from the Migration Policy Institute in 2014.

BTotal numbers applying and approval rates calculated from USCIS data available at

http://www.uscis.gov/sites/default/files/USCIS/Resources/Reports%20and%20Studies/Immigration%20For
ms%?20Data/Naturalization%20Data/I821d_performancedata fy2015_qtr2.pdf [July 2015].

"The high approval rates for DACA applicants may reflect the fact that applicants are self-
selected. See Singer et al. (2015) for information on what factors motivate and hinder DACA eligible
individuals to apply.
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In some ways, DACA status parallels TPS (it even uses a similar application form
and confers status for a similar length of time), as it provides temporary relief to a subset
of the undocumented population but without a path to lawful permanent residence. The
aids and barriers to integration that DACA recipients face are therefore similar to those
who hold TPS, although DACA is an even more fragile status because it has no
regulatory authorization from Congress, an issue made clear in the recent challenges to
President Obama’s November 2014 extensions of DACA.

Like TPS, DACA status may aid integration by granting immigrants legal
presence in the Unites States, which affords them certain rights and protections. Indeed,
comparisons of application rates by state suggest that the extra protections DACA affords
is a motivating factor for applying. For instance, Arizona, North Carolina, and Texas—all
states with restrictive measures against undocumented immigrants—have a higher share
of applicants in their estimated eligible populations than do California, Illinois, and New
York, which are states with more welcoming political climates (Batalova et al., 2014;
Singer et al., 2015). DACA removes the immediate threat of deportation and grants
recipients work authorization, making it easier to access legal employment and better
wages (Gonzalez and Bautista-Chavez, 2014). DACA status is also indirectly but
strongly associated with a higher sense of national belonging (Wong and Valdivia, 2014;
Teranishi e tal., 2015) and civic participation (Wong and Valdivia, 2014).

Because attaining DACA status is directly linked to allowing its recipients to
work, receipt of DACA leads most directly to a number of work-related benefits such as
obtaining a first job or a better one (Wong and Valdivia, 2014), as well as higher earnings
(Gonzales et al., 2014; Teranishi et al., 2015). Other benefits include obtaining health
care through employment, more stability in transportation and housing, and greater
participation in college activities (Gonzales et al., 2014; Raymond-Flesch, et al., 2014;
Teranishi et al., 2015). Early research therefore suggests that DACA can have a positive
impact on immigrant integration.

However, there are important limits to DACA’s integrative potential. First, this
status is limited to undocumented people who are below a certain age and arrived within
a particular time period. The educational requirement also limits its scope, especially
since being undocumented poses significant challenges to educational attainment. Early
research suggests that undocumented youth who do not meet the education requirements
have more limited English skills, lower incomes, and are more likely to be in the labor
force (Batalova et al., 2013). In addition, applicants must reapply every 2 years,
highlighting the temporary nature of this status, which has no pathway to LPR status and
citizenship. Also important, it is unclear whether future administrations will continue the
program or if any future immigration reform by Congress will make provisions for this
population. And some eligible youth are not applying for DACA because they are
worried about providing their information to the government and are holding out for
comprehensive immigration reform that might offer better protections against deportation
(Gonzalez and Bautista-Chavez, 2014).

DACA-eligible youth almost inevitably come from mixed-status families because
most were brought to the United States by undocumented parents. Although DACA
offers them some form of legal status, their family members continue to face deportation
and limited opportunities. This ongoing instability and the constant fear of deportation for
ineligible family members may further limit the integrative possibilities of this status.
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UNDOCUMENTED IMMIGRANTS

The undocumented category is technically not a “legal” category but is indirectly
established by immigration law as it creates categories of admission. As discussed in
Chapter 1, the number of undocumented immigrants began to increase after the 1965
amendments to the Immigration and Nationality Act of 1952, which restricted
immigration from Latin America. Between 1990 and 2007, the number of undocumented
immigrants living in the United States tripled but then stalled and declined slightly,
perhaps as a result of the Great Recession (Figure 1-17 in Chapter 1). Although the
majority of the undocumented are from Mexico and the popular stereotype is of migrants
sneaking across the Southern Border, this category is composed of all individuals who
entered the country without inspection, as well as visa overstayers; it thus includes people
from every region of the world (Figure 3-14).

The integrative prospects of undocumented immigrants tend to vary by
geographic location, as discussed further in Chapter 5. As noted in Chapter 2, some states
and municipalities grant the undocumented limited access to public assistance. As of
early 2015, California, Colorado, Connecticut, the District of Columbia, Illinois,
Maryland, Nevada, New Mexico, Utah, Vermont, Washington, offer access to driver’s
licenses regardless of legal status. Furthermore, California, Colorado, Connecticut,
[llinois Kansas, Maryland, Minnesota, Nebraska, New Mexico, New Jersey, New York,
Oregon, Texas, Utah, Washington, and Wisconsin have statutes that condition eligibility
for in-state tuition to attend college or university on attending and graduating from high
school in the state, thus allowing students who cannot provide proof of citizenship or
legal residence to claim this education benefit. Importantly, regardless of state of
residence, undocumented children have a constitutional right to K-12 education as
stipulated by Plyler v. Doe 457 U.S. 202 (1982).

The undocumented face unique barriers to integration, as by definition they are
excluded from direct pathways to legalization. Perhaps the most important is the constant
fear of deportation. Deportations have skyrocketed, especially after the IIRIRA passed in
1996 (National Research Council, 2011, p. 52; also see Figure 2-1 in Chapter 2). In 2013
the United States deported more than 438,000 people.

The majority of undocumented workers are confined to low-wage occupations
either because of their lower human capital or because their status makes it difficult to
find jobs commensurate with their skills and education or keeps them from accessing
educational opportunities. This puts undocumented workers at unique risk for labor
violations by employers (Bernhardt et al., 2013, p. 725). A 2008 survey of low-wage
workers in Chicago, Los Angeles, and New York indicated that 31 percent of immigrant
workers experienced a violation of minimum-wage laws compared with only 16 percent
among native-born workers; among the undocumented the figure was 37 percent
compared with 21 percent among those with work authorization (Bernhardt et al., 2009).
Another survey of immigrant workers in New Orleans found that 41 percent had
experienced wage theft by those who presumably had hired them (Fussell, 2011).

Undocumented immigrants are also subjected to hostility from the American
public at large and to racial profiling by authorities, which makes their integration much
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more difficult. For instance, the rise of anti-immigrant sentiment and intensification of
immigration enforcement appear to be taking a toll on the health of undocumented
Mexican migrants, who are positively selected for good health when they leave for the
United States but display worse health than otherwise similar nonmigrants when they
return (Ullmann et al., 2011; Barcellos et al., 2014). In addition, there is a strong
connection between anti-immigrant sentiment and the level of Hispanic segregation and
neighborhood isolation across metropolitan areas (Rugh and Massey, 2014). And Hall
and Stringfield (2014) showed that segregation of Hispanics from non-Hispanic white
Americans rises as the estimated prevalence of undocumented migrants in the population
increases.

Undocumented Status and “Crimmigration”

Undocumented immigrants are often called “illegal aliens” and many, if not most,
Americans believe that it is a crime to reside in the United States as an undocumented
immigrant. Yet the law is much more complex. Currently it is a civil matter to overstay a
visa, a misdemeanor to illegally enter the country, and a felony to re-enter the country
after having been previously caught here illegally and deported. While many people
describe the process of expelling people from the United States as “deportations,” the
legal term is “removal.” The Supreme Court ruled in 1893 in Fong Yue Ting vs. United
States, 149 U.S. 698 (1893) that “the order of deportation is not punishment for a crime.”
Therefore undocumented immigrants who are deported do not have “criminal” trials but
rather “administrative hearings,” and they are not allowed the protections of U.S.
criminal law: the right to a lawyer, the right to a warrant before the police can search
them, or other aspects of due process.

Thus, the 40+ percent of the undocumented who overstayed their visas did not
thereby actually commit a crime. And among those who do cross the border illegally,
most are not charged with a criminal offense; instead they are offered voluntary
departure, which does not create a criminal record (National Research Council, 2011).
These are usually people found within 100 miles of the Mexican border who
“voluntarily” agree to be taken back over the border and are released with no further
sanctions or charges. They do not see an immigration judge, and the decision to remove
them comes from Department of Homeland Security (DHS) personnel. In other cases,
undocumented immigrants are ordered removed by DHS personnel (accelerated removal)
or can be detained and then see an immigration judge who issues a removal ruling
(standard formal removal). This creates a record of removal, which has serious
implications if immigrants are apprehended crossing the border again. “Unlawful re-
entry” after removal is now categorized as a felony offense, expanding the
criminalization of undocumented immigrants.

The passage of the IIRIRA and the Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act
in 1996 greatly expanded the list of deportable crimes, as well as expanding the authority
of state and local police to enforce federal immigration policies. More recently, the
Secure Communities program made it easier for local and state police to communicate
about arrestees’ immigration status with the federal government (discussed in Chapter 2).
Consequently there has been a large increase in the detention of undocumented people,
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deportations and removals, and the general "criminalization" of undocumented status
(Gladstein et al., 2005; Douglas and Saenz, 2013).

On an average day, U.S. federal deportation authorities now hold in custody over
33,000 noncitizens and manage more than 1.71 million people in various stages of
immigration removal proceedings (U.S. Department of Homeland Security, 2012).
Nearly 400,000 individuals are deported annually, double the rate of a decade ago
(Simanski, 2014). These numbers represent some of the largest numbers of deportations
or removals in the history of the United States.

Immigration and Customs Enforcement does not exercise direct control over most
of the noncitizens in its custody. Rather, it contracts with local jails and state and private
prisons, which hold approximately 84 percent of its detainees (Amnesty International,
2007). This growth in detentions in prisons and in other facilities includes many people
with no criminal records. A recent study using Immigration and Customs Enforcement
data found that 58 percent of the 32,000 detainees in custody as of January 29, 2009, did
not have any criminal record. Four hundred people who had no criminal record had been
held for over a year’s time (Kerwin and Lin, 2009). Those who had committed crimes
had often been found guilty of relatively minor crimes such as traffic-related violations
(13 percent) and immigration-related offenses (6 percent)” (Kerwin and Lin, 2009). The
most common criminal conviction was driving under the influence of alcohol.
Nevertheless, these detainees were primarily held in facilities designed for people who
have committed serious crimes: 70 percent were in state and local prisons, while only 27
percent were in contract detention facilities or service processing centers.

The significant increase in detentions and deportations of undocumented
immigrants has profound effects on these immigrants’ ability to integrate, and in many
ways that is the intended effect. Yet the number of undocumented immigrants in the
United States continued to soar after 1996 and only fell (slightly) in response to the
economic deprivations of the Great Recession.

Attitudes towards Undocumented Immigrants

An important aspect of the context of reception for undocumented immigrants
that affects their integration prospects is the attitude of the native-born toward them.
While Americans have generally preferred to decrease the number of immigrants coming
to the United States, they have also tended to resist mass deportation as the solution to the
problem of undocumented immigration. For example, in the CBS/New York Times Poll in
2006 and 2007, the proportion favoring a pathway to legal status for undocumented
immigrants was consistent at around 62 percent,'® while the proportion favoring

The remaining 5 percent were in federal prisons or in “soft” detention centers such as medical
centers (Kerwin and Lin, 2009).

"*Support for legalization was 62 percent in May 2006, 60 percent in March 2007, 61 percent in
May 2007, and 65 percent in June 2007. Sources:
http://www.cbsnews.com/htdocs/pdf/poll_bush 050906.pdf,
http://www.cbsnews.com/htdocs/pdf/052407 immigration.pdf, and
http://www.cbsnews.com/htdocs/pdf/062807 immigration.pdf. [August, 2015].

3-20

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society
Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

deportation was considerably lower, at around 33 percent.'” In later years nearly one-half
supported a pathway to citizenship, while less than a third of respondents preferred
deportation while (see Chapter 2)..

Despite the often negative rhetoric surrounding undocumented immigration, there
is some public support both for more lenient and more punitive actions toward the
undocumented. Support for President Obama’s executive action on DACA ranged from
41 percent to 54 percent in 2015, depending on how the question was worded. "™ Yet
support for tougher laws such as Arizona’s Support our Law Enforcement and Safe
Neighborhoods Act ' was at 69 percent in 2010.

Majorities of both Latino and Asian Americans agree that granting legal status to
undocumented immigrants would strengthen the U.S. economy and improve the lives of
undocumented immigrants, and support for a pathway to citizenship among Asian
Americans increased significantly between 2008 and 2012 (Ramakrishnan and Lee,
2013). Yet majorities of these groups are also concerned that granting legal status might
lead to more undocumented immigration and would reward illegal behavior (Lopez et al,
2013, p. 3).

Perhaps not surprisingly, the issue of unauthorized immigration is far more
personal for Latinos than for Asian Americans. The Pew Research Center found that 46
percent of Hispanics report that they are much more likely to fear that a family member
or a close friend would be deported, compared to 16 percent of Asian Americans. The
contrast is even more stark among the foreign-born from these two regions of origin: 59
percent of Latino immigrants expressed this fear, compared to only 18 percent of foreign-
born Asian Americans (Lopez et al., 2013 p. 2). Still, there is diversity of opinion on
immigration by nativity (Lopez and Gonzalez-Barrera, 2013).

In sum, undocumented legal status poses the highest barrier to immigrant
integration among the current statuses; in fact, the lack of legal status is intended to
explicitly discourage integration by denying undocumented immigrants access to various
social and economic benefits and leaving them vulnerable to deportation. Yet millions of
undocumented immigrants continue to reside in the United States, working, starting
families, seeking pathways to other legal statuses, and integrating into American society
despite the obstacles.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

YSupport for deportation was 33 percent in May 2006, 36 percent in March 2007, 35 percent and
28 percent in May 2007. Sources: CBS News Poll,
http://www.cbsnews.com/htdocs/pdf/poll_bush_050906.pdf,
http://www.cbsnews.com/htdocs/pdf/052407 immigration.pdf, and
http://www.cbsnews.com/htdocs/pdf/062807 immigration.pdf. [August, 2015].

"®Sources: http://www.cnn.com/2014/1 1/26/politics/cnn-immigration-poll/,
http://www.wsj.com/articles/wsj-nbc-poll-finds-americans-want-parties-to-work-together-1416439838, and
http://www.washingtonpost.com/politics/polling/united-states-obama-
undocumented/2015/01/04/154e034a-86¢9-11e4-abcf-5a3d7b3b20b8 page.html [August, 2015].

PThis Arizona law is often called “SB 1070.” Source:
http://www.cbsnews.com/htdocs/pdf/CBSNYTPoll health _care 060712.pdf [August, 2015].
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Given the significant potential to alter individuals’ life chances, legal status has
become a new axis of social stratification, similar to other social markers such as social
class, gender, and race (Gee and Ford, 2011; Massey, 2007, 2013; Menjivar, 2011). The
research to date indicates that a strong positive relationship exists between naturalization
and integration and that LPR status and other statuses with clear pathways to becoming
an LPR offer significant benefits for integration. However, the barriers that legal statuses
short of naturalization create for integration and the codification of these barriers in law
mean that legal status sometimes trumps the effects of other social markers (Menjivar et
al., in press). Legal status intensifies the effects of disadvantages that come from other
social positions, such as those based on social class, gender, or race and ethnicity, while
diminishing the benefits that an advantageous social position can have. Undocumented
status, in particular, presents a formidable barrier to integration and economic progress, a
situation exacerbated by criminalization of undocumented status and the unprecedented
level of enforcement and deportations since 1996.

Conclusion 3-1 Legal status affects immigrant integration. Legal permanent
resident status has a positive effect on integration, but temporary, discretionary,
and especially undocumented status negatively affect immigrants’ ability to
integrate across various social dimensions. More research is needed to better
understand the relationship between temporary legal statuses, in particular, and
integration outcomes.

In addition, legal status has intergenerational impacts. For instance, the
educational attainments of children whose parents eventually legalized were just as high
as those whose parents entered the country legally, suggesting that the burdens of
parental undocumented status on children (including U.S.-born children), while sizeable
and debilitating, mostly disappear when legalization occurs (Bean, et al., 2015). Given
the ripple effects that legal status has for other family members, it is important that future
research examine its effects in family and community contexts.

Conclusion 3-2 Parents’ legal status affects the integration prospects of a
significant proportion of the U.S.-born children of immigrant parents. Parents’

undocumented status in particular can have negative effects on children’s
socioeconomic outcomes, cognitive development, and mental health.
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FIGURE 3-1 Proportions of immigrants in each general legal category, 2012."
SOURCE: Data from Passel and Cohn, 2014.

' Although the data on stocks and flows of immigrants for most of the statuses discussed in this
chapter are from the Office of Immigration Statistics Yearbooks for 2013, the most recent data available for
all categories are only available from the Pew Research Center. The center’s most recent data are from
2012. However, the panel believes general proportions of immigrants in each category remained relatively
stable between 2012 and 2013.
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FIGURE 3-2 Persons naturalized, fiscal 1907 through 2013.

SOURCE: Office of Immigration Statistics, 2014. Yearbook of Immigration Statistics:
2013. http://www.dhs.gov/publication/yearbook-immigration-statistics-2013-
naturalizations.
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FIGURE 3-3 Newly naturalized citizens by region of origin, 2013.

SOURCE: Office of Immigration Statistics, 2014. Yearbook of Immigration Statistics:
2013. http://www.dhs.gov/publication/yearbook-immigration-statistics-2013-
naturalizations.
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FIGURE 3-4 Lawful Permanent Resident Admissions by Category of Admissions, 2013
SOURCE: Office of Immigration Statistics, 2014. Yearbook of Immigration Statistics:
2013. http://www.dhs.gov/yearbook-immigration-statistics-2013-lawful-permanent-
residents
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FIGURE 3-5 Persons granted lawful permanent residence, 1907-2013.

SOURCE: Office of Immigration Statistics, 2014. Yearbook of Immigration Statistics:
2013. http://www.dhs.gov/yearbook-immigration-statistics-2013-lawful-permanent-
residents.
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FIGURE 3-6 New lawful permanent residents by region of origin, 2013.

SOURCE: Office of Immigration Statistics, 2014. Yearbook of Immigration Statistics:
2013. http://www.dhs.gov/yearbook-immigration-statistics-2013-lawful-permanent-
residents.
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FIGURE 3-7 Refugee arrivals and persons granted asylum, 1990-2013.

SOURCE: Department of Homeland Security. Yearbooks of Immigration Statistics.
http://www.dhs.gov/yearbook-immigration-statistics-2013-refugees-and-asylees.
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FIGURE 3-8 Refugee arrivals and persons granted asylum by region of origin, 2013.
SOURCE: Department of Homeland Security, 2014. Yearbook of Immigration Statistics:

2013.

3-64

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.




The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

600,000
494,565 474,355
500,000
461,730 4547
9,619
384,191
400,000 370,490 V
360,498
302, 339,243
300,000
240,
204,577
188,411
200’000 183,860,
114,467
117,574
100,446 110'2232’7%05'339 139,403
100,000 -
33,292
273032'372 27,695 o
18,440 16,390 . , 22,141
18,219 14628 13 165 11394 15,628 4 094
O —C———T 5 S
0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
O = N N F NN O O OO A NMF N O N OO O AN M
o OO 0O O OO O O O O O O O O O O O O O O A A A o
o O OO OO OO O O O OO O © © O O O O O O o o o o o
- H H A H H A H A NNNNNNNNNNNNQAN
e=»Temporary workers in specialty occupations (H1B) esss» Agricultural workers (H2A)

FIGURE 3-9 Annual number of admissions with visa type H-1B, Temporary Workers in
Specialty Occupations, and H2A Agricultural workers, 1990-2013. (Note: Data not
available for H2A visas in 2005).

SOURCE: Department of Homeland Security, Yearbooks of Immigration Statistics

3-65

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.




The Integration of Immigrants into American Society

Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

2,000,000
1,788,962
1,800,000 1669225
1,595,072
1,600,000 1653576
1,400,000
1,200,000
951,964
1,000,000 917,373
841,67 .
698,595 emom»Series1
800,000 7407
659,081 646,016 663,91
564,683
600,000 567146 620,210
270,620 394,001 624,917
70,6 3
4’00,000 . 343,238 426,903
326,264 368,686 364,220
200,000
0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T T 1
O = N N IFLN OO A ANMNMITWN ONNOOOO AN M
DO DT DTN OO OO OO OO0 O H ™
PPN OOOO0OO0OODOO0OOOODO0O0 OO
o 1 AN AN AN AN AN AN ANAN NN AN AN AN AN

FIGURE 3-10 International students (F-1 visa), 1990-2013.
SOURCE: Department of Homeland Security, Yearbooks of Immigration Statistics.
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FIGURE 3-11 Countries of Origin for International Students, 2008-2012.
SOURCE: Adapted from Ruiz, 2014.
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FIGURE 3-12 Estimated number of Temporary Protected Status holders by Country of
Origin, 2014.
SOURCE: Data from Messick and Bergeron, 2014.
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FIGURE 3-13 Percent estimated eligible for DACA and percent who have actually
applied, by country and region of origin.
SOURCE: Data from Singer et al., 2015.
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FIGURE 3-14 Estimated Number of Undocumented Immigrants Residing in the U.S. in
Millions by Country and Region of Origin, 2012
SOURCE: Data from Passel and Cohn, 2014.
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4
POLITICAL AND CIVIC DIMENSIONS OF IMMIGRANT
INTEGRATION

The integration of immigrants and their descendants plays out in both the civic
and political life of the country. Becoming a U.S. citizen, voting, participating in a
parent-teacher association, or volunteering at a local food bank can all be seen as markers
of integration. Such activities also serve as way-stations to further integration and
engagement in U.S. society and politics. Although naturalization is necessary for voting
in almost all parts of the United States, acquiring citizenship does not guarantee political
participation. Conversely, non-citizens can be engaged in their communities, for example,
by participating in a parent-teacher association. Civic and political integration can occur
together, or in distinct steps. Naturalization might spur new Americans to join a local
town hall meeting, while an immigrant’s prior participation in a religious faith
community may provide the encouragement and assistance necessary to acquire U.S.
citizenship or register to vote.

In this chapter, the panel summarizes the state of social science knowledge on (1)
naturalization and citizenship; (2) political engagement (from voting and electoral
participation to contacting officials or participating in peaceful protest); and (3) civic
integration beyond formal politics (such as volunteering and participation in community-
based organizations), including engagement in a globalized world.

Civic and political integration must be understood at three levels. First,
integration involves individual actions and beliefs, such as whether an immigrant
naturalizes, joins a community group, or votes. The degree of integration, or variations in
integration among individuals, is often linked to individuals’ attributes, such as level of
education, an immigrant’s ability to speak English, or the length of time they have spent
in the United States. One important conclusion from available research is that despite a
democratic ideal of equal participation, data on naturalization and voting suggest a divide
in civic and political integration, with low-income immigrants who have modest
education facing significant barriers to citizenship and participation.

At the same time, individual factors are only part of the story. The depth and
breadth of civil society constitute a second marker of integration and can spur or hinder
engagement. Immigrants’ integration is affected by the degree to which community
groups, political parties, religious institutions, and a host of other groups reach out to
immigrants, as well as immigrants’ capacity to create their own groups to develop civic
skills, learn about current events, mobilize for common goals, and find community
together. The majority of immigrants’ organizational engagements are oriented to
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activities in the United States, from soccer clubs and cultural troupes to professional
associations and advocacy organizations, but they also include transnational groups, such
as home town associations that send development money back to places of origin. At a
third level of analysis, civic integration is affected by the extent to which the political and
civic institutions of the United States influence who becomes engaged and who remains
on the sidelines of the nation’s civic and political life. This perspective suggests that
barriers to and inequalities in civic and political integration can be mitigated by
partnerships among the voluntary sector, civil society, community-based organizations,
the business sector, and government.

NATURALIZATION AND CITIZENSHIP

Most people in the United States acquire U.S. citizenship at birth by being born in
the country or born to American parents living in a foreign country. In 2013, about 273
million of the almost 314 million U.S. residents (87%) were native-born citizens, a figure
that includes 2.6 million people born abroad to American parents and 1.8 million people
born in Puerto Rico or a U.S. territory.' The 14th Amendment of the U.S. Constitution
guarantees the birthright of citizenship to almost everyone born in one of the 50 states,
regardless of parents’ legal status.” Congressional legislation determines citizenship for
those born in U.S. territories or born to U.S.-citizen parents abroad.’ Birthright
citizenship is one of the most powerful mechanisms of formal political and civic
inclusion in the United States; without it, the citizenship status of 37.1 million second
generation Americans living in the country (about 12% of the country’s population), and
perhaps many millions more in the third and higher generations, would be up for debate.*

Immigrants can acquire U.S. citizenship through the legal process of
naturalization. The U.S. Constitution assigns power over naturalization to the federal

'These figures are from the 2013 3-year estimates from the American Community Survey.

2The relevant section of the Fourteenth Amendment reads, “All persons born or naturalized
in the United States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the United States and of the
state wherein they reside.” In 1884, the Supreme Court, in Elk v. Wilson, 112 U.S. 94, focused on
“subject to the jurisdiction,” and held that children born to members of Indian tribes governed by
tribal legal systems were not U.S. citizens. In 1924 the Congress extended citizenship to all American
Indians by passing the Indian Citizenship Act, 43 Stat. 253, ch. 233. Currently, those born within the
50 states who are deemed outside U.S. jurisdiction are primarily the children born here to foreign
diplomats.

3 Congress made Hawaiians eligible for citizenship in 1900, Puerto Ricans in 1917, and
inhabitants of the Virgin Islands in 1927. The 1965 Immigration and Nationality Act, with subsequent
amendments, determines the citizenship of children born to U.S. citizens abroad.

4 Automatic birthright citizenship is prevalent in the Western hemisphere from Canada through the
Caribbean and Latin America, but it is highly contested and more limited in Europe. See the EUDO
Citizenship legal database: http://eudo-citizenship.eu/databases/modes-of-acquisition [March 2015].

Calculation of the second generation draws from two different sources. Using American
Community Survey data, it is estimated that in 2013, 17.4 million children under the age of 18 (25% of all
children in the United States) had at least one foreign-born parent. Data from the Current Population
Survey suggest that 19.7 million adults (8% of all people 18 years and older) have one or more immigrant
parents. ACS estimates are from http://www.migrationpolicy.org/article/frequently-requested-statistics-
immigrants-and-immigration-united-states#7 [August, 2015]. CPS estimates are from
http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2013/02/07/second-generation-americans/ [ August, 2015].
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Congress.” For much of the 19th century, the requirements for naturalization were
simple: adult immigrants generally needed five years of residence, proof of good moral
character, and a willingness to swear an oath of allegiance to the United States.® At the
same time, the 1790 Naturalization Act specified that only a “free white person” was
eligible for naturalization. In 1846 the Treaty of Guadalupe-Hidalgo ending the war
between the U.S. and Mexico clearly specified that all Mexicans residing in the
conquered territories would be considered U.S. citizens. Consequently, immigrants from
Latin America were considered “white” for purposes of immigration and citizenship. The
Naturalization Act of 1870 extended naturalization to “aliens of African nativity and to
persons of African descent.” Immigrants of Asian origins remained barred from
naturalization, both through legislation such as the 1882 Chinese Exclusion Act and
through a series of court cases that determined Asians were not “white” under the law.
The Supreme Court’s 1898 U.S. v. Wong Kim Ark (169 U.S. 649) decision did, however,
uphold the birthright citizenship of children born in the United States to Asian immigrant
parents ineligible for naturalization. Race-based restrictions on some Asian immigrants’
ability to acquire U.S. citizenship through naturalization started to fall during World War
II. The 1952 Immigration and Nationality Act definitely eliminated all race criteria for
naturalization.

Latinos’ social status as “non-white” also mattered in acquiring citizenship in the
early 20" century. Legally, Mexicans were eligible for citizenship through naturalization.
Unlike European immigrants, however, their eligibility was a product of foreign relations
and treaties rather than any common acceptance of their “whiteness” (Fox, 2012). In
fact, in 1930, only 9 percent of Mexican men living in the United States had naturalized,
compared to 60 percent of southern and eastern Europeans and 80 percent of northern and
western Europeans. A statistical analysis of 1930 census data found that a substantial
proportion of the gap between Mexican and European naturalization levels was likely
related to discrimination, net of differences in literacy, English ability, veteran status, or
proximity to the homeland (Fox and Bloemraad, 2015).

Since the category of “undocumented” immigrant did not yet exist in this period,
any male white immigrant was eligible for naturalization. Women’s status was more
complicated. The law did not limit eligibility by sex, but not all courts honored women’s
right to petition for citizenship. Women’s citizenship was also often tied to their marital
status and the citizenship of their husband.” Because the federal government only
established administrative control over naturalization in 1906, there are no reliable data
on the exact number of naturalizations during the 19" century, but the figure can be
inferred to be in the millions. For example, in 1900 the U.S. Census reported that, just
among the adult male population (21 years and older), more than 2.8 million of the 5

5The U.S. Constitution of 1878 empowered the federal government to “establish a uniform Rule of
Naturalization” (Article 1, Section 8).

6The 1790 Naturalization Act set a residency requirement of two years, which was raised to 14
years in 1798. An 1802 law mandated a minimum of five years of residence in the United States; this 5 year
requirement remains to the present, with some exceptions.

At some historical moments, women automatically became citizens upon their marriage to a U.S.
citizen or upon their husband’s naturalization. This “derivative citizenship” was not possible if a woman’s
husband was racially ineligible for naturalization, and at some points in time American women lost their
U.S. citizenship upon marriage to a non-citizen (Smith, 1998).
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million foreign-born men held U.S. citizenship through naturalization (Gibson and Jung,
20006, p. 58).

From 1907 to 2000, 18.1 million people acquired U.S. citizenship through
naturalization (U.S. Department of Homeland Security,2002, p. 202). An important point
is that when parents naturalize, their underage foreign-born children also acquire
“derivative” citizenship through their parents. This fine point of law has generated
hundreds of thousands of new U.S. citizens not counted in naturalization statistics."

Naturalization requirements have changed little since the 1952 Immigration Act,
although the civics test underwent revisions in 2008 and the fee that would-be citizens
must pay has increased substantially, from $95 in 1996 to $680 in 2015.” In 2013, 18.7
million immigrants, or 46 percent of the almost 40 million foreign-born residents living
in the United States, had acquired U.S. citizenship through naturalization. This amounts
to just under 6 percent of the U.S. population. Non-citizens, at over 22 million residents,
constitute 7.1 percent of the U.S. population. '

The proportions of naturalized citizens and non-citizens in the population today
almost exactly mirror the percentages in 1920, as shown in Figure 4-1, although the
number of immigrants is much higher now. After immigration was curtailed in the 1920s
and as the foreign-born population aged, the level of citizenship among the immigrant
population increased, but the share of naturalized citizens and non-citizens in the general
population declined. With the resumption of large-scale migration after 1965, citizenship
levels among foreign-born residents dropped precipitously as newcomers flowed into the
country, from 64 percent of all foreign-born in 1970 to 40 percent in 2000 (see Figures 4-
1 and 4-2). Because citizenship levels are often calculated as the number of naturalized
citizens among the total foreign-born population, some of the apparent decline in the
fraction of foreign-born who are naturalized—though far from all of the decline—is due
to an increase in the number of undocumented and temporary immigrants, groups that are
barred from naturalization.

CITIZENSHIP IN A GLOBAL WORLD

Some observers note a decline in the importance of citizenship within a more
global world (Jacobson, 1996; Schuck, 1998; Soysal, 1994; Spiro, 2010), which might
reduce immigrants’ interest in naturalization. Yet the advantages of U.S. citizenship
remain significant and have arguably increased over the last 20 years, making it doubtful

*The regulations determining derivative citizenship have changed over time. (See
http://www.uscis.gov/policymanual/PDF/NationalityChart3.pdf.) For children born on or after February
27,2001, any child living in the United States in the legal and physical custody of a citizen parent currently
derives citizenship from their parent if they are under the age of 18. An accurate count of these new child
citizens is difficult to determine since the form filed for derivative citizenship, the N-600, is the same one
filed by U.S.-citizen parents living abroad who seek proof of citizenship for their children. Some parents
also never seek a Certificate of Citizenship, but acquire passports for their children by showing their child’s
foreign birth certificate and the parent’s naturalization certificate. Over the 10-year period from 2004 to
2013, USCIS received 602,943 N-600 applications. (Personal communication to the Panel from Delancey
Gustin, August, 2014, U.S. Citizenship and Naturalization Service.)

*The current fee (2015) is $595 for filing the N-400 form plus $85 for capturing required biometric

data.
"These figures are from the 2013 3-year estimates from the American Community Survey.
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that this factor fully explains declines in naturalization over time. The benefits of U.S.
citizenship include protection from deportation, broader rights in the judicial system,
greater access to social benefits, the ability to sponsor immigrant parents or minor
children to the United States outside the annual immigration quotas, greater access to
educational loans and scholarships, the ability to travel with a U.S. passport, more
favorable tax treatment for estate taxes, and the ability to vote and run for office. Another
benefit is eligibility for certain jobs or occupations in government, the defense industry
and military that are barred to non-citizens. Research suggests that U.S. citizenship also
improves employment outcomes, wage growth, and access to better jobs (Bratsberg et al.,
2002; OECD, 2011; Mazzolar,i 2009)."" Across a range of studies, the wage premium of
citizenship, holding other personal attributes constant, was estimated to be at least 5
percent (Sumpton and Flamm, 2012). Conversely, even if an immigrant is not a U.S.
citizen, he or she is still obligated to pay taxes, obey all U.S. laws and, historically, non-
citizens have been drafted into the U.S. military. Considering the advantages and the
United States’ long history as a nation of immigrants, the declining level of citizenship
acquisition is surprising.

There is, however, evidence of a recent uptick in the level of citizenship.
Estimates by the Office of Immigration Statistics of the immigrant population eligible for
naturalization—adjusting for those who are not legal permanent residents or who have
not met the 5-year residency requirement—suggest that in 2002, 50 percent of eligible
immigrants held U.S. citizenship, while in 2012, the proportion had risen to 58 percent
(see Figure 4-3). Some observers explain this increase as “defensive” or “protective”
naturalization undertaken by immigrants worried about legislative changes that target
non-citizens (Aptekar, 2015; Gilbertson and Singer, 2003; Massey and Pren, 2012; Nam
and Kim, 2012; also see discussion in Chapter 2, at “[give subheading title]”). This effect
might be especially dramatic among Latino immigrants, particularly as community-based
and advocacy groups mobilize in the face of perceived anti-immigrant legislation (Cort
2012). From 2000 through 2009, over 6.8 million immigrants became U.S. citizens, and
from 2010 through 2013, naturalizations averaged 713,000 per year.'? Of course, these
numbers do not include new citizens’ foreign-born minor children, who automatically
derive U.S. citizenship upon their parents’ naturalization.

Despite the increase in naturalization since 2000, the level of citizenship in the
United States—the proportion of naturalized citizens among the immigrant population—
remains much lower than in some other major immigrant-receiving countries. The
overall level of citizenship among working-age immigrants (15-64 years old) living in the
United States for at least 10 years is, at 50 percent, below the average across 15 OECD
countries, which stands at 61 percent (OECD, 2011, p. 28). After adjustments to account
for the undocumented population, a group with very limited pathways to citizenship,
naturalization among U.S. immigrants rises to slightly above the OECD average.
Nevertheless, it still stands far below European countries such as the Netherlands (78%)

"Bratsberg, and colleagues (2002) studied young male immigrants and found that following
naturalization, these new U.S. citizens gain greater access to public-sector, white-collar, and union jobs,
which helps accelerate wage growth.

"These data are from the 2013 Yearbook of Immigration Statistics, Table 20, Office of
Immigration Statistics, Department of Homeland Security. See http://www.dhs.gov/publication/yearbook-

immigration-statistics-2013-naturalizations [Accessed August, 2015].
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and Sweden (82%), and much lower than traditional countries of immigration such as
Australia (81%) and Canada (89%) (OECD, 2011, pp. 27-28). Cross-national differences
in naturalization levels are in part due to compositional differences between countries
based on variation in immigrants’ origins, time in country, human capital, and migration
status (Bloemraad, 2006a; Picot and Hou, 2011; OECD, 2011), as well as differences in
citizenship laws, regulations, and bureaucratic cultures (Vink et al., 2013; Dronkers and
Vink, 2012; Janoski, 2010). There is also some limited evidence that broader public
policies related to multiculturalism and public-private partnerships around immigrant
integration lead to higher levels of citizenship among immigrants, even after holding
immigrants’ characteristics and naturalization policy constant (Bloemraad, 2006b). The
United States has relatively open citizenship policies, and even controlling for
immigrants’ characteristics, the level of naturalization in the United States appears to sit
in the middle of the pack for highly developed, immigrant-receiving countries.

Who Naturalizes and Why?

When asked, the vast majority of immigrant respondents to surveys say that they
want to naturalize. Two national surveys of Hispanic immigrants found that more than 9
in 10 non-citizen Latinos would want to naturalize if they could (Gonzalez-Barrera et al.,
2013; Pantoja and Gershon, 2006). A survey of immigrant women born in Latin
American, Asian, African, and Arab countries found that 84% of respondents wanted to
be a U.S. citizen rather than remaining a citizen of their home country (New America
Media, 2009, p. 31). Reasons for not naturalizing ranged from language, financial, and
administrative barriers to not having had the time to apply or not understanding the
application process. Of those who did apply for citizenship over a 10-year period from
2004 to 2013, 12 percent of applicants were denied, a percentage that is half of the 24
percent denied from 1990 to 2003 but still five or six times higher than denials in the
1970s and 1980s.'* Gender also plays a role in naturalization. Women are more likely to
naturalize than men (Ruiz et al., 2015), may have different motivations for naturalizing
(Pantoja and Gershon, 2006), and experience the naturalization process differently
(Salcido and Menjivar, 2012; Singer and Gilberston, 2003); all these factors contribute to
gender differences in naturalization. Immigrants’ previous statuses also influence their
decisions: previous experience with undocumented status appears to be a motivating
factor for immigrants’ intention to stay in the United States, while immigrants who come
to the United States on employment visas are the least likely to express an intention to
stay (Jasso, 2011). Overall, moderate levels of naturalization in the United States appear
to stem not from immigrants’ lack of interest or even primarily from the bureaucratic
process of applying for citizenship. Instead the obstacle to naturalization lies somewhere
in the process by which individuals translate their motivation to naturalize into action,
and research has so far failed to clearly identify this obstacle.

PThe data presented here are based on adjusted data on petition denials (data provided by personal
communication to the Panel by Michael Hoefner, August 2014, U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Service).
This differs somewhat from published data (Table 20 of the 2013 Yearbook). Although historical
calculations are tricky because what counts as a naturalization petition “denial” has changed over time,
based on the available data it appears that petition denials climbed significantly in the 1990s and early
2000s and declined slightly in the past 5 years.
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One of the strongest predictors of citizenship acquisition is time spent in the
United States: the longer immigrants reside in the country, the more likely they are to
become naturalized citizens (Bloemraad, 2006b). One reason is the requirement to prove
5 years of residence as an LPR before being allowed to naturalize.'* On average,
however, immigrants wait longer than 5 years before filing N-400 forms. In 2013, the
median new citizen had held LPR status for 7 years, a bit longer than the 6-year median
in 2008 and 2009 but shorter than the 9 years of LPR status for immigrants naturalizing
in 1995 or 2000 (Lee and Forman, 2014). Median years in LPR status does not, however,
capture the length of stay among non-citizens, which can range from less than a year to
decades. Other data hint that long-time non-citizens are naturalizing at increasing rates.
In 2002, only 46.5 percent of immigrants eligible for citizenship who had lived in the
United States for at least 12 years were naturalized citizens; in 2012, the level of
citizenship among these long-term residents had increased to 58 percent. '’

Length of residency also captures other integration processes. Over time,
immigrants with limited English might improve their language skills sufficiently to feel
confident about applying for citizenship. Some migrants who initially saw their move to
the United States as temporary put down roots, have families, buy homes, and get settled,
increasing their interest in naturalization. Immigrants provide myriad reasons for
acquiring U.S. citizenship, including the desire to secure civil and legal rights, to travel
on a U.S. passport, to access social benefits or economic opportunities, or to sponsor
overseas family members to come to the United States (Aptekar, 2015; Bloemraad,
2006b; Gilbertson and Singer, 2003; Gonzalez-Barrera et al., 2013; New American
Media, 2009). Although the evidence on political participation is mixed (e.g. New
American Media, 2009, p. 32), some research suggests that stressing the importance of
voting, civic engagement, and being politically informed could increase naturalization
(Pantoja and Gershon, 2006).'° Immigrants also naturalize to reflect a sense of American
identity, a feeling of being at home or the belief that it is just “the right thing to do,” even
if they also retain, in many cases, a strong attachment to their homeland or national origin
identity (Aptekar, 2015; Bloemraad, 2006a; Brettel, 20006).

Diverging Integration Pathways? Barriers to Naturalization

Some observers wonder whether rising naturalization fees are hurting immigrants’
integration as they are priced out of citizenship (CLINIC, 2007; Pastor et al., 2013;
Emanuel and Gutierrez, 2013). In 1994, the cost of filing an N-400 form was $95. The
fee rose to $225 in 1999, $320 in 2004, and $595 in 2007."7 This fee does not include a

"There are some exceptions to the five-year minimum residency requirement for those in the
military, and for the spouses of U.S. citizens. In the latter case, the minimum residency requirement is
reduced to three years.

Panel’s calculations of percentages using data from: Rytina, 2004; 2013.

"Other studies have found a higher percentage of immigrants listing the right to vote as a major
reason to acquire citizenship. Almost 7 in 10 naturalized U.S. citizens in a random-digit telephone survey
in the Dallas-Fort Worth area mentioned voting as among the “major” reasons they naturalized (Brettell,
2006: 83), and in a non-probability sample of immigrants exiting a USCIS office, 46 percent cited the right
to vote (Aptekar, 2015: 69).

17USCIS adjusted its fee schedule at least 14 times between 1969 and 2007. Most were minor
adjustments to reflect inflation. The 1998, 2004, and 2007 adjustments were significant increases beyond
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mandatory biometric fee of $85. Fee increases reflect congressional intent that
immigration services be cost-neutral to taxpayers; immigrants’ filing fees are supposed to
cover administrative costs. In 2010, the U.S. naturalization fee was the sixth most
expensive of 34 countries across Europe, Australia, and Canada; the median fee in these
countries was about $220 (Goodman, 2010, p. 24; Bogdan, 2012).'® Surveys of Latino
immigrants eligible for citizenship found that about one-fifth cite cost as a primary reason
that they had not filed a naturalization application (Freeman et al., 2002; Gonzalez-
Barrera et al., 2013).

A cursory glance at citizenship trends does not suggest a negative relationship
between cost increases and naturalization. As noted above, the aggregate citizenship level
in the United States has been rising over the last 15 years, albeit modestly (Haddal, 2007;
Kandel and Haddal, 2010). However, there is clear evidence of “bumps” in N-400 filings
shortly before announced fee increases, and some sensitivity to the relative cost of
renewing LPR status (filing the I-90 form) versus the cost of naturalization.'® Immigrants
likely have some “price sensitivity” to naturalization fees. *° In response to concerns
about fees, the White House Task Force on New Americans (2015) recently
recommended that USCIS assess the potential for expanding its fee waiver program, as
well as allowing naturalization applicants to pay fees with credit cards. However, the
effects of these potential changes are not yet known.

Price sensitivity raises important questions over inequities in civic and political
integration. The recent uptick in naturalization appears to hide a deepening divide in the
path to citizenship, a path that is relatively smooth for more affluent, educated
immigrants and a bumpy, obstacle-ridden road for those facing more significant personal
and financial barriers.

Immigrants with less education, lower incomes, and poorer English skills are less
likely to acquire U.S. citizenship (e.g., Aptekar, 2014; Bueker, 2006; Bloemraad, 2006b;
Chiswick and Miller, 2008; Logan et al., 2012; Pantoja and Gershon, 2006). Currently,
immigrants with an income below 150% of the poverty level or who have a qualified
family member receiving means-tested benefits can ask for a fee waiver in filing the N-
400 form.?' The panel made a formal request to USCIS for data on how many ask for and
receive fee waivers, but USCIS was unable to provide the data. A recent analysis did find
that while 32 percent of the population eligible to naturalize fell below this poverty

the inflation rate. In 2007 USCIS increased fees by an average of 88 percent for each immigration benefit
(Haddal, 2007).

"®The median naturalization fee was about 163 Euros; this equaled US$ 222 based on the
exchange rate in November 2010.

PLawful permanent residents must renew their “green cards” every 10 years by filing an 1-90
form. From 1994 to 2007, the N-400 fee rose from $95 to $595, an increase of 626 percent; the fee for the
1-90 rose from $75 to $290, or an increase of 387 percent (Pastor et al., 2013: 6). The difference was
mitigated somewhat in 2011, when the 1-90 fee rose to $365 but the N-400 filing fee remained stable.

**Wait times in processing naturalization applications can also be a frustration, though there is no
evidence that this poses a hard barrier to citizenship. In the mid-1990s, the Immigration and Naturalization
Service was projecting 3-year wait periods to citizenship. In 2001, the General Accounting Office
estimated backlogs of 21 months for would-be citizens (GAO 2001: 6, 23). Current processing times range
from 5 months in places such as Charlotte, North Carolina, and Boston, Massachusetts, to 9 months in
Santa Ana, California, and Atlanta, Georgia. Processing time information is from March 6, 2015, as posted
on the USCIS website: https://egov.uscis.gov/cris/processTimesDisplaylnit.do.

?See hitp://www.uscis.gov/feewaiver for details. Last accessed February 25, 2015.
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threshold, poor immigrants only made up 26 percent of those who naturalized in 2011
and 2012 (Pastor et al., 2015, p. 7). In contrast, those with incomes two and a half times
the poverty line or higher made up 53 percent of those recently naturalized, but only 45
percent of the pool of eligible immigrants. Thus, low or modest income might be a
barrier to naturalization despite the fee waiver.

Differences become starker when it comes to education. Democratic equality is
predicated on the idea that all citizens are equal, regardless of income or education. But
limited education makes it less likely that an immigrant acquires U.S. citizenship.
Language requirements tend to be a bigger barrier for those with less than a high school
degree; government forms are complex and written in technical language; and those with
less education often worry about passing the civics test (Bloemraad, 2006a; Gonzalez-
Barrera et al., 2013). Although success rates for the English and civics test appear high—
91 percent of those who took these tests in November 2014 passed—many immigrants
with limited education and low English proficiency probably never reach the test stage
because they are afraid to do so or the administrative process appears too daunting.*

Educational barriers might also be getting worse. One analysis, based on
Decennial Census and American Community Survey data from 1970 to 2000, found that
the educational penalty for those with less than a high school education, holding other
naturalization determinants constant, increased between 1970 and 2000 (Aptekar, 2014,
p. 350). In 1970, the probability that an immigrant with less than a high school degree
held U.S. citizenship was 0.42; by 2000, this had plummeted to 0.18.> The drop
moderates after attempts to adjust for undocumented migration, but the trend remains: a
naturalization probability of 0.45 in 1970 for someone with less than a high school
education falls to 0.31 in 2000 (Aptekar, 2014, p. 352). Strikingly, over this period,
citizenship levels in Canada increased regardless of educational background: the
probability of becoming a Canadian citizen for an immigrant with less than a high school
education was 0.43 in 1971; in 2001, it was 0.76 (Aptekar, 2014, p. 352). A different
analysis, using more recent 2011 American Community Survey data, suggests a similar
story of growing educational inequality. Immigrants in the United States with limited
education—Iess than a high school education—became less likely to naturalize from
1996 to 2010; over this same period, those with high levels of education—a bachelor
degree or beyond—became more likely to acquire citizenship (Pastor et al., 2013, p. 13;
Logan et al., 2012).

It is not the case, however, that the immigrants most likely to become U.S.
citizens are the rich and very highly educated. Foreign-born residents with four-year
college degrees and especially those with professional or advanced academic degrees are

22USCIS publishes the national pass rate and average naturalization processing time on its
webpage. See http://www.uscis.gov/us-citizenship/naturalization-test/applicant-performance-
naturalization-test, last accessed March 3, 2015. Some observers have wondered whether the redesigned
civics test, introduced in 2008, created higher barriers to citizenship acquisition. Analysis of pass rates
among those who took the test in 2010 compared to two earlier groups shows greater success in 2010 (ICF
International 2011). While the analysis could not directly judge if test success varied by applicants’ level of
education, other demographics—by gender, age and region of origin—all showed higher pass rates in 2010.
The analysis could not evaluate whether certain groups were less likely to file for citizenship given the
redesigned test.

BThese predicted probabilities hold constant other potential determinants of naturalization, such as
age, length of residence in the country, marital status, gender and income.
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less likely to naturalize than foreign-born high school graduates or those with only an
associate degree, holding other factors constant (Logan et al., 2012; Pastor et al., 2013).
Immigrants from rich countries with high levels of political freedom and economic
development are also less likely, all else considered, to naturalize (Bueker, 2006;
Chiswick and Miller, 2008; Logan et al., 2012; OECD, 2011). It is possible, given
significant educational resources and affluent, safe countries to which they can return,
that the most privileged immigrants see fewer advantages in U.S. citizenship. A survey of
a cohort of immigrants who received lawful permanent resident status in 2003 found that
while 78 percent of the entire cohort intended to stay in the United States indefinitely, the
percentage who were uncertain or did not foresee staying was the largest, at 34 percent,
among those gaining LPR status through employment pathways, a path dominated by the
high-skilled**

Conversely, among those most likely to naturalize are immigrants who serve in or
are veterans of the U.S. military. According to Barry (2014), the Immigration and
Nationality Act of 1952 gives the president authority to expedite naturalization for non-
citizen service members. Residency periods, usually Syears, can be cut to 3 years or even
a day of active-duty service; in some cases, citizenship is bestowed posthumously to a
service member killed in the line of duty. Physical presence requirements can be a
roadblock to naturalization for those serving overseas, but especially during times of
conflict, application fees have been waived and special processing centers set up at
military installations. This was the case during World War I and more recently during
conflicts in Iraq and Afghanistan. Barry (2014) notes that during World War I, over
500,000 immigrants were drafted into military service and more than 192,000 immigrants
acquired citizenship through military service, accounting for over half of all
naturalizations during the period. Analysis of census data from 1930 confirms that
veteran status was a significant predictor of men’s naturalization, even controlling for
personal resources and country of origin (Fox and Bloemraad, 2015). This predictive
power for veteran status appears to be continuing. An analysis of 1980 Decennial Census
data underscored the significant influence of veteran status on citizenship acquisition
(Yang, 1994); more recent research estimated that veteran status is associated with a 13
percentage point increase in the probability of naturalization among men and an 8
percentage point increase for women (Chiswick and Miller, 2008, p. 116). In 75 years
from 1939 through 2013, 424,315 members of the U.S. armed forces became U.S.
citizens (1.9% of all successful naturalizations).” Between September 2002 and May
2013, 89,095 non-citizens serving in U.S. armed forces naturalized, with 10,719
naturalizations occurring at USCIS citizenship ceremonies in 28 countries, including
Afghanistan, Djibouti, El Salvador, Haiti, Iraq, Kenya, Mexico, the Philippines, and
South Korea (Barry, 2014)°,

24 Calculated from data provided by Guillermina Jasso in personal communication to the Panel,
March 2015

»Panel’s calculation from data reported in the 2013 Yearbook of Immigration Statistics, Table 20,
Office of Immigration Statistics, Department of Homeland Security. See
http://www.dhs.gov/publication/yearbook-immigration-statistics-20 1 3-naturalizations [Accessed August

26 http://www.uscis.gov/news /fact-sheets/naturalization-through-militar
sheet [Accessed August, 2015]
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National Origins and Global Changes around Multiple Citizenship

Of all immigrants who acquired citizenship in 2013, the largest group, almost
100,000 people out of 780,000 successful applicants, were born in Mexico (Lee and
Foreman, 2014). Not surprisingly, other countries among the top five from which new
citizens originate are also among the largest sources of migration to the United States:
India, the Philippines, the Dominican Republic and the People’s Republic of China.
However, their relative share of immigrants in the pool eligible to naturalize does not
necessarily reflect that country’s share of immigrants who acquire U.S. citizenship. For
2011, the Office of Immigration Statistics estimated that 31.1 percent of all LPRs eligible
for naturalization were born in Mexico. But data on successful naturalization applications
indicate that only 13.7 percent of immigrants receiving U.S. citizenship in 2011 were
Mexican born.”” Relative to their share of the eligible LPR population, immigrants from
El Salvador and Guatemala were also less likely to naturalize, as were immigrants from
Canada, Japan, and the United Kingdom. Conversely, as Figure 4-1 shows, the
proportion of new American citizens from India, Colombia, and Pakistan was more than
twice each country’s proportion in the pool of eligible LPRs in 2011. For example, those
born in India were 2.8 percent of all eligible LPRs, but the Indian-born made up 6.6
percent of all newly naturalized Americans in 2011.

These differences by country of origin are explained in part by factors discussed
earlier. Immigrants from certain countries are more likely to have modest levels of
education, which depresses the rate of naturalization, while nationals of wealthy, stable
democracies such as Japan and the United Kingdom might see fewer benefits to acquiring
U.S. citizenship. Proximity to the United States and a concomitant belief that an
immigrant will return to his or her home country probably also play a role: those born in
Canada and Mexico have, over the past 35 years, consistently had low levels of
naturalization and among the longest median wait times between acquiring LPR status
and acquiring U.S. citizenship. In contrast, migrants who arrive as refugees are more
likely to naturalize (Fix et al., 2003; Woodrow-Lafield et al., 2004). Research suggests
that they are more likely to appreciate the security of U.S. citizenship, more likely to be
escaping desperate conditions in their country of origin, and more likely to feel a strong
sense of gratitude or attachment to the country that gave them refuge (Bloemraad, 2006a;
Portes and Curtis, 1987). Legal status also plays a role because immigrants who are
undocumented or present with various temporary statuses are barred from applying for
LPR and therefore naturalizing—a barrier that affects a greater proportion of immigrants
from Latin America than from other regions (see Chapter 3).

The citizenship laws of immigrants’ homelands also affect naturalization in the
United States. Countries around the world increasingly allow nationals who migrate and
seek another citizenship to hold dual or multiple nationalities. Legal changes permitting
dual citizenship appear to increase immigrants’ propensity to naturalize (Chiswick and
Miller, 2008; Jones-Correa, 2001; Mazzolari, 2009; Naujoks, 2012). Mazzolari (2009)
estimated a 10 percentage point increase in the 1990s in naturalization among migrants
from Colombia, the Dominican Republic, Ecuador, Costa Rica, and Brazil when those
countries changed their laws. Naujoks (2012) calculated a 2 to 13 percentage point

"These statistics, and those that follow, are drawn from comparing Rytina (2012), Table 4, with
Lee and Foreman (2014), Table 1.
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increase in naturalization of immigrants from India following creation of the “Overseas
Citizenship of India” status in 2005. Dual citizenship laws may also lead to racial
differences in naturalization rates by increasing the probability of naturalization for
Latino and Asian immigrants, but it might not do the same for non-Hispanic white or
Black immigrants, holding other factors constant (Logan et al., 2012). To the extent that
naturalization promotes career gains and income benefits, home-country dual citizenship
laws produce the largest increase in naturalization and employment success among more
educated immigrants (Mazzolari, 2009), perhaps because these immigrants can best
leverage the benefits of transnational activities.

The U.S. recognizes but does not encourage multiple nationality. Immigrants
who naturalize in the United States pledge, when swearing the Oath of Allegiance, to
“absolutely and entirely renounce and abjure all allegiance and fidelity to any foreign
prince, potentate, state, or sovereignty, of whom or which I have heretofore been a
subject or citizen”.?® Through the early 1960s, the U.S. State Department could strip
away the citizenship of American who acquired another nationality. However, Supreme
Court decisions have upheld the legality of multiple citizenships, and today the U.S. State
Department explicitly advises that: “U.S. law does not mention dual nationality or require
a person to choose one nationality or another...The U.S. Government recognizes that
dual nationality exists but does not encourage it as a matter of policy because of the
problems it may cause.”” Since people can acquire multiple nationalities in a variety of
ways, including marriage to a foreign national, having a parent or grandparent of another
nationality, or the birth country’s continued presumption of nationality even after
acquisition of U.S. citizenship, many Americans, both immigrants and native-born, may
legally hold multiple citizenships, even if they do not formally request multiple passports.

The Social and Civic Context of Naturalization

Academic research and policy attention have focused primarily on how the rules
and regulations of naturalization, such as the filing fee or civics and language tests, affect
immigrants’ interest in and ability to acquire citizenship, or how personal factors, such as
limited formal education, might make it more difficult for some immigrants to become
citizens than others. Missing from these accounts is the important role played by family
and friends; the immigrant community; nonprofit organizations; and other groups
including for-profit businesses, employers, and unions in encouraging and helping
immigrants become citizens and thereby fostering civic and political integration.

When asked to elaborate on their path to citizenship, immigrants—especially
those who face the highest barriers to naturalization—often tell stories of how a child,
family member, or local nonprofit organization helped them to study for the language or
civics exam and how a community social service provider, a refugee resettlement agency
or a for-profit notario helped them to fill in paperwork (Bloemraad, 2006; Plascencia,
2012). Consistent with such stories, statistical analyses of census data have found that a

BThe full text of the oath can be found at: http://www.uscis.gov/us-citizenship/naturalization-
test/naturalization-oath-allegiance-united-states-america, last accessed March 3, 2015.

Full text available at http://travel.state.gov/content/travel/english/legal-considerations/us-
citizenship-laws-policies/citizenship-and-dual-nationality/dual-nationality.html, last accessed March 3,
2015.
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1 percent increase in the share of co-ethnic immigrants who are naturalized in a
metropolitan area increases an individual immigrant’s odds of naturalization by 2.5
percent (Logan et al., 2012, p. 548; see also Liang, 1994). In one targeted effort, the Open
Society Institute received $50 million from philanthropist George Soros to facilitate
citizenship, distributing grants through the Emma Lazarus Fund to organizations such as
the Catholic Legal Immigration Network (CLINIC), Council of Jewish Federations,
National Council of La Raza, and International Rescue Committee. The Open Society
Institute estimated that within two years over half a million immigrants had been assisted
in beginning the naturalization process (Catholic Legal Immigration Network, 2007, p.
106).

More recently, the New American Workforce initiative, through the National
Immigration Forum, is working with businesses to assist their eligible immigrant
employees with the citizenship process.” This assistance continues a tradition from a
century earlier, when major employers such as Bethlehem Steel and Ford Motor
Company provided English language classes to their immigrant workforce, a practice
continued in the 21st century by some manufacturers, grocery stores, and hospitals, in
partnership with local nonprofits or community colleges (CLINIC, 2007, p. 169;
Schneider, 2011).

Civil society initiatives can be carried out by nonprofits, businesses, religious
institutions, ethnic media, schools, or other organizations in partnership with multiple
levels of government, from the local and county levels to state and federal government.
Civil society initiatives might be particularly effective when done in partnership with
government, as happens with refugee resettlement (Bloemraad, 2006a). A national study
estimated that refugees are one and a half times more likely to become citizens than are
eligible legal immigrants with similar socioeconomic and demographic characteristics
(Fix et al., 2003, p.6). In one case, the Office of Refugee Resettlement worked with
CLINIC to help 5,385 refugees file naturalization applications (CLINIC, 2007, p. 111).
Similar public-private partnerships—often but not always targeting refugees or elderly
immigrants—have been spearheaded by state governments in Florida, Illinois, and
Massachusetts.

Beyond the refugee community, federal leadership in U.S. citizenship promotion
has only developed recently, and at a very modest level. Various observers, ranging from
academics and nonprofit leaders to the U.S. Government Accountability Office, have
underscored that the United States has no articulated or coordinated integration policy,
including policy on citizenship promotion, but rather that federal involvement is
characterized by a patchwork of policies, agencies, and actors and a largely laissez-faire
orientation (e.g., Bloemraad and de Graauw, 2012; Catholic Legal Immigration Network,
2007; U.S. General Accountability Office, 2011). For instance, the White House Task
Force on New Americans (2015) identified 58 immigrant integration programs
administered by 10 different federal agencies in its recent report.

The Office of Citizenship, a branch of USCIS, was established by the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 with the mission “to engage and support partners to welcome
immigrants, promote English language learning and education on the rights and
responsibilities of citizenship, and encourage U.S. citizenship.” A 2007 analysis
concluded that with a budget of $3 million, the Office of Citizenship had produced useful

30See http://immigrationforum.org/programs/new-american-workforce/. Last accessed June 2015.
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informational products (Catholic Legal Immigration Network, 2007, p.128), but given a
budget equivalent to what the state of Illinois spent that year on citizenship promotion,
such educational activities were inadequate to a task that spans the entire nation. The
recent report from the White House Task Force on New Americans (2015) recommends
that USCIS explore additional opportunities to inform LPRs of their potential eligibility
for naturalization, expand its citizenship outreach efforts, offer mobile services, and
create online tools to assist naturalization preparation and application filing. It is unclear
whether any additional funding will become available for these efforts.

In more recent years, federal support for naturalization through the Office of
Citizenship remains anemic, and demand for these grants far outstrips the available
funding. In fiscal 2009, for example, the program received 293 applications for $1.2
million in grants, with only 13 organizations funded. In 2011, 324 applications were
received and 42 organizations were granted a total of $9 million (U.S. General
Accountability Office, 2011, p. 15). As Table 4-1 shows, the total of all grants awarded
under this program for the six fiscal years from 2009 through 2014 was $43.2 million.
This is less than the $50 million granted by the privately funded Lazarus Fund initiative
and far less than neighboring Canada spends on integration efforts, even though the
United States has many more immigrants than Canada.”' Furthermore, since the
Citizenship and Integration Grant Program has no authorizing statute, officials in the
Office of Citizenship are unsure year to year whether the program can continue.

Public support for integration not only provides assistance in navigating the
naturalization process but also sends the message that governments welcome and want to
encourage civic integration. The lack of such federal support in the United States might
partially explain the substantial gap in citizenship levels compared with Canada, as well
as the starker differences in naturalization between less-educated and more educated
immigrants in the United States discussed above in this chapter (Bloemraad, 2006a;
Aptekar, 2010).

Some research does suggest that immigrants living in more welcoming
environments are more likely to become U.S. citizens. Following devolution of public
assistance programs in 1996 (see Chapter 2), immigrant naturalization increased not just
among poorer immigrants who might have wanted to secure benefits but also among all
LPR residents. And there is evidence that acquisition of U.S. citizenship increased most
for those with more education and better economic situations (Van Hook et al., 2006;
Nam and Kim, 2012). Furthermore, naturalization among immigrants living in states with
the strongest anti-immigrant attitudes among the general population, as measured by
responses to General Social Survey (GSS) questions on immigration, rose less than
among immigrants in states with more positive attitudes, a finding that holds whether
researchers use data from the Survey of Program Dynamics (Van Hook et al., 2006) or
use U.S. Census 2000 microfile data (Logan et al., 2012). States with lower political
participation barriers have higher naturalization rates, perhaps because a more open
institutional environment signals that civic and political engagement is encouraged and
valued (Jones-Correa, 2001). An analysis of longitudinal data in Los Angeles county
indicated that anti-immigrant legislation might spur a modest increase in immigrants’
likelihood to take out citizenship as a defensive measure, but that citizenship levels go up

31 eslie Seidle (2010, p. 4) estimates that in Canada’s 2010-2011 fiscal year, the Canadian federal
government allocated over CAD$1 billion to promoting the integration of newcomers.
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more dramatically after the perceived threat diminishes (Cort, 2012). All these studies
support a conclusion that the acquisition of citizenship is not just a matter of immigrants’
personal characteristics but also depends on the welcome they are given by the native-
born populations and by organizations in the broader civil society.*>

Beyond Legal Citizenship: Feeling American

Holding U.S. citizenship is a legal status, but it can also be considered a marker of
national identity. Asked in the GSS whether having American citizenship is important
for being “truly American,” 94 percent of U.S.-born respondents in 1996 and 80 percent
in 2004 answered affirmatively. Immigrants, however, might feel or identify as
American without citizenship. In the same GSS surveys, a majority of foreign-born
respondents (76% in 1996 and 59% in 2004) said that citizenship was not important for
being “truly American.” Interviews with immigrants engaged in the naturalization
process find that many feel American not because they are becoming citizens but because
they have built a life in their adopted country. They see citizenship as a natural and
commonsense step in their overall settlement process (Aptekar, 2015). Thus immigrants
who are not citizens—and indeed, not to have legal status—may nonetheless feel
American (Bloemraad, 2013).%

Like naturalization, feeling American is a story both about the personal views and
orientations of immigrants and about the attitudes of native-born citizens. An extensive
survey undertaken in 2004 asked over 2,700 U.S. residents what should be important in
making someone “truly American” (Schildkraut, 2011). Almost one in five respondents
said being Christian should be very important. When asked whether having European
ancestors or being white should be very or somewhat important, 17 and 10 percent,
respectively, answered yes. These percentages are small, but represent a view of “being
American” that excludes large segments of the immigrant population. More positively,
80 percent of respondents said that “respecting other people’s cultural differences”
should be very important to being truly American, and 73 percent agreed that “seeing
people of all backgrounds as American” was very important. Comparing the answers
given by different people who participated in the survey, Schildkraut (2011) concluded
that there is significant overlap between the views of people from different ethnoracial
backgrounds and immigrant generations; to the extent that different views exist about
what ought to be at the heart of being American, differences tend to align with people’s
political partisanship, ideologies, and level of education, not their ethnic or immigrant
background. Thus both immigrants and native-born Americans tend to agree with a
vision of being American that is not based on culture, religion, or even citizenship status.

*There is evidence that in the early 20th century the naturalization of European immigrants was
also linked to how warmly, or punitively, a state treated noncitizens. More punitive contexts, which raised
the cost of noncitizenship, did not encourage higher levels of naturalization; rather, immigrants were more
likely to acquire citizenship where the local political and social context was more welcoming (Bloemraad,
2006c¢).

*In perhaps the most prominent example of redefining what it means to be American, Jose
Antonio Vargas, an undocumented immigrant from the Philippines, started the “Define American” project
in 2011, to craft a narrative of American identity based on social membership and contributions to
American society. (see http://www.defineamerican.com/page/about/about-defineamerican, last retrieved
April 4, 2015).
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Instead, there is broad agreement that being American is defined by a common
commitment to the ideals of diversity and multiculturalism. This suggests a more open
culture of acceptance of immigrants and their descendants beyond legal definitions of
belonging, with differences in attitudes on these measures explained more by ideology
than by race or ethnicity.

Naturalization as Part of Civic and Political Integration

In sum, a striking drop in the share of immigrants taking up U.S. citizenship from
1970 through to 2000 seems to be reversing course, albeit slowly. Although clear
explanations for the low naturalization rate among eligible immigrants are still lacking,
research does indicate that socioeconomic status matters: for example, those with more
education—a frequently used indicator of socioeconomic status— have an easier time
with the process, while those who already face other barriers to integration also have
more difficulty with the naturalization process. Legal status also matters, as one in four
immigrants in the United States are prevented by law from pursuing citizenship (see
Chapter 2). This legal barrier is problematic because the vast majority of immigrants,
when surveyed, report wanting to become a U.S. citizen. It also flies in the face of a
democratic ideal of civic equality, regardless of background or personal resources. Given
some evidence linking naturalization with better labor market outcomes, and current laws
preventing noncitizens from voting or running for office, lack of citizenship also
implicates weaker economic and political integration.

A bright spot in this mixed picture is civic integration through the Fourteenth
Amendment, which guarantees the birthright of citizenship to virtually everyone born in
the United States, regardless of origins or parents’ legal status. This “birthplace
citizenship” ensures a basic level of political incorporation of the second generation and,
given the advantages citizenship provides, carries implications for social and economic
integration. High levels of naturalization among refugees also hint at how public-private
partnerships to encourage and assist with citizenship could pay civic dividends and
mitigate inequalities in naturalization and political integration.

Voting and Other Forms of Political Engagement

Although naturalization might seem the logical antecedent to voting, the U.S.
Constitution does not forbid noncitizens from voting in federal elections. As discussed in
the introduction to Chapter 2, historically, some states and localities allowed noncitizens
to vote, often as an incentive to encourage settlement (Bloemraad, 2006¢; Hayduk, 2006;
Raskin 1993). These laws “reflected both an openness to newcomers and the idea that
the defining principle for political membership was not American citizenship but the
exclusionary categories of race, gender, property, and wealth” (Raskin, 1993, p. 1395).
By 1926, however, all states had repealed such policies, given nativist sentiment
following World War I and labor unrest at home (Murray, 1955; Raskin, 1993).

Today, except for a handful of localities, the right to vote is restricted to adult
citizens. Noncitizens, even those who are lawful permanent residents, are effectively
shut out of participating in key parts of the political system: they cannot vote for a
political candidate, run for office, or participate in direct democracy through referenda,
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recalls, or ballot initiatives. There are some important exceptions, as lawful permanent
residents are allowed to make campaign contributions to federal, state, and local elections
(Federal Election Commission, 2003) and noncitizens can contact elected officials about
issues of concern, attend protests, and persuade others to vote.

Voting As a Measure of Political Integration

While naturalization is, at present, the first step to voting for the foreign-born,
there are other steps that immigrants must navigate. Unlike in countries such as
Australia, where voter registration is automatic and voting is mandatory, the United
States leaves these decisions to individuals. Jurisdictions within the United States also
vary in their requirements for maintaining a current and valid voter registration. Stricter
voter identification requirements in some jurisdictions have generated reductions in voter
turnout (U.S. General Accountability Office, 2014), but their systematic effects on voting
among naturalized citizens have not yet been examined (although a prior literature
suggests that stricter registration rules may dampen voting among naturalized citizens,
see Jones-Correa, 2001b).34 The United States is also unlike most other advanced,
industrialized democracies in that it has a comparatively weak party system with
candidate-centered elections and a far greater number of offices for election, ranging
from federal and state seats, to county supervisors and city councilors, to judges, school
board members, insurance commissioners, and so on. Often, these many and varied
elections are held at different times, further depressing voting turnout (Hajnal and Lewis,
2003).

Even when it comes to presidential and Congressional midterm elections, voter
turnout is relatively low in the United States relative to other countries. Low voter
turnout is characteristic of both native-born and foreign-born citizens, although turnout
tends to be somewhat lower among foreign-born citizens, with some exceptions. Since
reports of voter turnout collected by state officials do not contain information on voters’
birthplace, analysts have to rely on self-reports of registration and voting, such as
responses to questions in the Current Population Survey Voting and Registration
Supplement (CPS-VRS), which is conducted in November of every midterm and
presidential election year. The panel’s analyses of 1996-2012 CPS-VRS data indicate that
voting among first generation immigrants has been consistently lower than voting among
those in the second or later generations.>® In 1996, there was a pattern of “second
generation advantage” in voting, relative to third and later generation Americans, but this
‘advantage’ disappeared after 2000, due largely to the changing age and racial
composition of the second generation. Analysis of midterm election years revealed
voting gaps between foreign-born and native-born citizens even greater than the gaps
found in presidential election years.36 Naturalized citizens are also much less likely than

**There is some debate over the disproportionate impact of these laws on turnout among Latinos
and Asian Americans (Cobb et al., 2012), and there have been no studies of voter identification (“voter
ID”) laws affect voting patterns with respect to the birthplace of voters (e.g., U.S-born compared with
naturalized citizens by region of origin).

Phttps://catalog.data.gov/dataset/current-population-survey-voting-and-registration-supplement
[August, 2015]

%This difference is more apparent in proportional terms than absolute terms. For example, voting
among adult naturalized citizens was 36.8 percent, compared to 46.4 percent among those in the third
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second or third generation citizens to report voting regularly in local elections such as for
a mayor or school board.

There are, however, some exceptions to generational voting patterns by race and
ethnicity, according to the panel’s analysis. Among Latino adult citizens, from 1996 to
2012, voting was higher among first generation immigrants (averaging 52% across the
last five presidential elections) when compared to second generation Latinos (46%) and
higher than those in the third or subsequent generations (45%). For Asian Americans and
blacks, there was no statistically significant difference in presidential voting by
immigrant generation, while for non-Hispanic whites, voting was lowest among first
generation immigrants (averaging 57% in the last 5 presidential elections), with a
“second generation advantage” pattern of higher voting among second generation adult
citizens (70%) than among those in the third generation and higher (64%).

Analyses reported in the literature have also found gender differences in voting
and political participation among immigrants. Women are somewhat more likely to
register to vote than men, although this varies across racial and ethnic groups (Bass and
Casper, 2001a; Lien, 1998). There is also evidence that Latina immigrants are more
involved in politically involved than Latino men (Hardy-Fanta, 1993; Bass and Casper,
2001b).

What accounts for lower voting participation of naturalized citizens? Answering
this question requires attention to participation gaps at each stage of the voting process:
citizenship, voter registration, and voter turnout among registered voters. The foreign-
born account for a 50% smaller share of the voting population than does the native-born
population. The citizenship stage has by far been the most important barrier, accounting
for 88% of the gap in voting participation between foreign-born and native-born in 2012.
But voting requires two additional stages after acquiring citizenship: registration and
actually turning out to vote. Differential levels of registration accounted for 12% of the
voting gap in 2012. In comparison, voter turnout among foreign-born registered voters in
2012 was comparable to the turnout among native-born registered voters. Previous
research (DeSipio, 1996, Ramakrishnan, 2005) also indicates that voting gaps between
immigrants and the native-born are much larger at the registration stage than at the
turnout stage.

Gaps in voting between foreign-born and native-born citizens are also
significantly related to the following factors:

e English proficiency: Voting is lower among citizens who have limited English
proficiency (Tam Cho, 1999; Ramakrishnan, 2005);

e Age structure: Controlling for age makes the first generation deficit in voting
even worse, as naturalized citizens are older, on average, than the U.S.-born
electorate (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012);3 ’

e FEducational attainment: The positive relationship between education and
voting is weaker among first generation immigrants than it is for higher

generation and higher. This difference of 10 percentage points is roughly equal to the difference in voting
rates found in the 2012 presidential election (53.3% versus 62.9%), but the proportional difference is
significantly greater in the case of midterm elections (from the panel analysis of CPS-VRS data outlined
above).

37Analysis of 2012 Current Population Survey Voter Supplement.

4-18

Copyright © National Academy of Sciences. All rights reserved.



The Integration of Immigrants into American Society
Prepublication copy, uncorrected proofs

generations, but is nevertheless statistically significant (Jones-Correa, 1998;
Tam Cho, 1999; Ramakrishnan, 2005). The weaker relationship between
education and voting among first-generation immigrants is most likely due to
the fact that most of them have attained their college degrees outside the
United States, and the content of civic education learned in another country
might transfer imperfectly to the political system of the United States. (Tam
Cho, 1999; Wong et al., 2013);

e Party identification: Naturalized citizens have significantly lower levels of
partisanship, which may lead in turn to lower rates of voting (Wong, 2000;
Wong et al., 2011);** and

e Past experiences with democracy: Ramakrishnan (2005) found that
immigrants to the U.S. who come from countries with non-democratic
regimes are generally less likely to vote than immigrants from democratic
countries, and a similar result was found in studies of immigrants to Canada
and Australia (Bilodeau, 2008).

Other Forms of Political Engagement

Beyond voting, immigrants can get involved in the democratic process by
contacting elected officials, making campaign contributions, attending public hearings,
signing petitions, engaging in protest activities, and encouraging others to vote, among
other activities. Immigrants do not need to be U.S. citizens to engage in these activities,
although the limited data available suggest that participation among naturalized citizens
is significantly higher than among noncitizens (Leal, 2002; Wong et al., 2011).%° The
latest data from the CPS Civic Engagement Supplement in November 2013 show that 6%
of naturalized citizens had contacted or visited elected officials to express their opinions,
while only 2% of noncitizens had done so.*’ Naturalized immigrants were also twice as
likely as noncitizens to have boycotted a product or service because of the company’s
social or political values (7.2% versus 3.4%), and slightly more likely to express their
political views online (22% for naturalized citizens versus 17% for noncitizens).

Data from other surveys are largely consistent with the above results from the
November 2013 CPS Civic Engagement Supplement in finding that political participation
is higher among naturalized citizens than among noncitizens (Leal, 2002; Martinez,
2005). Protest activity might, however, be one exception to this general pattern,
especially for Latino immigrants in the last decade. A 2012 survey of Latino noncitizens
living in mixed-status households with at least one citizen adult found that the
noncitizens were more likely than the naturalized citizens to participate in protest
activity, and they were about as likely to attend community meetings (Jones-Correa and

38Importantly, among Latinos, lower party identification among first-generation immigrants
(Hajnal and Lee 2013) is not reflected in their voting behavior (Pantoja, Segura, and Ramizez, 2001;
Ramakrishnan 2005).

*A study by Barreto and Munoz (2003) found that among Mexican immigrants, there was no
significant difference in electoral nonparticipation between citizens and noncitizens after controlling for
age, gender, income, education, and other factors.

* http://catalog.data.gov/dataset/current-population-survey-civic-engagement-supplement
[Accessed August, 2015]
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McCann, 2015).*" Unions that actively cultivate immigrant membership have also
become a starting point for immigrants’ political and civic participation (Milkman and
Voss, 2004; Terriquez, 2011). The bulk of academic research indicates, however, that
even though many political activities are open to immigrants regardless of U.S.
citizenship, a significant difference in participation exists based on immigrants’
citizenship status (Hochschild et al., 2013; Leal, 2002; Martinez, 2005; Ramakrishnan,
2005).

Beyond citizenship status, immigrant generation also bears a significant
relationship to political engagement. Survey data indicate that participation rates among
naturalized first generation immigrants are lower than among the native-born. For
example, the 2008 American National Election Study™* found that naturalized Latinos
were significantly less likely than native-born Latinos to sign petitions, either on paper or
online, and were also less likely to make campaign contributions.* By contrast, there
was no significant difference between naturalized Latino immigrants (first generation)
and native born Latinos in terms of attending public meetings or protests. Similarly, the
2008 National Asian American Survey found significant differences in political
participation by immigrant generation, with first generation immigrants less likely than
higher generations to make campaign contributions, discuss politics with family and
friends, and discuss politics online.** This lower level of participation among first
generation immigrants occurred whether the analysis examined only naturalized citizens
or all foreign-born adults in the survey, and even after controlling for education and
household income.

Political Representation of Immigrants

Beyond participation, political integration can also be evaluated through
representation. There are different ways to think about the representation of immigrants
in the American system of representative democracy, from immigrants being counted as
part of the population for the purpose of drawing congressional districts (apportionment)
to immigrants running for office and exerting influence on legislative decision making.

Representation via apportionment Even though noncitizens do not currently have the
right to vote in most jurisdictions, the U.S. Constitution still provides for an implicit
expectation of noncitizen representation via apportionment. In Article I, Section 2, the
Constitution stipulates that apportionment be based on a count of persons, regardless of
citizenship.*’ There have been some attempts to limit the representation of noncitizens

*'This might be a recent phenomenon as a study of data from 1989-90 found that 8.5 percent of
Latino citizens said they had attended a rally, compared to only 2 percent of Latino noncitizens who said
they had done so (Leal, 2002, see also Martinez, 2005)

42 http://www.electionstudies.org/studypages/2008prepost/2008prepost.htm [Accessed
August, 2015]

43Nativity differences in the rate of political contributions among Latinos are statistically
significant at the .10 level but not the .05 level.

44Ramakrishana et al., (2011) found no statistically significant relationship between nativity
and low-Propensity activities such as contacting officials or participating in protests..

>Of course, initially not all persons were treated equally for purposes of apportionment: slaves

were counted as three-fifths of a person until the abolition of slavery and the passage of the 14th
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via apportionment, and the Supreme Court is currently reviewing equality of
representation in Evenwel v Abbot.*® The United States still has the implicit expectation
that all persons, citizen or otherwise, are to be represented in Congress.

Representation through election to office Another way for immigrants to gain
representation is by running for elected office. Indeed, one of the remarkable, early
stories of representation among Asian immigrants is that of Dalip Singh Saund, who
campaigned for Indians to qualify for naturalization in the 1940s, won elected office just
a year after being granted citizenship, and in 1957was the first Asian American elected to
Congress.?” At the same time, there are limits in the U.S. Constitution to immigrant
representation. While naturalized U.S. citizens may hold virtually all elected offices in
the United States, the Presidency and Vice-Presidency are restricted to “natural born”
citizens: one of the only areas in which a U.S. citizen’s path to citizenship makes a legal
difference in his or her rights and life opportunities.

The available evidence underscores that immigrants are relatively rare in the halls
of Congress. Throughout the 20" century, the prevalence of foreign-born
Representatives and Senators in Congress has always been less than the proportion of
foreign-born in the general population (Bloemraad, 2006a, p. 56-63). The highest
proportion of foreign-born Representatives in any given Congress, 5.4 percent of all
House members in 1910, was still only about a third of the percentage of immigrants in
the general population that year (14.7%). In 1940, the proportion of foreign-born
members in Congress, as compared to the proportion of foreign-born citizens in the
country, hit a high point with 3.9 percent of Representatives foreign-born (17 individuals)
compared to 5.5 percent of foreign-born among all citizens.* With the resumption of
large-scale immigration in the late 1960s, the ratio of foreign-born representation in the
House to the total foreign-born population fell—perhaps surprisingly—with only a very
modest increase in the 1990s. Relative to other major Western immigrant-receiving
countries, immigrant representation in the United States in the national legislature is not
among the lowest, but also not among the nations whose ratios are closest to parity (Alba
and Foner, 2015; Bloemraad, 2011).

Today, although naturalized citizens account for about 7% of voters, only one
U.S. Senator out of 100 is a naturalized citizen—Mazie Hirono (D-HI), born in Japan—
and only 5 out of 435 members (1%) in the House of Representatives are naturalized
citizens: Ileana Ros-Lehtinen (R-FL) and Albio Sires (D-NJ), both born in Cuba; Ted

Amendment, and “Indians not taxed” were not counted for purposes of apportionment until the Indian
Citizenship Act of 1924 (Anderson and Seltzer, 2001).

*More recent attempts to chip away at noncitizens representation via apportionment have failed,
such as a case petitioned to the U.S. Supreme Court in December 2012, Lepak v. City of Irving, which
sought to allow cities and states to exclude noncitizens for the purposes of drawing legislative districts of
equal size. In addition, two U.S. Senators attempted, without success, to mandate a question on citizenship
in the 2010 census, to lay the groundwork for court challenges and perhaps constitutional amendments to
exclude noncitizens (Roberts, 2009).

47 http://apanews.si.edu/2011/08/18/dalip-singh-saund-artifacts

48These statistics consider the Congress sitting at the time of each decennial census, comparing
members of the House of Representatives to the general U.S. population. These data for the entire 20™
century are not able to take into account foreign-born Representatives who were citizens at birth due to
their U.S. citizen parents, as in the case of politicians born to military service members or diplomats
stationed abroad (see Bloemraad 2006a for more on the methodology.)
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Lieu (D-CA) born in Taiwan; Raul Ruiz (D-CA) born in Mexico; and Norma Torres (D-
CA) born in Guatemala.”’ Thus, the percentage of naturalized citizens in Congress (1
percent) is considerably lower than their percentage of the electorate (7%). This is far
lower than the representation gaps for Latinos and Asian Americans more generally,
however, suggesting that there is greater incorporation through the second and later
generations.

Perhaps surprisingly, very few of the foreign-born members of the U.S. House of
Representatives come from the largest source countries for naturalized citizens today:
Mexico, Philippines, China, India, and Vietnam. In the first half of the 20th century,
about half of the foreign-born U.S. Representatives were born in the United Kingdom or
Canada (Bloemraad, 2006a). By the beginning of the 21st century in the 107th Congress
(2001-2003), no Senator was born outside the United States and of the six foreign-born
representatives—born in Cuba, Hungary, Taiwan, Japan, or the Netherlands— none came
from a top-five immigrant-sending country (Amer, 2001).*

There is little systematic data on foreign-born state legislators, but one might
expect somewhat greater representation at this level given the presence of term limits in
several states (Peverill and Moncrief, 2009), as opposed to theaU.S. Congress, which has
no term limits. At the municipal level, one would expect greater immigrant
representation, especially in large, immigrant-receiving cities. The barriers to election
are likely lower compared to the networks, experience and campaign financing needed to
win national office. The more concentrated residence of immigrants at the municipal
level can also facilitate local mobilization of immigrant-origin voters.

Perhaps surprisingly, then, the available research indicates that foreign-born
representation in large cities is still limited. De Graauw and collegues (2013) reported
that in 2009, only 8 percent of city councilors in New York were foreign-born, compared
to 37 percent foreign-born in the city’s population. The corresponding percentages for
Chicago were 4 and 22 percent, respectively; for San Francisco, 9 and 36 percent; for Los
Angeles 7 and 40 percent; and for Houston, 7 and 28 percent (De Graauw et al., 2013, p.
1882). If the comparison is extended beyond the immigrant generation to include the
second and third generations, and also enlarged to include consider African Americans as
well, the representation of ethnic and racial minorities in these cities becomes much
somewhat closer to parity (de Graauw et al., 2013). For example, ethno-racial minorities
made up 49 percent of the New York City council in 2009, in a city where 63 percent of
all residents are ethno-racial minorities (de Graauw et al., 2013: 1882). Across the five
major U.S. cities that de Graauw studied, the biggest representation gap occurred in
Houston, where the 71 percent of the city’s population is classified as of ethno-racial
minority background compared to 43 percent of city council; the only city that achieved
representation slight above parity was San Francisco in 2009: the proportion of all these

4 For full list, see: http://library.clerk.house. gov/documents/Foreign_Born.pdf;
http://www.senate.gov/pagelayout/reference/three_column_table/Foreign born.htm In the House, an
additional eight members were born to U.S. parents abroad. And as noted by the U.S. Senate reference
bureau, Bennet (R-CO), Cruz (R-TX), and McCain (R-AZ) were all born to American parents abroad .

50[nformation on the foreign-born in the 107t Congress from Amer, Mildred. (2001).
"Membership of the 107th Congress: A Profile." Congressional Research Service. This report does not
distinguish, in counting Congress people born abroad, between those who held birthplace U.S.
citizenship and those who naturalized.
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minorities in elected office, 55 percent, was slightly higher than their share of the city’s
population, 52 percent (de Graauw et al., 2013: 1882).

Representation through the legislative process While the proportion of foreign-born
elected officials is a type of “descriptive” or demographic representation, evaluation of
“substantive” or issue representation is also important. Despite comparatively low
participation rates and very low rates of proportional representation, certain members of
Congress might still be responsive to immigrant voters due to the profile of residents in
their districts. Elected officials from districts with a high proportion of naturalized
citizens may be likely more supportive of initiatives deemed important to immigrants,
such as more expansive immigration policy. The proportion of noncitizens in a
Congressional district might also matter for legislative votes on immigration policy. This
may be the case if noncitizens share the same preferences on immigration policy as
naturalized citizens, or attempt to influence citizen voters, thereby gaining representation
“through proxy.”

Nation-wide surveys of Latinos and Asian Americans show that noncitizens and
citizens who self-identify with these racioethnic identities share similar policy priorities
and preferences, particularly on matters such as education and immigration (Fraga et al.,
2012; Ramakrishnan et al., 2009). The panel does not have similar opinion data at the
level of congressional districts, but did have data on whether members of Congress with
significant proportions of noncitizen constituents vote differently from those who have
comparatively few noncitizen constituents. To distinguish between the direct political
power of noncitizens versus “representation by proxy” through citizens holding similar
preferences, the panel controlled for the proportion of naturalized citizens in the district.”!
The panel’s examination of House votes on three enforcement-related bills in 2006 and
DREAM Act legislation in 2010 indicates that the share of non-citizens in the district is
significantly related to House votes at the bivariate level, and in a direction that suggests
a member of Congress with mor