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INTRODUCTION
What do we know about the integration of immigrant familieswithin the United States—the

progress these families are making and their reception in the communities where they settle? How are
immigrants affected by the nation’ s integration policies or lack thereof? What directions might immigrant
integration and the policies governing it take in the future?

In examining these issues, this paper proceeds from two straightforward assumptions:

= Thenation may be ready for aperiod of congtructive engagement on the issue of how best
to integrate immigrant familiesinto U.S. society.

= A basic mismatch exigts between the nation’s essentidly liberd, if highly regulated
immigration policies and its higtorically laissez-faire immigrant policies. That is, despite
the fact that the nation admits more immigrants who are on track for citizenship than any
other country, U.S. immigrant integration policies have essentialy been ad hoc and small-
scale.

We begin the paper by noting several reasons for starting a discusson of the integration of
immigrant families now. We proceed to examine some of the demographic imperatives for an integration
agenda and sdlected trends in immigrant integration. With these trends in mind, we explore some of the
conceptua and design issues that should inform an integration agenda for immigrant families. We then
document trends in recent spending on immigrant integration and conclude by touching on severd
substantive areas and issues that we believe bear further work.

Because the reach of the paper israther broad, we should note severd of itslimitations. The
paper relies heavily on analyses conducted by the Urban Ingtitute, and as such our themes and findings

are drawn less from the rich literature on integration than our own inditution’s andyses. We aso



acknowledge that our demographic measures and our metrics of integration do not include severa
important trends such as palitica participation. Despite our own past emphasis on the merits of
disaggregating the immigrant population by legd status, duration of resdence, nationd origin, and the
like, we have presented more aggregated findings than we might have preferred, owing to data and
resource limits.

The reader will find that we do not advance afirm, narrowly drawn definition of immigrant
family integration—the term will have different meanings for different people. We do believe, however,
that a definition should involve not only an accounting of immigrants mobility over time, but encompass

notions of community change aswell.



WHY DISCUSS THE INTEGRATION OF IMMIGRANT FAMILIES?
We believe that there are severd powerful reasons to expand the quite limited current national

discussion of immigrant family integration." They indude:

Continuing mismatch between immigration and immigrant policies. Despite
unprecedented numbers of entrants, few mainsiream ingtitutions—schools, the military, departments of
trangportation, child welfare agencies—have directly confronted the significance of immigration-driven
demographic change for their policies and programs.

Schools may offer the best example. In 1997, onein five school-age children in the U.S. was
the child of an immigrant, a share that had tripled since 1970. (By way of contrast, 16 percent of
school-age children in the United States are black.) Even so, debates over educational opportunity —
including vouchers, high stakes testing, standards of learning, and the like—rarely take into account the
needs of the children of immigrants (Ruiz de Velasco and Fix 2000).

Averting unintended consequences. Integration aswdl asimmigration policies can
have unintended effects on immigrant families. With welfare reform, for example, bars on immigrants
use of benefits appear to have chilled use of hedlth and other services, not just by noncitizen adults, but
by many of their ditizen children aswell. Although immigration palicy isin some ways quite family—
friendly, recent reforms aimed at toughening immigration controls have had the unexpected effect of
Separating some immigrant families, as noncitizens are deported for minor crimes committed years
ealier. Smilarly, the impostion of new income requirements for sponsors may be keeping some families

apart. Presumably, such unintended effects could be minimized by a more deliberate set of policies,

YThe rather limited discussion of immigrant integration in the United States can be contrasted with much broader
political and academic interest in Europe. See, for instance, Favell 2000.
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devel oped with an understanding of immigration flows, the mixed legd statuses within immigrant families,
and immigrant integration trends.

Population dispersal. Another reason to focus on the integration of immigrant familiesis
that immigrants are increasingly moving to nontraditiond receiving states and communities. These
communities not only find themsalves with more immigrant families, but, in the wake of wefare reform,
with more power to determine immigrants rights to benefits, and more power to shape their own
integration policies. One corollary of this new authority is communities increased responsibility for
financing the services they decide to offer.

Shifting political climate. The time for a grester focus on this topic may adso beripe
because of the shifting political crosscurrents in immigration and immigrant policy since the srikingly
anti-immigrant period of the mid-1990s. Since then, we have seen the Congress (1) restore food stamps
and Supplementd Security Income (SSI) benefits to some legd noncitizens, (2) authorize some Centra
Americans and Haitians who had become—or would soon become—deportable to seek lega Status;
(3) expand the number of temporary visas made available to high-tech workers; and (4) extend
temporary visas to many family unification gpplicants awaiting a green card. At the same time, though,
we have seen Cdifornia voters overwhelmingly support an initietive to severdly limit the use of bilingud
education. We have dso seen effortsto revive Cdifornia s Proposition 187, which barred
undocumented immigrant children from attending e ementary and secondary schools. Meanwhile, most
of the core provisons of the 1996 welfare and illegd immigration reform laws limiting lega immigrants
rights remain in force. Although Congress may sill consider proposals to restore food stamps to
noncitizen parents and to extend health insurance coverage to some children and pregnant women,

current debate suggests that legidators have not yet taken the redlity of mixed-gatus families to heart.
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Strong but faltering economy. No doubt some of the more inclusive palitical actions of
the past several years could be at least partialy ascribed to the sustained economic expansion—an
expanson that not only created new demand for immigrant workers, but may have dlayed some natives
concerns about their own job security. Of course, these developments beg the question whether policies
that promote immigrant integration will come under attack as the economy worsens.

Deeper knowledge base. Ancther reason to begin discussng immigrant family integration
isabroad, recent expanson in family and integration-related scholarship. Examples include recent work
by the Nationd Research Council on the hedth and wel-being of children in immigrant families and on
teaching English-language learners, andlyses of the integration of second generation immigrantsin New
Y ork City; and results from the Rand Corporation’s survey of new immigrants. This scholarship has
deepened our understanding of immigration and its impact, and we can expect afurther expanson with
the release of the 2000 Census and as other data sets with large immigrant samples become available?

Policy targets: PRWORA and ESEA reauthorizations. Thetiming of thisdiscusson
may aso be right for political and policy purposes. Almost dl federd ad programs for eementary and
secondary education arein the process of being reauthorized under the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act (ESEA) in the 107" Congress. Furthermore, the 1996 Personal Responsibility and
Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA)—which had far-reaching impacts on the
membership of lega noncitizens—is due for reauthorization in 2002. That reauthorization may proveto

be an opportunity for afirg-principle discussion of the rights and entitlements of noncitizens. In addition

“These include the New Immigrant Survey funded by the National Institutes of Health, the Urban Institute's Los
Angeles/New Y ork City Immigrant Survey (LANY CIS), and the second and successor waves of the Urban Institute's
44,000 household National Survey of American Families (NSAF).



to revigting immigrant eigibility issues, the reauthorization of PRWORA offers a chance to address a
number of implementation issues rdated to immigrant families and Temporary Assistance for Needy
Families (TANF). These issues include whether immigrant families face additiona application barriers,
have access to English as a Second Language, child care, and trangportation assstance, and whether
public and private agencies providing this ass stance have the linguistic and cultural cgpacity to serve
immigrant families. Reauthorization may aso address whether immigrant families are more likely then

others to remain on the wdfareralls.



HOW ISTHE IMMIGRANT FAMILY CHANGING?
Promoating family unity has long been the main imperative of U.S. immigration policy. About

three-quarters of dl immigrants coming to the U.S. enter through family unification channels, as close
relaives of U.S. citizens or permanent residents. What is not widely understood, however, isthe degree
to which employment and diveraty immigration is family driven as more than hdf of dl immigrants
entering under these categories are actually the spouses or children of the primary beneficiaries® Taken

together, gpproximately 80 percent of dl immigrant admissonsin FY 1998 either entered to join family

Figure 1. Current Levels Are High

Millions of Immigrants

11-14
COAdditional*

(est.)
LJAIlI Other (Legal)

BEurope/Canada (Legal) 10

1820s 1830s 1840s 1850s 1860s 1870s 1880s 1890s 1900s 1910s 1920s 1930s 1940s 1950s 1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s

. . ) . s . * Additional immigrants
Source: Urban Institute estimates and Immigration and Naturalization Service data. include illegals,gSAWs,

refugees, asylees, etc.

3In fact, the share of “derivative" employment and diversity immigrants who are accompanying family members rose
substantially between FY 1993 and FY 1997, from 45 to 55 percent for employment admissions and from 40 to 51
percent for diversity admissions (Immigration and Naturalization Service, 1993 and 1997). See generaly, Fix and
Zimmermann, “Immigrant Families and Public Policy,” inlmmigration and the Family: Research and Policy on U.S.
Immigrants, eds. Booth, Crouter, and Landale, 1997.



membersin the United States or came as part of afamily.* Family unity aso plays an important rolein
humanitarian admissions, as refugees with family membersin the U.S. are given specid preference. In
fact, most refugees coming to the U.S. are joining family members.

While a detalled treestment of the flows of immigrant families to the United States is beyond the
scope of this paper, we sketch severd pertinent immigration trends below.

High flows. The obvious starting point is the high rate of U.S. immigration. Annua

immigration flows have tripled over the past generation with more immigrants entering the U.S. during

Figure 2. Immigrant Numbers Are at Peak — Percentage Is Not

Percent of total or Population (millions)
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Source: Decennial Census data and Urban Institute tabulations of the Current Population Survey

the 1990s than any other decade (see figure 1). Not only has the number of immigrants risen

* Dueto datali mitations, we made this estimate by applying the FY 1997 shares of employment and diversity
immigrants who were accompanying family membersto FY 1998 admission numbers.
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Figure 3. Concentration is High, But New Centers Emerge in ‘90s

7,999
8,000 |
1990
11999
6,000 5,032
New Immigration \
4,000 3537 States
2,918
2,343 2,326
2,000
1,132 1,161
0 r f
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Source: Urban Institute tabulations of 1990 Census and March 1999 Current Population Survey.
2 The “traditional receiving states” are Massachusetts,
Connecticut, Pennsylvania, Ohio, Michigan, Wisconsin,
Minnesota and Washington.

b «All other” states not included in the first seven sets of bars.

substantiadly, but the share of the total U.S. population that the foreign-born represent—now roughly 10
percent—has amost doubled since 1970. That said, the share remains below the 15 percent that the
foreign-born represented at the turn of the last century (see figure 2).

Dispersal. Over the past decade, these large numbers have meant that immigration's impact
has been felt beyond the six states that have been traditiond receiving areas for immigrants. Asfigure 3
shows, during the 1990s, the immigrant population in what we term “new immigrant Sates’ grew twice
asfast (61 versus 31 percent) as the immigrant population in the six Satesthat receive the largest

numbers of immigrants®

>For purposes of the analysis, we divide the 50 states and the District of Columbiainto three categories: (1) the six
large receiving states that have settled roughly 75 percent of immigrants over the past decade (CA,NY ,FL,TX,IL,NJ);

(2) the eight “traditional receiving states” that contained 250,000 or more foreign-born in 1920 that no longer ranked
among thetop six in 1999 (MA,CT,PA,OH,MI,WI,MN,WA); and (3) the remaining 37 “New Immigrant” states that are
not included in (1) or (2) above.



Figure 4. Most Legal Immigrants Are from Latin America and Asia
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legalizations are excluded.

It could be argued that immigration and integration politics have been largely centered on the Six
traditiona recalving states. But now, with greater numbers of immigrants settling in states without the
experience or infrastructure to promote incorporation, integration issues may attract broader political
attention. Further, it seems that the tensons and successes surrounding the settlement of immigrant
families will be increasingly reported and judged through the lens of nontraditiond receiving aress
experiences.

Wheat is driving this dispersal? According to arecent Urban Inditute analysis, the states to which
immigrants migrated during the period 1995 to 1999 were not the states that extended more generous
benefits to noncitizens following welfare reform. Moreover, some of the most generous states when it

comes to providing benefits to noncitizens—most notably California—saw more out-of-gate than in-
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Figure 5. Rapid Growth of Mexican Population
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Source: Decennial Censuses and Current Population Survey.

date migration among immigrants during this period. In short, the andys's raises questions about the
welfare magnet theory snce immigrants settlement patterns gppear to be driven more by the strength of
local economies than the generosity of state welfare schemes® (Passel and Zimmermann 2001).
Changing origins and rapid rise in Mexican migration. Who is coming to the United
States? It iswiddy recognized that the nationd origins of immigration flows have changed dramdticdly
over the past thirty years—shifting from primarily European to Asan and Latin American sources (see

figure 4). But the degree to which Mexico accounts for recent flows may be lesswidely appreciated.

®The findi ngs are not definitive, however, because they have not controlled for poverty or welfare use among the
movers.
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Figure 6. Legal Status of Immigrants
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Source: Urban Institute estimates based on March 2000 CPS and Census 2000 data (preliminary).

* Entered 1980 or later.

Asfigure 5 indicates, Mexicans today represent dmaost 30 percent of both the total immigrant

population and the annual immigrant flow. Between 1990 and 1999 done, the Mexican population rose

by 70 percent, from 4.3 to 7.2 million persons, making Mexico the single largest source of both legal

and undocumented immigration. In fact, the Mexican population in the United States has dmost doubled

in the past decade; it has quadrupled since 1980; and has grown ten-fold since 1970.

Increased share of undocumented. One cordllary of increesng Mexican immigration is

increased undocumented immigration. 1n 1994, 13 percent of the nation's foreign-born population was

undocumented (Fix and Passal 1994). According to the 2000 Census, that share had risen to 28

percent (see figure 6) and the total number of undocumented immigrants residing within the United

States—8.5 million—exceeded the highest estimates of the population’s Size before enactment of the

1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA) (seefigure 7). Further, it is estimated that anywhere
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from a quarter to athird of the current annud immigration flow is undocumented, returning the nation to
patterns that held before IRCA's legdization program.

One large difference, though, between the current and prior policy contextsis the new
restrictions imposed on undocumented immigrants ability to adjust status following illega immigration
reform. As aresult, the stock of the undocumented population may well grow faster than in the past as

fewer illegd immigrants are able to convert to legd satus. These developments are likely to exert

Figure 7. Undocumented Population Returnsto Pre-IRCA Levels

l\/IliIIions of lllegal Aliens Living in the U.S.

Apr-80 Jan-82 Jun-86 Jun-89 Oct-92 Oct-96 Apr-2000

Source: Urban Institute.

continuing pressure to enact an IRCA-like legdization program that reaches well beyond the expansion

of temporary visas for legdizing immigrants that was enacted as part of the FY 2001 budget.”

! Lega Immigration Family Equity Act (LIFE), P.L. 106-554, December 2000.
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Although many imagine undocumented immigrants to be sngle adults, a 1998 Urban Inditute
sudy found that haf of dl undocumented immigrant-headed householdsin the Sate of New Y ork
contain children.® Growing illegal immigration therefore raises the question of how an immigrant family

integration agenda should take into account undocumented nonmembers and their mogtly citizen

Figure 8. Household Type by Nativity of Household Head: 1998

100%
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80% f---------- 23.4% 4 e
34.7%
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60% froeenemenean..d
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Oramilies with
9 e e 0,
40% No Children 32.7%
Msingle
20%  roceeeneeeenees Persons*
0%
Native Foreign-Born
Source: Urban Institute tabulations of March 1998 Current Population Survey. * Also includes households with two

or more unrelated persons.

children.
Large share of immigrants in families. Theimportance of usng the family asalenson
immigrant integration is underscored by the fact that households headed by noncitizens are significantly

more likely to contain children than those headed by citizens (55 versus 35 percent). Along sSimilar lines,

8 Background data from Jeffrey S. Passel and Rebecca Clark, “Immigrantsin New Y ork: Their Legal Status, Incomes
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families with children are alarger share of foreign-headed households than native households: 44 versus
33 percent (seefigure 8).

Predominance of mixed status families. The demographic phenomenon that holds
perhaps the most far-reaching implications for an integration agenda is mixed status families. According
to the census, 85 percent of immigrant families with children are mixed legd datus families—that is,
familieswhere a least one parent is a noncitizen and one child is a citizen. The metrics of mixed satus
families are qriking:

Figure 9. “Mixed” Families are Common

Percentage of Children in "Mixed" Families

47%

27%

10%

U.S. New York New York California Los Angeles
State City
* Mixed families are those in which at

least one parent is a noncitizen and one
child is a citizen.

Source: Fix and Zimmermann 1999.

< Nationwide, 1 in 10 U.S. children livesin amixed status family (seefigure 9);

< Seventy-five percent of al children in immigrant families (those headed by a noncitizen) are

and Taxes," The Urban Institute, April 1998.
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citizens;

< Twenty-seven percent of dl children in New Y ork City, and 47 percent of dl childrenin Los
Angdes livein mixed datus families,

< In the ate of New Y ork, 70 percent of families with children headed by undocumented
immigrants contain citizen children.

Mixed gtatus families are not just demographicaly important; they should be of centra concern to socid
welfare palicy, as:

< Fifteen percent of all poor children nationwide (i.e., under 200 percent of the federa poverty
leve) live in mixed gatus families (see figure 10);

< Sixty percent of the poor children in Los Angeles, and 30 percent of New Y ork's poor children
livein mixed gatus families,

Figure 10. Large Share of Low-Income Families with Children are Mixed

"Mixed" families as percentage of Families with Children
below 200% of the Federal Poverty Level 59%

30%

14%

u.s. New York New York California Los Angeles
State City

* Mixed families are those in which at

Source: Fix and Zimmermann 1999. least one parent is a noncitizen and one
child is a citizen.
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< Twenty-one percent of poor uninsured children nationwide and fully one half of uninsured
children in Cdifornialive in mixed satus families.

Aswe discuss later, these mixed status families present design chalenges for policymakers who seek to
ration rights or benefits on the basis of citizenship status. On the one hand, the imposition of benefit
regtrictions for noncitizens tend to spill over to ther citizen children. On the other, policiesintended to
extend benefits to noncitizen children are limited in their reach because most children in immigrant

families are dready citizens.
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HOW WELL ARE IMMIGRANT FAMILIESFARING?
Despite recent concerns about a decline in immigrant quality and dowing incorporation rates,

our analyses suggest that the immigrant family integration story remains alargely successful one.
However the data aso reved several emerging trends that are cause for concern.

Before proceeding to our analysis of integration patterns, it is worth briefly discussng how we
approach the eusive term immigrant “integration.” In this regard, we note that the data we present focus
less on cultural measures of integration than on mesasures more directly correlated with economic and
socia mobility. We aso use the term “integration” and not “assmilation” to reflect our expectation of
continued diverdity, not homogeneity.

We recognize that integration is not Smply a function of the traits and efforts of the immigrant
family. It isdso afunction of the context in which newcomers find themselves, including the economic,
politica, and demographic trends that characterize the nation at the time of entry. Integration’s pace is
aso influenced by the fiscd and other strengths of the receiving community and itsinditutions, such as
schools® Of course, integration is also influenced by the receptivity of the community to newcomers and
the degree to which the community itsalf changesin response to migrant flows.

Finaly, rather than draw our measures of integration from the rich store of dataand andyss that
have been developed over the years,™ we focus largely on data recently developed by the Urban

Ingtitute that have not been widely reported. We believe that the data highlight important recent trends

® McDonnell and Hill note that alarge share of immigrants' children go to school in large central city school districts,
districtsthat are often unable to provide a sound education to the majority of their students (McDonnell and Hill
1993, p. 107.). Itis hard to disentangle the progress of any student within those school systems, including immigrant
students, from the endemic failures of the systems themselves, (id at 108) .

10 See, for example, Algjandro Portes and Rubén G. Rumbaut. 2000. Legacies: The Story of the New Second
Generation, The University of California Press.
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that should help frame a discusson about immigrant family integration.

The reader should aso be aware that the measures of integration that we include are
incomplete, as we have omitted a number of key issues (e.g., civic and political participation and
homeownership). Nor have we included a number of measures that could be used to gauge the
receptivity of the receiving community to immigrants™

Change across generations. Jeffrey Passdl and Jennifer Van Hook have andyzed cross-
generational integration trends. They explore differences between persons 20 to 30 years old in the
first generation, the one and a half generation (i.e., immigrants who arrived in the United States before
they were 10 years old), and the second generation (i.e., U.S.-born children to one or more foreign-
born parents) as captured by the 1995 to 1998 Current Population Surveys. They find that by the
second generation, immigrants overall end up doing aswell as, or in some instances, better than third

generation non-Hispanic white natives' in terms of their:

N

educationd attainment;
< labor force participation
< wages, and

< household income.

Thereis, however, substantia divergence across the ethnic and racial groups that compose the

1 Several such measures might include: trends in anti-immigrant hate crimes; measures of bilingualism and biliteracy
of the immigrant and receiving communities; and the presence of ethnic and immigrant community institutions. (We
are grateful to Laurie Olsen of California Tomorrow for these suggestions.)

2\ ote that the anal ysis benchmarks immigrant progress against an historically advantaged comparison group: third
generation non-Hispanic whites. This means that the comparisons are to standards of income, labor force
participation, schooling, and so on that are likely to be higher than would be the case if progress were compared to
national averages, thusimplicitly setting a high comparative standard against which integration is measured.
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immigrant population, with Asanstypicaly doing better than whites, Higpanics doing worse, and black
immigrants experiencing more mixed outcomes™ However, Passd and VVan Hook find no difference in
wage outcomes across racid and ethnic groups in the second generation when education is
standardized. Overdl, then, these economic trends appear to us to represent positive, hopeful results.

But a different picture emerges from an andysis of trendsin family formation and cohesion
across generations. On the one hand, we see high intermarriage rates among immigrants of al races and
ethnicities. Yet a the same time we see that immigrants cross-generationd gains and economic
integration are pardlded by an dl-too-American pattern of immigrant family disntegration. Passd and
Van Hook find that though first generation families are less likely than natives to be divorced, the share
of immigrant families that are divorced or separated doubles from the firgt to the second generation,
equding the rates of non-Higpanic white natives. Along smilar lines, they find theat the share of unmarried
parents o rises rapidly from the first to the second generation, with the second generation’ s rates
exceeding white natives by more than 30 percent. (In each ingance, the family dissolution and single
parenthood rates of immigrants lag substantiadly behind those of native blacks)

We s2e amilarly negative cross-generationd integration patterns regarding child hedlth. A 1998
report by the Nationa Academy of Sciences that examined awide range of child headlth outcomes found
that children in immigrant families “are hedthier than U.S.-born children in U.S-born families”
However, the report went on to conclude that “ (T)his relative advantage tends to decline with length of
time in the United States and from one generation to the next.” (National Research Council 1998;

Rumbaut 1999).

13 \We do not mean to suggest that all Asian, Black, and Hispanic subgroups do equivalently well. Thereiswide
variation depending, among other things, on national origin.
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Language acquisition among school-age children. Cross-generationd analyses of
language acquisition among school-age children reved more pogtive trends. Thereisarapid, if
expected, decline from the firgt to the second generation in the share of children that are limited English
proficient. However, LEP gtatus varies quite widely among populations whose native language is not
English. Hence we see that in both the first and second generation, Mexicans are twice as likely to be
LEPasAsans.

Household income growth. Turning now to other types of integration messures, we find
that the incomes of households headed by naturdized citizens who have lived in the U.S. for 10 years or
more dightly exceeds that of natives (see figure 11). The result owes to both risng incomesin the period

following settlement and the fact that immigrant households are larger than natives and contain more

Figure 11. Integration is Dynamic
Natives
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Source: Urban Institute based on March 1997 Current Population Survey.
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Figure 12. Immigrant Unemployment Rate Declines

Unemployment Rate (ages 18-64)
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Source: Urban Institute tabulations of March 1996, 1999 Current Population Survey.

earners. The incomes of undocumented immigrants remain well below those of natives and rise little with
timeintheU.S.

Benefitting from the boom economy. It gppearsthat, at least in some respects,
immigrant families benefitted strongly from the recent economic boom. As figure 12 indicates,
immigrants unemployment rates fell faster than natives from 1996 to 1999. Particularly steep declines
are evident among foreign-born Hispanic males. Despite the decline, immigrants unemployment rates
remained higher than natives in 1999 (athough they were subgtantidly lower than native blacks).

Our analysis of wage trends during the same period (see figure 13) tdlls a different story. Here
we see that between 1996 and 1999 natives median wages rose more than 50 percent faster than

immigrants. In short, the recent economic boom appears to have produced more significant
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Figure 13. Immigrant Wages Rise Slowly

Median Wage, Dollars per Hour (ages 18-64)
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Note: Numbers are adjusted to 1999 dollars.
Source: Urban Institute tabulations of March 1996, 1999 Current Population Survey.

employment than wage gains for immigrants.

A look at employees hedth insurance rates confirms that while immigrants may be finding jobs,
the jobs they are finding are worse than natives. We find that immigrants are lesslikely to hold jobs that
carry employer-provided hedth insurance than natives and that the gap widened dightly between 1996
to 1999 (seefigure 14).

Increased naturalizations. One traditiond measure of immigrant integration is
naturaization. Asfigure 15 indicates, there has been a surge in petitions for naturdization aswell as
approved applicationsin the wake of IRCA's legdization program, Proposition 187, and the 1996
welfare and illegd immigration reforms. These rgpid increases are particularly prominent among some

nationd origin groups that historicaly have shown little propensty to naturdize. To illudrate, in 1992
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Figure 14. Immigrants Less Likely to Have Employer-Provided
Health Insurance

Percent Employed (ages 18-64) Covered

by Health Plan through Employer or Union . 1996
580 9% 53%  55%
47% 46%
37% 37%
0,
34% 33%

All Natives Native Black All Foreign-Born Foreign-Born Foreign-Born

Hispanic Male Hispanic Female

Source: Urban Institute tabulations of March 1996, 1999 Current Population Survey.

only 16 percent of Mexicans who had been legdly admitted in 1977 had naturdized. Five years later,
that share had doubled to 32 percent.** Colombians evidence similar patterns as 36 percent of 1977
entrants had naturalized by 1992. By 1997 however, 61 percent of the 1977 cohort had become
citizens. These risng naturdization rates can be ascribed to at least four phenomena:

< IRCA's legdization of dmogt 3 million formerly undocumented immigrants;

< Immigrants reactions to the political environment of the early, mid-, and even late 1990s.

symbolized by the broad voter approva of Cdifornid's Propositions 187 and 227,

YT hese data are collected by the Immigration and Naturalization Service and are the products of an ongoing
longitudinal survey of the naturalization patterns of selected cohorts of legal immigrants. The data presented here are
drawn from the cohort of immigrantslegally admitted in 1977.
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Figure 15. Naturalizations Surge in Wake of IRCA
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< Grester tolerance of dud citizenship both within the United States and sending countries such as

Mexico;
< Theincreased indrumentd vaue of citizenship following wefare and illega immigration reform.

These greater “returnsto citizenship” include expanded digibility for public benefits, especidly

for noncitizens entering after August 22, 1996.

The first two (legdization, fear-based responses) might be viewed as more or less one-time or
at most as episodic events. The latter (dud citizenship, greater returns to naturalization), can be seen as
the products of more enduring changes that should have a continuing, longer-term effect on immigrants
increased propengty to naturdize. Overdl, these differing sources of rising naturdizations raise the

guestion whether naturdization in the post-Proposition 187/welfare-reform era should be viewed as a
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metric of integration in the way it once was.

Growing numbers of naturdized immigrants will dso have a pogtive impact on immigrant
families. Although the number of immediate relatives of permanent residents who can be admitted in a
given year is capped, thereis no limit on admissons of citizens spouses and children. Hence, higher
naturdization rates could produce an increase in this type of family-related immigration flow.

Increased poverty among school-age children. We see asharp rise in poverty
among the children of immigrants. As recently as 1970, poverty rates among immigrant children only
narrowly exceeded non-Hispanic whites. However, by 1997, their poverty rate was more than double

that of non-Hispanic whites, risng from 17 to 39 percent (see figure 16). Further, from 1970 to 1995

Figure 16. More Immigrant Children are Poor
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Figure 17. LEPs are Linguistically Segregated
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the overall child poverty rate rose from 14.7 to 20.4 percent. Roughly 60 percent of this growth in
child poverty could be ascribed to the children of immigrants (Ruiz de Velasco, Fix, and Clewd | 2000).
(Much of thisincrease in immigrant poverty is probably due to the large recent growth in low-income
Mexican and undocumented immigration discussed above.)

Segregation of LEPs in schools. Ancther troubling trend we see among children in
immigrant familiesis their segregation within schools. Figure 17 illudtrates disturbing trends in the nation's
schools, where half of limited English proficient (LEP) children attend schoolsin which athird or more
of their fellow students are dso LEP. This means that they are going to schools that are not just

ethnically and economically segregeted, but linguidticaly isolated as well.
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Figure 18. Immigrant Welfare Use Declines Faster than Citizen Use

Percentage of Families (Minimal Household Units)
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Source: Urban Institute tabulations from March CPS, 1995 to 2000. Also, see Fix and Passel 1999.

High dropout rates. This spatid segregation may be partialy responsble for the high
dropout rates among immigrant children, whose dropout rates exceed those of native students. While
drop-out rates for the second generation are lower than the firgt, they turn upward again for the third
generation. (In constructing these dropout rates we have only included children who attended schoal in
the U.S,, that is, those who have chosen to drop in at some point.) Mexican dropout rates for each of
the firgt, second, and third generations are roughly double the nationd average. By contradt, first
generation Asians drop out a arate that isless than aquarter of the average for dl foreign-born
immigrants.™®

High but rapidly falling rates of welfare use. We conclude this discusson by exploring
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recent trendsin immigrant families' use of public benefits. When comparing across dl families, we see

that noncitizen families were more likely than citizens to receive wefare in 1994, before the enactment
of federal welfare reform (8.7 versus 6.5 percent).™® Both groups were dmost equaly likely to receive
benefits in 1999, following welfare reform's implementation (4.9 versus 4.8 percent).!” (Seefigure 18).

However, the picture changes when the presence of children and poverty are taken into

Figure 19. Low Income Immigrant Families
with Children Use Less Welfare
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Children Under 200% of the Federal Poverty Level
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Source: Urban Institute tabulations from March CPS, 1995 to 2000. Also, see Fix and Passel 1999.

15 See, generaly, Rumbaut, 1995.

18 The unit of analysisfor familiesisthe “minimal household unit” or MHU; MHUs include married couples, either
alone or with dependent children, and single adults. The MHUSs approximate nuclear families and, in many cases,
welfare eligibility units better than either households, individuals, or CPS family units. See Van Hook, Glick and Bean
1999. For our analyses, the category of noncitizen excludes all refugees.

Y Thisowesin part to the fact that benefit use by citizen children in noncitizen-headed householdsis ascribed to
the immigrant household.
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account. Noncitizens families are substantidly more likely to contain children than citizens (40 versus
27 percent). Noncitizens families are substantialy more likely to be poor (that is, under 200 percent of
the federa poverty level) than citizens (59 versus 39 percent). When we restrict our analysis to poor
familieswith children, we find thet noncitizen families used fewer benefits than citizens both before and
after wefare reform. In fact, following reform, noncitizens use of benefitsis less than two-thirds that of
citizens (10.7 versus 18.5 percent) (Seefigure 19).

Between 1994 and 1999, noncitizen use rates declined faster than those of citizens. The Steeper
declines among noncitizens were accounted for in part by precipitous declines in food stamps,

Medicad, and TANF benefits among refugees, especidly those in California. These results make plain

Figure 20. Program Percentage Change for All Families:
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that welfare reform resulted in steeper casaload declines between 1994 and 1999 among noncitizen
families than aitizen families The rapid decline likely owes lessto increased digibility redtrictions than to
wefare reform’s chilling effects, semming from confusion, concern about the consequences of using
wefare, and misinterpretation of the rules.

Rising uninsurance rates. Due a least in part to these chilling effects on Medicad
enrollment, immigrants rates of uninsurance have been rising. The share of poor (under 200 percent of
the federd poverty level) nondderly noncitizens without hedlth insurance rose from 54 to 59 percent
between 1995 and 1998. According to the 1999 Nationa Survey of American Families, the
uninsurance rate of the children of immigrants were twice the rate for children of natives (22 versus 10
percent) (Capps 2001). Moreover, results from the Urban Ingtitute's Nationa Survey of American
Families reved that even before wdfare reform went into effect, poor noncitizen children not only had
far fewer average hedth care vidts than natives, they aso had dramaticaly fewer emergency room
visits (0.2 versus 0.7 percent) (Ku and Matani 2000).* In short, these NSAF results paint a picture of
immigrant families disengagement from the hedth care system, a disengagement that appears to have

deepened following welfare reform.

18 These lower rates of health care use could also reflect better health status among immigrants.
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INTEGRATION POLICY: SELECTED CONCEPTUAL AND DESIGN

ISSUES

Severd guiding principles might help frame an integration policy for immigrant families. A partid
list might be:

Promoting the socid and economic mobility of immigrant families; most notably vulnerable groups
such as refugees and limited English speskers;

Advancing antidiscrimination principles thet trest legd immigrant family members who are here with
our consent on a par with citizen family members,

Ensuring that sponsors play acentrd but equitable role in supporting the family members for whom
they have petitioned,

Promoting intergovernmenta fisca equity regarding collecting taxes from, and providing support to,
newcomer populations;

Leveraging the capacity and support of the private sector; and

Acknowledging that integration is a bidirectiona process involving both the immigrant family and
receiving community adaptations.

These principles raise difficult design and conceptud questions that are addressed below.
Setting expectations for immigrant families’ integration.

Although it may be obvious that an immigrant family integration agenda should promote the
socid and economic mohility of immigrants, deciding on goas and expectations for immigrant integration
isfar more complicated. A logica question, then, is over what time period should we expect to observe
immigrant integration? What should we expect for the period immediately following entry? Over the
parent’s or child’slife course? By the second or third generation? Given immigrants historicaly strong

mohility, when do lagged outcomes judtify public interventions?
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Next, against what benchmark should we measure that progress?®  Should immigrant families
be expected to reach parity with their U.S.-born ethnic counterparts? With nationa averages? With
established populations that, for the most part, have not been subjected to discrimination: thet is, third-
plus generation whites? Given the spedia virtues we rightly or wrongly ascribe to immigrants (their
grong families, solid work ethic, hedthier diets, etc.) when should we expect that their outcomes will
exceed natives and when should policymakers intervene when they do not?

Fndly, should differing types of immigrant families refugees, employment versus family-based
immigrants—be held to different mobility standards becauise the rationaes for their admission differ so
widdy? Should we expect immigrants who enter later in life to achieve the same outcomes as those who
enter & younger ages? Should we expect immigrants from Anglophone countries to fare better than
those from non-English spesking countries?

Determining the reach of antidiscrimination principles.
Another framing question for an integration agenda is. When should policymakers discriminate

between legd noncitizens and citizens, and between different classes of legdly present noncitizens (such

19 Rainer Baubick has suggested that basic measures of immigrant social integration are “ proportionality and
mobility.” He writes:

In anarrower sense of the word social integration refersto the distribution of particular groups over
positionsin social and economic life and the stability of such distributions over time. Such positions may be
arranged vertically (asis, for example, the case with hierarchies of income, of professional prestige, of
education, etc.) or horizontally (residential areas, spatial location of organizations of the same kind such as
firms, schools, etc.) When measuring how well a society isintegrated with respect to a particular group
distinction, one may use segregation indices which compare the proportional distribution of one group over
all relevant positions with that of the rest of the population. Systematic group deviation from the average
patterns beit by concentration in certain residential areas or segments of the labour market or by alower
position in the hierarchies of education, income and wealth would then count as social disintegration
(Baubock, 1994).

20 Recall that the thi rd-plus non-Hispanic white generation was the standard that Passel and VVan Hook employ to
assess integration of thefirst, 1.5, and second generations.
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asthose arriving before and after 1996)? Put differently, what judtifies the abandonment of transparent
antidiscrimination principles, given the fact that legal immigrants are encumbered with virtudly dl
respongbilities that attach to membership in U.S. society. In some respects, distinctions drawn between
citizens and noncitizens represent settled legd arrangements. Hence, the right to vote in nationd
elections and to hold nationd office has been reserved to citizens. The sameis dso true of the superior
immigration rights held by citizens, most of whom can unite as a matter of right with their immediate
family members? Because the number of dots for immediate relatives of permanent residentsis
capped, they must often wait years to unite with their families. Further, thereisamore or less settled
politica consensus that the obligations of the Sate to humanitarian entrants—refugees and asylees—
exceed those owed to other legd immigrants.?

In other ingtances, however, U.S. palicy has drawn new distinctions between the rights and
privileges of citizens and noncitizens and between differing classes of legd permanent resdents. These
new digtinctions, embedded in welfare and illegd immigration reforms, cregte divisons within many
mixed satus families. They aso represent a controversid departure from prior policy that more or less
treated citizens and noncitizens on apar. The changes place U.S. policy out of sync with European
policies tha increasingly consder legd immigrants membership rights as essentidly equivadent to those

of citizens.

“!Other nations have arrived at differi ng concepts of citizenship. Several European countries permit long-term
residentsto vote in local elections. Further, scholars have argued for aright of immediate family unification, not just
for citizens, but for legal noncitizens (Transatlantic Learning Community 2000). We should also note that recent U.S.
legislation limited the rights of even some citizensto sponsor relatives by imposing a minimum income requirement
(125 percent of the federal poverty level) on them.

%2 | ow-income refugees are eligible for special cash and medical assistance for their first eight monthsin the United
States even if they do not meet the requirementsfor TANF and Medicaid.

34



Severd gods of recent U.S. policies have been used to judtify discriminating againgt noncitizens
in granting access to benefits. These include:
< discouraging flows of poor immigrants likely to become public charges;
< shifting greater respongbility for immigrants support to their families;
< providing immigrants with an incentive to naturalize; and
< conserving federd and community resources by barring noncitizens from public assstance.
Whatever the legitimacy of these values and reforms, policies that discriminate againgt noncitizensin this
way gppear to have unintended spillover effects on citizens, most notably, citizen children in mixed status
families

Applying antidiscrimination policies will not only involve reforming policies that treet immigrants
less favorably than natives, they will involve making specia accommodetions for newcomers. One
exampleisTitle VI of the 1964 Civil Rights Act, which has been found to require that specia
programming be made available to non-English spesking students so they can meaningfully participate in
schools. Along smilar lines, legd challenges have recently been brought to ensure that Los Angeles
County’ s wdfare program provides immigrant and refugee families with written materidsin their own
languages, interpreter services and accessto ESL, and vocationa classes.
Limiting immigrant families’ support obligations.

Antidiscrimination principles raise ardaed conceptud issue: baancing the respongbilities of the
immigrant family with those of the state. While family support for newcomers has long been an integrd

part of U.S. immigration policy, the question remains. To what degree should we impose obligations on
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the families of immigrants that exceed those imposed on citizens families? (Thisis, obvioudy, avariant
on the antidiscrimination question posed above.)

Two issues present themselves. Firgt, what types of support should immigrant families be
expected to provide: Cash assstance? Housing? Hedth coverage? Second, how long should families
remain obligated to provide support: for 3 years? 5 Years? 10 years? Until the sponsored immigrant
naturaizes? Should there be some stopping point to families contingent liability, whether the sponsored
immigrant naturaizes or not?

The difficulties associated with shifting the full support burden to families are thrown in sharp
relief by policies that restrict the digibility of immigrants arriving after 1996 for Medicaid and the State
Children's Hedlth Insurance Program (SCHIP).?* The data make clear that poor noncitizens make far
lower use of the nation's hedlth care system a dl levels than do citizens and that they have higher
uninsurance rates. (Ku and Matani 2000). Given thisfact, are there dternatives to current federa
restrictions that might make sense? One dternative gpproach is embedded in the digtinctions drawn by
the Immigration and Naturdization Service's recently released public charge guidance. The guidance
dates that only cash assstance and long-term indtitutionalization can be taken into account when making
apublic charge determination (i.e., adecision to deny a green card or to deport an immigrant for past or
expected dependency on public benefits). Medicaid, in-kind benefits such as food stamps, Women,

Infants, and Children (WIC) benefits, and emergency hedlth care are not considered.

2 one way that immigrants have been able to demonstrate that they are not likely to become apublic charge, and are
therefore admissible, is by demonstrating that they have family who will help support them.

24 part of the rationale for the restrictions on these post-enactment immigrants was that they were required to have
sponsors sign alegally enforceabl e affidavit promising to support the incoming immigrant.

2t current public charge guidance were to serve asapolicy model, it would seemingly return policy to the status
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Apportioning intergovernmental roles and responsibilities.
The framing of an immigrant family integration agenda dso raises issues regarding

intergovernmenta roles and financid responsibilities. Two centrd design questions dominate. Thefirg is.
when should subnationd levels of government have the power to discriminate againgt noncitizensin the
granting of rights and benefits? Where program costs are not shared between state and federd
governments there is extraordinarily wide variation in the states willingness to provide safety net services
to immigrants (i.e., to immigrants who arrive after 1996).° Moreover, the access that states grant to
thelr safety net programs influences immigrants incentives to naturdize, and in effect defines the meaning
of citizenship, begging the question whether wide interdtate variation is advisable.

Second, what continuing obligation does the federal government have to pay for the costs
asociated with immigration, given that the federd government exercises exclusive power asthe nation's
gatekeegper? On one hand, welfare reform'’s restrictions on immigrants access to federd services have
resulted in fewer federd funds going to states and locdlities (Zimmermann and Tumlin 1999). At the
same time, as we document in the next section, the law set in motion precipitous drops in immigrants
use of public benefits, in theory reducing state welfare and hedlth insurance expenditures. In the late
1990s federd ad increased for the education, language acquisition, refugee, and other programs that
make up what we have cdled the United States express or targeted immigrant policy (Fix and
Zimmermann 1993).

Looking to the future, does the growing dispersa of immigrant families to nontraditiond

quo prior to welfare reform, when legal permanent residents' access to food stamps, welfare (then Aid to Families with
Dependent Children) and Supplemental Security Income (but not Medicaid) was subject to athree or five year

deeming period. During that period the incomes of the immigrants' sponsors were deemed to be theirs for the
purposes of eligibility, resulting in an effective exclusion.
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receiving states build or erode the case for what might be termed trangitiond federd ad? If judtified,
how should such atrangitiona aid program be targeted? Should funding be discretionary and based on
judgements of need? Or should it be driven by population formulas? Should ad efforts focus on
schools? If so, should they build on the comparatively smadl ($150 million in FY 1999) Emergency
Immigrant Education Program (EIEP)? After dl, schools represent the largest single areaof public
expenditure for both citizen and immigrant children. As we have seen, onein five school-age children is
the child of an immigrant, and schools are an arena where tensons associated with immigration surface.
Targeting integration policies to discrete populations.

Thisleads logicaly to the next policy design issue: What should the population target or targets
of animmigrant family integration agenda be? At one levd, programs might be targeted to immigrant
families whose mohility lagstha of natives. Beyond this Smple formulation, population targets will vary
depending on the type of program contemplated. An education agenda, for example, could focus on
impact ass stance for sudents who have recently arrived in U.S. schools (the EIEP), or services for
those with language and literacy needs (the Bilingua Education Act, the Migrant Education Act, or Title
1 of the ESEA). In some ingtances, these basic language and literacy efforts will target not just immigrant
children but the family asawhole (e.g., Even Start). Efforts to credit foreign credentids and offer
professond training to immigrants will focus not just on newcomers with low skills and education levels,
but those who enter with high skills that are underutilized.

However, three issues related to targeting policy should be noted. Thefirg is: How far beyond
settlement should immigrant integration policies reach? The key here is a demographic fact. The number

of immigrants who have been in the United States for 10 or more yearsis growing and will continue to

2% nour judgement, there is no other population for which states hold comparable powers of exclusion.
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increase rgpidly. In 1970 the number was 7 million; by 2010 it will have tripled to 21 million.
Presumably the needs of a settled versus a settling population will differ widdly.

Second, how can an integration agenda take account of the mixed immigration status of
immigrant families? As we have noted, 75 percent of children in al immigrant families are citizens.
Policies designed to redtrict benefits to noncitizens spill over to ther citizen children. Mixed status
families dso complicate reform efforts because policies that target benefits to noncitizen children's
advantage affect a comparatively smdl share of immigrants children—as most are dreedy citizens.
Moreover, such restorations may do little, in and of themsalves, to overcome the chilling effects that
flow from poalicies barring noncitizens (i.e., their parents) from services.

Third, how should an immigrant integration agenda account for the large and growing
undocumented population living in the United States? Many of the 8 to 8.5 million undocumented
immigrants are here to say and many will adjust to legd status and eventudly gain citizenship.
Moreover, many livein families with citizen children. A study of the New Y ork state immigrant
population estimates that about two-thirds of children in undocumented families are U.S.- born citizens.

Should an integration policy ignore the undocumented and their families or are there certain policy arees
where ther incluson makes sense? Certain hedth initiatives, for example, might focus not just on legd
but also undocumented immigrants in the interet of protecting the public’s hedlth.

Choosing between mainstream and targeted programs.

Another conceptud issue iswhether policies and programs should be targeted to immigrant
families and employ dedicated ingtitutions (such as the refugee program) or whether integration should
be viewed asagod of universd policies and mainstream inditutions.

From an institutional perspective, maingtream ingtitutions (e.g., public schools, wefare offices,
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job training centers) offer advantages. They (1) typicdly have comparatively deep indtitutiona capecity;
(2) have developed bureaucratic structures (accounting, personnd offices, and the like); (3) are often
bound by established due process norms and procedures that can limit arbitrariness; and (4) frequently
have developed political congtituencies. At the same time, though, they may not have the particularized
culturd and linguigtic knowledge of immigrants and their communities. They may be less respongve to
immigrants needs, and less able to combine needed services than indtitutions that are more closely
identified with the immigrant communities (e.g., newcomer schools, voluntary agencies). Testing which
ingtitutional arrangements work best has been a continuing focus of the refugee resettlement program.”’
More generdly, maximizing immigrants integration into mainsream ingtitutions can hep minimize
differencesin treetment between immigrants and citizens.

Similar issues arise from a policy perspective. Policies that target immigrants (such asthe
Emergency Immigrant Education Program, or the refugee program) can stimulate the creetion of
dedicated community ingtitutions and better ensure that funding responds to immigrants needs. At the
same time, programs that address immigrant families within the compass of more universa, mainstream
programs (such as Even Start, the Adult Education Act, or Title | of the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act) may have broader paliticad congtituencies and enjoy greeter relative sability and higher
funding levels. Particularly in periods of anti-immigrant sentiment, they may be less visble, and hence
less paliticaly vulnerable. This may be the lesson from the 1994 reauthorization of the Title | Program
under the Elementary and Secondary Education Act, when the digibility of LEP students for services

was substantidly, and quietly, expanded despite the more hostile nationd political environment.

%" For amore detailed discussion of the refugee resettlement program’ s policies see Zimmermann et a.,
“ Experimenting with Refugee Resettlement: An Assessment of the Alternative Projects,” forthcoming.
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As our work in education reform suggests, the policy fit between mainstream reforms and those
that serve immigrant populations can be quite close. In the area of secondary educetion, for example,
our analyses of demondtration programs finds that severa innovations hold substantid promise. These
include:

< Expanding the class period, school day, and school year so immigrant children have time to
master both English and content-area courses such as science;

< Bringing together language development and content teachers, who typicaly operate in very
separate worldsin U.S. secondary schools; and

< Improving our assessment tools for non—English-speaking students so they can make smoother
trangtions from sheltered to mainstream classrooms (Ruiz de Velasco and Fix 2000).

These are exactly the types of reforms that lie at the heart of the mainstream school reform
movement and are readily funded under the universal Title | or Goals 2000 programs, as opposed to the

dedicated and controversid Title VII bilingua education program.

Identifying strategies for leveraging the private sector.
The current strength of the U.S. economy, coupled with the generd openness of the U.S. labor

market, raise the question, what, if any, public policies are needed to stimulate private sector activity
that accelerates integration? As we have seen, immigrant unemployment fell faster than that of netives
during the recent economic boom. While incentives to simulate hiring may not be necessary, policies
may still be needed to encourage employers to teach English and skills in the workplace. Mechanisms
that standardize professonal and academic credentials awarded outside the U.S. would help relieve
labor shortages and tap newcomers full potentid.

At the same time, the predominance of foreign workers in low-wage industries and the dow

wage growth among immigrants during the economic boom suggest that greater policy attention should
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be drawn to enforcement of wage, hour, hedlth, safety, and other socia regulationsin the workplace.
Because many employers of immigrants are themsalves immigrants, regulatory initiatives could be
combined with efforts to degpen the capacity of immigrant entrepreneurs—by providing technica
assstance such astraining in accounting and the like—so their businesses can become both more stable
and more compliant with tax and other regulations.

Assessing the merits of a national office for immigrant and refugee families.

Given the dynamics of immigration as well as the constantly changing needs of receiving
communities, it might make sense to condder the vaue of an office or inditution whose sole purpose is
to monitor and shape immigrant integration policy. In addition to ensuring that current policies take
account of changing demographics and community needs, this office could play arolein ensuring thet
maingtream policies take into consderation the specific needs of immigrants.

Exigting modd s include the sate offices for immigrants and refugees that have evolved out of
some dtate refugee programs. Maryland, Massachusetts, and Illinois dl have state offices with afocus
that goes beyond refugees to reach other immigrant populations. A smilar nationa office could take the
place of or be located within the nationd Office of Refugee Resettlement (ORR). ORR has along
inditutiond history of serving language minoritiesin maindream programs, Snce many refugees receive
AFDC/TANF and Medicaid. Of course, ORR has the degpest experience creating, refining, and

implementing a proactive resattlement plan for newcomers.

WHAT DOES THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT SPEND ON IMMIGRANT
INTEGRATION?
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How much does the federd government spend on the integration of immigrant families and what
types of investments does it make? In this section we explore the limited set of federd programs and
expenditures that are targeted to immigrant or language minority families. They condtitute what we have
referred to in the past as the nation's expressimmigrant policy.? We then briefly discuss the federal
pending that takes place within the context of mainstream programs that may serve immigrants, but

were not expresdy cregted for them. (An example isthe Title | education program for the

Table 1. Targeted Federal Spending on Immigrants

Reimbursement Services
FY 1999 Spending FY 1999 Spending
EIEP (Emergency $150.0 Million Refugee $465.0 Million
Immigrant Education Resettlement
Program) Program
Education Program $17.8 Million

for Refugee Children

Bilingual Education $230.0 Million
Adult Education/ESL $365.0 Million
Migrant Education $354.7 Million
Total $150.0 Million $1432.5 Million

Combined Total -- $1582.5 Million

disadvantaged.” ) We dso touch on the growing role of state and local governments in providing

%8 For an earlier, more detailed taxonomy of immigrant integration policies, see Fix and Zimmermann, After
Arrival: An Overview of Federal Immigrant Policy in the United States, July 1993.

2 We excl ude transfers, in-kind payments, tax credits, and other direct payments to individuals. We also exclude
spending on what are termed general goods such as roads, the military, and the like despite the fact that
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services to immigrant families. Despite itsimportance, we do not tackle private foundation spending
dedicated to newcomers.
Federal Spending on Targeted Programs

Targeted federa spending on immigrant families and the communities within which they live can
be viewed asfdling within two largdy didtinct categories. The fird is formula-driven rembursement to
date and loca governments to offset costs ascribed to immigrants (often thought of as*impact ad”).
The second is funding to provide education and services to vulnerable newcomer populations such as
non-English speskers, refugees, and the children of migrant workers.

The principd targeted immigrant policy programs are set out in table 1. Although thislist of
programsis not comprehensive, it does reflect the principa congressiond initiatives that have been
ddiberately designed to help immigrants and their communities. Viewed collectively, a least three points
can be made about these targeted programs. Firs, they were created in an ad hoc manner over the
years, and not surprisgngly, they fdl short of congtituting a coherent integration agenda for immigrant
families. Second, total funding for the programs (roughly $1.6 billion in FY 1999) can be viewed as
modest at best, since the 30 million immigrants in the United States now represent more than 10 percent
of the nation’s population. Indeed, $1.6 billion is less than haf the $4 billion in aid provided to Satesto
offset service costs associated with legalizing 2.8 million immigrants following IRCA’ s enactment.*
Third, while generdly smdl in scale, spending on these programs grew sgnificantly through FY 2000,

after declining sharply through the 1980s and most of the 1990s.

immigrants capture a share of the benefits generated.

% The State L egalization Impact Assistance Grant (SLIAG) program was created to help states offset the costs of
providing servicesto immigrants newly legalized under the 1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act. The program
ended in 1995, but provides some lessons for the design of impact aid programs. Strict requirements for documenting
spending by individual legalized aliens proved extremely cumbersome and led to significant delaysin state
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Table 2. Emergency Immigrant Education Program (EIEP) Funding: 19852001

Appropriation Appropriation* EIEP Per Student
School Year (in millions) (in millions) Students Allocation
1984-85 $30.0 $48.1 348,287 $138
1985-86 30.0 46.8 422,549 111
1986-87 28.7 43.6 436,612 100
1987-88 30.0 43.8 428,688 102
1988-89 28.7 40.1 427,870 94
1989-90 29.6 39.4 478,172 82
1990-91 30.1 38.2 616,604 62
1991-92 29.3 35.9 687,334 52
1992-93 30.0 35.7 778,508 46
1993-94 29.4 34.0 825,968 41
1994-95 38.9 43.8 773,976 57
1995-96 50.0 54.8 823,149 67
1996-97 100.0 106.7 875,000** 122
1997-98 150.0 157.1 886,000** 177
1998-99 150.0 154.2 821,000** 188
1999-2000 150.0 150.0 808,400** 186
2000-2001 150.0 146.3

Percent Change

1984-2000 — 212% 132% 34%

* Adjusted to 1999-2000 Dollars.
** Estimates reported in U.S. Dept of Education, Budget Requests, 1998-2001.

Source: U.S. Department of Education, Biennial Report to Congress on the Emergency Immigrant Education Program, June

15, 1999; U.S. Dept of Education, Budget Requests, 1998 - 2001; U.S. Department of Education, FY 2001 Appropriations
Table.

Impact Assistance. Inthelast severd yearsthe federd government has increased its efforts
to help offset state and local costs incurred as aresult of immigration, focusing in particular on education
and incarceration codts. The single most notable type of impact assistance has been the Emergency
Immigrant Education Program (EIEP) (see table 2).

The EIEP, enacted in 1984, provides funds to school ditricts based on the number of foreign-
born students ages 3 to 21 who have been attending U.S. schools for three years or less® Program

funding declined sharply during the 1980s and early 1990s. However, in FY 1997, Congress nearly

reimbursement and to some unspent funds, despite continued federal deferrals.
3LE1EP funds cans be used to (1) increase parental involvement; (2) tutor, mentor, or counsel immigrant students; (3)
acquire curricular materials; and (4) provide basic institutional services. (Osorio-O’' Dea 1999a).
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doubled the program's appropriation, from $55 to $107 million, with spending per student more than
doubling from $67 per student in FY 1996 to $186 per student in FY 2000. Although spending for
EIEP is higher than it has ever been, it remains far below the $500 per sudent that was initialy
authorized. Resmbursement rates per student are dso less than 10 percent of federal rembursement
payments to states to offset the costs of incarceration under the State Criminal Alien Assistance

Program ($186 per student in FY 1999 versus $2307 per prisoner in FY 1998.)*

Targeted Services. Astable 1 indicates, the U.S. has enacted a handful of programs geared to
providing services specificaly to immigrants or language minorities.

Refugee resettlement program. The refugee resettlement program is run by the federd

government, but largely administered by states and private voluntary resettlement agencies. The program
provides cash assistance and socid services to newly arriving refugees and represents the closest
gpproximation the federal government offers of a proactive integration policy. Following sharp declines
during the 1980s, funding per refugee has risen somewhat during the 1990s. Since 1984, ORR spending
per refugee has dropped 57 percent, after accounting for inflation. Since 1990, however, spending per
refugee has risen from about $4,000 per refugee in 1990 to $5,000 in 2000. (Seetable 3).
Nonethdess, this funding level remains far below that of the early 1980s when refugees received three
years rather than eight months of federdly reimbursed ass stance.

Although aminor dement of ORR’s $433 million annua budget, the agency administers a $5.8

million Community and Family Strengthening and Integration program. The program supports a broad

32The State Criminal Alien Assistance Program was created in 1995 to reimburse states and localities for the costs of
incarcerating undocumented criminal aiens. The program has grown rapidly from $138 million in FY 1995 to $573
millionin FY 1999
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range of projects amed at building the community’ s capacity to serve refugee families and help them
effectively participate in their new society. Activities funded under the program include school based
parent involvement projects, neighborhood watch programs, cross-cultura training for child protective
sarvice agencies, and projects amed a improving intergenerationd family reations.

Refugee education. 1n 1999, the federd Office of Refugee Resettlement reingtated its program

to fund states with substantial numbers of refugee school children. This program, which had beenin
place but had gone unfunded through the 1990s, provided $17.8 million to 36 Statesin 1999. The
funds can be used for avariety of purposes 0 long asthey rdate to effectively integrating and educating

refugee children and offsetting the financid impact of educating refugee children. Possible usesinclude

Table 3. Federal Refugee Resettlement Program Funding: 1990-2001

Refugee Program Refugee Program f I
Fiscal Year Appropriations Appropriations* Re ugees Dollars per
(thousands of dollars) (thousands of dollars) Admitted Refugee
1984 $495,999 $822,050 70,604 $11,643
1986 352,166 553,312 60,559 9,137
1988 418,951 609,834 76,930 7,927
1990 388,835 512,298 122,935 4,167
1992 410,615 503,977 131,749 3,825
1994 389,003 451,999 112,065 4,033
1996 408,000 447,786 75,728 5,913
1998 411,000 434,198 83,000 *** 5,231
2000 454,000 454,000 ** 90,000 *** 5,044
Percent Change
1984-2000 — -45% 27% 57%
1990-2000 — -11% -27% 21%
* Adjusted to 2000 Dollars
** Estimate

** Erom Announced Fiscal Year Cap

Source: Federal Budget (1984-2000); Office of Refugee Resettlement Annual Report to Congress (1990-1997); 74
Interpreter Releases 1597, October 20, 1997; 75 Interpreter Releases 1378, October 5, 1998; 76 Interpreter Releases
1255, August 23, 1999.

ESL, cross-cultural activities, parental outreach programs, interpreter services for parent/teacher
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meetings, and salaries for teachers and aides.™

Federd bilingua education. The Bilingual Education Act (BEA) authorizes competitive grants

for locd school digtricts to help them provide awide range of language assstance (not just bilingua
education) to limited English proficient sudents. In FY 1999 only roughly 10 percent of LEP children
were served in projects funded under the BEA (Osorio-O’ Dea 1999b). While funding for the federd
bilingua education program declined from the early 1980s through the mid-1990s, this trend shifted in
1997 with spending rising from $174 million to $291 million in 2001. Nonetheless, the amount of

bilingua education spending per LEP student nationwide (i.e., both those enrolled and not enrolled in

Table 4. Federal Bilingual Education Funding: 1991-2001

Bilingual Education Bilingual Education .
Fiscal Year Appropriation Appropriation Total LEP Spending Per
- - Students LEP Student
(millions of dollars) (millions of dollars)*
1991 $169 $213 2,198,778 $97
1992 195 239 2,429,815 99
1993 197 234 2,620,747 89
1994 201 234 3,037,922 77
1995 157 177 3,184,696 56
1996 128 140 3,228,799 14
1997 162 174 3,452,073 50
1998 204 216 3,724,950 ** 58
1999 230 238 3,936,443 ** 60
2000 248 248 4,147,936 ** 60
2001 296 291 4,359,429 ** 67

Percent Change
1991-2000 — 16% 89% -38%

*Adjusted to 2000 Dollars.
** Projected estimate based on 1991-1997 trend.

Source: Federal Budget (1992-2001); U.S. Department of Education FY 2001 Appropriations Table.

funded services) remains far lower than it wasin the early 1980s* (See table 4).

33 Notice of Availability of FY 1999 discretionary funds to State Departments of Education for Costs to Local School
Districts Associated with Educating Refugee Children.
34 We calcul ate spending per all LEP students estimated to bein U.S. schoolsin order to have arough gauge of
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Migrant education. The Migrant Education Program provides grants to states to help overcome

education barriers faced by children of migrant workers. The migrant workforce has changed in recent
decades from being predominantly U.S.-born to predominantly foreign-born, with dightly fewer than
haf of its members undocumented (Mines, Gabbard, and Steirman 1997). As aresult the program has

in effect been trandformed into an dement of the nation’ sintegration policies. Like bilingua educeation,

Table 5. Federal Funding for Migrant Education Program: 1990-2001
Appropriation Appropriation in Overall Percent
Fiscal Year . FY 2000 dollars ~ Change in FY 2000
(in thousands) .
(in thousands) Dollars
1990 $282,444 $372,126 —
1991 294,592 372,458 0%
1992 308,298 378,396 2%
1993 300,038 357,554 -6%
1994 302,458 351,439 -2%
1995 305,475 345,163 -2%
1996 305,474 335,262 -3%
1997 305,473 327,741 -2%
1998 305,473 322,714 -2%
1999 354,689 366,611 14%
2000 354,689 354,689 -3%
2001 380,000 373,493 5%
Source: CRS Report for Congress, The Federal Migrant Education Program: An Overview; U.S.
Department of Education budget documents (1999-2000); U.S. Department of Education, FY 2001
Appropriations Table.

funding for the Migrant Education Program declined from the 1980s through most of the 1990s but rose

through the late 1990s. Although data on numbers of students participating are not available on ayear-

how the bilingual education program has kept up with growing immigration. The number served by federal
bilingual education programsis much smaller the total number of LEP children enrolled in U.S. schools. It should
also be noted that states and localities spend far more than the federal government on bilingual education. The
FY 2000 and 2001 budget requests both indicate that bilingual education funding is attempting to keep up with
the increasing dispersion of the immigrant population to new states. Those requests state that the Department of
Education will emphasize awards to districts that have experienced arecent influx of LEP students and have little
prior experience serving them.
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by-year bass, in FY 1999 about 664,000 students were served under the program, representing
spending of $534 per student (Osorio-O’ Dea 1999¢). (Seetable 5.)

ESL for adults. One area of education spending where we have seen steadily expanding federa
funding throughout both the 1980s and 1990s is funding for English as a Second Language classes for
adults. Significantly, these funds are not earmarked in the federa budget as ESL funds, but are
distributed to states under the federd Adult Education program, which funds classesin literacy (Adult

Basic Education), GED preparation (Adult Secondary Educeation), aswell as English language

Figure 21. Enrollment in Adult Education Programs: 1994-1998

Millions Enrolled
2 r 1.9 M

B Adult Basic Education
OEnglish as a Second Language Enrollment
EAdult Secondary Enroliment
1.5 } 1.4 M
1.3 M
1.2 M
1.1 M
1k
0.8 M
0.5
0
1993-1994 1997-1998

Source: U.S. Department of Education Office of Vocational and Adult Education Division of Adult Education and
Adult Education Division of Adult Education and Literacy, October 1999 (1992-1996).

acquisition. (Seefigure 21.)
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Funding for adult education grew by 56 percent between FY 1992 and 2001 to $452.1 million
(table 6). Spending on ESL has been growing far faster than the other program components, however,
because of enrollment trends. While enrollment in Adult Basic Education and Adult Secondary
Education dropped by 9 and 28 percent respectively between 1994 and 1998, enrollment in ESL grew
by 58 percent. Thus, while ESL students made up only 17 percent of al adult education enrolleesin
1980, they represented 48 percent in 1998. In addition to this increased spending within the adult
education program, the growing demand for ESL led the Clinton administration to include a separate

$70 million English language and civicsinitidive in the FY 2001 budget.

Spending on Immigrants in Mainstream Federal Programs.

Table 6. Federal Funding for Adult Education Programs: 1992-2001

Fiscal Year Federal (in Federal* (in Federal Spending Percent
thousands) thousands) Per Student Change
1992 $235,750 $289,352 $75 —
1993 254,824 303,672 78 4%
1994 254,624 295,859 79 1%
1995 252,345 285,130 74 -7%
1996 247,440 271,569 67 -9%
1997 340,339 365,149 91 35%
1998 345,339 364,831 91 0%
1999 365,000 377,269 — —
2000 450,000 450,000 — —
2001 460,000 452,123 — —
Percent Change
1992-2001 56% — —

*Adjusted to 2000 Dollars.

Source: Federal Budget (1997-2001); U.S. Department of Education Office of Vocational and Adult Education
Division of Adult Education and Literacy, October 1999 (1992-1996).

Note: States and localities spend far more on adult education than the federal government. For example in 1996,
they spent $1 billion compared with $263 million in federal spending.

Aswe indicate above, spending on immigrants within the compass of targeted programsis
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dwarfed by spending on maingtream programs such as the Title | program for educating the
disadvantaged. To illugtrate, the Title | program's FY 1999 budget was $8 billion while the federa
bilingua education act's budget was $235 million. According to recent reports, 306,000 LEP students
were served in programs funded under the Bilingual Education Act in FY 1999 while the Title | Program
was reported to reach 1.5 million LEP children (Osorio-O' Dea, 1999b).

Fainly, afull accounting of the types and amounts of federd pending within maingream
programs on immigrant and language minority familiesis beyond the reach of this pgper. However,
severd broad federd policy developments should be noted that are relevant to the integration of
immigrant families. Fird, the past decade has witnessed the creation of important new programs for
low-wage and disadvantaged populations that, al things being equa, should benefit low-income
immigrant families. These include the $20 billion State Children's Hedlth Insurance Program, and the
more than $4 billion Wefare-to-Work Program.

Second, we seerising funding levels within a number of key family programs such as child
welfare assstance and child care programs. Among the most prominent are substantial budget increases
in Head Start (from $1.8 billion in 1990 to 3.8 billion in FY 2000) and child care under the now
consolidated Child Care Development Fund (from $1.3 billionin FY 1991 to $3.6 hillion in FY
2000).%*

However, immigrant and refugee families' access to these new and growing programsis limited

by shiftsin eligibility. In most ingtances, immigrant families who entered &fter the 1996 wdfare law are

% These support levels for child care do not include TANF-related expenditures. That said, thereis growing evidence
of ashortage of quality child care, especially for evening and weekend care, infant care, and after-school care. There
is also anecdotal evidence that many immigrant families are having a particularly difficult time finding adequate child
care, at least partly because of a mismatch between the language capacity of child care providers and languages
spoken by immigrant families.
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ineligible for federdly funded TANF, Medicaid, SCHIP, food ssamp, and SSI benefits. These shiftsin
digibility have kept not only affected noncitizens from participating in programs, they have dso chilled
the participation of digible citizen and noncitizen rdatives.

Program implementation can dso exclude immigrant families from services. Advocates clam
that immigrants remain underserved by the Head Start program, despite funding increases.®
Furthermore, in promoting work over education and training in their welfare programs, many states have
foreclosed providing English language ingtruction under their TANF programs.

However, recent expansons to generd federd digibility criteria advantage at least some
members of the immigrant population. Examples include increased income digibility levels for childrenin
Medicaid and legidation that more clearly establishes that LEP children are digible for Title | services.
Both TANF and Welfare-to-Work have recently loosened some of their regulations, increasing
potentid gpending on language and other training for immigrant and limited English spesking families.
The fina rulesfor the TANF program issued in April 1999 broaden state discretion in spending. States
can, for example, provide awide range of work supports to low-income families, even those not
receiving wedlfare. The types of assstance they can provide include child care, trangportation, and help
with work expenses. Recent Department of Labor rules authorize ESL training as a posemployment
sarvice for the Welfare-to-Work program. Finally, and importantly, increases in the Earned Income Tax
Credit and the federal minimum wage through the 1990s benefited many low-wage immigrant workers

and thar families.

36LouisJacobson, March 20, 1999. “Head Start on aFresh Track.” National Journal.
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SELECTED DIRECTIONS FOR THE FUTURE
We present below a short and inevitably arbitrary list of policy issues that we bdieve hold far-

reaching Sgnificance for the integration of immigrant families

1. Safety net

While Congress has restored digihility to legd immigrants for a number of benefit programs,
working-age immigrants remain indigible for food stamps, regardiess of their entry date. Further, the
legd immigrants arriving Snce 1996, whose numbers continue to grow, remain indigible for the five core
federal means-tested programs. Food Stamps, SSI, Medicaid, SCHIP, and TANF. By 2002, the year
that PRWORA is due to be reauthorized, gpproximately one third of all legd immigrants will have
entered the U.S. after 1996. Within the compass of reauthorization, severa issues that bear on
restoration of benefitsto legd immigrants should be revisted.

» Wedfare reform effectivedy shifted the full burden of an immigrant’s support onto his family members
and sponsors. Does that shift go too far? Should the sponsor’ s support obligation and sponsor
deeming (i.e, the attribution of the sponsor’ s income to the immigrant for the purpose of qudifying
for means-tested benefits) extend to citizenship as it now does, credting, in effect, an open-ended
ligbility? Or should that obligation be limited to aterm of years?

» Should sponsor deeming be limited to cash transfer and food programs and not be extended to
hedlth insurance programs? In practice, deeming leads to adenid of benefits. There was no deeming
in Medicaid before wefare reform. Moreover, Audtrdiaand Britain introduced new sponsor
deeming requirements at the same time the U.S. did—but excluded hedlth insurance from sponsor
obligations. (Fix and Laglagaron 2001.)

» Should refugees digibility for public benefits be limited to thair firdt five to seven years after
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settlement, given the physicd and mentd hedth problems they may have suffered? Citizens who use
these benefits face no comparable time limits. Unlike legd immigrants, refugees do not have
sponsors who can be compelled to support them.

» Should other particularly vulnerable postenactment populations (e.g., pregnant women and children)
be made igible for Medicaid and SCHIP?

» By redricting immigrants access to federa benefits, welfare reform shifted substantial
responsibilities to statesto pay for immigrants assstance. Should the relative fiscal responsibilities
of federd, state, and loca governments be reexamined? In particular, as some governors have
contended, should states be given the same authority to extend jointly funded federal means-tested
programs (Medicaid, SCHIP, and TANF) to postenactment immigrants as to preenactment
immigrants?

2. Education

The reauthorization of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act this year (2001), coupled
with the rapid adoption of performance and content standards in schoals, raises a number of important
issues regarding the education of immigrant youth.

» AreLEP learners and other immigrant sudents served by mainstream education programs such as
Title I, Head Start, and Perkins V ocation Education programs? Do they receive appropriate
services under these programs?

» What impact would the proposed block granting of federal education funds, including the
Emergency Immigrant Education and Title VII bilingud programs, have on the provision of services
to immigrant sudents and English language learners?

» Doestheintroduction of standards-based reforms and high-stakes testing (that determines whether
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a sudent will advance agrade or graduate) lead to increased achievement among English language
learners? Higher dropout rates? Both? What accommodations do school systems adopt for these
populations?
Which fiscd policies might correct the mismatch between the grade distribution of LEP students
(many of whom are in secondary schools) and the availability of resources to promote English
language learning (which is heavily concentrated in dementary schools)?

3. Employment
Given that immigrant workers' recent employment rate has risen more rgpidly than their wage
growth, what policies might accelerate their economic mobility? Should policymakers primary focus
be on postempl oyment services that promote skill and language acquisition? What incentives are
now provided to employers to offer such services?
Given the concentration of immigrants in low-wage sectors, does it make sense to expand federd
and gate enforcement of regulatory programs (wage and hour, occupational safety and hedlth)
amed at low-wage indugtries?
Given foreign-born workers are far less likely to have heard of or received the Earned Income Tax
Credit than their native counterparts, what strategies might be introduced to increase their
participation?

4. Housing and Community Development
Can we increase immigrant home ownership by adopting asset accumulation models, individua
development accounts, or other Strategies for establishing credit worthiness? What role can the
public sector play?
To what extent does the continuing withdrawa of Section 8 subsidized from housing markets affect
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immigrant families? What if any locd policies have successfully expanded housing opportunities for
low-income newcomer families?

5. Creation of Institutions Focused on Immigrant Integration

» Would it be advisable to create a Nationd Commission on the Integration of Immigrant Familiesto
frame anationa and State policy agenda on these issues?
» Should anationd Office for Refugees and Immigrants be creasted? Should it be housed, asthe

Office of Refugee Resdttlement now is, within the Adminigration of Children and Families?

To sum up, while the larger patterns of immigrant integration remain hopeful—the lagged
progress of some immigrant groups, arapidly expanding undocumented population, restricted access to
the socid safety net—all raise integration concerns among policymakers that make the largely laissez-

faire approach of the past obsolete.
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