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Immigration to the United States
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Sources: Congressional Budget Office based on data from Campbell J. Gibson and Emily Lennon, Histoncal Census
Statistics on the Forejgn-Born Population of the United States: 1950-1990, Working Paper 29 (Census Bureau,
Population Division, February 1999); Nolan Malone and others, The Foreign-Born Popula tion: 2000, Census
2000 Bnef (Cansus Bureau, December 2003); and Census Bureau, American Community Survey, 2009.

Source: Congressional Budget Office. A Description of the Immigrant Population: An Update.
(Washington, DC: Congressional Budget Office, June 2011).




Immigration to the United States, by Region of Origin, 1970 and 2010
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States with the Largest and Most Rapidly Growing Immigrant Populations,
1990 to 2009

States with 1.7 million or more immigrants (2009)

States (ranked) with 200 percent or higher growth (1990 to 2009)

Source: 2009 American Community Survey and 1990 Decennial Census.
(© 2011 Migration Policy Institute.

Source: Migration Policy Institute, “States with the Largest and Fastest-Growing Immigrant
Populations,” http://www.migrationinformation.org/DataHub/maps.cfm.
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Immigrants in Suburbs

Size and Share of Foreign-Born Population by Location,
1980-2007
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Source: Brookings analysis of decennial census and 2007 ACS data




Growth in the population of Hispanics in the Great Plains — especially in rural areas, where even small growth can have an outsize impact — is filling
some of the void left by a declining white population. The Hispanic population in the seven Great Plains states shown below has increased 75 percent,
while the overall population has increased just 7 percent.
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Percent of Total Population
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Areas that are now “majority minority”
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Source: Brookings Institution analysis of 2010 census data States where share of white infants is less than 507




Percent Supporting Decreased Immigration
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Views on Immigration Restriction vs. Unemployment
in the United States, 1987 to 2010
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Federal Enforcement Policies




Who has the authority to regulate immigration?

Role of the Federal government :
* Article |, Section 8 of the Constitution
Congress has the power to “establish an uniform Rule of

Naturalization.”

* Immigration powers as derivative of foreign policy powers.

Limits to what states can do:

* 14th Amendment: states cannot “deprive any person of life,




Plenary power doctrine

Role of the Federal government :
e Chae Chang Ping v. United States (1889)

Congress can authorize the exclusion of individuals from entering
into the U.S. on the basis of race.

e Fong Yue Ting v. United States (1893)

Congress can authorize the deportation of immigrants from the
U.S. individuals on the basis of race




ICE Alien Removals and Returns, FY 2000 to 2010
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Fugitive Operations Team Arrests, 2003 to 2008
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http://www.ice.gov/news/library/factsheets/fugops.htm

ICE Worksite Enforcement Arrests by Fiscal Year, 2002 to 2010
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Sources: 2002-2008 data, Department of Homeland Security, Immigration and Customs
Enforcement, “Worksite Enforcement Overview,”
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ICE Alien Removals and Returns, FY 2000 to 2010
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State and Local Responses




Immigration-Related Legislation Introduced and Enacted
at the State Level, 2005 to 2010
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http://www.ncsl.org/default.aspx?tabid=21857

Types of Anti-Immigrant Ordinances Passed by Local Jurisdictions,
2000-2009
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AZ SB 1070

e Would have required AZ police officers investigate the immigration status
of all individuals they stop if the officers suspected that they were in the
country unlawfully;

e Would have mandated detention of individuals who were arrested, even for
minor offenses that would normally result in a ticket, if they could not verify
that they were authorized to be in the U.S.;

e Would have imposed state criminal penalties for non-citizens failing to
register with the Department of Homeland Security or failing to carry
registration documents;

e Would have allowed for the warrantless arrest of individuals who were
deemed by state or local police officers to be "removable" from the U.S.; and

e Would have made it a crime for alleged undocumented immigrants to work
in the state of Arizona.



Widespread Approval of AZ SB 1070, with support across party lines

Partisan Differences in Views
of Arizona’s Immigration Law
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Positive Approaches at the State Level

Utah: supports use of E-Verify, but also issued a ‘compact’ outlining the
state’s commitment to the inclusion of all immigrants.

Alaska, Montana, New Mexico, and Oregon: Explicitly reject the use of
state resources for the purposes of immigration enforcement.

Illinois and New York: reject cooperation with the federal government'’s
Secure Communities Program.

Maryland and ten other states: allow immigrants to pay ‘in-state tuition’ in
state universities as state residents.

Two states still allow unauthorized migrants access to drivers’ licenses,




Positive Approaches at the Local Level

e San Francisco, California and New Haven, Connecticut : issued municipal
ID cards to allow their residents, regardless of their legal status, access to
both public and private services, ranging from health care to banking.

e Takoma Park, Maryland: allows non-citizen voting.

e Asheville, North Carolina and several dozen other municipalities in 23
states: enacted laws that seek to keep separate police and immigration
enforcement. Include many of the nation’s largest immigrant receiving
metro areas: New York City, Los Angeles, San Francisco, the District of
Columbia, Chicago, Baltimore, Boston, Detroit, Minneapolis, St. Louis,
Newark, Philadelphia, Austin, and Seattle.




Conclusion




Immigrant integration in the U.S. a very mixed bag. Historically
laissez-faire— no real integration policy at the federal level.
Since the failure of immigration reform efforts in 2007,however,
there is increasingly variation in responses, particularly toward
the undocumented, across states and localities.

Federal policy has focused on enforcement. While there have
shifts under the Obama administration away from workplace
raids, there has been an increased emphasis on the arrest and
deportation of ‘criminal aliens’ and on the implementation of
the Secure Communities program requiring local police
agencies to check the identities of anyone they arrest.

There is substantial variation in state and local level responses,
with states being both relatively welcoming and restrictive. The
kind of response is highly correlated with party control of the
state legislature and governorship: states with Republican
majorities are much more likely to see restrictive legislation
passed.



