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Executive Summary

The research literature finds that growing up with unauthorized immigrant parents puts
children at a disadvantage. Over the past decade, immigration reform that would provide

a pathway to legal status for these parents stalled in Congress several times, and recently

a federal appeals court upheld a lower court opinion suspending the Deferred Action for
Parents of Americans and Lawful Permanent Residents (DAPA)—an Obama administration
initiative to extend work permits and a temporary reprieve from deportation to unauthor-
ized immigrant parents. Absent major policy changes, millions of children will continue
living in mixed-status families with at least one citizen or legal immigrant child and at least
one parent who is an unauthorized immigrant.

Drawing on innovative Migration Policy Institute (MPI) assignments of unauthorized status
to noncitizens using U.S. Census Bureau data, this fact sheet examines the number, charac-
teristics, and socioeconomic status of children in these mixed-status families, both those
who are U.S. citizens and those who are not.

There were 5.1 million U.S. children under age 18 living with at least one unauthorized
immigrant parent during the 2009-13 period examined (MPI pooled five years of Census
Bureau data to develop the most accurate estimates possible). The vast majority of these
children—79 percent, or 4.1 million—were U.S. citizens. The share of children who were
themselves unauthorized rose with age: from 3 percent for ages 0-2, to 17 percent at ages
5-11, and 41 percent for ages 15-17.

Children of unauthorized immigrants are more exposed to a number of risk factors than
children of immigrants generally and all U.S. children, including:

IMMIGRATION FACTS

= Lower preschool enrollment. Children ages 3-4 with unauthorized immigrant
parents were less likely to be enrolled in preschool: 37 percent versus 45 percent
among children of immigrants generally and 48 percent for the entire U.S. child
population.

® Linguistic isolation. At all ages, children with unauthorized parents were more
likely to be linguistically isolated, in other words living in a household lacking Eng-
lish proficiency among household members ages 14 and older. Overall, 43 percent
were linguistically isolated, compared to 24 percent for all children of immigrants
and 6 percent for all U.S. children.

® Limited English proficiency. Children ages 5 and older with unauthorized im-
migrant parents were more likely than children of immigrants generally and the




overall U.S. population to be Limited
English Proficient (LEP) themselves
(27 percent versus 16 percent and
3.4 percent respectively), a gap that
closed with age.

= Poverty. Three-quarters of children
with unauthorized immigrant par-
ents had family incomes below the
threshold for free and reduced price
school lunches: 185 percent of the
federal poverty level (FPL). In con-
trast, 51 percent of children of all im-
migrants and 40 percent of the entire
U.S. child population lived in families
with incomes below this threshold.

®m Reduced socioeconomic progress.
In contrast to the experience of U.S.
children generally, children with
unauthorized immigrant parents did
not experience falling poverty as they
made the transition from childhood
to adolescence, a finding that rein-
forces the impact of parental legal
status on socioeconomic integration.

Eighty-six percent of these children would
have a parent eligible for the DAPA program
as proposed by President Obama in Novem-
ber 2014. Twenty-six states challenged the
DAPA program in federal court and won an
injunction suspending its implementation;
the injunction is unlikely to be lifted until
summer 2016 at the earliest. MPI analysis
shows that 42 percent of all children of un-
authorized immigrants lived in the 26 states
joining the legal challenge. As appeal to the
injunction awaits a likely Supreme Court
review, some of these states are implement-
ing policies that could compound the negative
effects of parental unauthorized status on
children. Texas, for example, has restricted
unauthorized immigrants’ ability to obtain
birth certificates for their newborn U.S.-
citizen children. North Carolina has enacted
legislation restricting the use of foreign IDs
to access government benefits or services. If
other states follow suit, the well-being of chil-
dren in mixed-status families could become
even more precarious.
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. Introduction

The research literature indicates that grow-
ing up with unauthorized immigrant par-
ents places children at a disadvantage. For
instance, parents’ unauthorized status is
associated with lower child cognitive devel-
opment and educational progress across the
early and middle years due to lower incomes,
fewer family resources for child supervision
and care, and the lack of autonomy associated
with the low-skilled jobs such parents often
perform.! Older children of the unauthorized
complete significantly fewer years of formal
schooling than those with legal immigrant
parents. Differences in educational attain-
ment are observed even among children born
in the United States to unauthorized immi-
grants.?

Barring major policy changes, the devel-
opment of these young children will take
place in families disadvantaged by parental
unauthorized status. Current U.S. immigra-
tion policies offer few avenues for parents to
resolve their status. Over the past decade, im-
migration reform that would provide a path-
way to legal status stalled in Congress several
times. In early 2015, a federal court in Texas,
later upheld by the Fifth U.S. Circuit Court

of Appeals, blocked implementation of the
Obama administration’s Deferred Action for
Parents of Americans and Lawful Permanent
Residents (DAPA) initiative that would extend
work permits and a temporary reprieve from
deportation to unauthorized parents of U.S.-
citizen and legal immigrant children.

This fact sheet employs U.S. Census Bureau
data to examine the number, characteristics,
and socioeconomic status of children, both
U.S. citizen and noncitizen, who have unau-
thorized immigrant parents. The analysis be-
low explores the prevalence of mixed-status
families (those with unauthorized immigrant
parents and U.S.-citizen children), updating
the literature examining them. Indeed, as the
data described below show, having a parent
who is unauthorized is strongly associated
with child poverty and limited English skills
among both adults and children in the family.

A Profile of U.S. Children with Unauthorized Immigrant Parents
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Data and Methods

The estimates in this fact sheet are drawn from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2009- 13 American Community Sur-
vey (ACS), with immigration status assigned based on responses to another Census Bureau survey, the 2008
Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP). The ACS has detailed information on immigrants, including
their citizenship, period of entry, and country of birth, but not their immigration status.The SIPP includes im-
migration status data but has a much smaller sample—one that is representative at the national level but not
adequate for detailed state or local analysis.

In consultation with demographers, MPI has developed an innovative method to link the immigration status
information in the SIPP to the more comprehensive data in the ACS. Jennifer Van Hook at The Pennsylvania
State University advised in the development of the methodology, and James Bachmeier and Colin Hammar at
Temple University conducted the analysis. They used a statistical technique known as multiple imputation to
link the two surveys and assign immigration status to noncitizens in the ACS based on the status of nonciti-
zens with similar characteristics in the SIPP. MPI researchers provided guidance on properly assigning legal
permanent resident (LPR), temporary legal immigrant, and unauthorized status.

Using this method, immigrants are disaggregated into naturalized citizens, noncitizens who are legally present
(including legal permanent residents and those with temporary visas), and unauthorized immigrants. Children
of unauthorized immigrants reside with at least one unauthorized parent; these children are further disaggre-
gated by their own immigration status: citizen, legally present, or unauthorized.

For more on the methodology, see Jeanne Batalova, Sarah Hooker, and Randy Capps, DACA at the Two-Year
Mark:A National and State Profile of Youth Eligible and Applying for Deferred Action (VVashington, DC, Migration
Policy Institute, 2014), www.migrationpolicy.org/research/daca-two-year-mark-national-and-state-profile-
youth-eligible-and-applying-deferred-action; and Jennifer Van Hook, James D. Bachmeier, Donna L. Coffman,
and Ofer Harel,“Can we spin straw into gold? An evaluation of immigrant legal status imputation approaches,”
Demography vol. 52, no. 1(2015): 329-54.

The fact sheet also focuses on how many chil-
dren might have parents protected from depor-
tation under the Deferred Action for Childhood
Arrivals (DACA) program implemented in 2012,
and the proposed DAPA program, which was
announced by President Obama in November
2014 but suspended because of a legal chal-
lenge filed by 26 states.’

panion spreadsheet offers detailed estimates of
this population for 102 major counties.*

[I. Number and Characteristics
of Children with Unauthorized

Immigrant Parents
After a brief review of methods, the fact sheet

describes the citizenship and immigration
status of children with unauthorized immigrant
parents, and then addresses their age structure,
variations in status by age, school enrollment
patterns, and distribution across states. It then
explores the English proficiency of parents and
children, family incomes, and parental eligi-
bility for the DAPA and DACA programs (see
Appendix tables for numbers by state). A com-

Authoritative estimates by several organiza-
tions indicate there are between 11 million and
11.5 million unauthorized immigrants in the
United States.” The Migration Policy Institute
(MPI) estimates that there were 5.1 million
children under age 18 with at least one unau-
thorized immigrant parent in the 2009-13 pe-
riod, representing 30 percent of all children of
immigrants and 7 percent of the total U.S. child

Migration Policy Institute
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Figure 1. Citizenship and Immigration Status of Children (under age 18) with Unauthorized
Immigrant Parents, 2009-13

Unauthorized,

Legal (LPR and other legal 19%
status), 2% \

US citizen, 79%

Source: Migration Policy Institute (MPI) analysis of U.S. Census Bureau data from the 2009-13 American Community Survey
(ACS) pooled, and 2008 Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) by Colin Hammar and James Bachmeier of Temple
University and Jennifer Van Hook of The Pennsylvania University, Population Research Institute.

population. The great majority, 4.1 million (79 more concentrated in the early years, when
percent) of these children were U.S. citizens— compared to other U.S. children (see Table 1).2
mostly by birth, but in rare cases by naturaliza-

tion (see Figure 1).° An estimated 959,000 (19

percent) were themselves unauthorized, and

113,000 were legally present—including legal B.  Variations in Child Immigration Status
permanent residents (LPRs) and those with by Age

temporary visas.
Older children are more likely to be unauthor-

ized, while younger children are more likely to
be U.S. citizens. During the 2009-13 period, the

A.  Age Distribution of Children share of children with unauthorized immigrant
parents who were themselves unauthorized
The children of the unauthorized are slightly rose from 3 percent for ages 0-2 to 17 percent

Table 1. Age Distributions of Children (under age 18) by Parental Nativity and Legal Status, (%),
2009-13

Children of :
Unauthorized Chlldr_en il Total Child Population
. Immigrants

Immigrants
0-2 18 16 16
3-4 13 12 11
5-11 40 40 39
12-14 15 17 17
15-17 13 16 17

Source: MPI analysis of data from U.S. Census Bureau 2009-13 ACS, pooled, and 2008 SIPP by Hammar, Bachmeier, and Van
Hook.
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for ages 5 to 11, and to 41 percent for those
ages 15-17 (see Figure 2). Children in early
education programs and elementary schools
who have unauthorized immigrant parents

are for the most part U.S. citizens and there-
fore eligible for health care and other public
benefits. Older children enrolled in middle and
high schools, however, are more likely to be
doubly disadvantaged by their own unauthor-
ized status and that of their parents, compli-
cating access to benefits, inhibiting parental
engagement in school, and potentially limiting
economic opportunities, asgpirations, daily rou-
tines, and social networks.

C. English Proficiency of Unauthorized
Immigrant Families and Children

Forty-three percent of children with unauthor-
ized immigrant parents were linguistically
isolated, i.e., they lived in households where no
one age 14 or older spoke English very well.
By contrast, only 24 percent of all children

of immigrants and 6 percent of the total U.S.
population under age 18 were linguistically

isolated. Fifty-two percent of children of the
unauthorized ages 0 to 4 were linguistically
isolated, compared to only 13 percent of those
ages 15 to 17 (see Figure 3). (At older ages, the
children themselves often speak English; as

a result the household is no longer classified
as linguistically isolated.) Linguistic isola-

tion represents an important risk factor for
child development, as parents without strong
English skills generally fare poorly in the U.S.
labor market and have difficulty navigating
institutions such as public schools, preschool
programs, and health and social service provid-
ers.?

English proficiency can have a significant,
enduring impact on children’s school per-
formance, later socioeconomic status, and
integration into U.S. society. When it comes
to English proficiency, the immigration status
of the child appears to matter more than the
status of the parents. Across all age groups,
U.S.-citizen children with unauthorized immi-
grant parents were less likely to be LEP than
noncitizen children (see Figure 4).11 Further,
the LEP rates of citizen children declined as
they aged, while rates for noncitizens did not.

Figure 2. Immigration Status of Children (under age 18) with Unauthorized Immigrant Parents,

by Age Group, (%), 2009-13

100

Share of Children in Age Group (%)

All ages (0-17) 0-2 3-4 5-11 12-14

Age Group

Unauthorized

m Legal (LPR and
other legal
status)

m US citizen

Source: MPI analysis of data from U.S. Census Bureau 2009-13 ACS, pooled, and 2008 SIPP by Hammar, Bachmeier, and Van

Hook.
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Figure 3. Linguistic Isolation among Children of Immigrants (under age 18), by Age Group and

Parental Legal Status, (%), 2009-13

Share Linguistically Isolated (%)

32
18
13
I 7

52 53
49
43
31 31
29
24
) 0-2 3-4 5-11

All ages (0-17
Age Group

12-14

15-17

Note: Linguistically isolated children live in households where no members ages 14 or over speak English very well.
Source: MPI analysis of data from U.S. Census Bureau 2009-13 ACS, pooled, and 2008 SIPP by Hammar, Bachmeier, and Van

Hook.

Similarly, among all children of immigrants
(regardless of parental legal status), noncitizen
children had higher LEP rates than U.S.-citizen
children, with noncitizens showing no gains in
proficiency after age 12. One explanation for
the better outcomes for citizen children is that,
unlike their noncitizen counterparts, they were
born in the United States and likely spent their
entire school careers in U.S. schools. Noncitizen
children are more likely have received some
schooling outside the United States in languag-
es other than English.

D. Family Income

Another common risk factor among children
of the unauthorized is their families’ low in-
comes, which have been associated with poor
health outcomes, developmental delays, and
low school achievement.'? Three-quarters of
children with an unauthorized immigrant par-
ent lived in families with incomes below 185
percent of the federal poverty level (FPL) in
2009-13—the threshold for the federal Free
and Reduced Price Lunch (FRPL) and Special
Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women,
Infants, and Children (WIC) programs. By
contrast, 51 percent of children of immigrants
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overall and 40 percent of all U.S. children lived
in families with incomes below this threshold.

In the general population, poverty fell substan-
tially as children aged, but it remained stub-
bornly high among children in both immigrant
and unauthorized immigrant families (see
Figure 5). Declines in poverty from younger

to older age groups were much smaller for
children of the unauthorized (3 percent) and
children of all immigrants (4 percent) than for
the entire U.S. child population (11 percent).
Thus children of the unauthorized were not
only much more likely to experience poverty,
but also less likely to see it decline across child-
hood and through adolescence.

E.  Preschool Enrollment among Young
Children

Enrollment in preschool can help offset some

of the income, English language, and parental
status disadvantages faced by young children in
unauthorized immigrant families. The pre-
school enrollment of children ages 3 to 4 with
unauthorized parents (37 percent), however,
lagged the enrollment of children of all im-
migrants (45 percent) and the total U.S. child

A Profile of U.S. Children with Unauthorized Immigrant Parents
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Figure 4. Limited English Proficiency of Children (ages 5-17), by Parental Legal Status and by
Child Age and Citizenship, (%), 2009-13

U.S.-Citizen Children Noncitizen Children
42
39
30
= Children of the 28 27 28 27
unauthorized
18 Children of
13 o immigrants
I 8 . :
5-11 12-14 15-17 5-11 1214 15-17
Age Group Age Group

Note: Limited English Proficient (LEP) refers to any person age 5 and older who reported speaking English less than “very well”
as classified by the U.S. Census Bureau.

Source: MPI analysis of data from U.S. Census Bureau 2009-13 ACS, pooled, and 2008 SIPP by Hammar, Bachmeier, and Van
Hook.

population (48 percent) (see Figure 6).13 Are-  tween children who had and had not attended
cent report from the Organization for Economic preschool.l*

Cooperation and Development (OECD) found a

wide difference in the achievement test scores Except for enrollment in preschool at ages

of immigrant children who arrived before 3-4, the children of the unauthorized were for
age 6 between those who attended preschool the most part fully enrolled in school (with
education and those who did not. Using tests rates exceeding 95 percent during the elemen-

administered to children at age 15 by the OECD  tary, middle, and high school years). However
Program for International Student Assessment  among 15- to 17-year-old unauthorized immi-
(PISA), analysts found a gap of 150 points or grant children with no parents in the house-
the equivalent of four years of schooling be- hold, the enrollment rate fell to 71 percent.

Figure 5. Children in Low-Income Families (under age 18), by Age Group and by Parental
Nativity and Legal Status, (%), 2009-13

75 74 75 76 74
71

_ Share in Families with Incomes Below 185% of FPL (%)
I
o
b

All ages (0-17) 0-2 3-4 5-11 12-14 15-17
Age Group

Note: “Low-income families” had annual incomes below 185 percent of the federal poverty level, which was $23,550 for a family
of four in 2013.

Source: MPI analysis of data from U.S. Census Bureau 2009-13 ACS, pooled, and 2008 SIPP by Hammar, Bachmeier, and Van
Hook.
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These unauthorized youth lived with unrelated
adults or other youth, and were more likely to
be in the labor force.

F State Distribution of Children with
Unauthorized Parents

Children of immigrants, including those with
unauthorized immigrant parents, are highly
concentrated in a handful of states. The top five
immigrant-receiving states—California, Texas,
New York, Illinois, and Florida—accounted

for 60 percent of children of unauthorized
immigrants. California alone was home to 29
percent and Texas 16 percent (see Table 2).

In California, Texas, and Arizona the children
of unauthorized immigrants made up 17, 13,
and 10 percent respectively of the entire state
child population—the highest shares in the
country. Children of unauthorized immigrants
comprised 30 percent or more of all children
of immigrants in almost half (24) of the states,
with North Carolina having the largest share, at
47 percent. (See Appendix, Table A-1 for more
states.)

Of the ten states with the largest popula-
tions of children with unauthorized parents,
half (Texas, Florida, Georgia, North Carolina,

and Arizona) joined the federal lawsuit that
blocked the DAPA program as it was on the
verge of being implemented. Together 42 per-
cent of all children of the unauthorized lived
in the 26 states signing onto the lawsuit (see
Appendix Table A-1 for numbers by state).15

Another way to sort states is by the share of
children of immigrants with unauthorized
parents. Using this metric, all ten states with
the highest shares of children of immigrants
with unauthorized immigrant parents joined
the DAPA lawsuit: North Carolina, Arkansas,
South Carolina, Alabama, Georgia, Tennessee,
Oklahoma, Mississippi, Idaho, and Texas. Most
are located in Southeast and South; many are
“new-growth” states that saw rapid rises in
legal and illegal immigration over the past two
decades.!® Thus participation in the lawsuit to
stop DACA may signify a backlash against un-
authorized immigrant families in those states
where this population has grown most rapidly
or represents the greatest share of all immi-
grant families.

lll. Eligibility for Deferred Action
Programs

Figure 6. Preschool Enroliment of Children (ages 3 to 4), by Parental Nativity and Legal Status,

(%), 2009-13

45

Preschool Enroliment (%)

Children of the unauthorized  Children of immigrants

Total children

Notes: Preschool programs may include Head Start, prekindergarten programs in public schools, or other center-based child
care. The ACS data employed do not provide details on the types of preschool programs attended.
Source: MPI analysis of data from U.S. Census Bureau 2009-13 ACS, pooled, and 2008 SIPP by Hammar, Bachmeier, and Van

Hook.
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Table 2. Ten States with Largest Populations of Children of Unauthorized Immigrants (under

Children of
Unauthorized
Immigrants

Children
of All
Immigrants

age 18) and their Shares of Overall Inmigrant and Entire Child Populations, (%), 2009-13

Children of Unauthorized
Immigrants as Share of...

Total Child
Population
(%)

Total Child

Population

Children of All
Immigrants (%)

United States 5,127,000 17,317,000 70,596,000 30 7
California 1,481,000 4,475,000 8,827,000 33 17
Texas 834,000 2,289,000 6,608,000 36 13
New York 293,000 1,449,000 4,112,000 20 7
lllinois 249,000 794,000 2,969,000 31 8
Florida 215,000 1,175,000 3,820,000 18 6
Georgia 188,000 467,000 2,373,000 40 8
North Carolina 179,000 381,000 2,176,000 47 8
New Jersey 168,000 697,000 1,970,000 24 9
Arizona 149,000 463,000 1,559,000 32 10
Washington 109,000 415,000 1,524,000 26 7

Source: MPI analysis of data from U.S. Census Bureau 2009-13 ACS, pooled, and 2008 SIPP by Hammar, Bachmeier, and Van

Hook.

A. Parental Eligibility for DAPA

The DAPA program, if implemented, would
have a potentially broad reach to mixed-status
families. Unauthorized immigrants who are
parents of citizens or LPRs and who have five
years or more of continuous U.S. residence
could qualify (provided they meet other cri-
teria). According to MPI's analysis, 86 percent
of children of the unauthorized, or 4.4 million
children, have parents who would potentially
qualify.!” The share of children with DAPA-
eligible parents is high at all ages, ranging from
83 percent to 86 percent of children depending
on the age group (see Figure 7). DAPA’s broad
reach across all age ranges—including older
ones—indicates that many families with older
unauthorized immigrant children also contain
younger citizen children, adding another layer
of complexity to these mixed-status families.
By removing the potential threat of parental
deportation and improving parents’ employ-
ment prospects via work authorization, DAPA
could be highly protective for both younger and
older children.

At the same time, lack of parental legal status
continues to put millions of children at risk for
deportation of the household head. Some states
that signed onto the lawsuit to suspend DAPA
are developing policies that could also have
negative effects on children with unauthorized
immigrant parents. For instance, Texas in 2015
limited the types of identification that parents
can use to obtain birth certificates, with the re-
sult that some unauthorized immigrant parents
are unable to obtain certificates for children
born in Texas.!® Though implemented so far in
just a handful of counties along the Texas-Mex-
ico border, this policy has the potential to bar
access of Texas-born children with unauthor-
ized immigrant parents to schooling, health
care, and other basic benefits and services. Also
in 2015, North Carolina enacted legislation that
prohibits state and local government agencies
from accepting identification documents from
foreign governments (typically consular docu-
ments known as matricula consular)—often the
only form of ID that unauthorized immigrants
have.!? The result of the North Carolina law
could be that parents who are unauthorized are
unable to prove residence or otherwise docu-

Migration Policy Institute



Figure 7. Children (under age 18) with Unauthorized Immigrant Parents Eligible for DAPA, by

Age Group, (%), 2009-13

Share of Children with Parents Potentially Eligible for DAPA (%)

All ages (0-17)

12-14 15-17

Age Group

Note: The shares of children with parents eligible for the Deferred Action for Parents of Americans and Lawful Permanent
Residents (DAPA) program displayed here exclude a small number of children with one parent eligible for DAPA and the other
immediately eligible for the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) program.

Source: MPI analysis of data from U.S. Census Bureau 2009-13 ACS, pooled, and 2008 SIPP by Hammar, Bachmeier, and Van

Hook.

ment eligibility for health care and other ben-
efits for their U.S.-born children. It is unclear
whether similar efforts to limit the benefits and
services available to children in unauthorized
immigrant families will spread to other states.

B.  Child and Parental Eligibility for DACA

The DACA program announced in 2012—for
unauthorized youth who entered the United
States before age 16 and are enrolled in school
or meet educational attainment and other
requirements—remains in force but expan-
sions announced in 2014 alon%mde DAPA have
been suspended by the courts.”” Unauthor-
ized immigrant youth who have been in the
United States for at least five years, arrived

in the country before age 16, and who are in
high school or have graduated are potentially
eligible for DACA.?! About one-third (219,000)

10

of unauthorized immigrant children ages 15 to
17 were immediately eligible for the DACA pro-
gram in 2013; younger children do not qualify
until they reach age 15. Like DAPA, the DACA
program extends relief from deportation and
work authorization to beneficiaries. Research-
ers have documented the substantial benefits
that DACA provides in terms of better jobs, im-
proved access to education, and access to other
benefits such as driver’s licenses.??

Additionally, 202,000 children across all age
ranges (4 percent of children of the unauthor-
ized) had parents who would qualify for DACA
under current rules.?? Parental DACA eligibil-
ity was higher for younger children, and so

the share of children with parents eligible for
DACA or DAPA was about 10 percentage points
higher (93 percent versus 83 percent) among
those ages 0-4 than among those ages 12-17
(see Figure 8).

A Profile of U.S. Children with Unauthorized Immigrant Parents
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Figure 8. Children (under age 18) Immediately Eligible for DACA and with Parents Immediately

Eligible for DACA, by Age Group, (%), 2009-13

= Children with parents immediately DACA-eligible

hare of Children with Parents Immediately Eligible for DACA (%)

33

Children immediately eligible for DACA themselves

3

. 1 0
. I .

All ages (0-17) 0-2 3-4

Age Group

5-11 12-14 15-17

Notes: Immediately eligible DACA youth and parents met all the requirements for the program including school enrollment or a
high school diploma or equivalent. An additional small number of youth and parents (fewer than 100,000) could qualify for DACA
if they enrolled in an adult education program; the number enrolling in such a program is not recorded in the ACS data employed.
Source: MPI analysis of data from U.S. Census Bureau 2009-13 ACS, pooled, and 2008 SIPP by Hammar, Bachmeier, and Van

Hook.

IV. Conclusion

Using innovative demographic techniques for
assigning legal status to examine the number of
children with unauthorized immigrant par-
ents, their citizenship and legal status, other
sociodemographic characteristics, and distri-
bution across states, this analysis explores the
reach of President Obama’s deferred action
programs to the parents of U.S.-citizen children.

The number of children under age 18 living in
families with unauthorized immigrant parents
is substantial: 5.1 million during the 2009-13
period surveyed, with 4.1 million being U.S.
citizens. The penetration of the Deferred Action
for Parents of Americans and Lawful Perma-
nent Residents (DAPA) program would be quite
wide when it comes to this population: 86 per-
cent of such children, of all ages, have parents
who would be eligible for relief from deporta-
tion as well as work authorization according

to the criteria set out in the November 2014
executive action announcement.

Migration Policy Institute analysis of the age
distribution of children with unauthorized im-
migrant parents shows that most (71 percent)
were under age 11; 28 percent were ages 12-
17. Institutionally, this age distribution means
that outreach programs to enroll parents who
could potentially benefit from DAPA or a legal-
ization program enacted by Congress would
likely reach the greatest numbers through
elementary schools and preschool programs,
though sizeable numbers also attend middle
and high schools.

Not surprisingly, children in families with
unauthorized immigrant parents have more
exposure to a number of risk factors than
children of immigrants generally and all U.S.
children. One such factor—linguistic isolation
(which takes into account parental English
proficiency)—declines as these children age.
Another—low incomes—does not decline as
children make the transition from childhood
to adolescence, in sharp contrast to the experi-
ence of U.S. children generally.

I
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Finally, when it comes to the state distribu-
tion of children with unauthorized immigrant
parents, this analysis finds that many are
concentrated in states that challenged the
proposed DAPA program in court. Indeed the
ten states whose children of immigrant popu-
lations had the highest ratios of those born to
unauthorized immigrant parents joined the
legal challenge to the administration’s plan, as
did five out of ten states with the largest overall
unauthorized populations. Regardless of the

12

legal merits of the case, the suspension of the
DAPA program has meant that large numbers of
children continue to experience the well-docu-
mented disadvantages that flow from living in
families with unauthorized immigrant parents.
And as states such as Texas and North Carolina
directly or indirectly further restrict the rights
and benefits for children with unauthorized
immigrant parents, even if U.S. born, those in
mixed-status families may indeed face further
disadvantage.

A Profile of U.S. Children with Unauthorized Immigrant Parents



vdva (%) uonendod
PIlYD |ejoL

puadsng
0} Jinsme-]
paulor

(%) syueabiw
-uwj jo uaipjiyp

"*Jo aieysg se sjuelb
aje)s -lWw| paziioyjneun Jo ualp|iyd

uone|ndod
PI'YD lejoL

sjuelBrwwg
IV J0 uaipjiyd

sjuesBiww|
paziioyineun
JO uaip|iyd

)

)

) 0L 08z 000°28Z°L 000°L2€ 00006 puelliepy
- X 0 9l 000°092 000°9} 000°€ aule
V) X L) 862 000°8+0°L 000°19 00081 eueIsinoT

) ze ¥'Ze 000°956 000'59 000°LZ Asonjuey]

@) X zG g'Ge 000889 000°00} 000°9€ sesuey|

(qv) 8¢ 6'62 000°669 00099 000°0Z emo|
L X ze Lve 000°625'L 00021 0008 euelpu|

) pLe 000'696'Z 000'¥6. 000°6+Z stoul]|
X 0 ¥'9¢ 000°ZLY 000°9S 000°LZ oyep|
92 L8 000282 000'€8 000°Z lemeH
X 6L €0y 000'€LE'Z 000°29% 000881 eibi0s9
X 96 €8l 000°0Z8'€ 000'SZLL 000'G1Z epuo|4
8L 9ze 00066 000'%Z 000°8 eIquIN|oD Jo 1LIsIa
zs €0¢ 000761 000'€E 000°0L aseme|aQ
g€ 59l 000'GLL 000°08} 000°0€ JN0JOBUL0D
94 Sve 000°981°1 000'192 00006 opelojo)
89l Lee 000°228'8 000'S.Y'y 000'18%'} eluIo}eD
X 8y ey 000°699 000°€L 000°2€ sesuesy
X S6 L'ze 000°655'} 000°€9% 00061 BuoZIY
04 v'6 000°6.1 000'61 000°C eisely
X o€ 9Ly 000°850°L 0009 000°Z€ eweqely
el 962 000°965°0Z 000°ZLE L1 000°2Z4'G sejelS panun

13

Migration Policy Institute

€1-6002 ‘@BUd||eyD VdvQ Ul JUSWA|OAU]| 3}e}S
pue ‘a3e}s Aq uaipiyd ||V PuUe SpueIBIWW] JO UAIP|IYD JO dieYS JIdY L PUB paziioyineun ayj jo (gL abe Japun) uaip|iyd I-v alqeL

xipuaddy




TPAOAD-8EC0T-G1/G F/aNd/SUOIUIGO/A0G SINOIST GES M ‘8EZ0Y-G L "ON ‘Sejels pejiun A sexal ‘sjeaddy jo
HNOD 1N2AID Y4 "S™N HOOH ueA pue “siswyoeg JewweH Agq ddIS 8002 pue ‘pajood ‘SOV €1-600Z Nealng snsua) "S'M Wodj elep Jo sishjeue |d\ :$824n0S

v'e 0ve 000°0€} 0006 000°¢ BuiwoAm
X 6'C 0'62 000°22Z°L 000°0€L 000°8¢€ UISUODSIM
X G0 (J%4 000°G9¢ 0006 000 eluIbBIIA 1SoM
z. €9z 000°¥2S°L 000'GlL¥ 000°601 uojburysem
¥'G 1'SC 000°62.°} 000°2.¢€ 000°26 BIUIBJIA
X Z'S v'ze 000°€S8 000°8€1 000°'GY yein
X 9'Zl ¥'9¢ 0008099 000'682°C 000'€8 sexa|
X 0y 6'8¢ 000°LLY'L 000°9%1 000°2S CEESEVIET
X o'l ¥'0¢ 000'61 000°0} 0002 ejoxeq yinog
X L'y LTy 000°9L0°} 000°26 000°Z¥ euljoied yinog
6t 8'6l 000°LL2 000°ZS 000°0} puels| apoyy
8l Z9l 000°G¥9°C 000882 0009t elueAjAsuuad
G/ ¥'ze 000°L€8 000°Z61 00029 uobaiQ
X 9y 1'8¢ 000°G88 000901 000°'L¥ BWOYENO
X 7'l G'6l 000'9/6°C 000°181 000°GE oo
X Z'8 6'9¥ 0009212 000°18¢ 000°6.1 euljosed yuoN
(] z0z 000°ChL'Y 000'67¥'L 000°'€62 YIOA MBN
6L £'Ge 000'8Y 000801 000°8¢€ 02IX3|\ MON
G'8 74 000°026°} 000°269 000°891 Aesiar maN
Gl Syl 000°€.2 00062 000‘t allysdweH maN
X 60l 1’82 000°8€9 000°Z¥2 000°0Z epeAaN
X [ £'Ge 000 LY 000'¥9 00022 eyselqoN
6l 092 000°0S€°} 000°86 00092 lNOSSIN
X A 8'9¢ 000969 00092 000°0L IddississIN
9'¢ zee 000°9€Z°} 000861 000'v¥ BJosauuI
X 2¢ G'gl 000°202°C 000'652 000°'8Y uebiyoIN
6'¢ 6’1 000°19€°} 000'S¢€ 000°€S spasnyoesse|

14

A Profile of U.S. Children with Unauthorized Immigrant Parents


http://www.ca5.uscourts.gov/opinions/pub/15/15-40238-CV0.pdf

Fact Sheet

Table A-2. Number and Share (%) of U.S. Citizens among Children (under age 18) with
Unauthorized Immigrant Parents, by State, 2009-13

U.S.-Citizen Share

Children of U.S.-Citizen Children .
Unauthorized of Unauthorized o Chlldre:n i
Immigrants Immigrants Una!uthorlzed
Immigrants (%)
United States 5,127,000 4,056,000 79.1
Alabama 32,000 24,000 75.0
Alaska 2,000 1,000 73.8
Arizona 149,000 119,000 80.2
Arkansas 32,000 25,000 78.0
California 1,481,000 1,217,000 82.2
Colorado 90,000 71,000 79.1
Connecticut 30,000 22,000 73.4
Delaware 10,000 9,000 85.5
District of Columbia 8,000 6,000 73.7
Florida 215,000 164,000 76.6
Georgia 188,000 148,000 78.5
Hawaii 7,000 5,000 67.6
Idaho 21,000 16,000 79.0
Illinois 249,000 205,000 82.1
Indiana 48,000 37,000 76.0
lowa 20,000 14,000 73.6
Kansas 36,000 27,000 76.3
Kentucky 21,000 15,000 73.0
Louisiana 18,000 13,000 74.4
Maryland 90,000 67,000 74.0
Massachusetts 53,000 38,000 72.7
Michigan 48,000 35,000 73.1
Minnesota 44,000 32,000 72.6
Mississippi 10,000 7,000 75.8
Missouri 26,000 19,000 73.4
Nebraska 22,000 17,000 77.6
Nevada 70,000 56,000 80.8
New Hampshire 4,000 3,000 73.8
New Jersey 168,000 128,000 76.1
New Mexico 38,000 28,000 73.1
New York 293,000 229,000 78.1
North Carolina 179,000 140,000 78.6
Ohio 35,000 25,000 7.7
Oklahoma 41,000 32,000 78.1

15

Migration Policy Institute



Oregon 62,000 49,000 78.7
Pennsylvania 46,000 32,000 69.2
Rhode Island 10,000 8,000 77.6
South Carolina 42,000 32,000 76.7
South Dakota 2,000 1,000 68.2
Tennessee 57,000 43,000 75.7
Texas 834,000 667,000 80.1
Utah 45,000 34,000 75.9
Virginia 97,000 74,000 76.4
Washington 109,000 85,000 77.5
West Virginia 2,000 1,000 69.8
Wisconsin 38,000 28,000 75.6
Wyoming 3,000 2,000 70.7

Source: MPI analysis of data from U.S. Census Bureau 2009-13 ACS, pooled, and 2008 SIPP by Hammar, Bachmeier, and Van
Hook.
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Endnotes

1 National Academies of Sciences, Engineering, and Medicine, Committee on Population, Division of Behavioral and Social Sci-
ences and Education, The Integration of Immigrants into American Society, eds. Mary C. Waters and Marisa Gerstein Pineau
(Washington, DC: The National Academies Press, 2015), www.nap.edu/catalog/21746 /the-integration-of-immigrants-into-
american-society; Hirokazu Yoshikawa, Immigrants Raising Citizens: Undocumented Parents and Their Young Children (New
York: Russell Sage Foundation, 2012).

2 Frank D. Bean, Susan K. Brown, and James D. Bachmeier, Parents Without Papers: The Progress and Pitfalls of Mexican American
Integration (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 2015).

3 For a description of eligibility for the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) program, see U.S. Citizenship and Im-
migration Services (USCIS), “Frequently Asked Questions,” updated June 15, 2015, www.uscis.gov/humanitarian/consider-
ation-deferred-action-childhood-arrivals-process/frequently-asked-questions. For a description of eligibility for the Deferred
Action for Parents of Americans and Lawful Permanent Residents (DAPA) program, see U.S. Department of Homeland Security
(DHS), “Fixing Our Broken Immigration System through Executive Action - Key Facts,” updated August 19, 2015, www.dhs.

gov/immigration-action.

4 For detailed estimates of this population for 102 major counties, see Migration Policy Institute (MPI), "National and County

Estimates of Children (under age 18) of Unauthorized Immigrants, 2009-13," www.migrationpolicy.org/sites/default/files/
publications/Children-of-Unauthorized-CountyData.xlsx.

5 The Center for Migration Studies of New York (CMS) estimates that there were 11.0 million unauthorized immigrants in the
United States in 2013 based on data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2010-13 American Community Survey (ACS); see CMS, “Es-
timates of the Unauthorized Population for States,” accessed July 6, 2015, http://data.cmsny.org/. The Pew Research Center
estimates that there were 11.3 million unauthorized immigrants in 2014 based on 2009-12 ACS data; see Jeffrey S. Passel and
D’Vera Cohn, “Unauthorized immigrant population stable for halfa decade" (Pew Research Center Fact Tank, July 22, 2015),

. . The most

recent estimate by DHS is 11.4 million unauthorized immigrants in 2012 based on 2011 ACS data and DHS administrative

records; see Bryan Baker and Nancy Rytina, Estimates of the Unauthorized Immigrant Population Residing in the United States:

January 2012 (Washington, DC: DHS Office of Immigration Statistics, 2014), www.dhs.gov/sites/default/files /publications/

ois_ill pe 2012 2.pdf.

6 CMS estimates that in 2013, there were 4.6 million U.S.-born citizen children under age 18 living with an unauthorized im-
migrant parent, and 1.1 million unauthorized immigrant children under age 18; see CMS, “US-born Children of Undocumented
Residents: Numbers and Characteristics in 2013,” accessed October 9, 2015, http://cmsny.org/warren-usbornchildren/. Pew
estimates that there were 4.5 million U.S.-born children younger than age 18 living with unauthorized immigrant parents in
2013, and 775,000 unauthorized children younger than age 18 living with parents who also lacked legal status; see Jeffrey
S. Passel and D’Vera Cohn, “Number of babies born in U.S. to unauthorized immigrants declines” (Pew Research Center Fact
Tank, September 11, 2015), www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2015/09/11/number-of-babies-born-in-u-s-to-unauthorized-
immigrants-declines. These other studies use different methods to produce estimates of populations of unauthorized immi-
grants and their children; MPI employs the only methodology that incorporates self-reported immigration status from Census
Bureau Survey of Income and Program Participation (SIPP) data in the estimates.

7 MPI estimates an additional 92,000 unauthorized immigrant children under age 18 lived in the United States without their
parents, in households with other relatives, nonrelated adults, or other youth. Characteristics of these children could not be
modeled because they were not identifiable as individuals in the SIPP or ACS data employed.

8 Age is grouped to roughly correlate with schooling levels: ages 0 to 2 (infancy and toddlerhood), 3 to 4 (prekindergarten or
early education years), 5 to 11 (elementary school), 12 -14 (middle school), and 15 to 17 (high school).

9 Roberto G. Gonzales, “Learning to Be Illegal: Undocumented Youth and Shifting Legal Contexts in the Transition to Adulthood,”
American Sociological Review vol. 76, no. 4 (2011): 602-19.

10 Barbara Schneider, Sylvia Martinez, and Ann Owens, “Barriers to Educational Opportunities for Hispanics in the United
States” in Hispanics and the Future of America, eds. Marta Tienda and Faith Mitchell (Washington, DC: The National Academies
Press, 2006), www.nap.edu/read/11539/chapter/7; Maki Park and Margie McHugh, Immigrant Parents and Early Childhood
Programs: Addressing Barriers of Literacy, Culture, and Systems Knowledge (Washington, DC: MPI, 2014), www.migrationpolicy.
org/research/immigrant-parents-early-childhood-programs-barriers.
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Limited English proficiency, as classified by the U.S. Census Bureau, refers to any person age 5 and older who reported speak-
ing English less than “very well.”

12 Jeanne Brooks-Gunn and Greg J. Duncan, “The Effects of Poverty on Children,” Future of Children vol. 7 no. 2 (1997): 55-71.
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13 Preschool programs may include Head Start, prekindergarten programs in public schools, or other center-based child care.
The ACS data employed do not provide details on the types of preschool programs attended. Child care in the homes of rela-
tives or other family-based care is generally not included in this measure.

14 Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) and European Commission, Indicators of Inmigrant
Integratlon 2015 Settlmg In (Parls OECD Publishing, 2015) 240 41, httn //ec europa. eu/dgs/home affalrs/e library/docu-

15 Although New Jersey did not join the lawsuit, its governor, Chris Christie, filed an amicus brief in support; Matt Arco, “Christie:
N.J. legal action against immigration amnesty plan his ‘message’ to Obama,” N].com, April 15, 2015, www.nj.com/politics/in-
dex.ssf/2015/04 /christie_responds_to_latino_ally_ who_accused_him_o.html.

16 North Carolina’s immigrant population grew the fastest (551 percent) from 1990 through 2013. For data on the growth of
immigrant populations in each state since 1990 and 2000, see MPI Data Hub, “State Immigration Data Profiles,” www.migra-
tionpolicy.org/programs/data-hub/state-immigration-data-profiles.

17 Eligibility criteria for the DAPA program include five years of U.S. residence (since January 2010), having U.S.-citizen or law-
ful permanent resident (LPR) children of any age, and not having committed certain crimes or representing public-safety or
security threats. Some parents are eligible for both DAPA and the DACA program; these parents are grouped in the DACA-
eligible category. Shares of children with parents eligible under the 2014 DACA expansions, also enjoined in federal court,
were not modelled, but the total number of unauthorized immigrants eligible for the DACA expansions is less than one-fifth of
the total eligible under the original 2012 DACA program rules. See DHS, “Fixing Our Broken Immigration System through Ex-
ecutive Action”; MPI, “As Many as 3.7 Million Unauthorized Immigrants Could Get Relief from Deportation under Anticipated
New Deferred Action Program,” (press release, November 19, 2015), www.migrationpolicy.org/news/mpi-many-37-million-
unauthorized-immigrants-could-get-relief-deportation-under-anticipated-new.

18 Manny Fernandez, “Immigrants Fight Texas’ Birth Certificate Rules,” New York Times, September 17, 2015, www.nytimes.
com/2015/09/18/us/illegal-immigrant-birth-certificates.html? r=0.

19 Elise Foley, “North Carolina Governor Signs Bill Targeting ‘Sanctuary Cities, Undocumented Immigrants,” Huffington Post,
October 28, 2015, www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/north-carolina-immigration-law 56311d41e4b06317991094e7.

20 These expansions include moving up to January 2010 the date by which eligible individuals had to be in the United States,
and eliminating the requirement that eligible individuals must be under age 31; the eligibility period was also expanded from
two to three years. The suspension of DAPA by the federal courts also applied to these DACA expansions; see DHS, “Fixing Our
Broken Immigration System through Executive Action.”
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To be eligible for DACA, unauthorized youth must (1) be age 15 or older; (2) be under age 31 in June 2012; (3) have arrived
in the United States by June 2012; (4) have come to the United States before the age of 16; (5) have been physically present in
the United States with no legal status in June 2012; (6) have lived in the United States continuously for at least five years since
2007; (7) be enrolled in school, have earned a high school diploma or equivalent, or be honorably discharged from the U.S.
armed forces or Coast Guard; and (8) not have been convicted of certain crimes or otherwise pose a threat to public safety or
national security. Through DACA, the federal government grants work authorization and relief from deportation for two-year
periods, which can be renewed. See USCIS, “Frequently Asked Questions.”

22 Roberto G. Gonzales and Veronica Terriquez, How DACA is Impacting the Lives of Those Who are Now DACAmented (Washing-
ton, DC and Los Angeles: American Immigration Council and University of Southern California, Center for the Study of Immi-
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