The Pros and Cons of Illegal Immigrants

NPR.org, March 29, 2006 · To form my opinion on Illegal (IL.) immigrants I have to balance my love for America with my Christian morals of being the good samaritan. I want my kids, our schools and my neighbors to live a safe and prosperous life. At the same time I want those repressed and downtrodden immigrants to be able to come to the land of opportunity.

So how do we balance the Republican tide of shutting off the world, with the Democrat view of letting the masses in? This forces the Republicans to look like the bad guys and the Democrats to look like they're weak on defense. In either case, it's all smoke and mirror politics. One side is trying to make the other side look bad, so their side can win an election.

Who gains and who loses when you have IL. immigrants?

Pro – Immigrant makes money in America to send to family.

Pro – Business gets cheap work.

Pro – Business doesn’t have to pay taxes. 

Pro – Business doesn’t have to pay for healthcare. 

Pro – Business doesn’t have to contend with OSHA. 

Pro – Upper class Americans can save money on maids, lawn care, etc.

Con – America loses money on taxes.

Con – America’s schools lose funds teaching kids of IL. immigrants. 

Con – Middle- and lower class Americans lose jobs to IL. immigrants. 

Con – Nation's hospitals lose money in charity treatment of IL. immigrants. 

Con – Nation is forever in bilingual debate.

Con – Those that come to America legally are disadvantaged in comparison having spent so much effort.

Con - Lack of control on how many terrorists make it across the border.

Con – Increased crime; A criminal will never take the proper route.

So having done this I feel that immigrants and Republicans stand more to gain from a porous border at the expense of the nation's taxes, middle class and security.

Democratic Party on Immigration 

Path for undocumented aliens to earn citizenship 

We will extend the promise of citizenship to those still struggling for freedom. Today's immigration laws do not reflect our values or serve our security, and we will work for real reform. The solution is not to establish a massive new status of second-class workers; that betrays our values and hurts all working people. Undocumented immigrants within our borders who clear a background check, work hard and pay taxes should have a path to earn full participation in America. We will hasten family reunification for parents and children, husbands and wives, and offer more English-language and civic education classes so immigrants can assume all the rights and responsibilities of citizenship. As we undertake these steps, we will work with our neighbors to strengthen our security so we are safer from those who would come here to harm us. We are a nation of immigrants, and from Arab-Americans in California to Latinos in Florida, we share the dream of a better life in the country we love. 

Source: The Democratic Platform for America, p.36 Jul 10, 2004 

Reform the INS; reduce immigrant backlog 

Democrats support reforming the INS to provide better services, and investing the resources needed to reduce the backlog of citizenship applications from nearly two years to three months. Democrats also support increased resources for English language courses, which not only help newcomers learn our common language but also help us promote our common values. Family reunification should continue to be the cornerstone of our legal immigration system. 

Source: Democratic National Platform Aug 15, 2000 

Protect immigrants from exploitation by employers 

We must punish employers who recruit undocumented workers in order to exploit them. We reject calls for guest worker programs that lead to exploitation. We should have equitable asylum policies that treat people the same whether they have fled violence from the Right and Left. We support restoration of basic due process protections, so that immigrants are no longer subject to deportation for minor offenses and are eligible to receive safety net services supported by their tax dollars. 

Source: Democratic National Platform Aug 15, 2000 
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Immigration
  The US admits about 660,000 legal immigrants per year (1998 figures). 

  The Immigration Act of 1990 allows for 480,000 immigrants with family in the US; 140,000 immigrants in needed employment fields; and the rest under per-country limits and diversity limits. 

  Foreign-born people accounted for 8% of the US population in the 1990 census; in the decades prior to 1930, the figure was 13%. 

  About 5 million illegal aliens reside in the US (1996 figures). 

  55% of all illegal aliens come from Mexico. (Other Latin American countries account for another 20%). 

  40% of all illegal aliens live in California. (TX, NY, FL, and IL account for the next 40%). 

  The illegal alien population is growing by about 275,000 each year. 

  The Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) runs the Border Patrol as well as interior enforcement. 

Immigrationn Advocacy
  Pro-immigration advocates sometimes accuse anti-immigration advocates of racism, because of the large Hispanic component of current immigration. In that view, immigration restrictions are seen as limiting growth of the Hispanic population. 

  Anti-immigration advocates often seek Official English status (the US has no official language), which would enforce assimilation of non-English speaking immigrants. Similarly, anti-immigration advocates seek to terminate Bilingual Education, which is currently funded in school systems with large non-English-speaking populations. 

Immigration Buzzwords
  The biggest components of the immigration debate is how many legal immigrants to allow, and how to prevent illegal immigration. 

  Liberals and libertarians generally oppose restricting immigration. Look for buzzwords like "promote diversity" to define the liberal attitude, or "we're a nation of immigrants" to define the libertarian attitude. Any reference to providing illegal immigrants with services beyond emergency medical treatment, or any reference to "clemency" for illegal immigration, implies a strong pro-immigrant stance. 

  Moderate liberals and libertarians will oppose restricting immigration while paying lip-service to restrictions on illegal immigration. Look for buzz-phrases like "promote immigration, block illegal immigration" and "separate the functions of the INS and the Border Patrol," which mean the same thing. 

  Conservatives and populists generally favor restricting immigration. Look for buzzwords like "protect our borders" or "strengthen the INS". A call for "Official English" is a strongly anti-immigration stance, because most immigrants are from non-English speaking countries. That's the same attitude as "End bilingual education," which focuses primarily on Spanish-speaking immigrants. 

  Moderate conservatives and populists will favor restricting illegal immigration while paying lip-service to allowing legal immigration. The result is the same as moderates in favor of immigration: calls for separating out legal immigration from illegal, but with a focus on enforcement against illegals instead of a focus on respecting immigrant rights.

Republican Party on Immigration 

Reform & toughen immigration system to emphasize family 

Overhaul the immigration system: 

· Devote resources to border control. 

· Give priority to spouses and children. 

· Emphasize needed skills in determining eligibility for admission. 

· Overhaul Labor Certification Program to match qualified workers with urgent work. 

· Reform the Immigration and Naturalization Service by splitting its functions into two agencies, one focusing on enforcement and one exclusively devoted to service.

Source: Republican Platform adopted at GOP National Convention Aug 12, 2000 

Focus immigration on needed skills 

We support increasing the number of H-1B visas to ensure high-tech workers in specialized positions, and we will expand the H-2A program for temporary agricultural workers. 

Source: Republican Platform adopted at GOP National Convention Aug 12, 2000 

Use Enforcement to Ease Situation
By Steven A. Camarota

The Arizona Republic
October 23, 2005



That America has an illegal-immigration problem is not in question. There are an estimated 10 million to 12 million illegal aliens in the country, a number estimated to grow by more than 400,000 a year. To deal with the problem some advocate a mass amnesty coupled with increased legal immigration, while others want mass deportations. But there is a third way: attrition through enforcement.

Mass roundups of millions is neither politically likely or practical. Legalization mocks legal immigrants and will spur more illegal immigration. Besides, we've already tried it. In the 1980s, 2.7 million illegal aliens were legalized. Legal immigration has doubled since the 1980s, but we have three times as many illegals.

Legalization also does not solve most of the problems associated with illegal immigration. The poorest and least educated American workers would still face job competition from millions of legalized illegal aliens. Letting illegals stay only makes sense if you think the poor are overpaid. 

Moreover, illegal aliens create significant costs for taxpayers mainly because they are unskilled, not because they are illegal. At least 60 percent lack a high school diploma. Such people pay relatively little in taxes regardless of legal status because they earn so little in the modern American economy. My research indicates that the net fiscal drain (taxes minus costs) would triple if we legalized illegals. Unskilled illegal aliens are costly, but unskilled legal immigrants cost even more because they can more easily access social programs.

A strategy of attrition through enforcement, on the other hand, is both realistic and avoids the problems of illegal immigration by making illegals go home or self-deport. A March 2005 Immigration and Naturalization Service report estimates that 165,000 illegals go home each year, 50,000 are deported, and 25,000 die. But many more than that come in. 

If America becomes less hospitable to illegals, many more will simply decide to go home. To do this, we should enforce the law barring illegals from holding jobs by using the national databases that already exist to ensure that each new hire is legally entitled to work here.

In 2004, only three employers were fined for hiring illegals. The Internal Revenue Service must also stop accepting Social Security numbers that it knows are bogus. We also need to make a much greater effort to deny illegal aliens things like driver's licenses, bank accounts, loans, in-state college tuition, etc. 

Local law enforcement can also play a role. When an illegal is encountered in the normal course of police work, the immigration service should pick that person up and deport him. More agents and fencing are clearly needed at the border as well. At present, less than 4 percent of our southern border is fenced, and there are more New York City transit cops than Border Patrol agents on duty at any one time. 

Attrition through enforcement is really the only option if we want to solve our illegal immigration problem. Implementing such a policy will save taxpayers money, help American workers at the bottom of the labor markets and restore the rule of law. 

Secure Licenses Critical to Homeland Security
Testimony Prepared for the Joint Transportation Committee, Massachusetts State House 

Boston, Massachusetts

October 25, 2005

Jessica M. Vaughan
Senior Policy Analyst, Center for Immigration Studies



Good morning, and thank you for the opportunity to testify on House bills 2190, 2191 and 2192, regarding the establishment of AAMVA-recommended standards and procedures to ensure the integrity of driver's licenses and non-driver identification cards issued in the Commonwealth of Massachusetts.  These bills stipulate that licenses and non-driver identification cards issued to temporary foreign visitors will expire at the end of the visitor's authorized duration of stay in the United States.    

My name is Jessica Vaughan.  I live in Franklin, Massachusetts, and I am a senior policy analyst with the Center for Immigration Studies (CIS)1, based in Washington, DC.  The Center is a non-partisan, independent research institute devoted to immigration policy research and analysis.  We produce research reports and assist lawmakers at the federal, state and local levels with immigration policy matters.  I have worked with the Department of Motor Vehicles and legislators and in two other New England states (Vermont and New Hampshire) on reforming driver's licensing laws to enhance national security.

 The purpose of the changes proposed in these bills is to ensure that visa overstayers (people who stay illegally in the United States after their temporary visa has expired) are not able to retain the driver's license to help mask their illegal status, while at the same time allowing legitimate long-term temporary visitors, such as foreign students, guestworkers and journalists, to receive licenses.  

A secure driver's license issuance process helps protect Americans and visitors from identity theft and terrorist attacks.  The key ingredients to a secure license are:  a legal presence requirement, a state residency requirement, verification of key identity documents, a biometric identifier, and linking the expiration of the license to a foreign visitor's authorized duration of stay.  The Massachusetts Registry of Motor Vehicles (RMV) now does all of these things, except for the last item.  Adoption of this suite of bills would complete the package.  

Why it this important?  First of all, visa overstayers represent a fairly large share of the 11-12 million illegal aliens residing in the United States -- roughly 33 percent, according to the Department of Homeland Security2, or possibly more3.  If those estimates hold true for Massachusetts, that would mean that roughly 58,000 of the estimated 175,000-200,000 illegal aliens residing here4 are visa overstayers.   

This law would prevent visa overstayers from retaining use of a license (or non-driver identification card) issued while in good standing to cover up subsequent illegal presence.  For example, under current law, if a foreign student is admitted for a two-year degree or certificate program, the visa is valid for a period just over two-years, but the RMV would issue the student a full-term license.  If that student were to drop out of the program (invalidating the student visa) under current law, he could retain the license and use it to obtain illegal employment or pursue other activities, including terrorism.  This suite of bills would cut off that opportunity.

In addition, the new law should deter many temporary visitors from staying beyond the time authorized, as it will be clear from the time of license issuance that it may not be used to provide cover for illegal presence.  

For an illegal alien, the driver's license is the next best thing to a green card -- it is a widely-accepted document that allows them to function as if they were here legally.  Far more than mere permission to drive, the license facilitates employment and enables the bearer to board airplanes and trains, rent cars or trucks, wire money overseas, enter government buildings, and purchase a gun in some states. 

 The document has been coveted by terrorists.  All of the 9/11 hijackers had driver's licenses or non-driver identification cards, and the National Commission on Terrorist Attacks (also known as the 9/11 Commission) noted that obtaining the documents was a key step in the ultimate success of the operation.  
According to a report issued by my organization, a significant proportion (35 of 94) of terrorists who operated in this country between the early 1990s and 2004 used valid temporary visas to enter the United States.  This includes six of the nineteen 9/11 hijackers.5 Many also overstayed their visas, including Mohammed Atta, the apparent ringleader.   Under current law, individuals like these would have access to a full-term license.  Denying them this privilege in the manner set forth in this legislation would provide an additional layer of defense against future terrorist acts.  

For these and other reasons, tying the expiration date of the license to the expiration date of a visitor's permitted stay is considered a fundamental "best practice" by the Association of American Motor Vehicle Administrators.  AAMVA's Driver's License/Identification Security Framework released in Feburary, 2004 states that "all jurisdictions that accept an immigration document as a source document shall tie the end of stay date to the expiration date of the driver's license or identification card."  

A growing list of states has adopted that standard.  After all, no legislator or motor vehicle administrator wants to have to explain after some future attack why the terrorist was carrying a driver's license or identification card from their state.  

I'd like to take this opportunity to comment on another bill to be considered by this committee, H.2129, which, by allowing illegal immigrants to obtain a license, would essentially undo all the progress Massachusetts has made in developing a model driving document.  

Proponents of this legislation have tried to argue that this change would actually improve security by enabling the government to identify and track illegal immigrants.  Said one lawmaker in support:  "From a public safety viewpoint, we'll know who these individuals are."6  

This claim is a red herring.  The reality is that the majority of illegal aliens, or "undocumented immigrants" as many call them, entered the country without a passport, visa or inspection, and thus are unlikely to be able to provide identity documents that are reliable enough for the RMV to accept as the basis for a driver's license or non-driver identification card.  In most cases, the RMV cannot verify that a foreign birth certificate, license, voter card, or consular identification card is genuine.  Nor can the RMV complete a background check that can establish that the applicant is not a known terrorism suspect or criminal, as the State Department and Department of Homeland Security are able to do before admitting a foreign visitor.  The RMV should issue licenses and identification cards only to those visitors who already have been vetted by these agencies through the visa issuance or formal admissions process and, as suggested, restrict the validity of the state-issued document to the period of time authorized by the federal agency.  To do more than that is to invite fraud and abuse and possibly compromise national security.  

If Massachusetts were to begin allowing illegal immigrants to obtain licenses, under new federal regulations contained in the REAL ID Act, our licenses eventually would become invalid for use with federal agencies.  Citizens of the Commonwealth could no longer use them to travel or obtain help in accessing federal programs such as Social Security, Medicaid, tax issues, or the many other reasons we interact with the federal government.  Instead, we would all have to get a U.S. passport, which is much more expensive and difficult process.  

Experience shows that Massachusetts also would become a magnet for illegal aliens and emerge as a major hub for identity fraud, as happened in Michigan, Georgia, North Carolina and Tennessee, where fake document brokers literally sent busload after busload of illegal aliens to take advantage of lax laws.  

 While the regulation of immigration is a federal responsibility, it is largely the state governments that pay the price for federal policy or enforcement failures.   Thus states have a have a big role to play, and a legitimate interest, in helping the federal government address the problems.  Maintaining prudent and sensible driver's licensing standards is one of the most important things a state can do to contribute to the effort to limit illegal immigration and prevent future terrorist attacks.  

 I would be pleased to answer any questions you may have.  

Respectfully submitted by:
Jessica M. Vaughan
Senior Policy Analyst
Center for Immigration Studies



[1] www.cis.org 

[2] Estimate of the Unauthorized Immigrant Population Residing in teh United States, 1990-2000, Department of Homeland Security, January, 2003.  

[3] Overstay Tracking is a Key Component of a Layered Defense, Statement of Nancy R. Kingsbury, GAO report number GAO-04-170T.

[4] "Undocumented Immigrants:  Facts and Figures," by Jeffrey S. Passel et al., The Urban Institute, January 12, 2002.  

[5] "Immigration and Terrorism," by Janice Kephart, Center for Immigration Studies, September, 2005.  See http://www.cis.org/articles/2005/kephart.html.  

[6] "Pols pitch driver's license for illegal immigrants," by Ann E. Donlan, Boston Herald, March 23, 2005.

Should the United States get Tough on Illegal Workers? Yes
By Mark Krikorian

The New York Daily News
December 26, 2004



Sometimes it seems that the only people who are expected to comply with the immigration law are nominees for cabinet posts. 
Unfair as that may seem, Bernard Kerik's illegal-alien nanny at least forces us to confront the absurdity at the center of our immigration policy. On the one hand, we have laws that appear tough, banning the employment of illegal aliens, for instance. This is done to satisfy public concerns over uncontrolled borders and mass immigration. 

The absurdity lies in the fact that these laws are almost never enforced. In 2002, only 13 employers were fined for hiring illegals. 

Had he not invited scrutiny by seeking high office, Kerik could have gone to his grave without anyone knowing he had hired an illegal alien. 

There are two ways of fixing this. The politically correct approach is to give amnesty to illegal aliens, increase immigration further and loosen the borders even more. This has the virtue of being more honest. 

Unfortunately, it also would be a disaster, saddling the middle class with new taxes, undermining assimilation and making it easier for terrorists to enter our country. It wouldn't even reduce illegal immigration, since foreigners who didn't qualify under new rules would understand that they could get amnesty if they stuck around. 

The other approach is to start enforcing the law, not just against the occasional presidential nominee, but across the board. This is an attainable goal - immigration is not an uncontrollable force of nature, driven mainly by the economy, but rather is sparked and nurtured by government policies. 

Nor would a new approach to enforcement require land mines and machine guns. 

A humane but uncompromising effort would welcome legal newcomers but do everything possible to prevent illegals from entering the country and prevent those who got through from living a normal life here. 

Such a policy would cause the illegal population to start declining through attrition, eventually reducing the problem to a manageable nuisance rather than today's crisis. 

And at that point, maybe we could stop asking White House staff about their nannies and focus on more pressing issues, like their mistresses. 

No Child Left Behind
New Rules for Unaccompanied Minor Illegal Aliens
December 2004
By Don Barnett
Download the .pdf version


When the old Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) was reorganized as part of the new Department of Homeland Security (DHS), it lost one of its immigration enforcement functions.

The Office of Refugee Resettlement (ORR), part of the Department of Health and Human Services, is now in charge of custody, identification, and release policy for “unaccompanied minors” caught trying to cross the border or caught in the interior.

ORR likes to remind its contractors that their mission is no longer “just about refugees.” The federal agency is a social services agency which dispenses grant money and manages benefits and services for a range of entitled immigrants that now extends well beyond those who come over on the U.S. refugee program. Its clients are eligible for all forms of welfare, but, as well, there is grant money from virtually every program the federal government has ever created (including funds from the tobacco settlement and the president’s “marriage initiative”), to be managed for successful asylum seekers, “Cuban/Haitian entrants,” and holders of “Trafficking” and “Battered Women” visas—all of whom need merely get themselves to U.S. shores with the correct label to qualify for ORR care.

New Clientele
Now Congress has given ORR a new client, the “Unaccompanied Alien Child” (UAC in Washingtonspeak), and a new bureaucracy, the Department of Unaccompanied Children Services.1 

According to recent regulations implementing provisions of the Department of Homeland Security Act, as of August 2, 2004, “ORR will complete and sign all appropriate release documents for the UAC and the sponsor.... [DHS] will no longer prepare or sign release documents, set conditions of release, or set bond on UACs being released by ORR....[DHS] will no longer perform record checks on proposed sponsors. ORR will perform background checks prior to releasing a UAC to a sponsor.”2
In other words, when it comes to certain illegal border crossers under the age of 18, the Department of Homeland Security is no longer responsible for enforcing immigration law.

Roughly 100,000 illegal aliens under the age of 18 are stopped at the border each year. Most of these are Mexicans traveling with relatives or other adults and are simply sent back with a “voluntary return” status. This return status means they may attempt to enter again without penalty. Even repeated attempts and apprehensions do not result in penalties or a bar to entry. For non-Mexican minors who are “unaccompanied” by an adult relative, either by plan or because DHS has placed adult family members in deportation proceedings, there is ORR’s Unaccompanied Alien Children program.

On any given day, approximately 850 minors are in shelters run by ORR contractors such as the U.S. Conference of Catholic Bishops and Lutheran Immigration Services. This is an increase over the estimated daily count of 500-600 in U.S. government care when minors were detained by the old INS. The annual number of UACs that pass through federal custody today stands at 8,000, versus 5,000 when INS ran the program.

Since 9/11, with ORR in charge, minors stay in unsecured shelters and have considerably expanded opportunities for release into the community. This is doubtless one of many causes for the increasing numbers. ORR contractors say that numbers are up because more are crossing the border now and more are being caught. They point to worsening conditions in sending countries and increasingly severe measures taken with “street children” in Central America as factors in the increased numbers.

Joining Relatives
Most minors who are stopped and taken into custody at the border are joining relatives who arrived earlier. In many cases minors are caught with parents or other adult relatives who are placed in deportation proceedings with DHS, while the minor is placed in the custody of ORR. In these cases, the child, perhaps coached by lawyers and his social network in the United States, can remain in the country even if his parent is deported and wishes for his child to go with him. According to Border Patrol agents, even minors with head-to-toe MS-13 gang tattoos are handed over to ORR for eventual release to individuals who are also illegally in the country. Gang affiliation is no bar to entry, according to one contractor I spoke with, though she insisted obvious gang members had been admitted under INS rules as well.

Many, if not most, get to the border with the help of a smuggler. If caught, the UAC essentially waits until picked up by a relative in a shelter like Boystown in Miami or Southwest Key in El Paso and San Diego. These shelters are practically off-limits to DHS agents. Smugglers stopped at the border with children of all ages—even toddlers—know their charges will be conducted safely to the individual who summoned them.

Generally, individuals receiving the UAC must show kinship, but pre-arranging for a “relative” to step forward and claim sponsorship is the least of a smuggler’s concerns. Cousins and great aunts have been used for this purpose. ORR will not consider the legal status of the sponsor and does not even check to see if the sponsor is a known absconder—i.e., someone who was apprehended as an illegal alien, given a date to appear in immigration court, and never showed up for the court hearing. If no relative is found, the child can be released to family “friends” and if there is no suitable home available, the child goes into the U.S. foster care system.

Relationship and the suitability of the sponsor are crucial. Is the person claiming relationship really a relative? Is the child being handed over to a smuggler who will then demand ransom from relatives? Is the child being handed over to be someone’s domestic servant? Is the relative here legally?

The last question is not considered by ORR. Answering these questions was once the responsibility of DHS personnel. Some at DHS, admittedly turf warriors from the other side on this issue, describe a reigning “believe the children” mentality at ORR which leads to ill-considered and hasty release of minors before these questions can be answered satisfactorily.

Summer Camp. ORR boasts that it has doubled the release rate of the old INS for minors and greatly improved conditions for them while in federal custody. ORR coordinates with legal services providers for help establishing immigration status, contracts out psychological counseling services for troubled UACs, and contracts to shelter providers, which are more like summer camps than detention centers.

In fact, the UAC’s stay in shelter care is something of a teenage idyll, with movies every night at some facilities, one counselor per six children, and even horseback riding at one camp. ORR requires that its contractors “maintain a written plan and periodic schedule for exposure to and participation in appropriate cultural events” calculated to ensure the “preservation of ethnic and religious heritage.”3
There have been a few cases where UACs, referred to as “clients” by shelter staff, simply walk out of the unsecured shelter never to be seen again. Client escape statistics are not kept.

ORR’s goal is to release the minor within a month, but it often releases minors within two weeks. If the wait in custody is projected to exceed three months, the minor goes into short-term foster care. The average stay is about 45 days, but this average includes length-of-stay data from those who remain in custody for longer periods of time because they are considered dangerous.

A small percentage of those apprehended—less than 5 percent—are deemed to have violent criminal backgrounds and enter secure detention centers where the wait may be longer.

Only if there is a known record of a violent crime or if the youth exhibits particularly violent behavior does the UAC enter a secure detention facility. (Disruptive behavior while in custody seems to only warrant counseling sessions.) Some crimes would not pose an obstacle to entry for a UAC or even a guarantee that the UAC will be housed in a secure facility.

ORR seldom has access to criminal records from Central American countries, given the short time frame and the fake identities used by many smuggled entrants. In fact, ORR has no expertise in background research and identity fraud and little institutional interest in pursuing it under its “best interest of the child” mandate.

“Encouraged” to Appear in Court
UACs are given an immigration court date in the jurisdiction where they will be settling, which could be anywhere in the United States.

ORR’s Notice to Appear in immigration court, handed out as the sponsor leaves with the minor, does not carry much weight. As one contractor said, “we encourage them to appear in court” for their immigration hearing “but we cannot force them to appear.” According to Border Patrol agents, ORR has occasionally even dispensed with a face-to-face hand off of its charges, simply putting the minor, clutching belongings and Notice to Appear, on an airplane unescorted to be collected by a relative in another city.

Wade Horn, Assistant Secretary for the federal Administration for Children and Families (which includes ORR), was quoted by the AP as saying, “Most of the estimated 8,000 children caught this year will be deported.”4 Actually, relatively few will be deported. Most simply do not show up for their immigration hearing, instead disappearing among the great and growing numbers of illegal immigrants. According to Executive Office for Immigration Review (EOIR) spokesperson Greg Gagne, it is not possible to determine the “failure to appear” rate for UACs, as they are not currently categorized separately for tracking and reporting. Others I spoke with from EOIR, ORR, and DHS agreed, unofficially, that the no-show rate is greater than 65 percent.

Most who do appear in court lose their cases and are given “voluntary departure” papers. “Voluntary departure,” as opposed to “voluntary return,” carries a five-year bar to legal re-entry. Many of these cases go into the immigration appeals process which offers additional chances to simply disappear into the illegal population. Exact statistics are not available for UACs in legal proceedings.

The leading source of UACs is Honduras, followed by Guatemala, El Salvador, Nicaragua, and Brazil. The reason Mexico doesn’t lead the list, or appear on it at all, is because the United States and Mexico have an agreement whereby Mexican youths stopped at the border are brought to the attention of Mexican consular authorities and immediately sent back with a “voluntary return” order, which allows for a penalty-free retry at crossing the border later. A minor from Mexico can thus try again and again with a virtual guarantee of eventual success as an illegal entrant. According to an ORR contact, this agreement was a concession to Mexico. A senior official from the old INS would only go as far as saying the agreement may have been in response to Mexican concerns.

A child walking off an airplane without documents goes on the ORR track, a fact smugglers are most certainly aware of. According to Russ Knocke, Public Affairs Director at DHS’s Bureau of Immigration and Customs Enforcement, “ICE is not seeing a smuggling or fraud trend in children at airports,” but an ORR contractor who asked to remain unnamed said, though still very small in number, Chinese and Indian children are increasingly coming in through airports and winding up in ORR care as UACs.

If any minor, including a minor of Mexican origin, is caught in the interior either as part of an enforcement sweep or is turned over to immigration authorities after commission of a crime, the youth goes into the UAC program, not to DHS. An ORR contractor stated that going into ORR’s program is “much better” for the minor than being handed over to DHS. In other words, if an individual is caught in a smuggler’s drop-house or caught in a round up of illegals in Utah, he or she need merely credibly claim to be under 18 to avoid deportation. (Unlike the old INS, ORR does not use forensic techniques to challenge the claimed age of a UAC, relying instead on affidavits attesting to the minor’s age from relatives back home or in the United States, often illegally.)

UACs are not subject to Expedited Removal proceedings, a quick deportation process that is applied unevenly, at best. Also, any minor claiming asylum, even if from Mexico, goes straight to an ORR shelter.

Even Looser Rules?
Most experts feel that Congress will pass legislation further easing admission of UACs. According to a United Nations publication, “UNHCR [U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees] officials worked with private organizations and Congress to promote specific legislation such as the Unaccompanied Alien Child Protection Act.”5
The bill, now known simply as the Child Protection Act (introduced as H.R. 3361 and S. 1129 in the 108th Congress), would entitle all UACs to free legal counsel and a state-provided Guardian Ad Litem to coordinate the child’s sponsorship and legal needs. Today, lawyers assigned to UACs by ORR are paid by advocacy agencies such as the Florence Project and Las Americas. Funding for these agencies comes from foundation grants such as the Ford Foundation, state bar associations, the federal government, and the U.N. 

Declaring a child to be abandoned or abused may soon be the surest means of getting a child to America. The Child Protection Act expands the use of the rarely used Special Immigrant Juvenile Visa (SIJV) for minors who cannot make an asylum case. As explained on Sen. Dianne Feinstein’s web site, the new law “Revamps the Special Immigrant Juvenile Visa to make it a useful and flexible means of providing permanent protection for deserving unaccompanied alien children who are deemed a dependent of the State by the courts due to abuse, neglect, or abandonment.”6
The enactment of such legislation may entail a dramatic increase in SIJV entrants. As one ORR contractor explained to me, the only hope for “street children” in Central America is in coming to America. No one seems to have asked what the impact will be on its own children if the United States becomes the destination for “street children” the world over.

The United States clearly cannot ignore the moral and ethical dilemma presented by a five-year-old being tossed across the border with a note to call a relative. But rather than respond simply by creating a new social-welfare bureaucracy, this phenomenon should point to the need for an examination of the policy decisions which forced the dilemma upon us in the first place by creating an anarchic situation where immigration laws are unenforced.

Moving ORR into border operations is simply another establishment nod of approval for illegal immigration. It will lead to continued increases in numbers of “unaccompanied minors” from all over the world and makes illegal immigration in general a more attractive opportunity.
It requires a paradigm shift to think of the U.S. government as an active participant in human smuggling operations. And yet, looking at our response to the problem of unaccompanied minor children, smugglers themselves could hardly conclude otherwise.
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Border Crackdowns and the Battle for Arizona

By Nathan Thornburgh / Douglas

The trackers mustered at Tex Canyon Road, 20 miles north of the Mexican border, on the afternoon of March 27. There were border-patrol agents, six search-and-rescue units from the Cochise County sheriff's department and dogs trained to track escaped inmates from nearby Douglas State Prison. Several ranchers were also there, many of them descendants of the Germans and Irish who came to the San Bernardino Valley a hundred years or more ago. Back then, the ranchers settled here in part to feed the U.S. troops stationed at the border. One military mission in those days: prevent the chaos of the Mexican Revolution from spilling into the Territory of Arizona. Now another period of powerful unrest in Mexico had brought a different kind of war to the valley, and the ranchers were mindful that the violence might have claimed one of their own, a man named Rob Krentz.

When Krentz's daughter Kyle heard that her father was missing, her first thought was, How do you lose a guy that big? Krentz, 58, was a bear of a man--when he played football in high school, his nickname was Captain Crunch--but throughout southeastern Arizona, those who knew Krentz say his heart was the biggest thing about him.

The trackers couldn't find Krentz before nightfall, so they waited for a border-patrol helicopter, which spotted his ATV 10 miles from his house just before midnight. It was hidden in the trough of a swale, its running lights still on. The helicopter's thermal imager showed the heat signature of his slain dog, according to a relative of Krentz's. Beside the dog was Krentz himself, his body too cold, dead too long to register a thermal reading. (See TIME's photo-essay "Murder By the Border.")
News of Krentz's murder spread quickly through the valley and then to the rest of the country. In an era supposedly defined by outrage at Big Government, the questions of what to do about the border and the estimated 12 million undocumented workers who are living in the U.S. during a recession have inverted the usual political equations. Conservatives are clamoring for federal troops and for police to be granted broad new powers that many officers didn't even ask for. President Obama irritated many in his party by planning to send up to 1,200 National Guard troops to the border (although, as under President George W. Bush, the troops would neither be armed nor authorized to detain suspected illegals). Arizona, long trampled by the millions passing through to the north, has become a laboratory for competing impulses, pitting security against civil liberties with an abandon that surprises much of the rest of the country. And even though SB1070, Arizona's tough new law cracking down on illegal immigrants, was introduced long before Krentz's killing, he has become the face of the issue. There was once talk of naming SB1070--which requires local and state police to ask for immigration papers from anyone suspected of being in the country illegally — the Rob Krentz law. When a Pinal County sheriff's deputy was wounded by suspected drug smugglers on April 27, Krentz's murder was invoked: This is now a trend. We need action. (See pictures of immigration detention in Arizona.)
It's easy to forget, then, that before Krentz's murder was a political talking point, it was a personal tragedy. Standing in front of the Krentzes' ranch home on a weekday in April, his widow Sue offered bottles of Coors Light and cranked up the car radio to listen to the song they played at his wake: "Standing Deer's Lament" by Brenn Hill. If you want to know Rob, she told me, then listen to the words of that song: "If he believed in hatred, we would not be friends ... Mi compadre, buenas noches. Good night, my old friend." She started to weep and then stopped herself. "Rob wouldn't want me to be a wimp," she said, "even though I feel like setting my hair on fire."

She said she hopes her husband's death will get people to support two things: the Ronald McDonald House ("They only charge $15 a night if you have nowhere else to go. It's wonderful") and the Arizona Cattle Growers' Association's 18-point border-security plan, which calls for more troops, better equipment and tougher laws to punish those caught crossing illegally. SB1070 isn't the first law Krentz and the cattle growers would have chosen to support, but their general consensus is that it's better than nothing.

It is still unclear, however, who killed Krentz. The trackers followed a set of footprints south, toward the border, but on May 3, the Arizona Daily Star reported that "high-ranking government officials" said the killing was "not random" and authorities were focusing on a suspect who, whatever his nationality, was in the U.S., not Mexico. A top state law-enforcement official likewise told me, "Don't assume the killer went into Mexico."

See pictures of Mexico City's police fighting crime. 

See pictures of the fence between the United States and Mexico. 

Regardless of who killed Krentz, two things seem quite clear. First, if we are at war with the flood of drug smugglers and human traffic coming across the borderlands, then we are not winning that war. And that's Washington's fault, not Arizona's. Second, SB1070 will do little to solve the problem at the border. Indeed, it may only make the problem worse.

On the Borderline
An April 22 meeting between the border patrol and residents of Rodeo, N.M., a small ranching town at the northern end of the San Bernardino Valley, was unusually testy. A local rancher pulled me aside by a folding table with cookies and juice on it to say his house had been broken into 18 times; he didn't want to give his name because of fear of reprisal from the Mexican cartels. Krentz's sister Susan and brother-in-law Louie Pope were in attendance. Pope later stood up and told the crowd, "This is our last stand. If we lose this time, then God help us." (See pictures of Mexico's drug tunnels.)
The most common complaint of the evening was that the border patrol doesn't actually patrol the border. They let migrants and smugglers advance as far north as Rodeo, which is 60 miles north of Mexico, before apprehending them. "If you were running a ranch like this, chasing the cattle but not minding the broken fence, you'd never get anywhere," said a rancher.

Terry Kranz, the agent in charge of the Lordsburg, N.M., border-patrol sector, told the crowd that he lacks the manpower to do anything but concentrate on certain "choke points" in the interior. "It would take 1,040 agents to post people all along the 81 miles of Lordsburg sector's border. We have 250," he said.

The border's increased militarization (the border patrol has doubled since 2001, to 20,000 agents; there are now more than 600 miles of border fence and wall) has actually hurt the San Bernardino Valley. That border problem said to be solved in San Diego and El Paso? It moved here, to remote ranchlands where even the plant names — catclaw, saltbush, snakeweed — sound forbidding. So even as overall arrests in the Tucson sector were down 24% last year because of beefed-up enforcement and fewer people heading there for jobs in a recession, Kranz told the ranchers that their valley was a hot spot, "a seam that has been ignored for too long." Locals say it's not just cut fences and broken waterlines, although Krentz once testified that such vandalism had cost him some $8 million over a five-year period. It's also car theft, home invasion and now, perhaps, murder. (See the top 10 crime stories of 2009.)
The biggest problem for the ranchers and border patrol isn't the valleys. It's the mountains. The Chiricahua and Peloncillo ranges, a series of rounded volcanic peaks, some nearly 10,000 ft. high, have hosted outlaws and rebels since the days of Geronimo and Cochise. These days, in border-patrol-speak, the U.S. does not have "operational control" of the ranges. That control belongs to the smugglers and drug cartels, whose scouts camp out on the peaks, sometimes for weeks at a time, and observe the movement of the border patrol in the valleys below. Until the border patrol receives some combat-grade helicopters that can drop agents into the mountains, Kranz told the Rodeo group, the cartels "own the mountaintops. They know where we're going before we do."

Cracking Down on the Cartels

Just a few hours before governor Jan Brewer signed SB1070 into law — a move that put Arizona in headlines around the world and unleashed criticism from figures from President Obama ("misguided") to Shakira ("inhuman") — Gabrielle Giffords, the Democratic Congresswoman for southern Arizona, announced a potentially important bill that got absolutely no attention at all. Part of the problem may be the bill's title: the Stored-Value Device Registration and Reporting Act of 2010 is its short name. Co-sponsored by Republican Representative Brian Bilbray of California, it would regulate stored-value devices, which include certain types of smart cards and even cell phones that can receive and hold electronic funds. The devices are a favored money-laundering tool of the drug cartels, and cracking down on them could impede smugglers' ability to buy weapons and create havoc in Arizona.

Terry Goddard, Arizona's attorney general and the leading Democrat running for governor, told me that Gifford's bill is the type of law "that produces a result, that pushes back against crime on the Mexican border." SB1070, he said, "doesn't do that at all." By requiring state and local police to consider Arizona's estimated 460,000 undocumented residents as active suspects, said Goddard, SB1070 distracts police from focusing on real criminals and pushes workers further into the shadows, and therefore "actually makes the cartels stronger."

See the 25 crimes of the century. 

See the top 10 news stories of 2009.
Goddard, a trim man whose father was governor of Arizona in the 1960s, has engaged in a long and somewhat wonky war against the cartels since he became attorney general in 2003. Before setting his sights on stored-value devices, he went after Western Union to stop the type of one-time payments made to human traffickers. Before that, he targeted the used-car dealerships that supplied vehicles for border runs. "We need to do this the same way we went after the Mafia," he said.

The Arizona legislature, with the persistent agitation of state senator Russell Pearce, whose police-officer son was shot and wounded by an illegal immigrant, has been ratcheting up legal pressure on undocumented residents for years. Pearce pressed for and won the Protect Arizona Now ballot initiative in 2004, which required proof of citizenship or legal residence from anyone registering to vote or applying to receive public benefits. In 2006 and 2008, the house passed variants of SB1070, bills that tasked local and state officials with responding to the immigration crisis, but then governor Janet Napolitano, a Democrat, vetoed both. Brewer, who was appointed governor after Napolitano was made head of the Department of Homeland Security, decided to sign SB1070 only after careful thought and prayer. (See pictures of crime in Middle America.)
It must have helped that the measure was broadly popular. While other border governors, including Texas Republican Rick Perry, have raised concerns about SB1070, Arizona politics seems to encourage a race to the right on immigration. That's partly due to the ineffectiveness of the Hispanic voting bloc in the state. Latinos make up nearly 30% of the population but only 12% of voters. The two most heavily Hispanic districts in the state, said Goddard, have among the lowest voter turnout of any districts in the country. Daniel Ortega, a Phoenix lawyer who heads the board of directors of the National Council of La Raza, said the Latino community does "have to take some personal responsibility for this." But, he added, "this is a creation of Republican politics."

At a $16-a-plate lasagna fundraiser held by the Arizona Federation of Republican Women at the Briarwood Country Club outside Phoenix, GOP candidates for this November's gubernatorial election lined up to explain how they would crack down. Brian Munger said his problem with Brewer was that she took too long to sign SB1070. "She should have signed it weeks ago," he said. "Frankly, she lacks leadership." In the days after she signed the bill, however, Brewer saw her poll numbers rise among Republican voters.

The true star of the lunch was former Congressman and current radio talk-show host J.D. Hayworth, who is presenting a staunch conservative challenge to Senator John McCain's re-election bid. A former sportscaster with a lustrous tan and sternly knitted brow, he has come within striking distance of McCain largely on the strength of his harder-than-thou approach to immigration: get rid of all illegals, and don't even bring in guest workers until the border is 100% secured. "This is not a political problem to be managed," he told me. "It's a huge invasion that has to be stopped." Hayworth implied that the loose border could lead to another 9/11-style attack. As for the nonterrorist illegals, they are leaching off social services, he says, but if you start arresting a few, the rest will simply self-deport. (See pictures of Culiacán, the home of Mexico's drug-trafficking industry.)
The latest polling shows McCain with a 12-point lead over Hayworth, but McCain is clearly unnerved by the attacks coming from his right. The Senator, who had once backed comprehensive immigration reform with Ted Kennedy (a name Hayworth is fond of bringing up on the stump), came out late in support of SB1070. McCain also proposed a tough border-security plan in April — 3,000 more National Guard troops on the border, 700 miles of border fence — that Hayworth mocked as the "J. D. Hayworth Impersonation Act."

The state's law-enforcement community is split on SB1070. The Arizona Police Association is for it; the Arizona Association of Chiefs of Police is not. That division was on display at the annual Border Security Expo in downtown Phoenix, where private contractors hawked items like nightscopes ("Dominate the darkness") and armored ATVs with names like Threatstalker and Prowler. Despite the machismo in the exhibition hall, the opening speaker, former ambassador to Mexico Jim Jones, essentially called for amnesty. David Aguilar, the No. 2 official at U.S. Customs and Border Protection, didn't take sides on SB1070, but he did argue that many border communities have remained safe despite the violence in Mexico. He called for a "holistic" approach to the border that would include a lot of help for our southern neighbor. Later at the expo, Sahuarita police chief John Harris, head of the Arizona Association of Chiefs of Police, said that beyond "manpower and budget issues," he worried about how cops around the state would keep the trust of the Hispanic community.

See pictures of Mexico's drug wars. 

See pictures of a high seas boarder patrol.
That damage may already have been done. "Do I need to dye my hair blond?" asked Erica Villa, a receptionist at the Grace United Methodist Church in the border town of Douglas, with a touch of bitterness. "I'm an American citizen. My ancestors were Cochise Indians. I have as much right to be here as anyone."

The future of SB1070 is very much in doubt. The city councils of Tucson, Flagstaff and San Luis have already decided to sue the state to stop it. Critics say the law violates the 14th Amendment's injunction against states' setting immigration policy, and the U.S. Supreme Court could be asked to decide if that's the case. If the law — due to take effect at the end of July — survives, police departments will almost certainly be sued by conservatives for impeding the arrest of illegals (the law allows for that) and by civil rights groups for racial profiling. The courts will ultimately have to decide the correct balance. (See TIME's photo-essay "The Siege of Ciudad Juérez.")
Regardless of SB1070's legal destiny, the fact remains that 71% of Arizona voters support the law, and according to a Rasmussen poll, 54% of American voters would support something similar in their state. In 2009, 1,500 bills related to immigration were introduced in state legislatures around the country. And even though the number of border crossers has fallen, voter anger seems to be rising.

Sorting Dishwasher from Doper
Washington is, of course, to blame. Not because the feds haven't put enough resources on the border: a completely militarized, impenetrable 2,000-mile border with our largest trading partner is a fantasy, and the steps taken in that direction have already cost billions and produced only incremental results. No, the problem is that too many politicians seem unwilling or unable to distinguish between hardened criminals and undocumented workers. The McCain of a few years ago had the right approach: emphasize the interior. Get those workers who are here and have been contributing out of the shadows so they don't have to pay smugglers, some of whom are connected to the drug cartels, to cross the border every time they want to visit their mom in Mexico. Once those 12 million or so are legal, then seriously enforce worker verification so that additional laborers are not tempted to cross the desert for jobs. Then you can turn to the border, where you'll find only criminals and narcos coming across; they won't be lost in the flood of commuting day laborers. The border patrol is armed and itching to take them on.

Back in the San Bernardino Valley, third-generation rancher Bill Miller showed off a new addition to his ranch — a mobile surveillance system he encouraged the border patrol to put on his property. Hitched to the back of an extended-cab pickup truck was a telescoping radar-and-camera system that retails for somewhere near $500,000. Inside the truck, which had blacked-out windows, was a border-patrol agent scanning the valley on dual monitors. The agent chatted gamely as he showed off the gear. It can combine or toggle between thermal imaging and video and zoom in on half the valley, almost to the Krentz ranch, with precision. He was excited about the evening: with a waxing moon and cloudless sky, he said, "it'll be jumping."

He then explained the fine art of discerning, on his two monitors, the dishwashers from the dopers — that is, how to figure out which are the laborers headed to some job in Chicago and which are the armed coyotes leading the dishwashers or, worse, narcotraffickers. It's all in the gait, he said. The dopers and coyotes walk straight and sure, while the dishwashers are wobbly and uncertain.

Why, I asked, did he need to know which kind they were?

"Because," he said, "you go after the real bad guys first."

That sounds sensible.
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Arizona's Next Immigration Target: Children of Illegals

By Adam Klawonn / Phoenix

Anchor babies isn't a very endearing term, but in Arizona those are the words being used to tag children born in the U.S. to illegal immigrants. While not new, the term is increasingly part of the local vernacular because the primary authors of the nation's toughest and most controversial immigration law are targeting these tots — the legal weights that anchor many undocumented aliens in the U.S. — for their next move.

Buoyed by recent public opinion polls suggesting they're on the right track with illegal immigration, Arizona Republicans will likely introduce legislation this fall that would deny birth certificates to children born in Arizona — and thus American citizens according to the U.S. Constitution — to parents who are not legal U.S. citizens. The law largely is the brainchild of state senator Russell Pearce, a Republican whose suburban district, Mesa, is considered the conservative bastion of the Phoenix political scene. He is a leading architect of the Arizona law that sparked outrage throughout the country: Senate Bill 1070, which allows law-enforcement officers to ask about someone's immigration status during a traffic stop, detainment or arrest if reasonable suspicion exists — things like poor English skills, acting nervous or avoiding eye contact during a traffic stop. (See "The Battle for Arizona: Will a Border Crackdown Work?")
But the likely new bill is for the kids. While SB1070 essentially requires of-age migrants to have the proper citizenship paperwork, the potential "anchor baby" bill blocks the next generation from ever being able to obtain it. The idea is to make the citizenship process so difficult that illegal immigrants pull up the anchor and leave. (See TIME's photo-essay "The Border Fence Rises in the Southwest.")
The question is whether that would violate the U.S. Constitution. The 14th Amendment states that "All persons, born or naturalized in the United States, and subject to the jurisdiction thereof, are citizens of the United States. No state shall make or enforce any law which shall abridge the privileges or immunities of citizens of the United States." It was intended to provide citizenship for freed slaves and served as a final answer to the Dred Scott case, cementing the federal government's control over citizenship. 

But that was 1868. Today, Pearce says, the 14th Amendment has been "hijacked" by illegal immigrants. "They use it as a wedge," he says. "This is an orchestrated effort by them to come here and have children to gain access to the great welfare state we've created." Pearce says he is aware of the constitutional issues involved with the bill and vows to introduce it nevertheless. "We will write it right." He and other Republicans in the red state Arizona point to popular sympathy: 58% of Americans polled by Rasmussen think illegal immigrants whose children are born in the U.S. should not receive citizenship; support for that stance is 76% among Republicans. 

Those who oppose the bill say it would lead to more discrimination and divide the community. Among them is Phoenix resident Susan Vie, who is leading a citizen group that's behind an opposing ballot initiative. She moved to the U.S. 30 years ago from Argentina, became a naturalized citizen and now works as a client-relations representative for a vaccine company. "I see a lot of hate and racism behind it," Vie says. "Consequently, I believe it will create — and it's creating it now — a separation in our society." She adds, "When people look at me, they will think, 'Is she legal or illegal?' I can already feel it right now." Vie's citizen initiative would prohibit SB1070 from taking effect and place a three-year moratorium on all related laws — including the anchor-baby bill — to buy more time for federal immigration reform. Her group is racing to collect 153,365 signatures by July 1 to qualify for the Nov. 2 general election.

Both sides expect the anchor-baby bill to end up before the U.S. Supreme Court before it is enacted. "I think it would be struck down as facially unconstitutional. I can't imagine a federal judge saying this would be O.K.," says Dan Barr, a longtime Phoenix lawyer and constitutional litigator. Potentially joining the anchor-baby bill at the Supreme Court may be SB1070, which Republican Arizona Governor Jan Brewer signed into law in April. It is set to take effect July 29, but at least five courtroom challenges have been filed against it. Pearce says he will win them all.

Arizona Lawmakers Push New Round of Immigration Restrictions

By MARC LACEY
PHOENIX — Arizona lawmakers are proposing a sweeping package of immigration restrictions that might make the controversial measures the state approved last year, which the Obama administration went to court to block, look mild. 

Illegal immigrants would be barred from driving in the state, enrolling in school or receiving most public benefits. Their children would receive special birth certificates that would make clear that the state does not consider them Arizona citizens. 

Some of the bills, like those restricting immigrants’ access to schooling and right to state citizenship, flout current federal law and are being put forward to draw legal challenges in hopes that the Supreme Court might rule in the state’s favor. 

Arizona drew considerable scorn last year when it passed legislation compelling police officers to inquire about the immigration status of those they stopped whom they suspected were in the country illegally. Critics said the law would lead to racial profiling of Latinos, and a federal judge agreed that portions of the law, known as Senate Bill 1070, were unconstitutional. 

Similar legal challenges are likely to come in response to the latest round of legislation, some of which cleared a key Senate committee early Wednesday after a long debate that drew hundreds of protesters, some for and some against the crackdown. 

“This bill is miles beyond S.B. 1070 in terms of its potential to roll back the rights and fundamental freedoms of both citizens and noncitizens alike,” said Alessandra Soler Meetze, executive director of the A.C.L.U. of Arizona. She said the measures would create “a ‘papers, please’ society” and that a new crime — “driving while undocumented” — would be added to the books. 

Despite boycotts and accusations that the state has become a haven of intolerance, Arizona won plaudits last year from immigration hardliners across the country. On Tuesday night, the Indiana Senate voted to allow its police officers to question people stopped for infractions on their immigration status, one of numerous proposals inspired by Arizona’s law. 

“If you are ever going to stop this invasion, and it is an invasion, you have to quit rewarding people for breaking those laws,” said State Senator Russell Pearce, the Senate president, who is leading Arizona’s effort to try to make life so difficult for illegal immigrants that they stop coming, or leave. 

Opponents said the changes were a drastic rewriting of the core values of the country. In Tucson, a community group was so enraged by what it called the extremist nature of the proposals from Phoenix that it proposed severing the state in two, creating what some call Baja Arizona. 

“Denying citizenship to children because they have parents without documents is crazy,” said the Rev. Javier Perez, a Roman Catholic priest and immigrant from Mexico who waited in the legislative chamber into the night Tuesday for a chance to speak. “Honestly, I don’t think anything I say will change their minds, but it’s immoral what they’re doing and we have to say this is against the values of America.” 

The measures would compel school officials to ask for proof of citizenship for students and require hospitals to similarly ask for papers for those receiving non-emergency care. Illegal immigrants would be blocked from obtaining any state licenses, including those for marriage. Landlords would be forced to evict the entire family from public housing if one illegal immigrant were found living in a unit. Illegal immigrants found driving would face 30 days in jail and forfeit the vehicle to the state. 

The measures are not assured of passage. Although Republicans have a majority in the Legislature, the restrictions on citizenship failed to win approval in the Judiciary Committee this month, so they were rerouted to the Appropriations Committee, where they won passage. 

Some state lawmakers said their constituents were furious over the Obama administration’s lawsuit challenging the last immigration law and wanted the state to continue pressing the issue. Gov. Jan Brewer, a Republican, said the state would file a countersuit against the federal government accusing it of not enforcing immigration laws. 

Supporters of the crackdown include Katie Dionne, who described herself as an “average, everyday American” who wanted to prevent illegal immigrants from changing her way of life. “If their life is so wonderful why did they leave where they’re from?” she asked senators. 

Janet Napolitano, the secretary of homeland security and a former Arizona governor, cites statistics showing that the influx of illegal immigrants across the Arizona border has declined markedly with significant increases in federal resources. But that has done little to ameliorate the feeling of crisis expressed by many Arizona politicians. 

The state’s business community, stung by a boycott that has reduced the number of conventions in the state, generally opposes the new round of restrictions. “This will put Arizona through another trial and hurt innocent businesspeople who are just trying to get ahead,” said Glenn Hamer of the Arizona Chamber of Commerce and Industry. 

