
Urban Institute Report: A new report to be released by the Urban Institute next week finds that 
families with mixed immigration status (some family members are citizens, others not) are quite 
prevelant - in fact 10 percent of children in the U.S. live in such mixed status households, 
according to 1998 Current Population Survey data. The report reminds us that benefit and 
immigration policies which distinguish between citizens and noncitizens can affect citizens 
living in such families. For example, a citizen child living with immigrant parents will have 
access to fewer food stamps because of his parents' ineligibility, and would likely have to leave 
the U.S. if his undocumented parents are deported. This report underscores the importance of 
making legal immigrants eligible for SSI, Medicaid, and Food Stamps on the same basis as 
citizens. As you know the Republican Congress has to date only been willing to accept some of 
our proposals, targeting certain groups of particularly vulnerable immigrants (children and 
people with disabilities). The report acknowledges that our recent clarification that receipt of 
supplemental benefits such as Medicaid and Food Stamps — whether by an immigrant or by his 
citizen children — will not make the immigrant a public charge will encourage families to obtain 
the benefits for which they are eligible.
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Urban Institute Report on Children Living in Mixed Family Households: On June 22, 1999, 
the Urban Institute is expected to release a government-funded report based on Census 
Population Survey (CPS) data concerning mixed status families. Mixed status families include 
families with United States citizen children who have immigrants parents who are either legal or 
undocumented or both. This report seeks to raise awareness of the unintended consequences of 
welfare and immigration reform policies on mixed families. The Urban Institute found that a 
large number of mixed families exist particularly in states and localities with high immigration 
populations (ten percent of all children live in the U.S. live in mixed families; nine percent of all 
U.S. families are of mixed status; and 14 percent of low-income families are mixed status). The 
report concludes that welfare reform policies that have resulted in benefit reductions to 
immigrants are likely to have an unintended “chilling” effect on the citizen children who live in 
mixed households. For example, the welfare reform policy that denies a immigrant parents 
access to Food Stamps and Federal TANF benefits may reduce a family’s overall resources and 
may negatively affect the citizen children in these immigrant-headed families. Efforts to restore 
benefits to immigrants do not help these citizen children because they are already eligible for 
benefits but their immigrant parents continue to be ineligible. Furthermore, immigration policies 
that prevent undocumented parents from adjusting to legal status and policies that make it easier 
to deport immigrants compounds this problem and divides families. Finally, the report suggests 
that these findings may raise some constitutional issues because two classes of citizen children 
have emerged as a result of welfare reform.
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The following summarizes the major findings and issues raised by the study.

. Ten percent of all children in the United States live in mixed status ftmilies.

. Nine percent of all U.S. femiliss are mixed status families, and 14 perrent of low-income
amilies (i.e., ftmiUes below 200 percent of poverty) are mixed status ftmilies.

Twenty-seven percent of all California ftmilies, and 40 percent of low-income California 

families, are mixed status.

Fourteen percent of all New York State ftmilies, and 20 percent of low-income New 

York families, are mixed status.
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Introduction
The casual observer - and policy maker - might readUy beUeve that the country is neatly

divided into two kinds of families: those composed of citizens who have strong claims to legal

rights and social benefits, and those composed of noncitizens, whose claims to both are more 

contingent. American femilies, however, are far more complex: the number of families that 

contain a mix of both citizens and noncitizens is surprismgly large. Nearly one m ten U.S. famih 

is a mixed status family, that is to say, a family in which one or more parents is a noncitizen and

one or more children is a citizen. Further, mixed status families are themselves complex: they

may be made up of any combination of legal immigrants, undocumented immigrants and 

naturalized citizens. Their composition also changes frequently, as undocumented family members 

legalize their status and legal immigrants naturalize. The number, complexity and fluidity of these 

mixed immigration status families complicates the design and implementation of the already

complicated arenas of immigration and immigrant policy.

In this paper we document the prevalence of mixed immigration status families and discuss

some of the immigration and citizenship policies that drive their formation. We identify a number 

of the chaUenges that mixed status families pose for achieving the goals of recent welfare and 

Ulegal immigration reform laws. More specificaUy, we explore how recent curbs on noncitizens’

vtewrf as the closwr of policies lh« govern bo. imnhgrwtu tne ->1, Anivai:
arose atetaewnnine parUcipuion in " inTS^ton k
An Overview of Federal Immigrant Policy in the United S^. m B. Ed^«wn J r
Ethnicity, ne Integration of America's Newest
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use 0
f public benefits may have the unintended effects of “chiiling" cifeen chUdmn’s use of 

benefits. We note how efforts to single out immigrant children for the restoration of benefits such 

as food stamps may taU short of the intended objectives because most children of imnugrants are 

already citizens who never lost their eligibility for benefits in the first place. These benefit 

restorations may also fall wide of the mark because the citizen ctuldren may still suffer the effects 

of their parents’ reduced eligibility. Both of these results are, in a sense, the by-products of mixed 

status famiUes and social policies that treat citizens and noncitizens differently.

We also examine how recent Uws limiting undocumented immigrants’ ability to adjust 

from illegal to legal stams could effectively perpetuate certain mixed status families. They do so 

by freezing a growing number of parents and children into differing statuses-, parents as 

undocumented immigrants or ’’outsiders" (to use Peter Schuck’s phrase), children as citizens or 

■■insiders.’’^ At the same time. poUcies that make it easier to remove or deport illegal and legal 

immigrants could have the impact of dividing more mixed status families. While these policies 

might serve the goal of reducing illegal immigration, they do so at the expense of family unity. 

FinaUy, we note that a new policy denying legal immigrant status to aliens whose sponsors do not 

have incomes over 125 percent of poverty could have the unintended effects of either keeping 

famihes apart or transft.rming what might have been a legal immigration flow into an illegal one. 

The resuU, again, could be to increase the number of mixed status families whose members could 

face divided fates as the parents are locked into illegal stidus while their children are bom as 

. The citizen children in these families may not receive the same opportunities as other
Citizens.

W H. Sehack, Ctoar, Snonger, W Esscy, on ImmgraHon nnd Ctee-rSip. W«m.« -

Press, 1998.
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citizen childrcn“due to their parents’ legal status.

From the outset we should make clear that we do not beUeve the “solution” to the

challenges raised by muted status families is to transform the policies that give rise to them: most 

notably the strong family reunification thrust of our immigration poUcies and the grant of — 

birthright citizenship. Our aim, rather, is to call attention to the unintended effects of social 

policies - like welfiue reform - that do not appear to take into account the mixed legal statuses 

of immigrant ftmilies and the prevalence of citizen children within them when puhUc benefits and

rights are partitioned.

I. The Importance of Mixed Immigration Status Families.

Mixed Families-Demographic Imparlance. A review of the 1998 Corient Population 

Survey (CPS) reveals that mixed status families are surprisingly prevalent. As Figure 1 indicates, 9 

percent of U.S. families with children are mixed status families.’ Not surprisingly, such families 

are more prominent in the places where immigrants are concentrated. Over a quarter of California 

with children, and 14 percent of New York families with children are mixed status 

families (Figure 1). At the same time. 85 percent or almost all immigrant femilies (i.e„ those with 

at least one noncitizen patent) are mixed status fcmilies. The meaning of this is clear: most 

policies that advantage or disadvantage noncitizens are likely to have broad spillover effects on 

the citizen children who live in the great majority of immigrant families.

The demographic importance of nnxed status femilies is made even clearer by the number

of children who live within them. One in ten chUdren in the United States lives in a mixed

>Tne data med for the uujjsis rapoited here have been eraiected for ovene^rig of hMu^ired cifen
in IheConentPopolation Survey. See Passel and Clark. 1998. for an eaplanauon of Ihe problem Buiconeelion.

status.



inmiigration stSus famUy.' Ona quarter of aU ehildren in New York City and nearly half of all 

children in Los Angeles Uve in mixed famiUes (Figure 2). That such a surprisingly large share of 

children Hves in mixed families owes to the fact that noncitizens are more likely to live in families 

with chUdren and noncitizens’ famines contain more cluldren. According to the 1998 Current 

Population Survey (CPS), 54 percent of households headed by noncitizens have at least one child 

in them versus 36 percent for their citizen counterparts' Families with at least one noncitizen 

parent have an average of 2.04 children, while famines with only citizen parents have an average 

of 1.86 cluldren. Of course, high levels of immigration in recent years have also contributed to 

the growing numbers of mixed status families and to the number of children who Uve within them.

The Significance of Mixed Status Families for Social Welfare Policy. Beyond their 

ightforward demographic importance, mixed status famines ate significant because they are 

likely to be poor than other famines and hence to be of concern to social welfare policy. 

WhUe mixed itatus families make up 9 percent of all famines with cMldten nationwide, they 

constitute 14 lercent of aU such families with incomes under 200 percent of poverty. Again, they 

are especiaUy common in regions where immigrants are concentrated. Mixed status families 

represent 401 lercent of low income famines with childten in California, and 20 percent of such

in Nr^w York State (Figure 3). Nearly three-8fths of low income children in Los Angeles 

and one-third of low income ehildren in New York City Uve in mixed status famines.

Mixed status families also account for a substantial share of chUdren without health

straiG

more

^While 10 percent of U.S. children live in a mixed sums family, only 3.6 percent of U.S. children under 18 

foreign bom according to the Current Population Survey.
^lichael Fix and Jeffrey S. Passel. ‘Trends in Noncitizens' and Citizens’ Use of Public Benefits Following 

Welfare Reform: 1994-97,'’ The Urban Instimte. March, 1999.
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insurance:
, 21 pircent of all uninsured chUdren nationwide, and over one-half of California’s 

uninsured children bve in mixed families.®

The Significmce of Mixed Status Fomiftes in Parddoning Citizen Versus Alien Rights. A 

third reason nuxed status families are important is because they redefine the legal and equity 

issues to which recent welfare and illegal immigration laws give rise. It could be argued, for 

example, that welfare reform has created two classes of citizen children', one that lives in 

households wtth noncitizens and suffers the disadvantage of losing benefits and the reduced 

overall household resoumes that may result. A second class of citizen children lives in households 

with only citizens and suffers no comparable disadvantage. The emergence of these two classes of 

citizen children begs the question whether their differing eligibility for benefits should be viewed 

as an example of constitutionally acceptable discrimination against aliens or as a more problematic 

instance of unacceptable discrimination between similarly situated citizens. In short, the presence 

of so many citizens in femilies with noncitizens suggests that recent reforms should be viewed 

both through a lens of alien rights as well as one of citizen rights, which are substantially broader

and more robust constitutionally.’'
Umited Study of the Extent and Dynamics of Mixed Status Families. A fourth reason for 

drawing increased attention to mixed status femilies goes beyond demographic and constitutional 

considerations. It is simply that the composition of these households, and the ripple effects of 

policies that affect their members have not been the subject of much scholarly attention. There has

‘Uib«t lastituB labuladoos of March 1998 Onrent PopolaUon Survey (CPS).

’ See geaeriUly, Hhoshl Motoiuora. “Review Essay Whose LnmigrMion Uwf: Ciurens. Aliens and d» 

Constitution.” 97 Columbia Law Review 1567,1997.



been some
research on the role of exfended fanhly members on immigrant households.* And there

is a rapidly growing literature on the intergenerational mobiUty of children in immigrant famiUes,

driven in part by the introduction of new questions regarding parental nativity on the Current

Population Survey. Mixed status families, however, have rarely been used as a lens for studymg

immigrant integration or for understanding the impacts of welfare and immigration reforms.’

n. Fundamental Elements of CiUzenship and Immigration PoUcy Drive the Creation of 

Mixed Status Families.
The number of mixed status families can be ascribed in large measure to two structural 

elements of U.S. citizenship and immigration poUcy. One is birthright citizenship. The other is 

immigration policy’s abiding commitment to the goal of family unification and, in particular, the 

principle that citizens should be able to unite wUh immediate family members mote or less as of 

tight. A third feature of recent policy should also be noted: the proliferation of permanent and 

temporary immigration statuses, which creates new and more complicated types of mixed status 

The importance of each of these factors is reinforced by high, continuing leveU of legal

and illegal immigration.
Birthrigh, cUittnship. The framers of the Fourteenth Amendment to the Constitution, 

seeking to vest the recently emancipated slaves with citizenship, granted citizenship to “all

(February 1997) 177-191.
V. should sonewluu self-inwreswdly cdl .tlenlion » . fcdenjlvtaded

www.urban.org/centers/ps_welCare.htini
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persons bom o7 naturalized in the United States."'” The amendment confers citizenship status on 

all persons bom on U S. soU. whether their parents are legally present or not. While some scholars 

have claimed that the framers did not intend to confer membership on the children of 

undocumented aliens," their view remains a minority one.'> Moreover, the constitutional, as 

opposed to legUlative, basis of the doctrine makes it unlikely to be disturt*d, despite repeated

legislative efforts to overturn it.
The grant of birthright citizenship is a defining feature of U.S. immigration, civU rights, 

and family law, aligning the United States with other nations that confer citizenship on the basis of 

place of birth (jus soli), and distinguishing it from countries where citizenship derives solely from 

fanuly heritage (jus sunguinis). Because most children of U.S. immigrants are bom in the United 

States, birthright citizenship largely explains the &ct that threcquarters of children in immigrant 

families (i.e. families with a noncitizen parent) are citizens." Eighty-nine percent of the children 

in mixed status families (i.e. families with a noncitizen patent and a citizen child) are citizens.

The birthright citizenship provision gives rise to two dUtinct and predominant types of 

mixed status families: those with an illegal immigrant adult and a citizen child, and those 

containing a legal immigrant parent and a citizen child. A 1998 study of the immigrant population

“^e Ml «x. ef the relevm. rlaase re«ls: "All peisoiu bon. or “S”
*ejurisdk;tioolhoeot.arecitireosoftheUnite<ISlates«idoflheSt.tewhere.ntheyresKle. Uk.Consutunon,

Amd.
"See. Peter Schuck and Rogers Smith, Citizenship Without Consent, Yale University Press. 1985.

"A forceful counter-argument has recenUy been made by law P™fcssor
Constitution: Immigrants. Borders, and Fundamental conferred
because there were “illegal immigrants" before 1875. the drafters of the Fo^enth Amendment knowmgty
birthright citizenship on children bom in the United Stotes to undocumented parents.

"Not all citizen children of immigrants are bom in the United Sutes. of course. Of the 2.570.^ foreign borri'
Children un^rl8i3eSint Current P^opulationSurvey.344^^
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in New York tiai imputes legal status to the foreign bom finds that 22 percent of aU traxed status 

family households are headed by an undocumented immigrant and that one-third of all 

undocumented-headed households in New York contain citizen chiJdren. Of those undocumented- 

headed households with chUdren, 70 percent contain a native-born child." Citizen children, then, 

predominate even in families headed by an undocumented immigrant (Ftgure 4).

Mixed families containing undocumented adults and citizen children and those contammg 

legal immigrant adults with citizen children raise distinct and common issues." Both types of 

families may be reluctant to apply for public benefits for citizen children. Illegal immigrants ate 

likely to fear detection and deportation, or worry that use of services by their citizen children will 

prevent them from eventually adjusting to legal immigration status. Legal immigrant patents may 

also be “chilled” from applying for pubUc benefits for their children, but their reasons may differ. 

They may be concerned that benefit use will trigger a claim for repayment on the part of 

government or keep them from successfuUy sponsoring a relative for admission to the United 

States." Or they may erroneously believe that benefit use on the part of their citizen children can

bar them from naturalizing.
Family Vnificaiion. A second structural element of U.S. immigration policy that gives rise 

to mixed status families - but in a quite different way - is the goal of family unification that has

‘background data from Jc&ey S. Passel and Rebecca Clark, “Inunigrants in New York: Their Legal Status, 
Incomes and Taxes ” The Urban Institute. April 1998.

"It 1. endrely possible for some mised sums Umilies to inelude one undoeomenled ^ 
immitnmt pue« ««! dSen eMIdnm. In 6eC such honseholds mey be mdur common, given the luge number of

pending applications for admission.

"Sute claims for repayment may not be jusdlied in some insuncm. hadfunds received from hundreds of uiunigrunls who had been orde^ 10 pay "^.?L”tfiitom teiiaiK^ fbous^ • 
received. S»h Louis Fruulberg uul Sabin Russell. -Immignmis Fears leave 
Have No Health Care in California.” The San Francisco Chronicle, January 15,1999. p. M.
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dominated imimgration poUcy at least since 1965. Of particular consequence is the hitherto 

unrestricted right of citizens to unite with their immediate family members (i.e„ spouses, minor 

children, parents) which, in practice, has meant that most immigrants entering the United States as

legal permanent residents join citizen family members.

As one scholar has written:

“The United States is committed to the principle that its citizens may both many anyone 
they wish (excepting, of course, minors and persons of certain very dose degrees of 
consanguinity) and Uve with that person in the Umted States if they so wish.

In fact, over half of the approximately 800.000 immigrants admitted in FY 1997 came to join a

U.S. chizen family member, with the remainder entering to unite with a legal permanent resident,

for employment purposes, or as a diversity immigrant." The largest single category of family or

any other type of immigrant admitted is spouses of U.S. citizens. Immigrants entering under the

Immigration and Naturalization Aefs family unification provisions are by and large young and

most often have U.S. bom citizen children after arriving in the United States, creatmg mixed

status families. Of course, the continuing high levels of immigraUon to the United States ensures

the ongoing creation of large numbers of mixed families.

The admission of a large number of spouses as immigrants, in turn, points to another 

feature of mixed families; the mixed status of parents. A slightly larger share of mixed families are

" Guaiennina Jasso. -Mipalion and the Dynamics of Family Phenomena.' in A *■ „
Undale «ls.. feonigrohon ondlh. Fannly: *«se«-v/. and Policy on U.S.
1996 As we nole laler. ihis largely unreslricted right of enlry tor the spouses and children of U.S. coimn^ M 
Snobby a ^.nl Wonn L requires for the first rime lha. citirens who sponsor anmediale family members have

incomes exceeding 125 percent of poverty.
1990 ImmigraUon Act created a new “diversity “ category of permanent admissions 

immigrants from countries that had sent companuively few immigrante to m recen years,
who Sst U) legal permanent resident status are also included in the 800,000 admissions.
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nade up of u citizen and a noncitizen parent than of mo noncitizen parents (41 percent versus 39 

percent) (Figure 5). But even when both parents are noncitizens, a large majority of their children

(83 percent) are citizens (Figure 6).
Proliferanon of Immigration Statuses. A third feature of recent U.S. immigration poUcy 

that has led to the creation of additional types of mixed status families is a proliferation in 

immigration statuses assigned to entrants. These statuses, which generally fall in between the 

classification of legal permanent resident (or green card aUen) and undocumented alien, frequently 

allow noncitizens to work and live in the United States, but not to naturalize. In some instances 

the status is premised upon an assumption that the migrant's tenure is temporary. (3ne such set of 

entrants is those granted temporary protected status and other groups who cannot return to their 

home county' because of political turmoU. (In other cases, no assumption that the stay will only 

be temporary is made: an example is aliens who have been paroled into the country for 

humanitarian reasons.) These statuses have often been the by-product of immigration emergencies 

that have forced ad hoc accommodations in order to admit or to avert the deportation of those 

wUh strong equities in the country. Of course, children bom in the United States to immigrants in 

these in-between categories are citizens and. thus, generate yet a different type of mixed status

family.
It goes without saying that not all citizenship and immigration policies promote the 

creation of mixed families. One set of policies that moves in the opposite direction is those that 

make naturalization comparatively easy - at least by international standards. Several aspects of

' Wtomigrmts, including stndenu, iempom, workers and rourisu.» wwdier group whose U5. born 

children are citizens, creating yet another type of mixed family.



naturaUzation poUcy should be noted. One is the contpaxatively shot, period of residence that is 

required: three years for the spouses of citizens, five years for others. Another is the automatic 

confeiral of citizenship status on minor children when both parents have naturalized. A third is the 

comparatively modest level of language and civics knowledge that is demanded of naturalization 

applicants.'' At the same time, while the goal of policy can be seen as making naturalization 

accessible, administrative inefficiencies in adjudicating naturalization benefits have led to lengthy 

waiting periods and delayed legal immigrants’ ability to convert then status.

m. Mixed Families and the Transformation of Immigration Law.

As we have seen, several foundational elements of immigration and citizenship pohcy drive 

the creation of mixed status families. Beyond these stmctural features, the number and fates of 

mixed status families have been affected by other, largely Uberalizing, trends in immigration law 

and policy that emerged in the 1970s and 1980s. These trends extended the due process norms 

that had been weU established in other domains of U.S. public law to immigration. In pracUce they 

set the noncitizen and citizen members of mixed status families on a mote even footing when it 

comes to the claims they can make on society. But immigration law and policy evolve in an 

epiphenomenal manner. And just as the liberalizing expansions of rights of the 1970s and 1980s 

represented something of a reversal of the comparatively harsh immigration policies that 

preceded them, they, in turn, appear to have been reversed by the largely exclusionary legislation

'''mis period is considerably sltotter than the 8 to 15 years a noncidren most wait to become a ciUaen in 

Gernumy, for example.

'■Wbiieth^e can present nmmdablebarriemror^ya^li-^^n.^^
Standards of most Other industrialized countncs. See, generally, J ep . . . ^ . p. . york, 1998.
A Response to Noah Pickus,” in Immigration and Citizenship in the 2Ist Century, Ed
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enacted by the-Congress in 1996. Rather than aUgnmg the differing fates of n«n*«rs of nnxed

status households, the new laws deepen divisions within them.

UberMzing Trends of the 1970s and 1980s. In part as a result of Supreme Court doctrine

that emerged in the 1970s, it became clear that the states did not have the authority to 

discriminate on the basis of alienage in their public benefit programs. While the federal 

government might retain this power to discriminate, there was little political impetus to do so, 

and until the mid-1990s few distinctions were drawn.” It could be argued that, by treating legal 

immigrants on a par with citizens, federal policy effectively discounted the importance of 

citizenship. As a result, citizenship distinctions were largely restricted to voting, holding political 

office, serving on juries, sponsorship of immediate family members, holding some pubUc sector 

jobs and exposure to deportation. AU important, to be sure, but not critical aspects of daily 

membership in the society. The net effect had been only modest incentives to naturalize and, by 

extension, a proliferation of mixed status families. Notwithstanding this proliferation,

rates in the United States ate quite high by international standards. Accordmg to the 

INS, almost half of immigrants admitted in 1977 had been naturalized by 1995.

Other policies - also in large part the product of judicial doctrine - muted distinctions 

based on immigration status. Perhaps the most striking and inclusionary was the grant of the 

substantive right to elementary and secondary education extended to undocumented children by

“See generally. Graham v. Richardson, 403 US 67 (1971).

“see, however. Mathey^s v. Diaz. 426 US 67 (1976). upholding the Con^ss’
Medicarebenefiis to legal permanent residents who had lived in the United States for less than five years.

^U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service. Statistical Yearbook of the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service. 1996, U.S. Government Printing Office: Washington, D.C., 1997. p. 142.
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the landmark 1982 Supreme Court decision. Plyler v. Doe.^^ When viewed through the lens of 

mixed status families, this ruling eliminated critical differences in the rights and treatment of 

legally present and undocumented children who happen to be members of the same family. Again,

legally distinct members enjoyed comparable substantive rights.

Along similar lines, courts extended new procedural rights to aliens in the process of being 

deported.^® They also mandated the extension of some public benefits to immigrants falling in the 

“in-between” immigration statuses mentioned in the preceding section.^’ These and other rulings 

that extended new procedural and substantive rights to noncitizens effectively softened the 

distinctions in the treatment of immigrants in differing legal statuses. Viewed as a whole, these 

rulings on benefits eUgibiUty, relief fi-om deportation, and iUegal immigrants’ rights to education, 

turned in part on the duration and depth of immigrants’ ties to their communities and families. 

They were also driven to some degree by a new willingness to apply communitarian or 

universalistic principles to the cases presented by aliens.^ In the process they blurred the formal 

legal distinctions between citizens and legal noncitizens, and to a more limited extent, between 

legal and illegal noncitizens.

Against this backdrop of a largely court-formulated expansion of noncitizens’ rights and 

benefits, the Congress in 1986 sought to reduce the size of the illegal immigrant population in the

“457 US 202 (1982).

^*See, forexau^le Peter Schuck, Citizens, Strangers and In-Betweens, Essays on Immigration and 

Citizenship, Westview Press, 1998 at 83.

Berger v. Heckler 771 F. 2d 1556 2d Cir. 1985.

“On this point and on the epiphenotnenal character of inimigration law generally, sec Peter Schuck’s classic 
article. ‘The Transformauon of Immigration Uw.” 84 Columbia Law Review. No 1, Jan. 1984.



Unked States Fy enacting a legalization program that eventually granted legal status to 2.8 million 

formerly illegal immigrants. The majority of those legalized under the law (The 1986 Immigration 

Reform and Control Act, or IRCA«) had been in the United States for at least five years and a 

large share had native bom U.S. children.* Soon thereafter the Congress enacted the 1990 

Immigration Act, expanding legal immigration by 40 percent and retaining fanuly unification as a 

central goal of immigration policy.’' At the same time, in what can be considered one of the few 

de facto acknowledgments of mixed status families under immigration law, the Congress granted 

work authorization to, and barred the deportation of, certain undocumented famUy members of 

immigrants who had legalized under IRCA.

The Exclusionary Policies of 1996. A harsh California recession, unabated levels of illegal 

immigration, and the emergence of immigration and welfare use among immigrants as wedge 

issues led the Congress in 1996 to enact an unprecedentedly tough legislative agenda that 

substantially restricted the legal and social rights of immigrants. As enacted, welfare reform or the 

Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act of 1996 (PRWORA) 

transformed immigrant policy by:
► barring most immigrants from food stamps and Supplemental Security Inconw (SSI) -

cash assistance for the poor, elderly and disabled. Immigrants barred froin these programs 
included “current” immigrants who were already in the Umted States at the time the aw 

was enacted^Md new “future” immigrants who had yet to enter;

”pi- 99-603,100 StoL 3359.

^'PJ- 101-649.104 Stat.4978.
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baningliew inraiigrants for five years from ‘federal means-tested benefits.” M fat
to include Teiumrary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF), Medicaid and the Clnld 

Health Insurance Program (CHIP);

► giving states the option of barring current immigrants (i.e. those in the U^. on oi^fore 
August 22. 1996) from TANF, Medicaid, and the Social Services Block Granh The law 
also gave states the option of barring new immigrants (aniving after August 22, 1996) 
from TANF and Medicaid foUowing a mandatory five-year bar. In so domg, the Congress 
overrode settled Supreme Court doctrine by permitting states to discriminate agamst legal 
immigrants in determining eligibility for certain federal, state and locally-funded benefit 

programs;
► exempting some legal immigrants with strong equities from the benefit restrictions. These 

include refugees during their first several years in the United States, legal immi^ants who 
have worked for 10 years or whose spouse or parents have done so; and non-citizens who 

have served in the U.S. military;

► barring “unqualified immigrants” from aU “federal public benefits and requiring that 
public agencies that dispense them verify the legal status of applicants.^^ Unqualified 
immigrants not only include undocumented aliens but other groups with authority to 
remain in the United States without permanent residence, some of whom had been 
determined to be eligible for selected federal benefits by the courts.^^

The Antiterrorism and Effective Death Penalty Act,^ and the lUegal Immigration Reform

and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996,^* both passed in the same year as welfare reform,

scaled back the rights of legal and illegal immigrants in far-reaching ways. They:

“Federal public benefits” includes any retirement, welfare, health, disability, public or assisted housing, post­
secondary education, food assistance, unemployment benefit or any similar benefits to which payment or 
provided to an individuid;fiousehold or family eligibility unit by an agency of tlw United States by “
the United States. ThePersonalResponsibilityandWorkOpportunityReconcUiation Act, Pub. L 104-193, Secuon
401(c).

”The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act, Pub. L 104-193 (1996). One 
objective of welfare reform was to generate budget savings. As enacted in 1996 the welfare reform law's 
restrictions were expected to generate 44 perdfent of the law's $54 bilUon in expected savings, despite the fact that 
immigrants represented about 7 percent of all welfare recipients. See. Congressional Budget Office. “I^r^ Budgetary 
Implications of H R. 37334, The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Act of 1996,” August 9,1996.

^b.L 104-132(1996).

^^Pub.L 104-208.
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mandate the deportation of legal pennanent residents and illegal immigrMts for relatively 
minor crimes, withdrawing discretion from immigration judges to consider the resultmg 

hardship on family members;^

► limit judicial review available to immigrants feeing deportation or removal or seeking 

waivers to the new barriers of admissibility;

► raise the “hardship” standards noncitizens have to meet to avoid deportation (refe^ed to 
as canceUation of deportation) by extending from 7 to 10 years the required length of US. 
residence and by introducing a new annual cap of 4000 where no previous limit existed;

.. introduce new expected removal and summary exclusion measures that apply to mgrants 
arriving without papers or with false papers and to iUegal immigrants residing m the 
United States for less than two years.'’ Migrants who are summarily excluded have no 

rights of appeal and are barred from entering for 5 years;

► make it harder for persons who had resided in unauthorized status to reenter the country, 
barring for three years those in the United States for more than six months and for 10 
years those in the country more than a year.'" These barriers to entry, in conjunction with 
the “sunset” of the provision that made it possible for illegal immigrants to adjust their 
status without returning to their home country, effectively foreclose the ability of the 

undocumented to gain legal status.'*'

Some of the reforms noted above - in particular those that make it easier to deport, 

remove or bar immigrants from the United States - may have the effect of dividing mixed status 

families. Other provisions, which compUcate or foreclose adjustment from illegal to legal to

'*P.L 104-208, Section 321.

”Sec. for exanlt)le,- PJ- 104-208 Section 301, barring federal court review of the Attorney General’s decision 

to waive newly imposed bars on admission for hardship.

^^Immigration and Naturalization Act, Section 240A(bKl)-

'’See, generally, P.L 104-208 Sections 301 - 309.

^.L 104-208 Secuon 301(b).

'"immigration and Naturalization Act Section 245(1) peimittcd illegal immigrants who qualify for J 
resident visa through family or employer sponsorship to adjust their suto 'Sn 245 m while ’



citizenship staras, may have the effect of freezing mixed status families into differing statuses: 

dividing the fates of family members, if not the families themselves, with potentially negative 

effects on citizen children.
A third major policy shift in 1996 introduces a powerful, back-door reform to legal 

immigration poUcy. The illegal immigration reform law imposed for the first time a muumum 

income requirement on legal immigrants’ sponsors that exceeds the poverty line, making it more 

difficult for individuals and families to bring a relative - including a spouse - to Uve in the United 

States.^ In addition to this higher income level required of sponsors, the new law requires 

stronger documentation of income (i.e., of the three most recent years of federal tax returns) and 

forecloses taking into account the income of a spouse unless he or she has been living in the 

household for at least six months. The law also imposes a new binding requirement on 

immigrants’ sponsors that they support the immigrant until they have worked for 10 years or 

become citizens, making sponsors liable for repayment of certain benefits that may have been used

during that time.

IV. Mixed FamiUes and the ImpUcatlons of Welfare and Immigration Reforms.

Viewed through the lens of the mixed famUy, the 1996 welfare and illegal immigration 

reforms have far-reaching and, in some instances, unexpected impUcations for immigrants and 

their families, for the number of mixed families, and for public poUcy. Some effects can already be 

documented, but the fuU impact of these laws remains somewhat speculative.

"^P.L 104-108. Section 551. Prior to enactment of the new law. the federal poverty level was used as i 
guideline, but there was no firm income requirement for sponsors.
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Divided'Fates. As mentioned, the prevalence of mixed status families means that when the 

law draws sharp distinctions between citizens and noncitizens it ends up treating members of the 

same famUy quite differently. Under welfare reform, for example, legal immigrants entering the 

United States after August 22, 1996, are barred from Medicaid for their first five years in the 

United States. As a result, a legal immigrant child who entered the U S. two years ago would not 

be eligible for Medicaid but her U.S.-born citizen brother would be, even though both live in the 

same household and have the same resources available to them. The older child’s lack of health 

insurance will mean that she has less access to preventive and other forms of health care than her 

sibling.

Spillover Effects. While benefit restrictions may explicitly target noncitizens, they 

inevitably affect citizen family members as well. Take, for example, current law governing 

noncitizens’ access to food stan^is. When the Congress barred noncitizens from food stamps, 

citizen children remained eligible but their noncitizen parents did not. Food stamps, though, are 

provided on a household not an individual basis. That is, the amount of food stamps received is 

based on the number of eUgible people in the household. Thus, mixed family households, along 

with the citizen children in them, receive fewer food stamps than they did before the cuts and 

presumably have less to eat.

Spillover effects can also be seen in mixed families’ declining use of public assistance - 

despite their continued eligibility. We believe that falling benefit use in these households occurs ir 

large measure due to the chilling effects of shifting eligibility requirements, uncertain and



sometimes overbroad appUcation of the public charge provisions," and the unfathomahle 

complexity of the new rules regarding immigrant eligibility for benefits. The steep declmes that we 

see in program participation within these households is not confined to their noncitizen members, 

but spills over to citizen children.
Data ftom Los Angeles County show that approved applications by noncitizen-headed 

for welfare and Medl-Cal dropped by 52 percent between January 1996 and January 1998 

while there was no change for citizen families." Most of the children in these immigrant families 

are citizens. This decline occurred despite the fact that California had not changed its eligibility

rules for noncitizens." National data on benefit participation rates teU a similar story. Even

though eUgibility had changed for only a very few," use of welfare (TANF, SSI, or General 

Assistance) by noncitizen-headed households fell by 35 percent between 1994 and 1997, but only 

by 14 percent among citizen-headed households." This same trend can be observed in Medicaid

and food stcunp use.

“Public charge” is a term used in immigrauon law to describe someone who is, or «

contexts is suspect.
^ This trend holds true for both legal and undocumented immigrant-headed families. The latter group would 

receive benefits only for their citizen children.

« Wendy Zimmennann and Michael Fix, “Declining Immigrant Applications for Medi-Cal and Welfare 

Benefiu in Los Angeles County,” The Urban Institute. July 1998.

“M»y immig™u had thair eligibili,, for SSI restored red virwahy all sews kept fa
United States before August 22,1996, eligible for TANF. As a result, by 1997, few immigrants had lost eligibility for

these benefits.
" Michael Fix and Jeffrey S. Passel, ‘Trends in NonciUzens’ and Citizens’ Use of Public Benefits Following 

Welfare Reform: 1994-1997.” The Urban Institute, March 1999.
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Since 85 percent of noncitizen households with children contain citizen chUdren, these 

declines in noncitizen household participation in benefit programs are clearly affecting large 

numbers of citizen children. Further, the presence of citizen children does not seem to dimmish 

these chilling effects. The decline in benefit participation from 1994-1997 for U.S. households in 

which all children are noncitizens is not statistically different from the drop for families where 

there is at least one citizen child.'^ These findings are supported by an analysis of changes in the 

food stamp program which con^ares the decline in participation of children living in native-born 

families with the decline among citizen children living in families containing legal immigrants. Use 

of food stamps by the latter group feU by 37 percent from FY 1996 to September 1997, while the 

former group fell by only 15 percent.*’

Recent federal guidance defining the public charge provisions in immigration law should 

eliminate some of the confusion that has led to these declines.*® The new rules define a public 

charge as a noncitizen who has become or is likely to become primarily dependent on the 

government for subsistence. The guidance clarifies public charge’s reach by drawing several 

important distinctions:

•> For the most part, only immigrants applying for a green card and some noncitizens re­
entering the United States after six months abroad must demonstrate they will not become 
a public charge. Public charge will not be taken into account when noncitizens apply to 
naturalize arid Will only rarely be grounds for deportation;

**FixandPasseU999.

*’jenny Genser, “Who Is Leaving the Food Stamp Program: An Analysis of Caseload Changes from 1994 to
1997, ” Office of Analysis, Nutrition and Evaluation. The Food and Nutrition Service, U.S. E>epartment of Agriculture,
1998.

*® See 8 CFR Parte 212,237, "Inadmissibility and Deportability on Pubic Charge Grounds; Field Guidance on 
Deportability and Inadmissibility on Public Charge Grounds; Proposed Rule and Notice.” page 28676.



► A pubUc charge determination wiU only arise from the use of cash welfare benefits ^e 
TANF and SSI; use of non-cash benefits such as Medicaid or food stamps will not trigger
a public charge determination;**

► Use of welfare benefits by the famUy members of green card applicants will not be 
considered when making a public charge determination, except in the rare circumstance 
where those benefits are the family’s only source of support;

► PubUc charge wiU not be appUed to refugees and other immigrants admitted for 

humanitarian reasons.
New barriers to illegal immigrants’ abiUty to adjust status create another kind of possible 

spiUover effect.*^ Under the new rules, undocumented immigrants are likely to remain longer in 

an illegal status. As a result of their parents Uving longer in the shadows of illegal status, citizen 

children in these mixed famiUes may exhibit less intergenerational social and economic mobiUty 

than they would have if their parents had been able to legalize easier or faster. While some may 

argue this is an acceptable trade-off to help control illegal immigration, it is a trade-off that is 

thrown in sharper reUef by acknowledging the prevalence of citizen children in these mixed status 

famiUes. It is also a trade-off that was not pubUcly debated in connection with the passage of 

illegal immigration reform in 1996.

Public Benefit Restorations to Immigrant Children: Falling Short. Since 1996 the 

federal government has restored selected pubUc benefits to legal immigrants.** The restorations

Persons in long-term institutionalized care that is paid for Medicaid or other public funds may be considered 

a public charge.
**These new limits on adjustment arise from the combined effect of the new barriers to reentry and the sunset of 

INA Section 245(1) discussed above.

” SSI and derivative Medicaid have been restored to noncitizens in the United States before the welfkre law 
passed who were already receiving benefits or who subsequently become disabled, including some noncitiKns ^t^ut 
legal permanent resident status. Federal food stamps have also been restored to noncitizen children under 18 in the U.h. „ 
prior to August 22.1996, and some elderly and disabled immigrants.
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go some distance towards putting citizens and noncitizens who arrived before August 22, 1996. 

on more equal footing « However, efforts like the food stamp restorations that targeted 

noncitizen children already in the United States may be, in the end, more symboUc than real 

because of the prevalence of mixed status families. Three-quarters of children m unmigrant 

families are citizens whose eUgibility for benefits did not change. Since the food stamp 

restorations did not cover noncitizen parents, they remain ineUgible. and their households continue 

to receive reduced benefits. The limited reach of the restored benefits is suggested by the fact that 

only 29 percent of families with a noncitizen parent have a noncitizen child, compared to the 85 

percent that have at least one citizen child.” Further, the impact of the restorations targeting 

noncitizen chUdren will become increasingly limited over time as those chUdren turn and 18 and 

“age out” of their eligibility.

Dividing Families. The new reforms depart from the historically central goal of family 

unification embedded in U.S. immigration policy. Under the new illegal immigration law, all 

family-based immigrants must have sponsors with incomes equal to 125 percent of the poverty 

level.” A high proportion of mixed families is not likely to meet the new income threshold; one- 

third of all mixed families have incomes under 125 percent of the federal poverty level (Figure 7). 

An even larger share (45 percent) of mixed families where there are no citizen parents will be

^However immigrants arriving after August 22.1996 remain cffecUvcly barred from most federal means- 
tested benefit programs until they naturalize.

Some state efforts to replace benefits for immigrants have employed the same targeting strategy. See. 
generally. Wendy Zimmermann and Karen Tumlin. Patchwork Policies: State AssUtancefor Immigrants Under 

Welfare Reform, The Urban Institute, May, 1999.
” TTiis ncv. income requirement applies to most legal immigrants who enter the United States after August 22, 

1996. In practice, the standard is actually even higher because the family size includes the incoming imiragrant or 

immigrants.
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unable to meetThe threshold. By keeping legaUy-present, low-income immigrants and citizens 

from hringing their spouses to the United States, the law may he transforming what might have 

been a legal immigration flow into an illegal one. The law can also be seen as further diminishing 

the right of low-income legal permanent residents and citizens to marry and Uve in the Umted 

States with whomever they choose. Thus, policies intended to increase noncitizens’ self- 

sufficiency could have the unintended effect of abridging citizens rights.

In similar fashion, reforms that make it easier to deport or remove aliens in unauthorized 

status and aliens who have committed crimes - possibly many years earUer - are likely to divide 

immigrant families. Mixed families with an undocumented parent are faced with a tough choice:

(1) leave the United States with the whole family, including U.S.-born citizen children; (2) have 

only the unauthorized parent leave, creating a single parent family in the United States; or (3) 

remain in the United States as an intact family, risk getting caught and deported, and then not 

being able to reenter for three or ten years. The difficult choices faced by these families point to 

the inherent tension between the goals of controlling illegal immigration and the effects of 

birthright citizenship.

Another recent reform acknowledges that many immigrants subject to deportation have 

citizen family members, but emphasizes enforcement goals over family unity. Prior to the 1996 

law, an immigrant could avoid deportation if he could prove that deportation would cause him or 

his famUy members “extreme hardship.” One factor considered was whether he had a U.S.-born 

citizen child. The new law toughens the standard for what is now caUed canceUation of removal 

by requiring that the immigrant prove his removal would cause “exceptional or extremely unusual 

hardship” to a citizen or permanent resident spouse, parent or child. The framers of this new law
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spelled out that,

itrrs:s«r:r^rs=r»3~-«“extremely unusual” hardship and thus would not support a grant of reh 

provision.”*’
The legislation’s goal is to make it easier to deport criminal and Ulegal aliens and to ensure that an 

alien parent not “derive immigration benefits through his or her cluld who is a United States 

citizen.” Again, while these may be legitimate enforcement goals, to the extent they lead to more 

divided families and to citizen chUdren being forced to leave the country they were bom in, they

raise questions about famUy poUcy and citizen, as well as alien, rights.

A De Facto Reduction in Mixed Families. Viewed coUectivcly, the welfare and illegal 

reform bills may have the de facto effect of reducing the number of mixed families. By limiting 

benefits to legal immigrants and by exposing them to a greater threat of deportation, they create 

an incentive to naturalize, presumably increasing the number of femilies composed only of 

naturalized citizens.
Naturalizations have increased in recent years climbing from 434,000 in 1994 to over one 

million in 1996.“ The number of immigrants naturalizing exceeded the number admitted for the 

first time in 1996. While naturalizations are on the rise, there is still a substantial backlog of 

people who are waiting to become citizens and, in some places, the waiting period can last up to

“ Conference Repwt to neeomaan, H.R. 2202, Dlegd ln»nigr.non Refom «,d Inanigr™. ResponsMW Ac. 
of 1996. September 24,1996,104th Congress. 2d session. Report 104-828. p. 213.

“ U.S. Inanign.tion mS NU.mdir.non Service, S.ari5*r.l YeaHmok of the lomisnuum and Noturolization - 
Service, 7996. Washington, D.C.. 1997.



two years, extending the time that families are in a mixed status. In addition, naturalization 

denials have increased in recent years. According to INS data, the share of citizenship 

applications denied increased from 7 percent in FY 1994 to 18 percent in FY 1996.” These 

denial rates suggest that despite the United States’ comparatively easy naturalization process,

many families may be left involuntarily in mixed status.

In addition to naturalization backlogs, the Immigration and Naturalization Service is 

experiencing less weU-pubUcized backlogs in appUcations for green cards. Between FY 1994 and 

FY 1997 the number of pending appUcations for adjustment of status increased more than five­

fold (from 121,000 to 699,000).“ As a result, there are more iUegal immigrants in mixed families 

tvaiting longer to become legal immigrants and remaining that much further from becommg

citizens.

Conclusion
As we have seen it is extremely difficult to achieve the sometimes conflicting objectives of 

the nation’s immigration and immigrant integration poUcies: to control iUegal immigration whUe 

promoting famUy unification, immigrant self-sufficiency and economic and social integration. 

Further, the mixed immigration status of immigrant famiUes and the complex interdependencies 

of citizen, legal immigrant, and undocumented femUy members, make it difficult to set poUcy for 

noncitizens without having unintended effects on citizens, particularly citizen chUdren.

1999.

U.S. Immigration
iCTation and Naturalizauon Service. Office of Policy and Planning. Annual Report: Ugal

Immigration, Fiscal Year 1997, No. 1. January 1999.
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One effect, then, of welfare and, to a lesser extent, illegal immigration reform is to treat 

citizen children in mixed status families as second-class citizens. Of course, one ready solution to 

this problem would be to eliminate birthright citizenship. But this solution would represent a 

radical departure from the long-settled determination of U.S. immigration policy that the second 

generation will be treated as citizens and not as the children of foreigners. Its adoption would 

signal a shift towards the approach taken by many European nations that treat not just 

newcomers, but also their children as outsiders, thereby perpetuating a type of hereditary 

disadvantage that departs from U.S. historical tradition.

Support for this paper has been provided by the Ford, William and Flora Hewlett, and Andrew 
W. Mellon Foundations and by a consortium of federal agencies that includes the Office of the 
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, the Administration for Children and Families 
and the Health Care Financing Administration of the U.S. Department of Health and Human 
Services, the Food, Nutrition and Consumer Services and the Economic Research Service of the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture, and the U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service.
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Figure 1. Mixed families* as a share of all families with children, 

for the U.S. and selected states: 1998
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*A mixed family has at least one noncitizen parent and at least one citizen child.
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Figure 2. Share of all children who live In mixed families, 1998
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Figure 3. Mixed families as a share of all low income families with children, 1998
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Figure 4. Immigrant-headed households containing U.S.-born children (as a 

percentage of all Immigrant households with children) by legal status of household
head: New York, 1995
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Table reads: Seventy percent of New York's undocumented immigrant-headed households with children contain native- 

born citizen children.
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Figure 5. Citizenship of parents in mixed status families, 1998
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Figure 6. Share of children in mixed families who are citizens,
by type of family, 1998
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June 10, 1999

NOTE TO: Chris Jennings
Cynthia Rice

FROM: Irene Bue

RE: URBAN INSTITUTE REPORT ON THE PREVALENCE OF “MIXED STATUS’
FAMILIES

Attached is an internal memo by David Nielsen of HHS/ASPE on a report that Urban Institute 
will issue concerning use of certain government program by families with mixed immigrant 
status on June 18, 1999 and a copy of the report. Please do not circulate either of these 

documents.

Since the government funds this report, HHS and other agencies will offer briefings that the 
Urban Institute will conduct for appropriate Hill staff and groups just prior to the release of the 

report.

Please review and let me know if you have any questions or concerns.

Thanks.

CC: Devorah Adler
Eric Gould 
Genie Chough
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YO; Irene Bueno, DPC (fax#; 456-5581
Girley Wright, ACF (fax#: 205-3598)
Pam Green-Smith, ACF (fax#; 401-0981)
Penny Pine, HCFA (fax#: (410) 786-5534)
Marty Svolos, HCFA (fax#: (410) 786-3517)

FROM: David Nielsen

SUBJECT: Uiban Institute Report On the Prevalence Of “Mixed Status” Families

Attached you will find the above referenced Urban Institute Repo^ ^ong ™th a Memo to the 
Secretary summarizing key findings and issues. Please note that the Report is not available to 

the public until June 18lh. Any questions, please call. Thanks!

Attachments
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Figure 7. Share of families with children having incomes under 125 percent
of the poverty level, by type of family, 1998
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All Under One Roof:
Mixed-Status Families in an Era of Reform

by Michael Fix and Wendy Zimmermann 
for release June 24, 1999

Seventy-five percent of children in immigrant 
families (at least one parent is a noncitizen) 
are citizens.

One in 10 children in the United States lives 
in a mixed-status family (at least one parent 
is a noncitizen and one child is a citizen).

One in ten U.S. families is of mixed status.

One-quarter of families in New York City and 
nearly half of all children in Los Angeles live 
in mixed families.

In New York City, mixed-status families 
make up 30 percent of all families with 
children living below 200 percent of the 
federal poverty level (FPL). In Los Angeles 
mixed-status families are nearly 60 percent.

In New York City, 70 percent of all 
undocumented households with children 
include citizen children. (However, 
undocumented-headed households are less 
likely to include children than other 
immigrant-headed households.)

Twenty-one percent of all children without 
health insurance nationwide and over half of 
the uninsured children in California live in 
mixed-status families.

One-third of mixed-status families have 
incomes below 125 percent of the poverty 
level, the cut-off under new rules for 
sponsoring admission of immediate relatives 
into the country. These policy changes will 
make it more difficult for immigrant families 
to unite.

Share of All Children Who 
Live in Mixed-Status Families

United States

New York

New York City

California

Los Angeles

10%

15%

27%

30%

7%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Source: Urban Institute analysis of 1998 Census 
Bureau data, 1999.

Mixed-Status Families as a Share of All Families 
with Children, by Income
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□ Percentage of all families with children 
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Source: Urban Institute analysis of 1998 Census 
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Legal Immigrant Eligibility for Food Stamps

Restrictions on participation by legal immigrants appear to have deten-ed participation by then 
children many of whom retained their eligibility for food stamps. Participation among US. born 
children living with their legal immigrant patents fell faster than participation among dnldien 
living with non-immigrant parents. The number of children living with legal immigrants fell by 

37 percent, versus 15 percent for children living with non-immigrant parents.

Participants; 
October 1996

Participants:
September

1997

Participation
Change

Percent
Change

Children Living 
with Legal 
Immigrants

1,251 742 434 37%

Children Not 
Living with Legal 
Immigrants

11,034 9,804 1,682 15%

From: "Who is Leaving the Food Stamp Program? An Analysis of Caseload Changes from 1994 
to 1997", USDA, March 1999 (the information in the report is based on Food Stamp QC data for

FY94 and FY97).
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United States Department of Agriculture 
Focxl and Nutrition Service

Office of Analysis, Nutrition, and Evaluation
March 1999

Background

The number of people receiving food stamps 
fell by over 5.9 million between summer 
1994 and summer 1997, with most of the 
decline occurring in the year between 
September 1996 and September 1997. This 
decline occurred during a period of strong 
economic grotvth - unemployment fell, 
inflation stayed low, and the percentage of 
Americans living in poverty fell slightly. In 
the same period, Congress enacted and 
States implemented sweeping reforms to the 
Food Stamp Program (FSP) and to the 
nation’s welfare programs.

Some point to the participation decline as 
proof that the strong economy is lifting all 
boats, providing job opportunities and higher 
wages for all. Including low-income families, 
Welfare reform is credited with moving 
millions of families from dependence on the 
state to work.

However, others raise more troubling 
questions. Suppose families are not leaving 
the safety net for paid employment and self- 
sufficiency but rather remain poor but 
without assured access to sufficient food to 
meet their basic needs? Suppose people 
leaving welfare remain eligible for food 
stamps but don’t realize that these benefits 
are still available to them? These critics cite 
the increased demand for assistance at food 
pantries and soup kitchens as evidence that 
declining caseloads are not necessarily a sign 
of success.

These questions cannot be answered 
conclusively yet. However, an analysis of 
food stamp administrative data provides 
some initial insights into the changes that 
have occurred in the Food Stamp Program, 
This analysis examines FSP administrative 
data from 1994, when FSP caseloads 
peaked, and 1997, the most recent year when 
full data are available. 1997 was a transition 
year as States replaced the Aid to Families 
with Dependent Children (AFDC) program 
with Temporary Assistance for Needy 
Families (TANF) and when changes to the 
FSP took effect. Thus this report provides 
information about caseload changes during 
the early stages of implementation. This 
analysis focuses on those groups most 
affected by welfare reform - single parents, 
legal immigrants, and unemployed childless 
adults.

General Trends

As Table 1 shows, three major groups 
accounted for almost all the drop in the food 
stamp caseload between 1994 and 1997 
The number of legal immigrants fell by 54 
percent, accounting for 14 percent of the 
total decline. The number of childless 
unemployed adults fell by 44 percent, 
accounting for 8 percent of the total decline 
Finally, the number of families receiving 
welfare benefits fell by 28 percent Because 
this group accounts for such a large share of 
the FSP caseload, they represented 61

This report was prepared by Jenny Gcnscr, Office of Analysis, Nulrilion, and Evaluation, based on data prepared 
by Scon Cody and Laura Casincr of Maihcmatica Policy Research, Inc. The information presented in this reprort is 
based on data collected by Food Stamp Program Quality Control data for fiscal years 1994 and 1997.
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percent of the decline. Only 17 percent of 
the decline came from other groups, 
including elderly, the disabled, and 
households with earnings and no welfare 
income.

Thus, the steepest declines in participation 
occurred among legal immigrants and 
unemployed childless adults, the two groups 
affected by tough new restrictions under 
welfare reform. However, most of the 
reduction occurred among the large group of 
cash welfare households.

Trends Among Single Parent Families

Among other changes, welfare reform was 
designed to move families from welfare to 
work. The Aid to Families with Dependent 
Program (AFDC), which was an entitlement 
for needy single parents with children, was 
replaced by block grants to States to operate 
the Temporary Assistance to Needy Families 
(TANF), which was designed to provide 
short term assistance to help poor families 
become economically self-sufficient.

As Table 2 shows, the number of single­
parent families, the group most affected by 
welfare reform, fell by 17 percent. Within 
this group, the number receiving AFDC or 
TANF benefits fell by 27 percent but the 
number of those not receiving welfare rose 
by 9 percent This suggests that welfare 
reform has been partially responsible for the 
drop in welfare caseloads. Had it been solely 
the strong economy, the number of food 
stamp households with welfare and without 
welfare would have both fallen by similar 
amounts It also suggests that at least some 
families that no longer receive welfare 
continue to receive food stamps,

?
Among single-parent families, the number of 
those with earnings rose by 10 percent. And

while the number of single-parents receiving 
AFDC or TANF benefits fell overall, the 
number of those who combined welfare with 
work also rose by 9 percent. This points to 
an increased reliance on work among single 
parents.

However, it is important to note that the 
number of single-parent households with no 
income from either welfare or work also rose 
by 9 percent. Also, the number of single­
parent food stamp households receiving 
welfare dropped by nearly 900,000, while the 
number not receiving welfare rose by only 
120,000. Because we only have data on 
food stamp participants, we don’t know 
whether the households leaving both welfare 
and food stamps found jobs and are 
economically independent, or are 
unemployed and in need

Trends Among Legal Immigrants

Welfare reform legislation made most legal 
immigrants ineligible for food stamps. Those 
who were participating at the time the law 
went into effect could panicipate until 
September 1997. New applicants became 
ineligible starting October 1996.

In 1994, nearly 1.5 million legal immigrants 
received food stamps. This number dropped 
sharply after welfare reform was enacted. 
The number of legal immigrants receiving 
food stamps declined steadily throughout
late 1996 and most of 1997 (Figure 1) The 
decline was gradual throughout the year, 
rather than falling sharply between August 
and September 1997. This indicates that as 
current immigrants left the program, they 
were not replaced by new immigrant
participants.

-Restrictions on participation by ^gal
immigrants appear to have dcteired
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participation by their children, many of 
whom retained their eligibility for food 
stamps. Participation among U.S. bom 
children living with their legal immigrant 
parents fell faster than panicipation among 
children living with native-born parents 
(Table 3). The number of children living 
with legal immigrants fell by 37 percent, 
versus 15 percent for children living with 
native-born parents.

The number of naturalized citizens receiving 
food stamps rose by 173,000 between 1994 
and 1997, an increase of 66 percent (Table 
4), This reflects the surge in naturalizations 
starting in 1993.

Trends Among Childless Unemployed 
Adults

Welfare reform restricted most childless 
unemployed adults to no more than three 
months of food stamps in a 36-month period, 
unless they were employed or participating in 
qualified work programs. Many parts of the 
country were exempt from the work 
requirement and time limit, due to waivers 
granted to areas with high unemployment 
rates or insufficient jobs.

As expected, the number of unemployed 
childless adults fell by 476,000, a drop of 
one third, between August 1996 and 
September 1997 (Figure 2). This decline 
was sharpest in the period between January 
and March, 1997, as Stales implemented the 
lime limits.

Trends Among the Elderly

The number of households with aged 
members dropped by 86,000 from 1994 to 
1997, a decline of less than five percent, 
Over time, the number of elderly receiving 
benefits is very steady, while the share of the

caseload that they represent fluctuates 
During periods of caseload expansion, 
elderly households represent a declining 
share of the food stamp population. During 
periods of caseload decline, they represent a 
larger share.

Changes in Ethnic/Racial Composition

Some have raised a concern that those 
finding work and leaving welfare are 
predominantly non-Hispanic whiles, leaving 
the welfare caseload even more 
disproportionately minority. The data do not 
support this claim. The racial composition of 
the food stamp caseload as a whole is 
virtually unchanged between 1994 and 1997 
(Figure 3), despite steep drops in 
participation overall.

The same is true for AFDC/TANF recipients. 
Whites left the food Stamp Program and 
welfare at the same rate as minorities The 
number of whites receiving welfare and food 
stamps between 1994 and 1997 fell by 32 
percent, compared to a 31 percent drop for 
African Americans and a 27 percent drop for 
Hispanics. As a result, the caseload 
composition is very similar for both years

The one group where the raciaL/ethnic 
composition did change significantly is the 
unemployed childless adult group subject to 
lime limits. While the proportion of blacks 
in this group remained unchanged between 
1994 and 1997, the proportion of whites fell, 
while the proportion of Hispanics doubled. 
However, this is a relatively small group that 
may be heavily affected by State waiver 
policy.

About the Data

The data come from Food Stamp Quality 
Control records. The cases are derived from
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State samples of caseloads pulled each 
month for a review on payment accuracy. 
Records from all Stales for all months during 
a fiscal year are combined into one file. Each 
year, there are about 50,000 households 
represented in the data. The files are then 
edited for consistency and weights are 

assigned.

We analyzed data from two years - 1994, 
the year participation peaked; and 1997, the 
most recent year that we have complete data.

Limitations of the Analysis

The analysis compares snapshots of the food 
stamp population at different points in time. 
It does not follow individuals or families 
over a course of time, showing their 
movements on and off jobs, welfare, or food 
stamps. Nor does this analysis provide any 
information about low-income households 
not receiving food stamps, including former 
participants.
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TABLE 1
Participation Changes from 1994 to 1997 

(in thousands)

Stini^r Swii^11^1
:B*waS»
tieMBM 1,537 706 -831 54 % 14%

li^ai 1,148 648 -500 -44 % 8%

iiiiiiiil 13,052 9,442 -3,610 -28 % 61 %

^Ell 11,697 10,707 -990 -8% 17%

27,434 21.503 -5,931 -22 % 100%

TABLE 2;
Single Parent Households by Presence of Earnings and Welfare Receipt; 1994 and 1997

•'4'. s..,.

Households:
1994

Households: Participation
.■v'7v-;Change--ii---r;:: :>:Cbanfiev-

All Sincle Parents 4,595 3.816 -779 -17%

!l 1 3.319 2.422 -897 -27 %

Without earnings _______ 3.022 2,097 -925 -3 1 %

With earnings 297 325 28 9%

Without AFDC/TAKP 1,276 1.394 118 ■ 9%

Without eaminas 568 614 46 8%

With earnings 708 780 72 10%

With earnings________ ■ 1.005 1,105 100 10%
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FIGURE 1:
Legal Immigrant Participants: 

August 1996 through September 1997

TABLE 3:
Number of Children Participating by Citizenship Status of Parents: 

October 1996 and September 1997 
(in thousands)

I l^i^cipants: 

October 1996
Participants: 

September 1997
Participation

;\iffCliangK‘ai :Chonge:;:;;7

Children Lwing 
with Legal 
Immigrants 1,251 742 434 37%

Children Not 
Living with Legal 
Immigrants 11,034 9,804 1,682 15%
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TABLE 4;
Nunibci' of Legal Immigrants by Status: 1994 and 1997 

(in thousands)
pj

;»
g

ss
iB II
I

!^ii*®l^i K-Sii«K

1,453 547 -906 - 62 %

359 235 -104 -31 %

264 437 +173 66%

i^iis 2,056 1,219 -837 -41 %

Figure 2;
Childless Unemployed Adults: 

August 1996 through September 1997

i j 1 I I I I
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Figure 3
Racial Composition of Food Stamp Participants Receiving Welfare: 1994 and 1997
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“Noncitizens’ Use of Public Benefits Declines Faster than Citizens
Following Welfare Reform”

Michael Fix 
Jeffrey S. Passel 

The Urban Institute

Background
With the enactment of the 1996 welfare reform act,' the Congress imposed broad new 

restrictions on legal immigrants’ access to public benefits, set new time limits on refugees’ 
eligibility for many federal benefits, and introduced new bars on the access of “unqualified 
immigrants” to services.^ But perhaps more important than these changes in eligibility are 
welfare reform’s chilling effects — chilling effects that may discourage immigrants from using 
health, nutrition, or other benefits, despite the fact that many remain eligible. These chilling 
effects originate, among other things, in confusion on the part of immigrants and providers about 
who is eligible for benefits and in fears relating to the application of the public charge doctrine.^

An earlier study by the Urban Institute found evidence of such chilling effects in Los 
Angeles County.'* In that study, approved applications of legal noncitizen families for Medi-Cal 
and Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF) fell 71 percent between January 1996 and 
January 1998, while there was no decline among citizens. The drop occurred even though during 
the period examined, there was no change in legal immigrants’ eligibility for these programs in 
California and denial rates in the County remained steady.

In this brief report we use the Census Bureau’s Current Population Survey (CPS) to 
document national trends in immigrants’ use of public benefits in the period following welfare 
reform. Specifically, we examine changes in participation between 1994 and 1997 reflected by 
the March CPS.^ During 1994 changes in welfare rules were just beginning to be broadly

' The Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act, Pub. L. 104-193 (1996).

^ While most of these unqualified immigrants are undocumented immigrants, many are legally present in the 
United States and have work authorization. See, generally, Michael Fix and Wendy Zimmermann, “The Legacies of 
Welfare Reform’s Immigrant Restrictions,” Interpreter Releases, November 16, 1998.

^ “Public charge” is a term used by the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) and the State 
Department to describe someone who has, or is likely to become, dependent on public benefits. Public charge 
considerations have historically been a factor in the admissibility of aliens (i.e., grant of a green card) and, only 
rarely, in the deportation of aliens in the United States less than five years.

In the past several years, public charge has been inappropriately invoked in some instances where 
noncitizens have attempted to reenter the United States and where immigrants have sought to naturalize. In some 
cases, noncitizens seeking to adjust status, naturalize, or reenter the country have been asked to repay public benefits. 
The legality of compelling repayment in these contexts is suspect.

* See, Wendy Zimmermann and Michael Fix, “Declining Immigrant Applications for Medi-Cal and Welfare 
Benefits in Los Angeles County,” The Urban Institute, July 1998.

’ The CPS collects information on program use and income in March for the preceding calendar year.
Thus, the information collected in the March 1995 CPS pertains to calendar year 1994; and the March 1998 CPS, to 
calendar year 1997. Throughout this document, we use the CPS data from March 1995 and 1998 for reference years



debated. By the end of 1997, welfare reform had been in place for a year and a half, although full 
implementation was not yet complete. In addition, the CPS for both years provides comparable 
data on benefit use for the entire nation.

The current analysis builds on methods developed by the Urban Institute over the past 
decade that permit us to distinguish refugees, naturalized citizens, and temporary immigrants 
from other legally-present immigrants.* Drawing such distinctions is important for two main 
reasons. First, conventional comparisons between the benefit use rates of natives and the 
foreign-bom mask substantial variation in rates and trends among substantively different 
segments of the foreign-bom population. Second, following welfare reform, citizenship status 
has become an increasingly important determinant of eligibility for public benefits.

We should emphasize that most legal immigrants and refugees remained eligible for 
welfare and Medicaid benefits throughout the period examined: 1994 through 1997.^ The same 
cannot be said for federal food stamps, however, as many legal immigrants’ eligibility was 
supposed to end as of September 1997, while new noncitizen applicants became ineligible 
starting October 1996. Finally, while most immigrants arriving after welfare reform’s enactment 
are barred from federal means-tested public benefits for at least five years,* these “future” 
immigrants represented a small share of the noncitizen population at the time of the March 1998 
CPS.

Principal Findings

► When viewed against the backdrop of overall declines in welfare receipt for all 
households, use of public benefits among noncitizen households ^fell 
more sharply between 1994 and 1997 (35 percent) than among citizen 
households (14 percent). These patterns hold for welfare (defined here as 
TANF, SSI, or General Assistance), food stamps, and Medicaid.

f Refugees experienced declines (33 percent) that are at least as steep as those within 
the noncitizen population — despite the protections for refugees incorporated

1994 and 1997. The data from the March 1995 CPS have been reweighted to correct for an error in the official 
weights (Jeffrey S. Passel and Rebecca Clark, “Immigrants in New York: Their Legal Status, Incomes, and Taxes,” 
The Urban Institute, April 1998).

^ See, Passel and Clark, supra note 5.

^ Welfare reform gave the states the option of barring legal immigrants in the U.S. before August 22, 1996 
from TANF and Medicaid. However, virtually all states extended benefits to these pre-enactment immigrants. See, 
Fix and Zimmermann, supra note 2.

* “Federal means-tested public benefits” have been determined to be Temporary Assistance to Needy 
Families (TANF), Medicaid, the Child Health Insurance Program (CHIP), Supplemental Security Income (SSI) and 
food stamps.

’ Unless otherwise noted, the comparisons of citizens and noncitizens exclude refugees and temporary 
immigrants (i.e. “nonimmigrants” according to immigration law), which are treated separately. Citizens include 
natives, persons born in Puerto Rico and other outlying areas, and immigrants who have acquired citizenship through 
naturalization. Noncitizens include aliens admitted as lawful permanent residents and undocumented immigrants.

— 2 —



into welfare reform and the fact that few refugees'” had lost their eligibility for 
benefits by March 1998.

For low-income populations (i.e., with incomes below 200 percent of poverty), 
program usage also fell faster for noncitizen than citizen households.

Welfare use in noncitizen households with children also fell faster (36 percent) than 
households with children where all adults are citizens (23 percent).

One result of these trends is that noncitizens account for a disproportionately large 
share of the overall decline in welfare caseloads that occurred between 1994 
and 1997. While 23 percent of the drop in welfare caseloads can be ascribed to 
noncitizens, they represented only 9 percent of households receiving welfare in 
1994.

Welfare use among elderly immigrants and naturalized citizens did not appear to 
change between 1994 and 1997.

When welfare use among ‘‘all” households is examined, noncitizen participation 
levels are higher than citizens’ in both 1994 and 1997, despite rapid declines in 
noncitizen use rates. But, when we look at poor households (i.e., those under 
200 percent ofpoverty), noncitizens’ participation rates in 1994 were no 
different from those of citizens; by 1997, however, levels had declined so that 
noncitizens had lower participation rates than citizens (14.5 versus 
17.9 percent). When we examine poor households with children, noncitizen 
rates are lower for both 1994 and 1997 — falling to almost half of the level of 
citizens in 1997 (14.0 versus 25.8 percent).

Neither naturalization nor rising incomes account for a significant share of 
noncitizens’ exits from public benefit use.

In the following section we examine patterns of benefit use in three different ways. First, 
by household, disaggregating by all households, by households with incomes below 200 percent 
of poverty, and by those containing children. We then present findings for individuals, 
distinguishing use patterns for working-age adults 18 to 64 and the elderly, age 65 and over. We 
conclude the section by disaggregating trends by differing legal status groups, most notably 
refugees and naturalized citizens. In each instance, differing units of observation reveal differing 
relative levels and trends in benefit use by citizens and noncitizens.

A refugee is defined legally as a person outside his/her country of nationality who is unable to return 
because of a well-founded fear of persecution. Because their departure from their home counU7 is involuntary and 
unplanned, and because many suffer physical or mental trauma, refugees have been made eligible for most public 
benefits from the date of their arrival.

We assign refugee status based on country of birth and period of entry to the United States. For persons 
entering after 1980, we define a “refugee country” to be one where refugees and asylees account for more than 
40 percent of total admissions of legal permanent residents, refugees and asylees during any two-year period. See 
Passel and Clark, supra note 5.
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The analysis examines the use of welfare, food stamps and Medicaid. While complete 
results are set out in the figures and tables included in this report, selected outcomes are 
highlighted in the narrative below. Because trends in food stamp and Medicaid use generally 
parallel those for welfare we usually report results just for welfare.

DETAILED FINDINGS 

A. Household-level Analyses

Relative benefit use rates for citizens and noncitizens differ greatly depending on whether 
we focus on “all” households, poor households, or households with children. The reasons for 
these differences are straightforward. Poor households are far more likely to be eligible for and 
use benefits, and noncitizens are more likely to be poor. Fifty-four percent of noncitizen 
households have incomes below 200 percent of poverty compared with 31 percent of citizen 
households (Table 4).

While controls for poverty have occasionally been taken into account in discussions of
immigrant welfare use,“ differences between households with and without children have been
less frequently invoked. Yet, such differences are significant because households with children
are considerably more likely to use benefits, and immigrant households are more likely to contain
children. As we report below, when we separately control for poverty and the presence of
children, differences in program use rates between citizens and noncitizens diminish and, in
some instances, disappear altogether. When we control for both poverty and the presence of
children, noncitizen use of benefits is consistently/ower ^ u u n •• ir■' Chart A. Percent of Households Receiving Welfare:
than citizens, both before and after welfare reform. income Below 200 Percent of Poverty

“All” Households. Welfare receipt by 
noncitizen households fell much faster 
(35 percent) than citizens’ (14 percent) between 
1994 and 1997. However, despite these steeper 
declines, noncitizen use of welfare remained 
higher than citizens’ in 1997 — 9.0 versus 
6.7 percent (Table 1 and Figure 1). By 1997, far 
more immigrants had lost food stamps than 
welfare. Yet, our data show that noncitizens’ 
participation in each declined at roughly the 
same rate, with the rate of decline in welfare 
being marginally faster than in food stamps.
(35 percent versus 30 percent).

Households Below 200 Percent of Poverty.
The picture of higher welfare use by noncitizens 
shifts significantly when we control for poverty. 
By 1997, noncitizens with incomes below

25.0%

20.0%

15.0%

10.0%

5.0%

0.0%

1994 01997 21.7%
19.9%

17.9%

14.5%

Citizens* Non-
Citizens*

" See, for example. From Generation to Generation, The Health and Well-Being of Children in Immigrant 
Families, National Research Council, Institute of Medicine, National Academy Press, Washington D.C., 1998.
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200 percent of poverty had use rates that were significantly lower than citizens —
14.5 versus 17.9 percent (Chart A). Here again, noncitizen participation rates dropped 
faster than citizens’ between 1994 and 1997 (33 versus 10 percent). For both food stamps 
and Medicaid, noncitizens’ use also fell faster than citizens’ during the same period, so 
that by 1997 relative participation levels within each program were effectively the same 
for both groups (Table 1 and Figure 1).

Households With Children. When we control for the presence of children, we also see 
declines to the point where noncitizen welfare usage rates in households with children are 
not significantly different from citizens (8.9 versus 9.6 percent, in Table 3). Rates for 
both declined rapidly between 1994 and 1997 — 35 percent for noncitizens and 
23 percent for citizens — but the difference in the rate of decline is not statistically 
significant (Table 3 and Figure 3).

In these households with noncitizen adults, many of the children are citizens, principally 
because they were bom in the United States. In fact, there is at least one citizen child in 
85 percent of noncitizen households with children. These mixed status households are of 
substantial demographic importance in the 
United States as about one in 10 American 
children live in a household where one or more 
of the parents is a noncitizen and one or more of 
the children is a citizen.’^

Chart B. Percent of Households With Children 
Receiving Welfare:

Income Below 200 Percent of Poverty

50.0%

Households with Children Below 200 Percent 
of Poverty. Given the large share of noncitizen 
households that are poor and that contain 
children, one approach to assessing relative 
benefits is to control for both poverty and the 
presence of children. When we do so, we see 
much lower usage among noncitizen 
households, both before and after welfare 
reform. With the rapid declines that occurred 
for both groups, noncitizen welfare use in 1997 
is about half the rate for citizens — 14.0 versus 
25.8 percent. See Chart B, Table 3, and 
Figure 3.

B. Individual-level Analyses

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

□ 1997

31.4%

25.8%

20.8%

14.0%

citizens*
Non­

citizen*

Individual-level analyses of welfare use among citizens and noncitizens produce results 
that differ from aggregate household-level analyses because of patterns of welfare reporting in 
the CPS, differences in welfare use, and stmctural differences in the populations.’^ “Welfare

See, Fix and Zimmermann, supra note 2.

See Jennifer Van Hook, Jennifer E. Click, and Frank D. Bean, “Public Assistance Receipt Among 
Immigrants and Natives: How the Unit of Analysis Affects Research Findings,” Demography 36 (1, February 
1999): 111-120.
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use” for an individual in the CPS is defined as having income from TANF, General Assistance, 
or SSI; a household “uses welfare” if anyone in the household has welfare income. One issue in 
reconciling individual and household use rates, as well as comparing the Census with 
administrative data, is the fact that income data is collected only for persons aged 15 and over. 
Thus, if a child is receiving public assistance income, the income will either be ascribed to the 
parent or missed.

This income-based measure of welfare use means that most households report welfare 
participation as though there is only a single welfare recipient. For example, a single mother 
with two children receiving TANF income is only counted as one welfare unit or recipient, not 
three. The individual-level analysis differs from the household approach by ascribing use to only 
the welfare recipient, not other household members who may not be receiving welfare.

Because there are almost twice as many adults (197 million, see Detailed Table B) as 
households (103 million, see Detailed Table A), welfare use rates for individuals, then, should 
be lower than for households. In addition, noncitizen households are larger than citizen 
households and are more likely to contain children. Thus, we would expect larger differences in 
usage rates between households and individuals among noncitizens; the data also support this.

Our analysis below focuses on two important subpopulations: working-age adults, aged 
18 to 64, and the elderly, aged 65 and over.

Working-Age Adults. Working-age noncitizens’ use of welfare fell roughly three times 
faster than citizens’ between 1994 and 1997 — 41 versus 15 percent (Table 2). A similar 
pattern is evident for Medicaid.By 1997, there is no statistical difference between 
citizen and noncitizen participation rates for welfare (4.0 versus 3.3 percent) or Medicaid 
(6.7 versus 7.2 percent). See Table 2 and Figure 2.

Elderly Immigrants. In sharp contrast to most of the other components of the analysis 
reported here, we find no statistically significant decline in either welfare or Medicaid use 
on the part of elderly noncitizens. In fact, we find no significant change in welfare receipt 
among the elderly, regardless of citizenship status (Table 2 and Figure 2).

Elderly noncitizen use of welfare and other benefits is much higher than is the case for 
citizens. In 1997, only 3.7 percent of elderly citizens used welfare compared to 
19.0 percent of noncitizens (Table 2, Figure 2). Higher use of welfare (primarily SSI) and 
Medicaid among elderly noncitizens can be attributed to the fact that many have.not 
worked in the United States long enough to qualify for Social Security or Medicare. 
Moreover, the absence of a decline in usage since 1994 may be explained, at least in part, 
by the restoration of SSI benefits to pre-enactment immigrants.

One suggestive result that emerges from the analysis is the apparent rise between 1994 
and 1997 in the number and share of naturalized elderly who are receiving welfare 
benefits — from 99,000 or 5.9 percent to 167,000 or 9.0 percent (Detailed Table B). 
During the same time period, there is a commensurate decline of 50,000 in the number of 
noncitizen elderly receiving benefits. One hypothesis that can be advanced is that the 
decline in noncitizen participation for this subpopulation may be partially attributable to

In the CPS, food stamp usage is a household-level variable, so we do not report individual usage patterns.
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Their usage was virtually identical to natives and did not change significantly between 
1994 and 1997.
Noncitizens. The residual foreign-bom subpopulation, noncitizens, had a large decline of 
4.9 percentage points to 9.0 percent in 1997, but their use rate remained somewhat higher 

than citizens.

General Observations

Chilling Effects versus Eligibility Changes
► Because comparatively few legal immigrants were ineligible for public benefits as of

December 1997, it appears that the steeper declines in noncitizens’ than citizens’ 
use of welfare, food stamps, and Medicaid owe more to the “chilling effect” of 
welfare reform and other policy changes than they do to actual eligibility changes. 
In addition, the tact that weltare usemong noncitizens dropped as steeply as food 
stamp use (where new restrictions extended far more broadly) suggests that 
eligibility changes in one program may chill noncitizens’ use of other programs. 
Over time, eligibility changes will grow in importance as most immigrants 
admitted after August 22, 1996 will be ineligible for most means-tested public 
benefits for at least five years after their entry to the country.

Noncitizens Do Not Appear to Be Naturalizing to Retain Benefits

► The consistently low share — and number — of naturalized immigrants who receive
benefits indicate that the strategy of becoming a citizen in order to retain benefits 
is not widespread. If most immigrant benefit recipients were naturalizing to retain 
benefits then the number of naturalized citizens receiving benefits would have 
grown substantially more than it did.'^

Rising Incomes Do Not Explain Lower Program Participation Rates Among Noncitizens

► One possible explanation for the faster declines in program participation among
noncitizens than among citizens could be that incomes are rising faster for 
noncitizens. To address this issue, we use demographic standardization 
techniques (described below) to partition changes in program participation over 
1994-1997 into the share attributable to changes in income and the share 
attributable to changes in income-specific participation rates. Our analysis finds 
that most of the change is not due to rising incomes. Only 6 percent of the decline 
in welfare use among noncitizens can be explained by rising incomes versus 30 
percent of the decline among citizens; similar results hold for food stamps and 
Medicaid (Table 4).

” The data in Detailed Table B show that the number of naturalized citizens aged 18 and over reporting 
welfare income rose by only 75,000 between 1994 and 1997 while the number of naturalized citizens increased by 
1,419,000. During that period, the number of noncitizens reporting welfare use fell by 316,000.
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naturalization. However, these numerical changes are not statistically significant, so the 
results cannot be treated as definitive.'^

C. Benefit Use By Immigrant Status

Historically, immigration status has been a strong predictor of immigrant use of public 
benefits. This is partly because the foreign-bom population consists of groups with quite varied 
eligibility for benefits. While naturalized citizens and refugees have been eligible for benefits on 
the same terms as native-born citizens, legal permanent residents’ use of benefits has been 
conditioned by deeming and public charge restrictions; temporary immigrants and the 
undocumented have been largely barred from services. Further, the socioeconomic 
characteristics of the groups differ substantially, resulting in quite different needs.'* The 
importance of disaggregating the foreign-bom population by status can be clearly seen in the 
analysis of household use rates (Table 1).

Foreign-born population. Between 1994 and 1997, welfare use in households headed 
by all foreign-bom persons fell by 21 percent or 2.5 percentage points from 11.7 percent
to 9.2 percent. However, this general ^ Immigrant Households
trend masks very different levels and Receiving Welfare, by Status
trends among the various immigrant 
groups.

50.0%

Refugees. Refugees, who have 
historically had the highest levels of 
public benefit use among the 
foreign-bom, account for 8 percent of 
immigrant-headed households, but 
21 percent of immigrants’ welfare use 
(Detailed Table A). Their use rate 
remained high, at 24.5 percent in 1997, 
but even this level represented a decline 
of 8.8 percentage points from pre-reform 
levels of 33 percent (Chart C).

Naturalized citizens. Naturalized 
citizens, who have historically had the 
lowest levels of public benefit use among 
legally-present immigrant populations, 
represent the other extreme. While 
naturalized citizens make up 41 percent
of immigrant households, they account for only 31 percent of immigrants’ welfare use.

40.0%

30.0%

20.0%

10.0%

0.0%

□ 1997
33.3%

24.5%

13.9%

6.0%

Natz.
Citizens

Non-
Citizens*

Ftefugee*

They are, however, consistent with administrative data, specifically the Food Stamp Program Quality 
Control data for fiscal years 1994 and 1997.

See, for example, Passel and Clark, supra note 5.
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Reduced Use of Health and Other Benefits Among Populations Not the Focus of Welfare 
Reform

► While the apparent decline in welfare use among noncitizens of working age may be an
intended and positive policy outcome, these data also reveal sharp declines in the 
use of health, nutritional, and cash assistance within populations that are thought 
to be more vulnerable and were not a focus of welfare reform. These vulnerable 
populations include refugees and the citizen children of noncitizens. As the data 
presented above indicate, there have been sharp declines in benefits use for both 
populations. At the same time, health uninsurance rates for noncitizens 
(46 percent) remain much higher than among citizens (16 percent).'* High, 
persisting uninsurance rates, coupled with the decline in program participation 
documented here, have broad implications for the targeting of outreach efforts to 
expand enrollment in programs such as the California’s Healthy Families 
initiative and other state efforts to expand enrollment in Medicaid and the Child 
Health Insurance Program.'’

Noncitizens Do Not Demonstrate A Greater Propensity to Receive Benefits

► The data indicate that higher benefit use rates on the part of noncitizen versus citizen
households owes to the fact that immigrant households are poorer and are more 
likely to contain children — not because they have a greater disposition towards 
receiving benefits. In fact, among poor households with children, immigrants have 
lower use rates for welfare, food stamps and Medicaid both before and after 
welfare reform.

Notes on the Analysis

Legal status distinction. This analysis employs imputation techniques developed by the 
Urban Institute that make it possible to assign some legal statuses (notably refugee and 
nonimmigrant status) to foreign-bom persons included in the Current Population Survey. These 
techniques enable us to disaggregate changes in benefit use by immigrants in differing legal 
statuses despite the fact that the CPS only distinguishes citizens from noncitizens.
Disaggregating the immigrant population in this manner is important because usage patterns vary 
considerably by legal status and, following welfare reform, legal status has become an 
increasingly important determinant of immigrants’ eligibility for public benefits. Specifically, 
following welfare reform:

► naturalized citizens remain eligible for public benefits on the same terms as natives 
(i.e. U.S.-born individuals);

'* P. Fronstin, “Sources of Health Insurance and Characteristics of the Uninsured: An Analysis of the March 
1998 Current Population Survey,” EBRI Issue Brief 204, December 1998.

We should note that declines in Medicaid caseloads are broader than just noncitizens and can also be 
viewed as an unintended effect of welfare reform. See Marilyn R. Ellwood and Leighton Ku, ‘Welfare and 
Immigration Reforms: Unintended Side Effects for Medicaid,” Health Affairs 17(3): 137-51, May/June 1998.
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► noncitizen refugees retain eligibility for means-tested federal benefits including Food
Stamps, CHIP, Medicaid, TANF and SSI for 5 to 7 years following their entry 
into the United States;

► legal immigrants entering before August 22, 1996 retain eligibility for several major
means tested public benefit programs: Medicaid, TANF and the Child Health 
Insurance Program. Each is jointly funded by the states and the federal 
government. Welfare reform gave the states the option to extend TANF and 
Medicaid to pre-enactment legal immigrants and virtually all have chosen to do 

so.
Pre-enactment legal immigrants’ eligibility for federal food stamps remains limited to the 
elderly, disabled and to children. California and other states have extended state-funded 
food stamps to working-age immigrants left out by the federal program.

While pre-enactment immigrants’ eligibility for SSI was largely eliminated by the 
1996 legislation, it has been restored to disabled or elderly immigrants who were 
receiving at the time welfare reform passed or who subsequently become disabled.

► legal immigrants entering after August 22, 1996 have been barred from receiving
federal means-tested benefit programs including TANF, Medicaid, CHIP, SSI and 
Food Stamps for at least five years after entry and effectively until they naturalize.

► undocumented immigrants remain generally ineligible for most major public benefits.

Partitioning the change in welfare use. The percentage of a group (e.g., citizens, 
non-citizens, natives) using welfare can be thought of as the product of two sets of percentages 
(or rates) — the income distribution of the group and the percentage of each specific income 
category who receive welfare. To cite a specific, but simplified, example using data from 
Tables 1 and 4, 6.7 percent of citizen households in 1997 received welfare. This percentage 
arises because 17.9 percent of citizen households with incomes below 200 percent of poverty 
received welfare and these households represent 30.7 percent of citizen households; on the other 
hand, of the 69.3 percent of citizen households with incomes above 200 percent of poverty, only 
1.7 percent receive welfare. Thus, 6.7 = 17.9 x 0.307 + 1.7x0.693. For noncitizen households, 
9.0 percent received welfare in 1997. This figure arises as 9.0 = 14.5 x 0.541 + 2.6 x 0.459. In 
other words, poor noncitizen households are less likely to use welfare than poor citizen 
households (14.5 percent versus 17.9 percent), but poor households are much more common 
among noncitizens than citizens (54.1 percent versus 30.7 percent) with the result that, overall, 
noncitizen households are more likely to use welfare than citizen households.

When we view the change in welfare use between 1994 and 1997, we can think of two 
extreme explanations for the change. At one extreme, the 35 percent reduction in use for 
noncitizens (from 13.9 to 9.0 percent) could occur because the rate of welfare use at every 
income level for noncitizens falls by 35 percent; were this to occur, the overall rate declines 
would be explained by changes in usage rates. On the other hand, the rate of welfare use could 
stay constant for each income group of noncitizens, but incomes could rise so that more of the 
noncitizen population falls into higher income groups which use less welfare. In this case, the
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overall rate declines would be due to changes in income level. In practice, neither extreme 
occurs, but a combination of the two.

A demographic technique called standardization permits us to partition the overall change 
in welfare use into a portion attributable to changes in usage rates and a portion attributable to 
changes in income distribution. The standardization requires four sets of percentages, two for 
each year. These are: the percentage of the population falling in each income category in 1994 
and 1997 (i.e., the income distributions); and the percentage of each income category receiving 
welfare (i.e., the use rates). For the partition results shown in Table 4, we use eight household 
income categories: incomes less than 50% of poverty, 50-74%, 75-99%, 100-124%,
125-149%, 150-174%, 175-199%, and 200% of poverty or more.

The 1997 income distribution times the 1994 detailed use rates gives the percentage that 
would have been receiving welfare in 1997 if use rates had not changed, but only incomes had 
shifted. Subtracting this hypothetical rate from the actual 1997 overall use rate gives a measure 
of change attributable to income changes. We can calculate another measure of the income effect 
by subtracting the actual 1994 overall use rate with the hypothetical rate computed with the 
1994 income distribution and the 1997 detailed use rates. The average of these two estimates is 
the amount of change between 1994 and 1997 attributable to changes in income. Any remaining 
change is the share attributable to changes in welfare usage patterns.^”

Coverage of welfare use in the CPS. Finally, it should be noted that the CPS data on 
benefits use employed in this analysis are the data reported by the Census Bureau. Both welfare 
use and welfare income are known to be underreported in the CPS, by possibly large amounts. 
We do not correct for either type of underreporting in our analysis. Further, the data have not 
been adjusted to take into account program eligibility rules or the misreporting of public benefit 
use on the part of immigrants and natives. Our uncorrected comparisons assume, in effect, that 
reporting patterns did not change between the 1995 and 1998 CPS. Despite these limitations, 
CPS data are conventionally used to characterize trends in benefit use.^‘ There is no reason to 
believe that the trends documented in this report are biased or otherwise invalid.^^

This second difference can be shown to be equivalent algebraically to the average of two separate 
estimates of change attributable to difference in usage rates. One measure compares the actual 1997 overall use rate 
with a hypothetical rate computed as the 1997 detailed use rates times the 1994 income distribution. The other 
subtracts actual 1994 overall use rate from the hypothetical rate based on the 1994 detailed use rates and the 1997 
income distribution. For more information on standardization and partition, see Prithwis Das Gupta, Standardization 
and Decomposition of Rates: A User’s Manual, U.S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports,
Series P23-186, Washington, D.C.: U.S. Government Printing Office, September 1993.

See, for example, Fronstin, supra note 18. Planned Urban Institute reports that take into account patterns 
of underreporting and program eligibility rules are expected to be released in the summer of 1999.

” This analysis was funded by the Ford and Andrew W. Mellon Foundations. Support has also been 
provided by the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation, the Administration for Children and 
Families and The Health Care Financing Administration, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, The Food, 
Nutrition and Consumer Services and the Economic Research Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service.
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Table 1. Percent of Households Receiving Welfare, Food Stamps, and Medicaid, 
by Citizenship of Head and Poverty Status: 1994 and 1997

All Households

Population
1994 1997

'94-'97 Change
1994 1997

'94-'97 Change
Amt. Pet. Amt. Pet.

Welfare (AFDC/TANF, SSI, GA)
Total 8.3% 6.9% -1.4% * -16% 20.3% 17.9% -2.5% * -12%

Citizen 7.8% 6.7% -1.1% * -15% 19.9% 17.9% -2.0% * -10%
Native 7.9% 6.6% -1.2% * -16% 20.2% 18.1% -2.1% * -10%
Naturalized** 6.0% 6.9% 0.9% - 13.5% 14.9% 1.4% —

Non-Citizens** 13.9% 9.0% -4.9% * -35% 21.7% 14.5% -7.2% * -33%
Refugees 33.3% 24.5% -8.8% * -27% 49.1% 40.2% -9.0% -

Foreign-Born 11.7% 9.2% -2.6% * -22% 21.2% 16.6% -4.6% * -22%

Non-Citizen -
Citizen Difference 6.1% * 2.4% * -3.7% * (X) 1.8% -3.5% * -5.2% * (X)

Food Stamps

Total 9.0% 7.1% -1.9% * -22% 24.3% 20.6% -3.7% * -15%

Citizen 8.5% 6.8% -1.8% * -21% 23.8% 20.5% -3.3% * -14%
Native 8.7% 6.8% -1.8% * -21% 24.2% 20.8% -3.4% * -14%
Naturalized** 5.5% 5.4% 0.0% - 15.0% 14.8% -0.2% -

Non-Citizens** 15.4% 10.8% -4.6% * -30% 26.3% 19.1% -7.1% * -27%
Refugees 35.3% 22.1% -13.2% * -37% 52.0% 41.9% -10.1% -
Foreign-Born 12.5% 9.3% -3.2% * -26% 24.7% 19.4% -5.2% * -21%

Non-Citizen -
Citizen Difference 6.8% * 4.0% * -2.8% * (X) 2.4% * -1.4% -3.8% * (X)

Medicaid
Total 14.3% 13.2% -1.1% * -8% 31.3% 30.5% -0.8% -
Citizen 13.5% 12.6% -0.9% * -7% 30.3% 30.0% -0.3% —

Native 13.5% 12.5% -1.0% * -7% 30.5% 30.1% -0.4% -
Naturalized** 11.9% 13.6% 1.7% - 23.8% 28.3% 4.5% -

Non-Citizens** 26.5% 20.8% -5.7% * -22% 39.8% 32.0% -7.8% * -19%
Refugees 42.5% 35.8% -6.7% - 58.8% 58.5% -0.3% -
Foreign-Born 21.3% 18.7% -2.6% * -12% 36.1% 32.7% -3.4% * -9%

Non-Citizen -
Citizen Difference 13.0% * 8.2% * -4.8% * (X) 9.5% * 2.0% -7.5% * (X)

Households Below 200% of Poverty
Percent with Any Participation

* Significant at p < 0.10. -- Change not significant.
** Excludes refugees and non-immigrants. See text for definition (x) Not applicable.

Source; Urban Institute tabulations from March Current Population Surveys of 1995 and 1998, with 
imputations for refugees and non-immigrants. See Detailed Table A for population data.
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Table 2. Percent of Individuals Participating in Welfare and Medicaid, 
by Citizenship and Age: 1994 and 1997

Ages 18-64
Individuals with Program Participation

Ages 65 and Over
Individuals with Program Participation

Population
1994 1997

'94-’97 Change
1994 1997

'94-'97 Change
Amt. Pet. Amt. Pet.

Welfare (AFDC7TANF, SSI, GA)
Total 4.9% 4.0% -0.9% * -18% 4.9% 4.4% -0.5% -
Citizen 4.7% 4.0% -0.7% * -15% 4.2% 3.7% -0.5% —

Native 4.8% 4.1% -0.7% * -15% 4.1% 3.4% -0.7% -
Naturalized** 2.5% 2.1% -0.4% - 5.9% 9.0% 3.1% -

Non-Citizens** 5.6% 3.3% -2.3% * -41% 20.9% 19.0% -1.8% -
Refugees 19.2% 10.4% -8.8% * -46% 48.1% 51.0% 2.9% -

Foreign-Born 5.5% 3.5% -2.1% * -37% 13.2% 14.7% 1.5% -

Non-Citizen -
Citizen Difference 0.8% -0.7% -1.6% (X) 16.6% * 15.3% * -1.3% (X)

Medicaid
Total 7.9% 6.9% -1.0% * -13% 9.3% 9.0% -0.3% -
Citizen 7.5% 6.7% -0.8% * -10% 8.4% 8.1% -0.3% —

Native 7.6% 6.8% -0.8% * -10% 8.3% 7.7% -0.6% -
Naturalized** 4.4% 4.2% -0.2% - 11.1% 14.9% 3.8% -

Non-Citizens** 10.3% 7.2% -3.1% * -30% 28.2% 28.2% 0.1% -
Refugees 33.1% 17.8% -15.3% * -46% 64.8% 69.7% 4.9% -

Foreign-Born 10.2% 7.1% -3.0% * -30% 19.7% 22.4% 2.8% -

Non-Citizen -
Citizen Difference 2.8% * 0.5% -2.3% * (X) 19.7% * 20.1% * 0.4% (X)

* Significant at p < 0.10. -- Change not significant.
** Excludes refugees and non-immigrants. See text for definition (x) Not applicable.

Source: Urban Institute tabulations from March Current Population Surveys of 1995 and 1998, with 
imputations for refugees and non-immigrants. See Detailed Table B for population data.

Note: Welfare use is defined by individual reports of welfare income from persons aged 15 and over.
The data do not represent cases or the full number of individuals on welfare rolls. For example, 
if a mother and two children are receiving TANF income, the income would be reported by the 
mother only and would appear in the table as one recipient, not three.
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Table 3. Percent of Households with Children Participating in 
Welfare, Food Stamps, and Medicaid, by Citizenship of Adults and Children 

and by Poverty Status: 1994 and 1997

Program and 
Household Composition

All Households
Percent with Any Participation

Below 200% of Poverty
Percent with Any Participation

(Status of Adults '94-'97 Change '94-'97 Change
and Children) 1994 1997 Amt. Pet. 1994 1997 Amt. Pet.

Welfare (AFDC/TANF, SSI, GA)
Households with children 12.8% 9.7% -3.2% * -25% 30.1% 24.0% -6.1% * -20%

All citizen adults 12.4% 9.6% -2.8% * -23% 31.4% 25.8% -5.6% * -18%

Some non-citizen** adults 13.8% 8.9% -4.9% * -35% 20.8% 14.0% -6.7% * -32%
All non-citizen** children 8.5% 4.2% -4.2% * -50% 11.6% 5.9% -5.6% -
Some citizen children 14.8% 9.6% -5.1% * -35% 22.5% 15.3% -7.2% * -32%

Difference from "All citizen" households
Some non-citizen** adults 1.4% -0.7% -2.1% (X) -10.7% * -11.8% * -1.1% (X)

All non-citizen** children -3.9% * -5.4% * -1.4% (X) -19.9% * -19.9% * 0.0% (X)

Some citizen children 2.4% * 0.0% -2.3% (X) -8.9% * -10.5% * -1.6% (X)

Food Stamps
Households with children 16.0% 12.3% -3.6% * -23% 39.6% 32.9% -6.7% * -17%

All citizen adults 15.3% 12.1% -3.2% * -21% 40.9% 34.7% -6.2% * -15%
Some non-citizen** adults 19.2% 13.6% -5.6% * -29% 30.7% 23.3% -7.4% * -24%

All non-citizen** children 9.8% 7.4% -2.4% — 14.0% 12.0% -2.0% -
Some citizen children 20.8% 14.5% -6.4% * -31% 33.9% 25.1% -8.8% * -26%

Difference from "All citizen" households
Some non-citizen** adults 3.9% * 1.5% -2.4% (X) -10.2% * -11.4% * -1.2% (X)

All non-citizen** children -5.5% * -4.6% * 0.9% (X) -26.9% * -22.7% * 4.2% (X)

Some citizen children 5.5% * 2.4% * -3.1% * (X) -7.0% * -9.6% * -2.6% (X)

Medicaid
Households with children 17.5% 14.4% -3.1% * -18% 38.4% 33.5% -4.8% * -13%

All citizen adults 16.8% 14.0% -2.7% * -16% 39.2% 35.1% -4.1% * -11%
Some non-citizen** adults 21.1% 16.2% -4.8% * -23% 31.1% 24.9% -6.1% * -20%

All non-citizen** children 15.7% 10.7% -4.9% — 21.8% 15.4% -6.4% —
Some citizen children 22.0% 17.0% -5.0% * -23% 32.8% 26.5% -6.4% * -19%

Difference from "All citizen" households
Some non-citizen** adults 4.3% * 2.2% * -2.1% (X) -8.2% * -10.2% * -2.0% (X)

All non-citizen** children -1.1% -3.3% -2.2% (X) -17.5% * -19.7% * -2.2% (X)

Some citizen children 5.2% * 3.0% * -2.2% (X) -6.4% * -8.7% * -2.2% (X)

-- Change not significant, 
(x) Not applicable.

* Significant at p < 0.10.
** Excludes refugees and non-immigrants. See text for definition

Source: Urban Institute tabulations from March Current Population Surveys of 1995 and 1998, with imputations for 
refugees and non-immigrants. Universe is households headed by persons 18-64 with children under age 18. 
See Detailed Table C for population data.
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Table 4. Partition of 1994-1997 Change in Household Participation in Welfare, 
Food Stamps, and Medicaid Into Portions Due to Changes in 
Poverty Prevalence and Welfare Use Rates, by Citizenship

Percent of Households Partition of '94-'97 Change in Participation”*
Below Specified Participating Due to Due to Pet. of

Population Level of Poverty in Program Total Use Poverty Change
1994 1997 1994 1997 Change Rates Rates from Usage

Welfare (AFDC7TANF, SSI, GA)
100 Percent of Poverty

Total 13.9% 12.7% 8.3% 6.9% -1.4% * -0.9% -0.5% 66%

Citizen 13.0% 11.8% 7.8% 6.7% -1.1% * -0.7% -0.5% 60%
Native 13.0% 11.7% 7.9% 6.6% -1.2% * -0.7% -0.5% 59%
Naturalized” 11.0% 12.5% 6.0% 6.9% 0.9% - - -

Non-Citizens” 27.3% 25.9% 13.9% 9.0% -4.9% * -4.6% -0.3% 94%

Refugees 31.9% 25.4% 33.3% 24.5% -8.8% * -5.3% -3.5% 60%

Foreign-Born 21.4% 20.4% 11.7% 9.2% -2.6% * -2.2% -0.3% 87%

Food Stamps
125 Percent of Poverty

Total 18.9% 17.5% 9.0% 7.1% -1.9% * -1.4% -0.6% 70%

Citizen 17.7% 16.4% 8.5% 6.8% -1.8% * -1.2% -0.6% 68%
Native 17.8% 16.3% 8.7% 6.8% -1.8% * -1.2% -0.6% 66%
Naturalized” 16.2% 17.6% 5.5% 5.4% 0.0% - - -

Non-Citizens** 35.7% 34.8% 15.4% 10.8% -4.6% * -4.1% -0.5% 89%

Refugees 41.1% 32.7% 35.3% 22.1% -13.2% * -8.4% -4.8% 64%

Foreign-Bom 28.5% 27.5% 12.5% 9.3% -3.2% * -2.7% -0.5% 85%

Medicaid
200 Percent of Poverty

Total 34.3% 32.1% 14.3% 13.2% -1.1% * -0.5% -0.7% 42%

Citizen 32.8% 30.7% 13.5% 12.6% -0.9% * -0.3% -0.6% 28%
Native 32.9% 30.5% 13.5% 12.5% -1.0% * -0.3% -0.7% 31%
Naturalized** 32.2% 33.6% 11.9% 13.6% 1.7% - - -

Non-Citizens** 55.9% 54.1% 26.5% 20.8% -5.7% * -5.1% -0.6% 90%

Refugees 60.6% 49.9% 42.5% 35.8% -6.7% - - -
Foreign-Bom 47.1% 45.0% 21.3% 18.7% -2.6% * -2.1% -0.6% 78%

* Significant at p < 0.10. --total change not significant
** Excludes refugees and non-immigrants. See text for definition
*** Partition uses poverty-specific welfare rates for intervals of 25% for 50-200% of poverty (i.e., <50%, 50-74%, 

75-99%...175-199%, =>200%). See text for details.
Source: Urban Institute tabulations from March Current Population Surveys of 1995 and 1998, with 

imputations for refugees and non-immigrants.
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Figure 1. Percent of Households Receiving 
Welfare, Food Stamps, and Medicaid, 

by Nativity of Head and Poverty Status: 1994 and 1997
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Source; Table 1. Non-citizen group excludes refugees and non-immigrants. See text. 
* 1994-1997 change is significant at p < 0.10.



Figure 2. Percent of Individuals Participating in Welfare and Medicaid,
by Age and Citizenship:

1994 and 1997

A. Ages 18-64
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Source: Table 2. Non-citizen group excludes refugees and non-immigrants. See text. 
* 1994-1997 change is significant at p < 0.10.



Figure 3. Percent of Households with Children Receiving 
Welfare, Food Stamp, and Medicaid, by Citizenship of Adults and Children 

and by Poverty Status: 1994 and 1997

A. Percent of Households Receiving Welfare 
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Source; Table 3. Includes only households with children headed by persons 18-64 years old.
See text for definition of groups. * 1994-1997 change is significant at p < 0.10.



Detailed Table A. Household Receipt of Welfare, Food Stamps, and Medicaid, 
by Citizenship of Head and Poverty Status: 1994 and 1997

(Populations in thousands)________________________________________________________________ _
All Households

Population 1994 1997 1994 1997
Yes Total % Yes Yes Total % Yes Yes Total % Yes Yes Total % Yes

Welfare (AFDC/TANF, SSI, GA)
Total 8,188 99,106 8.3% 7,091 102,584 6.9% 6,903 33,960 20.3% 5,877 32,888 17.9%

Citizen 7,257 92,989 7.8% 6,400 96,169 6.7% 6,084 30,525 19.9% 5,287 29,493 17.9%
Native 7,031 89,248 7.9% 6,096 91,748 6.6% 5,920 29,320 20.2% 5,065 28,007 18.1%
Naturalized** 225 3,741 6.0% 304 4,421 6.9% 163 1,205 13.5% 222 1,486 14.9%

Non-Citizens** 723 5,209 13.9% 474 5,246 9.0% 632 2,910 21.7% 411 2,841 14.5%

Refugees 202 606 33.3% 213 872 24.5% 180 367 49.1% 175 435 40.2%

Foreign-Bom 1,157 9,858 11.7% 995 10,837 9.2% 983 4,640 21.2% 811 4,881 16.6%

Food Stamps
Total 8,949 99,106 9.0% 7,263 102,584 7.1% 8,240 33,960 24.3% 6,773 32,888 20.6%

Citizen 7,924 92,989 8.5% 6,500 96,169 6.8% 7,275 30,525 23.8% 6,044 29,493 20.5%
Native 7,720 89,248 8.7% 6,261 91,748 6.8% 7,095 29,320 24.2% 5,824 28,007 20.8%
Naturalized** 204 3,741 5.5% 239 4,421 5.4% 180 1,205 15.0% 220 1,486 14.8%

Non-Citizens** 801 5,209 15.4% 567 5,246 10.8% 764 2,910 26.3% 543 2,841 19.1%

Refugees 214 606 35.3% 193 872 22.1% 191 367 52.0% 182 435 41.9%

Foreign-Bom 1,228 9,858 12.5% 1,003 10,837 9.3% 1,145 4,640 24.7% 949 4,881 19.4%

Medicaid
Total 14,189 99,106 14.3% 13,523 102,584 13.2% 10,630 33,960 31.3% 10,027 32,888 30.5%

Citizen 12,533 92,989 13.5% 12,102 96,169 12.6% 9,243 30,525 30.3% 8,852 29,493 30.0%
Native 12,088 89,248 13.5% 11,499 91,748 12.5% 8,956 29,320 30.5% 8,432 28,007 30.1%
Naturalized** 445 3,741 11.9% 603 4,421 13.6% 287 1,205 23.8% 420 1,486 28.3%

Non-Citizens** 1,379 5,209 26.5% 1,090 5,246 20.8% 1,158 2,910 39.8% 910 2,841 32.0%

Refugees 258 606 42.5% 312 872 35.8% 216 367 58.8% 254 435 58.5%

Foreign-Born 2,101 9,858 21.3% 2,024 10,837 18.7% 1,674 4,640 36.1% 1,595 4,881 32.7%

Households Below 200% of Poverty 
Program Participation in Household?

** Excludes refugees and non-immigrants. See text tor definition
Source: Urban Institute tabulations from March Current Population Surveys of 1995 and 1998, with imputations 

for refugees and non-immigrants.
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Detailed Table B. Individual Welfare and Medicaid Participation, 
by Citizenship and Age: 1994 and 1997

Individual Participation in Program, Ages 18-64 Individual Participation in Program, Ages 65 and Over
Population 1994 1997 1994 1997

Yes Total % Yes Yes Total % Yes Yes Total % Yes Yes Total % Yes

Welfare (AFDC/TANF, SSI, GA)
Total 7,856 160,217 4.9% 6,632 165,329 4.0% 1,549 31,350 4.9% 1,419 32,082 4.4%

Citizen 6,939 146,620 4.7% 6,047 151,104 4.0% 1,277 30,207 4.2% 1,160 31,037 3.7%
Native 6,808 141,270 4.8% 5,908 144,513 4.1% 1,178 28,536 4.1% 993 29,188 3.4%
Naturalized** 132 5,350 2.5% 139 6,591 2.1% 99 1,671 5.9% 167 1,849 9.0%

Non-Citizens** 651 11,713 5.6% 385 11,772 3.3% 213 1,019 20.9% 163 857 19.0%

Refugees 257 1,340 19.2% 197 1,890 10.4% 60 124 48.1% 96 188 51.0%

Foreign-Bom 1,048 18,947 5.5% 725 20,817 3.5% 372 2,814 13.2% 426 2,894 14.7%

Medicaid
Total 12,698 160,217 7.9% 11,372 165,329 6.9% 2,919 31,350 9.3% 2,901 32,082 9.0%

Citizen 11,011 146,620 7.5% 10,165 151,104 6.7% 2,551 30,207 8.4% 2,528 31,037 8.1%
Native 10,773 141,270 7.6% 9,886 144,513 6.8% 2,364 28,536 8.3% 2,251 29,188 7.7%
Naturalized** 238 5,350 4.4% 279 6,591 4.2% 186 1,671 11.1% 276 1,849 14.9%

Non-Citizens** 1,211 11,713 10.3% 853 11,772 7.2% 287 1,019 28.2% 242 857 28.2%

Refugees 443 1,340 33.1% 336 1,890 17.8% 81 124 64.8% 131 188 69.7%

Foreign-Born 1,925 18,947 10.2% 1,486 20,817 7.1% 554 2,814 19.7% 650 2,894 22.4%

** Excludes refugees and non-immigrants. See text for definition

Source: Urban Institute tabulations from March Current Population Surveys of 1995 and 1998, with imputations 
for refugees and non-immigrants.
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Detailed Table C. Welfare, Food Stamp, and Medicaid Participation of Households with Children, 
by Citizenship of Adults and Children and by Poverty Status: 1994 and 1997

All Households Households Below 200% of Poverty
Program and Household 1994 1997 1994 1997

Composition (Adults-Children) Yes Total % Yes Yes Total % Yes Yes Total %o Yes Yes Total %o Yes

Welfare (AFDC/TANF, SSI, GA)
Households with children 4,713 36,784 12.8% 3,600 37,286 9.7%, 4,160 13,818 30.1%o 3,156 13,138 24.0%o

All citizen aduits 4,031 32,498 12.4% 3,142 32,747 9.6%, 3,550 11,294 31.4%, 2,755 10,670 25.8%,

One or more non-citizen** adults 524 3,785 13.8% 346 3,880 8.9%o 466 2,243 20.8%, 304 2,165 14.0%,

All non-citizen** children 47 560 8.5% 21 497 4.2%, 42 359 11.6%, 18 297 5.9%

One or more citizen children 476 3,225 14.87o 325 3,383 9.6%, 424 1,885 22.5%, 287 1,868 15.3%,

Food Stamps
Households with children 5,872 36,784 16.0% 4,601 37,286 12.3%o 5,477 13,818 39.6%o 4,323 13,138 32.9%o

All citizen adults 4,969 32,498 15.37o 3,949 32,747 12.1%, 4,622 11,294 40.9%, 3,702 10,670 34.7%,

One or more non-citizen** adults 726 3,785 19.2% 526 3,880 13.6%o 689 2,243 30.7%o 504 2,165 23.3%o

All non-citizen** children 55 560 9.8% 37 497 7.4%o 50 359 14.0%o 36 297 12.0%o

One or more citizen children 671 3,225 20.87o 489 3,383 14.5%, 639 1,885 33.9%, 469 1,868 25.1%,

Medicaid
Households with children 6,447 36,784 17.5%. 5,368 37,286 14.4%, 5,302 13,818 38.4%o 4,405 13,138 33.5%o

All citizen adults 5,453 32,498 16.8%. 4,596 32,747 14.0%, 4,433 11,294 39.2%, 3,748 10,670 35.1%,

One or more non-citizen** adults 797 3,785 21.1%o 630 3,880 16.2%o 697 2,243 31.1%o 540 2,165 24.9%o

All non-citizen** children 88 560 15.7%. 53 497 10.7%o 78 359 21.8%, 46 297 15.4%,

One or more citizen children 709 3,225 22.0%. 576 3,383 17.0%, 619 1,885 32.8%, 495 1,868 26.5%,

** Excludes refugees and non-immigrants. See text for definition
Source; Urban Institute tabulations from March Current Population Surveys of 1995 and 1998, with imputations for refugees and non-immigrants. 

Universe is households headed by persons 18-64 with children under age 18.
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Office of the Assistant Secretary 
for Planning and Evaluation 

Washington, D.C. 20201

TO: The Secretary 
Through: DS

COS

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Margaret A. Hamburg, M.D.
Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation

CPS Analysis Comparing Participation Rates of Citizens and 
Non-citizens--INFORMATION

The attached is an Urban Institute analysis of Census’ Current Population Survey (CPS) data 
regarding the participation rates of eligible citizens and non-citizens under welfare, Medicaid, 
and Food Stamp programs. The analysis finds evidence of “chilling effects” in that fewer 
immigrant families, compared to citizen families, have been accessing a wide array of public 
benefits, in^dingImportant health and nutrition benefits. This greater rate of declihe was 

evident prior to the implementation of eligibility changes as part of welfare reform. For 
example, welfare use by nancitLzens^ecline3~bv percent trom 1994 to 1997. while use by 
citizens decTi^_Jlpercsnt. While Medicaid use by citizen households under 200% of povert? 
did not change significantly, non-citizen family participation dropped 19 percent. ...__—^

These findings replicate at a national level the findings that were released last summer by the 
Urban Institute for Los Angeles based on county administrative data. Both analyses were funded 
primarily under a cooperative agreement grant supported by ASPE, ACF, HCFA, the Department 
of Agriculture and the Immigration and Naturalization Service. We anticipate briefing interested 
Members of Congress and their staff prior to public release of the analysis. The Urban Institute 
has targeted release for March 1,1999.

These findings are important for several reasons.

• They provide evidence of a chilling effect on immigrant families’ access to benefits, 
consistent with many reports we have received. These effects, which include 
benefits use by citizen children, may be the result of public charge policies, as well 
as confusion over changing eligibility requirements. We have been engaged for some 
time in extensive inter-agency discussions about how immigration officials should treat 
benefit use within the context of public charge provisions in immigration law and 
eligibility provisions in benefit laws. We have made significant progress and are hopeful 
that we can resolve expeditiously the few remaining issues.
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• The findings also provide support for the Administration’s current budget 
proposals to restore health, nutrition, and cash benefits to particularly vulnerable 
legal immigrants (e.g., children, pregnant women, and disabled immigrants 
entering the country after 8/22/96). The pre-implementation declines in immigrant use 
of benefits may in part be due to the well-publicized debate and passage of welfare 
reform and immigration reform. The trends bear careful monitoring as current law 
immigrant eligibility restrictions are implemented, which will likely further reduce access 
to vital benefits. The Administration’s current and past (i.e., BBA) benefit restoration 
proposals, in conjunction with clear guidance on public charge policies, will allow us to 
begin sending clearer messages to immigrant families regarding their eligibility for 
benefits.

• The analysis provides an important and timely contribution to the literature 
regarding both welfare reform and the fiscal impacts of immigration and 
immigrants. The analysis confirms that, contrary to assertions made during the welfare 
and immigration reform debates, low-income immigrant families in 1994 were no more 
likely than low-income citizen families to receive welfare (AFDC/TANF, SSI, GA), and 
by 1997 were less likely than citizen families to receive welfare. In 1994 immigrant 
families were more likely to receive Medicaid and Food Stamps, but immigrant 
enrollment dropped significantly so that by 1997 they were only as likely as citizen 
families to be enrolled. This information will be important as we develop policies and 
outreach strategies for our TANF, Medicaid and CHIP programs.

Attachment

cc; The Assistant Secretary for Legislation 
The Assistant Secretary for Management and Budget 
The Assistant Secretary for Public Affairs 
Director, Office of Intergovernmental Affairs 
Administrator, Administration for Children and Families 
Administrator, Health Care Financing Administration 
Assistant Secretary for Health and U.S. Surgeon General



STATE IMPACTS OF MEDICAID/CHIP IMMIGRANT ELIGIBILITY PROPOSALS

The Administration’s proposals would allow states to cover all qualified alien pregnant 
women and children under Medicaid and CHIP, regardless of when they have entered the 
country as legal immigrants.

By 2004, the proposals would restore Medicaid/CHIP eligibility to about 55,000 legal 
immigrant children (at a 5-year cost of $218 million, including CHIP), and about 25,000 
legal immigrant women (at a 5-year cost of $105 million).

These are national estimates; we cannot provide precise state-level impact estimates 
based on our current actuarial model.

However, the attached table shows the state-by-state population estimates of immigrant 
children and women of child-bearing age, based on the most recent Current Population 
Survey compiled by the Census Bureau.



The State-by-State Proportion of Immingrant Children and Women of Child-Bearing Years

Non-
Non- Citizen
Citizen Women
Children Percent Age 15-44 Percent

TOTAL 2,461,553 100.0% TOTAL 5,115,846 100.0%
AK 2,342 0.1% AK 4,704 0.1%
AL 11,584 0.5% AL 28,240 0.6%
AR 4,531 0.2% AR 9,880 0.2%
AZ 83,421 3.4% AZ 159,133 3.1%
CA 780,595 31.7% CA 1,720,921 33.6%
CO 38,086 1.5% CO 54,937 1.1%
CT 5,012 0.2% CT 26,305 0.5%
DC 2,473 0.1% DC 10,059 0.2%
DE 1,989 0.1% DE 4,454 0.1%
FL 194,440 7.9% FL 385,599 7.5%
GA 16,855 0.7% GA 60,594 1.2%
Hi 9,847 0.4% HI 28,746 0.6%
iA 12,944 0.5% IA 15,522 0.3%
ID 15,832 0.6% ID 21,827 0.4%
IL 129,407 5.3% IL 203,408 4.0%
IN 3,927 0.2% IN 16,726 0.3%
KS 14,432 0.6% KS 20,369 0.4%
KY 13,924 0.6% KY 19,626 0.4%
LA 9,304 0.4% LA 19,947 0.4%
MA 62,667 2.5% MA 112,606 2.2%
MD 45,730 1.9% MD 78,486 1.5%
ME 1,807 0.1% ME 4,852 0.1%
Ml 37,383 1.5% Ml 92,127 1.8%
MN 25,040 1.0% MN 52,336 1.0%
MO 0 0.0% MO 5,740 0.1%
MS 0 0.0% MS 4,987 0.1%
MT 0 0.0% MT 2,027 0.0%
NC 33,362 1.4% NC 56,618 1.1%
ND 410 0.0% ND 1,998 0.0%
NE 6,110 0.2% NE 14,554 0.3%
NH 2,618 0.1% NH 5,822 0.1%
NJ 101,934 4.1% NJ 182,323 3.6%
NM 12,704 0.5% NM 19,832 0.4%
NV 19,590 0.8% NV 39,934 0.8%
NY 314,639 12.8% NY 644,499 12.6%
OH 6,312 0.3% OH 29,476 0.6%
OK 6,228 0.3% OK 15,254 0.3%
OR 42,796 1.7% OR 67,352 1.3%
PA 34,634 1.4% PA 80,559 1.6%
Rl 5,014 0.2% Rl 18,318 0.4%
SC 0 0.0% SC 7,678 0.2%
SD 781 0.0% SD 1,360 0.0%
TN 0 0.0% TN 19,190 0.4%
TX 242,716 9.9% TX 516,339 10.1%
UT 19,069 0.8% UT 25,620 0.5%
VA 33,289 1.4% VA 96,862 1.9%
VT 1,109 0.0% VT 2,333 0.0%
WA 44,245 1.8% WA 80,652 1.6%
Wl 10,267 0.4% Wl 22,122 0.4%
WV 0 0.0% WV 2,117 0.0%
WY 148 0.0% WY 876 0.0%

Source; Data from the 1998 March Suppliment to the Current Population Survey (March 1998 CPS)



)1| MaryB@ASL(RichT@ASLlJane HorvathOASL,Stephanie Wilson@ASL
loTfl:* Irene Bueno@AS4r 
Cc: HelenM@ASL,INTERNET[dnielsen@OSASPE.DHHS.GOV],LaurenG@ASL, 

LorenaA@ASL,SharonC@ASL
Bcc:

R Sc MedicaidSubject: Urban Institute Report on Immigrants Use of 
Attachment;

Date: 2/12/99 2:22 PM

HHS (Sc USDA and INS) has a cooperative agreement with tj;ie Urban Institute to 
gather info on health and economic status of immigrants and their families 
in NY and Los Angeles. As you may recall, preliminary data earlier this 
year showed that immigrant use of TANF and Medicaid in LA County has 
substantially declined. David Nielsen of ASPE informed me that the Urban 
Institute plans to release its final report on 2/22.

I believe we should offer briefings to the authorizing and other interested 
members on the results of this study. Urban Institute would do the 
briefings. I have drafted a tentative list and would lilce your input:

Senate Finance

House Ways and Means Sub on Human Resources 
House Commerce Subcommittee on Health 
Congressional Hispanic Caucus

Please let me know if there is anyone else we should offer to brief on this 
study. I assume that USDA and INS will also want to brief their committees 
(ie Ag and Judiciary).

Please advise. Thanks.

Irene



(jt DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SERVICES

AUG 6 1998

Office of the Secretary

Washington, D.C. 20201

TO:

THRU:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

Margaret A. Hamburg, MD 
Rich Tarplin

Pat Ruggles 

David Nielsen

LA Times Article Regarding Declines In Immigrant Applications For TANF, 
Medicaid, And General Assistance In LA County

There have been questions raised about the genesis and review of a recent Urban Institute 
analysis (see attached) funded under a cooperative agreement with HHS (ASPE, ACF, and 
HCFA), Agriculture (FNS, ERS), and the INS. This analysis was the subject of a Los Angeles 
Times story on Wednesday, August 5th (also attached). The analysis was distributed July 
throughout ASPE, and throughout the Department’s key components (OS, ASL, ACF, HCFA. 
ASPA, GC).

The study is intended to gather information on the health and economic status of immigrants, 
their families, and their communities in New York City and Los Angeles. It is also designed to 
gather—to the extent possible—information on the effects of welfare reform on immigrants and 
their communities. The study consists of several parts: (1) 1650 household interviews in each 
city, with in-depth follow-ups of 150 households in each city; (2) interviews with community 
organizations (both governmental and non-govemmental); and (3) analyses of several existing 
data sets (e.g., CPS, NHIS, etc.), including administrative data sets. These data and analyses are 
intended to provide an accurate profile of immigrants and their communities in order to make 
valid comparisons with citizens, and to identify relevant trends and indicators with respect to 
immigrants and their communities.

A critical effort of the past several months has been finalizing the overall design and 
implementation for the study. As part of the agreement, an Advisory Board was established to 
provide recommendations and suggestions to the Urban institute. A significant issue was 
developing the sample design for households to be interviewed, and ensuring that immigrants 
affected by recent eligibility changes would be sufficiently represented in the sample. The 
strategy was to determine whether administrative data sets could facilitate identifying such 
households (e.g., immigrant households experiencing a reduction or elimination of Food 
Stamps). As such, particular effort was made to ensure that individuals familiar with those 
administrative data sets were members of the Advisory Board, including Phil Ansell from LA 
County, and Joe Salvo from New York City. In reviewing the administrative data from LA 
County in May/June of 1998, it became apparent that there were data readily available for 
analyses that fulfilled the study’s goals of identifying relevant trends and indicators. Given this



unique and unplanned circumstance, the Urban Institute performed the relevant analyses.

On July 24th, the Urban Institute provided ASPE with a draft copy of their subsequent analysis 
for technical comments. On July^^ji^both ASPE and LA County received the “public” version 
of the Urban analysis. There was no press conference announcing the analysis, but it was made 
available to the County Board of Supervisors as a background briefing paper and as part of a 
public meeting. This was the source for the LA Times story.

cc: Irene Bueno
Mary Bourdette
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DecUning Immigrant ApplicaUons for Medi-Cal and Welfare Benefits
in Los Angeles County^

Wendy Ziinmerniann and Michael Fix 
The Urban Institute 

July 1998

The 1996 federal welfare rcfomi law (the Personal Kesponsibiliiy and Work Oppuriunity 
Reconciliation Act, PRWORA) barred many legal immigrants from receiving lood stamps and 
gave states a number of options to restrict immigrant eUgibilily for other benehl P^^g^arns. In 
California, however, immigrant eligibility has nut changed for AFDC/TANF (now s), ^
Medicaid (Medi-Cal in California) or the county-funded cash assistance program. GenenU Kel e . 
Nonetheless, the complex reforms introduced by the welfare law as well as related pohey changes 
and practices may be having a chilling effect on immigrants’ use of benefits for which they rem^i 
cHgible. Legal immigrants may mistakenly believe they and their families are no longer eligible foi 
AFDC/TANF and Medi-Cal.^ Immigranis may be concerned about new requirements that state 
agencies verily citizenship and immigration .status and report undocumented immigrants to the 
Immigration and Naturalization Service. Immigranis may also fear that their own or ihcir 
chUdren’s use of benefits will render them a “pubUc charge” under immigration laws which, they 
may believe, would affect their ability to gain legal permanent residence, to naturalize oi even lead 
to deportation. Recently immigrants have mistakenly been made to repay Medi-Cal bcncrils ui 
Older to gain legal permanent resident status or re-enter the country after a trip abroad. News ol 
these events also may limit immigrants’ willingness to apply for benefits.

‘ This analysis was funded by the Ottice of Uie Assisiam Secretory for Planning and Evaluation, the 
Administration for Children and Families and The Health Care Fmancing Administradon, U.S. Dcparunoiit 
of Hcaldi and Human Services. Tlic Food. Nutrition luid Consumer Services and Ibe Econoimc Research 
Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture, and the TmmigraUon and Naturalization Service. Tlie views 
cxprcs.sod arc tJiosc of tlie audiors and ilo not necessarily rcnecl those of die funders or Uic Urban Instit ute

and its trustees.
^ PRWORA gave states the option of providing TANF and Medicaid to immigrants wlio had entered 

die United States by August 22, 1996. It barred immigraiiLs who enter the country tiflcr Utat date (rum 
rexeiving any federally-funded TANF and Medicaid for their first five years in die country. Calilomia has 
opted to pnivide TANF and Medi-Cal to immigranis in the United Stales regardless of date ol aitry and is 
using state funds to pay for benefits to newly entering inimigranls during the five year bar. Califoniia las not 
implemented new M«li-Cal eligibility rcsiricti.ms on certain in.migrants who were lor.nerly .uins.dcrcd 
permanently residing under color oflaw. or PRUCOL. Undocumciitetl immigrants were, and conimuc to be. 
ineligible (or TANF and General Relief and are eligible lor only emergency services under Mediaud. 
California continue.s to provide state-funded pre-natal care unda' Medicaid to undocumented women. 
Governor Wilson’s efforts to end Uiis pre-natal care have been blocked by liUgation.

^ Although most of its provisions have been held up by litigation, California’s Proposition 187, 
which attemptexi to restrict undocumented iimnigrants’ access to a wide array of public services, may also 
have contributed to confusion and misunderstanding ol eligibility rules,
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Tlic following analysis is based on adniinisiraiive data from the Los Angeles County 
Department of Publi? Social Services. The data provide information on monthly appi ovals of 
rpplicaUons for AFDCyTANF, Medi-Cal and General Relief for January 19% to January 1998 

The data show that the number of non-citizcn monthly approvals for these benefits 
simificantly since January 1996 while the number of citizen approvals has either remained 
sLie or declined more moderately. Since immigrant eligibility for these benefits has no 
changed in California since January 1996, this decline appears in reflect fewer immigrants 
applying for assistance for which they remain eligible.*

1 Non-citizen approved applications fell dramatically following welfare reform. Approved 
applicaiions by .mn-cili^cn families for AFDCrTANF and MediCal decluicd .sh^ply m the months 
following August 1996 when fedenU welfare reform became law. Smee then, the number of 
monthly approvals of non-ciiizcn-headcd cases has remained lower than it had been through most 
of 1996 In the initial months of 1996, about 3,000 non-citizen headed cases were approved for 
AFDC/TANF and Medi-Cal each month, compared to about 1,500 for most of 1997. At the 
same time, the number of monthly approvals of dtizen-hcaded cases remained the same at about 
4 000 per month. Momhly approvals of non-citizen-heuded cases therefore dropped by 52 
percent between January 1996 and January 1998 whUe the number of citizen cases approved each 
month did not change (Tabic 1). The decline in total monthly approvals dunng those two ye^.s 
(-23 percent) Is, therefore, entirely attributable to the decline m approvals ol non-citizen-headcd

casc.s.
2. The number of legal immigrant-headed cases has dropped fa.ster than wuiocumented cases. 
The drop in approved applications was greater for cases headed by a legal mimigraiU than for 
cases headed by an undocumented iimnigranl (-71 vs. -34 percent) — where an mchgiblc 
undocumented parent typically applies only for her citizen chUd (Table 1). One possible 
explanation for the .sharper decline among legal than undocumented immigrants is that dunng

< During the lime pci iod cxaminal (Janutiry 1996 to January 1998) the overall number ot 
aoplicaaons lor AFDC/TANF and Medi-Cal declined while the overall denial rate did not change. These 
ir^ds aie consistent with the observation that falling numbers of approved applicaUons for mumgrants and 
Ihcir families arc a product of declining numbers of applications. Data arc not available, however, on 
application denial rates by immigration status. In addition, no general eligibility or program changes to 
AFDC/TANF were implemented during the period examined. Los Angeles County began implementing its 
new welfare-to-work program, CalWORKs, in April 1998.

In Los Angeles County, a family can apply for AFDC/TANF, Medi-Cal and fwtl .stamps u.sing 
only one application. Everyone who is eligible for AFDC/TANF is also eligible for Medi-Cal and most also 
receive food sUmps. excluding non-citizens who were made ineligible for tliciu under the Icdcral wellarc 
reform law. Data on case approvals for AFDCn'ANF and Medi-Cal combine all members of a houseluild 
(usually tiic parent (.s) and children). A non-citizen-headed case is one where the “first adult ’ m the 
household is a non-cHi/en; a citizen-headed case is one where die first adult is a citizen. Data on children 
approved for AFDC/TANF and Medi-Cal (Table 2), on General Relief (Table 5) and on “Mcdi-Cal-only” 
(Table 4) iirc for itidividuals and rcflccl cadi person’s immigraUon status.
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1996 und 1997 large numbers of legal immigrants naturalized - those people would.
apply as citizens rather than non-e«izens.‘ It is also possible that many eg^
understand that although their eUgibiHly for food stamps had change^, ^ .
TANF/AFDC and Medi-Cal had not. Additionally, there may have been widespread (mistaken)
concern among legal immigrants that using public benefits would hurt their chances tor 

naturali/ation.

1 The number of citizen chiUren applying for AFDC/TAm'mid Medi-Od declined^ Because sc 
many non-citizen adults have U.S.-born citizen chUdren. the drop m approvals of non-citizen- 
headed cases has led to fewer cili/cn children receiving assistance. The »umber of 
approved citizen children of non-citizen parents for AFDCTTANF and Med.-Cal dropped by 48 
percenl between Januaiy of 1996 and 1998, compared to almost no change (6 percent increase)
for citizen children of citizen parenis (Table 2). Since the va.,1 maiority of ihose recc.ving
AFDC/TANF and Medi-Cal in Los Angeles receive food stamps as wcU, these diops also lellecl a 
decrease in appUcations for food stamps by citizen children who remain eligible tor thenr 
cumulative iny?act ufthis decline in approved applications may be significant: nearly 25.000 
more children would have applied and been approved for AFDC/TANF and Medi-Cal between 
December 1996 emd January 1998 if the number of citizen children of immigrant parents had 
remained at about the iume level «a it had been in January to November 1996.

4. Fewer non^English speakers have applied and been approved far benefits. Data monthly 
approvals by primary language of the appUcant tell a sunilar story. Between January 1996 and 
January 1998. the number of cases approved m which the applicant’s primary language ls Spamsh 
feU by 46 percent while it fell by only 9 percent I'or English speakers. For the much smaUer group 
who speak an Asian language the numlxir fell by 59 percent (Table 3),

5 The numl,er of non-citizens applying far - ‘Medi-Cal-only" benefit,-decreased. TTie number of
persons applying for only Medi-Cal — becau.se they arc ineligible for cash or food assistance — 
has also dropped faster for non-citizens than citizens. Between 1996 and 1998 non-ciLizens 
approved each month for ‘'Medi-Cal-oniy dropped by 24 percent while citizen approvals .stayed 
virtually flat, falling by only 7 percent (Table 4). The drop in applications among immig^it 
families is even higher, however, when the citizen children of immigrant adults (who are included

* It cannot be dclcimined, however, how much ol'Uie decline in approval applicatvon.s is accounted 
for by rising naturalization, though it is unlikely to account for the steep drop in tlie number ot legal- 
immigrant headed cases.

^ Li the Los Angeles metropoliUm area, .sixty-three percent of cliildien m families wiUi incomes 
below 200 percent of Uie federal poverty level had at least one non-citizen parent and one cilizcii dnkl, March 

1997 Current Population Survey, Urban Institute tabulations.
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. , ■ rr.n'> iit-p rnTKtdci'cd “ Ttic full dccluic in non-cilizcn enrollment in Medi-Cal

appear w be having an impact not only on legal Ltmtignmu- u.,e of regular Mehi-Cal but also on 
uSooumcnlctl immigrants’ use of emergency medical services and prenatal care.

6 Non-citizen omtlicotionr/br Genera/ Relief aha decline. Simaarly, the number of non-ciliwns 

approved on a monthly basis for General ReUef, Los Angeles’s safety net a«rslance program 
Sod more tlutn titdee as last as the number of citizens. While the number of eutizens newly 
approved for General Relief feU 22 percent between January 1996 and lanuaiy 1998, the number 

of non-cilizcDs dropped 47 percent during the same time peaod (Table 5).

'I’hese fmdings raise que.stions about a number of broader policy issues, including rising 
uninsurance rates and federal, stale and local efforts to increiusc health insurance coverage aniong 
I’ldren The federal government recently created the Child Health Insurance Program (CHIP), 
called Healthy Families in California, which provides fundmg to states to expand health msurance 
foX tome cicn. L. A. Counly recenUy adopred a plan to enroll 100,000 more ehtldren ut 
Medi-Cal by September 1999 (the Los Angeles County Child Mcdi-Cal EnroUmenl Project) e 
goal that may he. difncull to reach if Mcdi-Cal cnroUmeni of children m immigrant fj^ihes remains 
Fow A recent GAO report found that most uninsured children m Califorma are children of 
immigrants- in 1996, 73 percent of uninsured Medicaid-eligible children in Cahloinia wcie either 
Ibrcijn-born or had a forcign-bom paronl.’ To include iho chgdren of imrnigranU .n dlorts such 
as these policy reforms and outreach efforts will need to take issues specilic to unmigr^l lamilies 

Lch’a^ a misunderstanding of immigrant eligibility rules and concerns over public charge laws

— into account.

These data also may have implications for the current debate over declining wcirarc 
caseloads. Although an initial examination of Los Angeles’s AFDC/TANF caseload data for 
January 1995 to April 1997 does not suggest that the number of non-cUizens receiving welfare 
has fallen faster than the number of citizens, it may be too .soon to teU il the drop m immigran

» We cannot tell how many of the citizens in coluiiui 1 of Table 4 are the diildrcii of immigrants since 
the Mcdi-Cal-only data are not available by alien status of household head. The change in npplicalioiis for 
Mcdi-Cabonly. therefore, cannot be compared to Uiai for AFDC/TANF wiUi Medi-Cal (m Table 1) since t ie 
M^i-Cal-only data are presented for individmds while the AFDC7TANF with Mcdi-Cal data arc presented 

for families (cases), by immigration .status of the liousehold head.

’ Tlie proportitjn o) uninsured d.iklren who had a noncitizen parent (as opposal to foreign-born), 
wludi was not included in Uic report, would be somewhat lower. The report used data Irom the Cun cm 
Population Survey (CPS) for its analysis. U.S. General Accoutiliiig Office, “Mcdicatd; Demographics ol 
NtmenroDcd Children Suggest Stale Outreach Strategics,” GAO/HEHS-9H-93, March 199X.
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applicaiions is contributing to declines in overall caseloads.



Table 1, Cases Newly Approved for AFDCfTANF with Medi-Cal in Los Angeles County by Immigration Status of Household Head*:
January 1996 - January 1998

January 1996
February 1996
MarcK 1996

Month/Year

April 1996
May
June 1996
July 1V96
August 1996
September 199(<
October 1996
November 1996
December 19i)6
im -1/97 
Percent change
January 1997
February 1997
March 1997
April 1997
May 1997
June 1997
July 1997
August 1997
September 1997
October 1997
November 1997
December 1997
January' 1998
1/97-1/93 
Percent Change
1/96 ■ 1/98
Percent Change ______ ________ _|-------------- ---------------- -------------- ------------------- -------------- ————-ttt;—^
=*-Data aic provided bv T.rsL adult" ia household. This per.oa is tyokally the parcat. Each case usually includes o«c or parent, and 
.. Ci.i. J.nd „o»cui2.n.do not .dd to th. (ot.l htcoto tlii. tol.l Mode, -othof ...ot, inotadn., too in wluoh dio »m.8r.Uon .Utn,

od innniet..,. .,o no. nli,Mo f„ AFDCT,«F o, r.^uU, Mndi-Cl. r.o» inoMo =it»n ohild™ * "
Note: All AFDC recipients are automatically eligible for MediXTal. Moat alao receive federal food atautps (excluding ^eligible immigrate). Data mclude nngJ

and t\TO-parent families._______________________________ _—---------- ----------------------------------------------- --

Total Monthly 
Approvals**

7.332^
7,681
7.970
7,754
7,450
6,680
7,900
5,693
7,953
7,767
5.833
5,781

Citizens

4,085
4,468
4,623
4,626
4.520

Percent of 
Total

56%

4,119
4,726
3,570
5,078
5,072
3,833
4,037

-17%

6,060
5,691
5,938
5,846
5,089

-1%

4,042
3,923
4,173
4,272

5,262
5,667
5,689
6,109
6,543
4,899
6,257
5,669

■ 6%

-23%

3,765
3,819
4,148
4,170
4,413
4,774
3,554
4,466
4,072

+1%

0%

Non-
Citizens

3,177
3,168
3,283
3,068
2,873
2,490
3,089
2,066
2,808
2,621
1,951

Percent of 
Total

43%

67%

72%

1,702

-38%

1.967
1,731

Legal

Immigrants

32%

1,705
1,491
i;255
1,387
1,433
1,457
1,619
1,696
1,270
1,702
1,519

-2J%

■S2%

27%

1,545
1,650
1,588
1,541

Percent of 
Total

21%

1,403
1,218
1,548
1,036
1,420
1,307

963
529

-59%

641
564

Undocumented 
Immigrants*** 

(Unaided)

11%

476
472
505
489
368
454
450

-30%

■ 71%

8%

1,632
1,518
1,695
1,526

Percent of 
Total

1,470
1,272
1,541
1,030
1,388
1,314

988
1,173

-19%

1,326
1,167
1,173
1,034

946
957
985

1,114
1,207

902
1,248
1,069

-19%

■34%

22%

22%

19%

I
(=>CD

I
CO
CO

—8
CO
ccz

roCD

cz:CO
ocz>
z

in
—5
—3
CZ

rr

-no
>c
zo

PC
CZ'
PC
Ji.

crPC

ct
Jil
CD

Sourcu: Administrative data from the Los Angeles County Department of Public Social Services



Table 2. Children Newly Approved for AFDC/TANF with Medi-Cal in Los Angeles County

MonthA'ear
Total

Monthly
Approvals**

Citizen
Children of 

Citizen Adults

Percent
of Total

Citizen Children 
of Non-Citizen ' 

Adults

Percent
of Total

Citizen Children 
of Legal 

Immigrant 
Adults

Percent
of Total

Citizen Children of 
Undocumented 

Adults

Percent
of Total

Jsmuarv I99fi 11,669 6.148 53% 5,144 44% 2,741 23% 2,403 21%

Tfehmarv 1996 11,954 6.586 4,984 2,803 2,181

March 1996 12,489 6,917 5,178 2,689 2,489

Anril 1996 12,330 6,926 5,075 2,761 2,314

May 1996_____ 11,467 6,644 4,418 2,288 2,130

lime 1996 10,343 6,100 3,882 2,086 1,796

Tulv 1996 12,476 7,161 4,815 2,531 2,284

8,952 5,496 3,147 1,630 1,517

>5f»nfftmber 1996 12,572 7,761 4,415 2,348 2,067

October 1996 12,606 7,846 4,359 2,294 2,065

November 1996 9.197 5,834 3,111 1,613 1,498

December 1996 9,269 6,161 2,868 1,025 1,843

1/96.1/97 
Percent change

■17% +2% ■39% -Jtf% ■19%

lanuarv 1997 9.725 6,245 64% 3,160 32% 1,203 12% 1,957 20%

February 1997 8,872: 5,799 2,831 1,068 1,763

March 1997 9.285 6.208 2,819 1,000 1,819

Acril 1997 9,085 6.356 2,446 860 1,586

Mav 1997 8,088 5,643 2,193 914 1,279

Time 1997 8,437 5,880 2,325 871 1,454

July 1997 9,111 6,360 ^442 886 1,556

August 1997 9,142 6,454 2,395 900 1,495

SeDtember 1997 9,936 6,858 2,788 998 1,790
vv % wJll u VI. 1
October 1997 10,714 7,454 2,924 932 1,992

CVoA'cinber 1997 8,052 5,615 2,136 684 1,452

December 1997 10,476 7,176 2,982 916 2,066

Tanuurv 1998 9,460 6,501 69% 2,693 28% 921 10% 1,772 19%

1/97- 1/9H 
Percent chanee

■3% f4% ■15% ■23% ■9%

1/96-1/98 1
Percent change j ■48% ■ 66% ■26%

♦ Data arc provided for children by "first adult" in houscliold. In most catM, this adult is the child's parent.
Colunms do not add to the total because this total includes "otliers." includins non-cihzea children and thaw for whom immifiration status is unknown.

Note: All AFDC recipients are automatically eligible for Medi-Cal. Most also receive food stamps (excluding ineligible immigrants). Data include both single- and

iwo • parent families. ____________________ __________________________________ ______ -______________ ___________ —

I
CD
OD

I
CO
CD

—3
3:

cn
ro

crPC
ac05
Z

2

5
rr.

35
X

i
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czrv

CJ
rv

a
45:
c

ca

Source; Administrative data from die Los Angeles County Department of Public Social Services



Table 3. Cases Newly Approved for AFDC/TANF with Medi-Cal in Los Angeles County by Primary Language*:
January 1996 - January 1998

MonthA'' ear
Total

Monthly
Approvals

English
Percent of

Total
Spanish

Percent of 
Total

Asian
Languages*"

Percent of
Total

All Others
Percent of 

Total

7,445 4,483 605b 2,686 36% 135 2% 141 2%

7,833 5,068 2,524 no 131

Tulv 1996 7,990 5,178 2,436 L18 258

7,864 5,389 2,182 113 180

January 1996 - January 
1997 Percent Change

-17% -10% -J2% ■33% +32%

yt r*

TAnuarv 1997 6,157 4,056 66% 1,825 30% 90 1% 186 3%

\nr\\ 1997 5,946 4,277 1,412 68 189
■.“Api IJ f

Iiilv 1997 5,716 4,258 1,274 62 ' 122
,iui> xpy!
Oc(n1)CT 1997 6,586 4,766 1,620 65 135

r\/yf

TAnuarv 1998 5,727 4,096 72% 1,449 25% 56 1% 126 1%

January 1997- January
1998 Percent Change

■ 7% +1% -21% -38% -32%

January 1996-January 
1998 Percent Change

-23% -9% -46% -59% -11%

♦Primary language is the lanj 
♦♦Asian languages include V 
Note: All AFDC recipients a 
single- and two-parent famili

juage in whi 
ietnamese, ( 
re automatic
es.

ch the applicant requcsU an application.
:ambodian, Cantonese, Mandarin, Other Chinese, Laotian, and Korean.
ally eligible for Medi-Cal, Most also receive food stamps (excluding ineligible immigrants). Data include both
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Source; AdministiaLive data from Ihe Los Angeles County DepartmeiU of Public Social Services



Table 4. Persons Newly Approved for Medi-Cal-Only* in Los Angeles County by Immigration Status;
January 1996 - January 199S

Month A'ear
Total Monthly 

Approvals
Cltlwns’^*

Percent of 
Total

Non-CUI'/ens
Percent of 

Total
Legal

Immtcrants
Percent of

Total
Undocumented
Immigrants'***

Percent of 
Total

r\cn

31.660 19,702 62% 11,958 38% 3,857 12% 8,031 25%

32.262 20,152 12,110 4,OH 8,038

March 1!?96 40.043 24,522 15,521 4,973 10,485

Anrll 1996 37,493 23,349 14,144 4,789 9,278

\fav 1996 37,182 22,768 14,414 4,950 9,403

Tiini> 1996 32,639 20.382 12,257 4,079 8,111

Tulv 1996 33,660 21,271 12,389 4,041 8,269

32,406 20,266 12.138 3,836 8.238

KMltckTTlhpT 1 99^ 29,522 18,588 10,934 3,631 7,221

32,819 20.922 11,897 4,060 7,765

28,831 18.634 10,197 3.494 6,626

25,833 16,942 8,891 3,267 5,550

January 1996 - 
January 1997 
Percent Change

-/2Vc ■8% -199c -18%
1

-20%

27,725 18,053 65% 9,672 35% 3,174. 11% 6,426 23%

yebmarv 1997 29,222 19,083 10,139 3,485 6,617

March 1997 35,558 23,314 12,244 4,217 7,977

\nrl1 1997 35,424 23,378 12,046 4,109 7,891

Mav 1997 33,859 22,549 11,310 3,859 7,370
l.TAAi> ^ 1

Tune 1997 30,605 20,263 10,342 3,524 6,776
J UIIC f

Tulv 1997 34,088 22,522 11,565 3,521 8,006

•Vupust 1997 31,950 21,201 10,741 3,723 6,969

Vpfi^j^Tnhfcr 1997 29,348 19,324 10,011 3,558 6,393
ijtSlJ vCJ JIU Cl m.^^1

Oclob^r 1997 33,314 22,320 10,980 3,937 6,927
v/vatwfuvi x^^ t
^■vua-vmKpV* 1 99^ 26.763 17,822 8,927 3,258 5,516\

Tlprt*mbcr 1997 i 31.53/ 20,984 10,545 3,592 6,835
lyCvdlLMCI x^-fi \
1raniiaT~L' 1 Q9M \ 77.33^ 18,267 67% 9,054 33% 3,058 11% 5,8621 21%

y<m«ory 1997- 
Janiiary J998 
Percent Change

-19c +/% -4% -9%

January 1996- 
January 1998 
Percent Change

-69c -7%> -249c -21% !

I
-27%

* This (able include 
** This table under 
citi/.ci) column.
»+* Undocumented

•s only persons rec< 
states Che drop in a

immigrants are or

:iving Medi-Cal 
ipproved applic:

ily eligible for e

1 who do not receive any other public a,ssislance such a.s .\FDCfTANF.
itions for immigrant families to the extent that cidzen children of legal and undocumented irrjmigrant parents are mcluded in the

mergcncy services and pre-natal care.

x>
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Source; Administrative data from the Los Angeles Comity Department of Public Social Ser/’ices



Table 5. Persons* Newly Approved for General Relief in Los Angeles County by Citizenship Status.
January 1996 - January 1998

MonthA'ear
Total Monthly 

Approvals
Citizens Percent of Total Non-Citizens Percent of Total

January 1996 8.533 7,666 90% 867 10%

February 1996 9,763 8,587 1,176

March 1996 9.701 8,555 1,146

April 1996 9,190 8,210 980

May 1996 8,703 7,750 953

June 1996 7,970 7,139 831

July 1996 8,968 8,056 912

Augasl 1996 8,919 7,886 1,033

September 1996 7,366 6,709 657

October 1996 8.965 8,20'6 759

November 1996 7,404 6,827 577

December 1996 7,913 7,230 683

January 1996 - 
January 1997 
Percent Change

•11% -10% •26%

January 1997 7,557 6,912 91% 645 9%

February 1997 8,321 7,629 692

March 1997 8,234 7.602 632

April 1997 7.997' 7,379 618

May 1997 8.182 7,542 640

June 1997 7,046 6,561 • 485

July 1997 7,825 7,213 612

August 1997 7,718 7,040 678

September 1997 7,052 6,523 529

October 1997 8,526 7,848 678

November 1997 5,931 5,464 467

December 1997 7,375 6,800 575

January 1998 6,450 5,994 93% 456 1%

January 1997 - 
January 1998 
Percent Change

■1S% -13% ■29%

January 1996 - 
January 1998 
Percent Change

■24% ■22% -47%

^Most persons appi:oved for General Relief are single adults.
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Applications for 

Welfare Dip 23% 

in LA. County
By VIRGINIA ELUS
nuts STAFt WIUII*

SACRAMENTO—A new federal 
study shows that a steep drop in the 
number of immigrants seeking 
government assisunce has led to 
an overall 23% dedme in welfare 
applications in Los Angeles County.

Underscoring the fear and mis­
information affecting immigrant 
commumues. the study sboera a 
52% decline in legal nonmixens 
who have applied tar public aid in 
the county since the advent of 
welfare reform.

The study, commisrtnned by the 
U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services and obtained by 
The Tunes, found that since 1996. 
thousands of poor legal immigrants 
have eschewed public assistance, 
although In California the vast 
maiority reoiam eligible for a vari­
ety of welfare programs.

Two researchers at the 
Washington-based Urban Insti­tute. which conducted the stu^ lor 
the federal goi-enunent, said that 
during the two-year period they 
examined, welfare applicauons 
from U.S. citizens remained 
constant

Completed at the end of July, the 
study provides the first documen­
tation of the effect of welfare 
reform on immigrant families. And 
it suggests that a main reason they 
shy away is fear of a negaUve effect 
on their immigration sutua.

In January 1996.21 % of all fami­
lies applying for welfare In the 
county were legal Unmlgrants. the 
study said, but by January of this 
year that number had dsrlndled to 
8%. When the study began, poor 
legal immigrant families were . 
applying for assistance In the 
county at a rate of about UOO a 
month. By the end of the survey, 
the number was 450 a month.

“We were surprised by this out­
come." said Judy Weddle, dlrcetor 
of strategic plaiuung for the Los 
Angeles County D^runent of 
Public Social Services. “We had an 
indlcitkai Uuc then hii b6t8 MBt 
confuttoo in tht tanlgnat eon* 
munlty. but obvloudy this Is a vmy 
■ifniflcmt nunbet.'*

Also siapriatng, the resesrrhers 
said, was the eompartson arlth 
undoeumanted immigrants who 
applied tar wellare for their chil­
dren. There was a drop tai their 
number, but not nsarly as largo as 
that for legal hninlgrants.

While Illegal bninlgranU are not 
eligible for aid. any Gf their childrsn 
bom in the United Sutes are citi­
zens and therefore entitled to benefits.

“One of the moat far-reaching 
effects of welfare reform to date in 
Los Angeles County has got to be 
thiy decline in awwwig
(legall nonciuiens." said Michael 
Ftat. one of the report's authors. “It 
appears that one of the legacies of

S.y, Times; 6-5-98

Talks Stall in Effort to Reach Tobacco Accord
By BABRV MEIER

Negouators involved in »«ie« 
aimed at reaching a new estim.i 
tobacco senleinem said yesterday 
that the diiniasioos had reached an 
impasse, adding that talks planned 
for this week between sute simr- 
neys general and cigarette mdustty 
lawyers had been called oft.

"There are difficult, noneconomic 
issues that have to be worked 
through." said Christioe Crcgolre. 
the Washuigion Aimmey Aeneral 
and one of the pmictpal negotiatais. 
"and It will take time to do that" 

Ms. Gregoire. srhoae comments 
were made ui a statement, did not 
elaborate. But lawyers famiUar with 
the talks said tobacco producers 
were concerned that small cigarette 
companies that did not panicipaie m 
a senlemem accord would gam a 
competitive advantage.

A deal would probably Involve to­
bacco producers' paying billions of

this period of welfare reform la ... 
the chilling effect it has on legal 
immigrants' wUllagBesa to apply 
tar and receive pubhe bencfltA"

He said the researchers con­
cluded that misconceptions about 
welfare reform and mistaken fears 
that the acceptance of public bene­
fits could affect munlgratloo sutia 
may have been key factors.

Federal offidala said the study Is 
the first piece in a multiyear report 
on the overall health Af«wntA 
sutua of immlgranu m Los Ange­
les County and New York aty.

Michael Kharfen, a apnltemnan 
for the U.S. Department of Health 
and Human Services, said the two 
urban areas were selected for close 
eiamlnatlon because they have a 
huge number of noncttiiena and a 
highly varied immigrant 
population.

The initial report, which focused 
exclusively w Los Angeles County 
because It had the most readily 
available daU, examined immi­
grant applications for throe pubtte 
aaalauncc programs; Mcdl-Cal, 
which provides medical care tor the 
poor CalWorka. which aaaMa poor 
families with children: and Cenctal 
Relief, which provides cash aid tar 
pooradulu

It covered January 1996 to Janu­
ary 1998. when welfare reform eru 
debated, passed by Congrssi and 
ultimately Implemented by the 
suu and county.

While acknowledging that the 
numbers arc much bigger >h«" 
they cqiected. advocacy groops 
aald the study confirms what Uwy 
have observed for moBths r - 

Karin Wang, director of the 
Immigrant Welfare Project at the 
Asian Pacific American Legal Can­
tor. said the csmUnatlaa of confia- 
ing Information about welfare 
reform and a perceived antl- 
immlgrant sentiment prompted 
many families to avoid seeUng any 
klndof pubUc aasisunee.

"We re ulking about eligible 
children not getting health ears 
because their psrenu are afraid." 
the said. "Parenu have been seared 
so much by all this ulk about 
deporutlon. about new rules for

doUars to the for tobscco-re- 
lated Ulnetscs and other tmokuig 
cosu and would include restnetions 
on advenltbig. Producers not par- 
tiopatmg in the deal would not be 
bound by advenistng restrictions 
and would alto be able lo undercui 
larger cigarette makers on price be­
cause they would not have to bear 
the cost of a settlement, the lawyers 
familiar with the t«iv« said.

Under last year's S368J billion to­
bacco proposal reached between the 
industry and sum attorneys general, 
companies that were not part of that 
deal would have had to post large 
fmanclal bonds to cover potential 
court Judgments against them.

Congress declined u adopt legisla- 
txm to enact that accord. And law­
yers involved in the latest talks said 
that without Congressional authority 
they laced both csnnltutiooal and 
legal prablems m laatiloning a meth­
od that would require nonpartlctpat- 
ing pmduoeri to abide by an acoord.

Wash. Times; 8-5-98-

In an mtennew. Mike Easley, the 
Attorney General of Nonh Carolina, 
said that while the major i i 
companies controlled 96 percent of 
sales that piaure could change.

"We need to design a settlement 
agreement that will cover them as 
well." Mr. Easley said.

Other sute officials familiar with 
the talks said they were less con­
cerned about the issue of smaller 
tobacco manufacturers because the 
major cigarette makers were the 
subject of their lawsuits.

Scott WillUms. a spokesman lor 
the tobacco industry, decluied to 
comment on the sutus of the negoii- 
ations. The companies involved are 
the Ptulip Moms Companies. R. J. 
Reynolds Tobacco. Brown A Wil- 
Uamson Tobacco. Lorlllard Tobacco 
and U.S.T.

The late« round of setti 
talks started lost month and contin­
ued last week Ui New York.

Scientists find a reason 

for cocaine heart attacks
^fessels contiaa fiom excess chemical
neUTBRS l«W8 aOBCY

Gmnu sdentists said yester­
day they had found one reason why 
cocaine can cause a bean anacfc— 
it causes productiaa of 
amts Bits of a chemical that can 
choke off blood supply to the hean.

Doctors know all too well that 
cocaine can overstiraulate the 
heart and cause a heart attack. But 
they have not underatood why—or 
how to fight it

WHtmg in the journal Circula- tkatRalnerArendtoftheUnlver- 
sity of Munich and coUe^ues said 
titey had pinpointed one mecha-

They said cocaine attacks the 
endothelium, which to the layer of 
^ that lines the blood vessels. 
When attacked, these cells release 
a chemical known as 
which causes blood vessels to con­
tract

They tested the blood and urine
12 persons high on «w«in« anH 

13 nonuaen. Levels of endoihelin 
were three times higher in the co- calneusers.

Tbsts on pig cells showed that 
cocaiBs causes so much endothelin 
tn be ptnducad that blood veaseto 
can eventually close off blood flow 
to the heart

“This finding opens the oppor- 
n  ̂to develop powetfiil dn«s to 
fight cocalnek eftacts," Mr. Aiendt 
aald In a statement

“Not only wiU this provide a 
mwtod help in the occasiooally 
difllcidt medical therapy of treat­
ing cocaine-induced heon attack

naiurallxatloo. that they're not 
willing to risk coming forward."

See WELFARE, p. 24

The team tested two
drugs that might 
counteract the deadly 
egrets of cocaine.

or stroke, but it may prove to be 
Important In understanding 
stress-related heart attacks 
cardiac arrests.” he added.

“Cocaine seems to use the 
pathways that arc activated m me 
bodyk response to stress."

The team tested two drugs 
might counteract the deadlv el- 
focts of cocaine. They said the 
psychotic haloperidol, sold as Mai- 
dol, eliminated the effecu 
another drug, ditolylguandme, helped.
Balt. Sun; 8-5-98

treated in Ala. ootbreak 
offoodpoisoiiinglisdead

COLUMBIANA. Ato. - Nearly 
140 people have been treated at 
hospttala tn a salmonella poison­
ing outbreak that began over the weekend.

Health officials sold the source 
of the contamination appeared to 
be Beverly's Borbeque. a restau­
rant voluntarily closed Monday.

One woman who had eaten 
food from the restaurant died yes­
terday of multiple organ fauur* 
caused by Addison's disease, 
ly aggravated by vomiting, aiar- 
rtiea and cramps from salmonella, 
sold Dr. Darrel Weaver, medical 
director at Shelby Baptist Medlcfo 
Center. Addison's sufferers risk 
acute adrenal failure from even a 
mild Infection.
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From Welfare, to Hope, to Tragedy
When a Child Dies a Terrible Death, a Woman's Success Story Ends

BjrKjanxtiwthoo 
and Lnr Smith
Voihuifisn hut Staff Vriun

The midertaker’s wUte bee, 
UberaQy tmyed. veiled the 
truth: brick-rri boms Aictcb- 
ioC from the dead duld’s toes to 
the tope of her tUghe. Two- 
yeer-old^ Hitched been 
fan^DCTBed m ecildiog wter tu^ 
t3 abe cooked. Now, a week 
after her July 7 deith. two 

who bad oooe been

friends oounied at a aide^treet 
Alexandria ftinenl borne, 

tbc
Sade's Idyearold mother 
sobbed befote the dodMovered 
casket Outside. 21-yevoid 
Jennifer TaOey gieved while 
hidden in the back of her gnud- 
ma's Dodge van. Talley wasat 
wekxme in the chapel She had 
just been charged with fekny 
chad abuse far aBowing Side— 
thegfrlshehadcaDedagod- 
chOd-to slowly die of hqnriea

aDe^dly inflirtfd by Taney's 
boyfriend. Just weeks before. 
Talley had nurtured viaians of 
iifting Sade from poseity. as 
she had so recently lifted her* 
self and her own yamg son. But 
now Sade was dead, and Td- 
iey’s ardnoos dhnb toward 
white-collar stability had 
turned to free frU 

lnthelaatUmoatiH.Thlley 
had become a standout in a

mothers into middle<lass 
wakmg moms: one of 21 worn*
CO from hiifiHfffjg of
applicants for a shot at perma­
nent employment, and a future, 
at the Department of La­
bor. She had allowed a Waah- 
ington Post reporter into her 
ofBoe and her home as the 

' wrestled with the codgendes of 
GfemaGS-L

A genial fixture behind a gray
rimfgiii BKKU
propam to transform wdCne Ount'd on next page

WELFAKS, from p. 1
CJhe criticized the county for 
Obemg too alow to train welfare 
workers in the rompi^xtuft of the 
new welfare reform laws, espe- 
dally as they relate to inunignata.

She said many nmiritiffn fami­
lies were turned away at welfare 
offices by workers who 
believed that their immigration 
sutus made them ineligible for 
assistance.

But county offldab insisted that 
they have taken steps to correct 
miaconccptlona, including estab­
lishing a help lihe that 
can call for information about wel­
fare and putting special liaison staff
in welfare offices to help with 
immigrant issues.

"Certainly I would not agree that 
we have been alow," aald Jacob 
Aguilar, who is in charge of com­
munity reUUons for the depart­
ment. "On the other hand, this 
study shows we need to continue to 
work in this area."

JulU Takeda, director of the 
Child Medi-Cal enrollment project 
for the department, said immigrant 
children will be a major focus of a 
county ramp»t(pi to irnpUl 100000 poor children in Meth-Su by 
tember 1999.


