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Leading civil rights advocates today lament the degree to which current immigration law
fails to maintain family unity. The recent passage of the Child Citizenship Act of 2000 is
a rare bipartisan step in the right direction because it grants automatic citizenship to
foreign-born children of U.S. citizens upon receipt of their permanent resident status and
finalization of their adoption. Congress now has before it the *490 Family Reunification
Act of 2001, which aims to restore certain procedural safeguards relaxed in 1996 to
ensure that foreign-born parents are not summarily separated from their children, many
of whom may be U.S. citizens. Because it usually takes both children and parents to
create a family, my hope is that Congress will look just as favorably upon the seemingly
more complex, but actually less extraordinary, measures suggested in the Family
Reunification Act as it did with the Child Citizenship Act of 2000. My fear, however, is
that, despite its promised gains, embedded within the Child Citizenship Act of 2000 are
assumptions that will make passage of key parts of the Family Reunification Act difficult
if not impossible. One of these assumptions is that criminal adult legal permanent
residents (LPRs) are presumptively deportable unless they happen to be a citizen's
adopted child.
I.

INTRODUCTION: FAMILY REUNIFICATION, THE CCA AND THE FRA

On April 4, 2001, Cecilia Muñoz, Vice President of the National Council of La Raza, and
Karen Narasaki, President and Executive Director of the National Asian Pacific American
Legal Consortium (NAPALC), presented their respective constituencies' priority lists on
immigration and naturalization before the U.S. Senate Subcommittee on Immigration
and Claims. [FN1] While, not surprisingly, "INS reform" was specifically highlighted in
both women's remarks, [FN2] the idea of family reunification was also an *491 important
underlying issue. Ms. Muñoz talked about the need to allow Latina/o guestworkers and

farmworkers the ability to adjust their statuses to permanent residence, so that they
might be able to reunite with their families. [FN3] She also mentioned the disruption of
family lives wrought by the infamous 1996 immigration reform laws, leading to the
mandatory deportation of certain noncitizens. [FN4] Similarly, Ms. Narasaki lamented
the serious visa processing backlogs that are disrupting strong Asian family
relationships, which include the care of aging parents, child care by grandparents, and
the pooling of resources by siblings to start family businesses or to purchase homes.
[FN5]
Thus, it appears that in both the Latina/o- and Asian-American communities, keeping
families intact continues to be a high priority, and an issue that should have national and
natural appeal beyond these two groups. After all, family immigration is a cornerstone of
modern immigration law for which Congress has allotted at least 226,000 visas per year.
[FN6] As Professors Alex Aleinikoff, David Martin, and Hiroshi Motomura have noted,
"The dominant feature of current arrangements for permanent immigration to the United
States is family reunification." [FN7] Indeed, this emphasis on family unity has been a
staple of immigration law since the first comprehensive family-based set of preferences
were established in 1952. [FN8] Thus, it would seem that any federal bill that would
advocate family reunification would appear to at least have a fighting chance for
passage.
Indeed, the Child Citizenship Act of 2000 [FN9] (CCA), which conferred automatic
citizenship status upon certain foreign-born children [FN10] of United States citizen
parents, was brought before both Congressional chambers and signed by then President
Clinton in a little over a month's time; it became effective on February 27, 2001. The
CCA enjoyed broad bipartisan support chiefly because it helped bridge the still existing
psychological gap between adopted and biological children, at no apparent cost to the
government. In addition, by conferring United States citizenship upon a foreign-born
adopted child when she enters the United States in the legal custody of her parents,
Congress ensured that this legal permanent resident (LPR) turned citizen could never be
deported. [FN11] The law virtually guaranteed that the child would never be forced to
live outside the United States. [FN12] Thus, the CCA achieves two forms of family unity:
psychological, by equalizing the citizenship status of the biological and adopted child;
and physical, by removing the threat of deportation from the former LPR's life. [FN13]
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A second family unification bill followed the triumph of the CCA. On April 4, 2001,
Representative Barney Frank of Massachusetts introduced the Family Reunification Act
[FN14] (FRA), which was promptly referred to the House Committee on the Judiciary.
[FN15] In one sense, the bill looks at the flipside of the family relationship examined in
the CCA. [FN16] Instead of focusing on the noncitizen child, most of the FRA's provisions
hope to ensure that the noncitizen parent is not separated from her child, who may, in
many instances, be a United States citizen. [FN17]
Because it takes, in many cases, [FN18] both the parent and child to form a family
relationship, one might suspect that if Congress welcomed the idea of strengthening the
United States citizen parent-noncitizen child bond through the CCA, it might also
embrace the inverse by approving the FRA's provisions to reunite the noncitizen parent
and the United States *493 citizen child. After all, it should not matter whether the child
or the parent is the United States citizen if one of the underlying objectives of both the
CCA and the FRA is to keep families together.
The rest of this Essay will test that hypothesis. Part II will examine the CCA in more
depth, concluding that, despite its promise of permanently uniting citizen parents and
noncitizen children, it does not protect an important group of noncitizen children from
deportation: those who, as adults, have committed crimes. Part III will then apply the

CCA analysis to the pending FRA bill and will argue that, despite its stated goal of
reuniting families, the FRA bill faces a steep uphill battle because it aims to provide relief
to individuals who were specifically left out of the CCA: criminal adult noncitizens. Part
IV will attempt to explain the reasons for this apparent disconnect, relying on outsider
scholarship's emphasis on anti-subordination to unmask the biases inherent in the
passage of the CCA that might preclude broad support for the FRA bill. For instance,
empirical evidence suggests that the racial makeup of the United States citizen parentnoncitizen child would likely be white and nonwhite, respectively, while the racial
makeup of the noncitizen child-noncitizen parent would likely be monoracial, specifically
nonwhite and nonwhite. Also at play is class bias: most native born United States
residents are of higher socioeconomic standing than foreign born residents. These racial
and class biases might explain why many members of Congress who share the same
race and class as the United States citizen parents to be benefitted by the CCA, viewed
the bill favorably; however, these same biases may preclude them from passing the
FRA. This Part will also address possible responses to this Essay's arguments.
Finally, Part V will argue that, even if much of the FRA is rejected (which I do not think it
should be), at the very least, the "humanitarian waiver" provision should be approved by
Congress. Unlike the CCA, this provision does not provide a blanket citizenship remedy
for those aggrieved, but instead allows for the weighing of humanitarian concerns,
including family unity, against the noncitizen parent's deportability grounds. Much of
current immigration law allows for such waivers and Congress would go a long way
towards achieving parity by celebrating the parent-child bond, regardless of who is the
citizen and who is the parent.
II. THE CHILD CITIZENSHIP ACT OF 2000
On February 27, 2001, seventy to seventy-five thousand foreign-born adopted children
became automatic United States citizens thanks to the Child Citizenship Act of 2000.
[FN19] In an era when Congressional politics has been notoriously partisan, the CCA
enjoyed swift and easy passage. *494 Introduced in September 21, 1999 as the
"Adopted Orphans Citizenship Act," [FN20] it was later revised to cover certain foreignborn biological children as well, hence its ultimately more sweeping title. [FN21]
Following a single hearing held five months after its introduction, the bill was considered
and unanimously passed by both chambers of Congress; President Clinton signed the
Act into law on October 30, 2000. [FN22]
Two key provisions of the CCA are relevant to maintaining family unity--an "automatic
citizenship" provision and a "deportation relief" provision. First, the law automatically
confers United States citizenship upon biological and foreign-born children who are: (1)
under eighteen years old, (2) admitted to the United States as an LPR, and (3) in the
legal and physical custody of at least one U.S. citizen parent. [FN23] Second, it provides
instant relief from deportation and criminal prosecution for those LPR children who
innocently voted in an election. [FN24]
During the passage of the House Bill, the "automatic citizenship" provision was widely
praised by various representatives for essentially four reasons. First, it cut back on the
amount of paperwork United States citizen parents were required to deal with in order to
complete the two-step adoption and citizenship process. [FN25] Prior to the law, parents
had to first petition their foreign-born children to become LPRs and enter the United
States as immigrants. After their children entered the United States, the parents had to
file a second application for the naturalization of these LPR children, using virtually
identical paperwork. [FN26] The CCA makes these LPR children automatic citizens once
their adoptions are final, thus getting rid of that last step to citizenship. [FN27]

The second reason follows from the first: because one bureaucratic layer has been
eliminated, United States citizen parents now do not have to wait an interminably long
time for the INS to process these naturalization applications, some of which historically
took up to two years to complete. [FN28]
Third, the automatic citizenship provision bridges the gap between foreign-born
adoptees and their native-born biological siblings. [FN29] By eliminating the need for
their parents to file for naturalization, both foreign-born adoptees and their native-born
biological siblings enjoy the same rights of citizenship, acting to further blur distinctions
between adopted and biological children in the United States.
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Fourth, because foreign-born LPR children automatically become citizens upon
completion of their adoptions, they become immune from deportation. [FN30] Tragically,
adopted LPR children whose parents never filed for naturalization have been subject to
deportation, often for minor crimes, including petty drug offenses. [FN31] The automatic
citizenship provision acts as a preventative bar to future deportation for foreign-born
adoptees. To deport a person to another country to which she has no ties struck some of
the representatives as a disproportionately harsh punishment for relatively minor
crimes. [FN32]
Remarks directed to the "deportation relief" provision also stressed the importance of
ensuring that deportation was an appropriate sanction for certain conduct. While
fraudulently casting a vote in an election should be a deportable offense, exercising the
franchise on the mistaken assumption that one is a United States citizen should not, nor
should it be grounds for criminal prosecution or a bar to naturalization. [FN33] Related
to this notion is the argument that children should not be punished for their parents'
failure to file for naturalization, an idea that undergirds the "automatic citizenship"
provision as well. [FN34]
In sum, both the "automatic citizenship" and "deportation relief" provisions of the
CCA work toward keeping LPR children united with their United States citizen parents,
despite the citizen parents' failure to comply with the current law.
*496

As we shall see below, the proposed Family Reunification Act of 2001 also works towards
keeping families together, but primarily acts to provide relief to the noncitizen parent
rather than the noncitizen child, who is the CCA's focus.
III. THE PROPOSED FAMILY REUNIFICATION ACT OF 2001
The proposed FRA was introduced in the House of Representatives on April 4, 2001 and
was immediately referred to the House Committee on the Judiciary, which reported out
an amended version in July 2002. [FN35] The bill has two main components. First, it
seeks to restore discretion to the Attorney General by eliminating certain mandatory
rules. [FN36] Specifically, the bill restores discretion with respect to 1) cancelling the
removal of some LPRs with aggravated felony sentences of a few years, 2) release from
detention, 3) humanitarian concerns, including "assuring family unity," and 4)
eliminating the automatic bar for certain returning LPRs. [FN37] And second, the
proposed FRA relaxes certain mandatory time restrictions used against noncitizens by
modifying the "stop-time" rule in which service of a Notice to Appear curtails the time
that counts toward one's residency requirements. [FN38]
There are two important ways in which the arguments used to support the CCA, which
won wide bipartisan support, could be made for the FRA. First, like the CCA, the FRA
aims to ensure that deportation is an appropriate consequence of certain undesirable
conduct. Just as the CCA sought to prevent the deportation of innocent LPR voters, the

FRA reserves deportation for only the most serious offenders. As part of the 1996
amendments to the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA), the Anti-Terrorism and
Effective Death Penalty Act (AEDPA) and the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant
Responsibility Act (IIRAIRA) expanded the definition of crimes for which one might be
held deportable, including the list of potential "aggravated felonies." [FN39] More
pointedly, the *497 definition of "aggravated felony," which began as one paragraph in
1988, now contains twenty-one paragraphs with many subsections. [FN40] And, not
surprisingly, "aggravated felons" are not just the hardened criminals of the world, but
include many convicted of minor offenses. Consider the following story from Professor
Nancy Morawetz's recent piece:
Jose Velasquez, for example, was at a party when a friend approached him
looking to buy drugs. Velasquez told the person that he did not sell drugs, but he
identified someone else who might. He was arrested and later pled guilty to drug
conspiracy, even though he had no financial connection to the person that he had
suspected was selling drugs. The court imposed a fine and placed Velasquez on
probation. Velasquez's conviction is treated as an aggravated felony, and
Velasquez, who has lived in the United States for thirty-nine years as a legal
resident, now faces mandatory deportation. Similarly, a person with two drug
possession convictions may be treated as an aggravated felon even if the
convictions were misdemeanors under state law.
[FN41]
Just as it would be unfair to send adopted children who have grown up in the United
States to foreign lands, it would be just as unfair to deport Mr. Velasquez, who has lived
in the United States for an even longer period of time. To use Massachusetts
Representative Gejdenson's words in support of the CCA, such deportation would be
"needlessly cruel." [FN42]
Second, and more important, is the similarity in purpose between the CCA and proposed
FRA, which is to unify families, a touchstone of our immigration policy. [FN43] Indeed,
the CCA and the FRA are two sides of the same coin of family unity: the CCA focuses on
keeping the noncitizen child with the citizen parent, while the FRA aims to keep the
noncitizen parent with the, often citizen, child. [FN44] The FRA's proposed restoration of
*498 administrative discretion and the modification of mandatory provisions that
disproportionately disadvantage noncitizens operate in concert to keep the parent with
the child, just as the CCA works to keep the child with the parent.
As the next section suggests, however, the "family unity" theme that undergirds both
the CCA and the FRA collapses under the gaze of critical scrutiny, revealing race and
class bias that might make the FRA difficult to pass.
IV. UNMASKING THE CCA AND THE FRA
Taking a closer look at both the CCA and the FRA, it is highly unlikely that the FRA will
receive the same broad bipartisan support that the CCA did because the CCA leaves out
precisely the kind of person the FRA aims to protect-- criminal adult noncitizens. This
Essay demonstrates how certain persons left uncovered by the CCA will remind Congress
of those likely to be protected by the FRA and how race and class privilege operate to
support the analysis here.
A. The CCA Leaves Criminal Adult Noncitizens Deportable, Which Is Who the FRA
Aims to Benefit

While the CCA protects foreign-born adopted children under eighteen years of age by
granting them automatic citizenship, [FN45] it does nothing to protect those sons and
daughters of United States citizens who have already been convicted of minor offenses,
but have been subjected to deportation orders under the 1996 immigration reform bills.
Consider the following two stories of foreign-born adoptees who have been deported:
[FN46]
In one well-known case, John Gaul was adopted by a Florida family at the age of four.
Though born in Thailand, he speaks no Thai, has no Thai relatives, knows nothing of
Thai culture and had never been back to Thailand--until the US government deported
him last year as a criminal alien at the age of 25. The Gauls had obtained an American
birth certificate for John shortly after adopting him, and didn't realize until he applied for
a passport at age 17 that he had never been naturalized. They immediately filed the
papers, but due to INS delays his application wasn't processed before he *499 turned 18.
An immigration judge ruled that the agency had taken too long to process the
application, but that the 1996 law allowed him no discretion to halt the deportation.
In another recent instance, Joao Herbert, a 22-year-old Ohioan adopted as a young boy
from Brazil, was ordered deported because he had sold 7.5 ounces of marijuana while in
his teens. It was his first criminal offense, for which he was sentenced only to probation
and community treatment. But because he had never been naturalized, he was
considered an aggravated felon subject to deportation.
Herbert has been in detention for a year-and-a-half because the Brazilians consider his
adoption irrevocable and refuse to accept him. Were they to do so, it is unclear how he
would manage--he knows no one in his native country and no longer understands his
native tongue. [FN47]
Both of these stories come from the press release issued by Congressman Delahunt, a
key sponsor of the CCA. [FN48] The release also quotes the Congressman as saying, "No
one condones criminal acts, ... [b]ut the terrible price these young people and their
families have paid is out of all proportion to their misdeeds. Whatever they did, they
should be treated like any other American kid." [FN49] Interestingly, Delahunt's initial
bill would have applied to children over eighteen, but he could not get it approved by his
colleagues. [FN50]
*500

B. Race and Class Narratives Undergirding the CCA

Except for innocent non-citizen voters over eighteen, no other deportable foreign-born
adoptees are provided relief by the CCA. This fact does not bode well for the FRA, whose
provisions specifically contemplate providing relief to adult non-citizens convicted of
crimes including expanding the number of exceptions available to deportable adult
offspring not covered by the CCA. My sense is that societal race and class narratives
influenced Congress's CCA deliberations, privileging United States citizen parents in the
mixed-status family but not non-citizen adults, and therefore, not non-citizen
parents/adults in the FRA debate. More specifically, the "citizen householder family" is
more likely to be white and of a higher socioeconomic status than the "immigrant
householder family," thereby prompting legislators to view the CCA more favorably than
the FRA. In addition, race and class bias with respect to crime might explain the CCA
exception precluding criminal adult offspring from receiving automatic citizenship and
relief from deportation.
The key to the CCA was the notion that foreign-born adopted children should be granted
United States citizenship as efficiently as possible as a way to establish parity between

adopted and biological children and to eliminate the possibility of deportation in the
future. Most adults wanting to adopt in the United States are white, and most children
waiting to be adopted, both domestically and internationally, are nonwhite. [FN51] Thus,
many *501 adoptive American families are likely to be ones in which the parents are
white and the adopted children are nonwhite. Viewed from this perspective, it is easy to
see why the CCA was so positively received. Many of the white senators and
representatives [FN52] easily identified with the white United States citizen parents who
wanted to make sure their nonwhite adopted children were United States citizens.
While the ensuing law included a provision to ensure that biological foreign-born children
were treated in the same manner as adoptees, the CCA was originally named the
"Adopted Orphans Citizenship Act." Indeed, one of the major sponsors of the CCA,
Congressman Delahunt, adopted a child from Vietnam; [FN53] another, Representative,
Schakowsky, has two adopted relatives from Korea. [FN54] During the floor speeches,
references were made to these personal connections, surely making the identification
process even easier for the other colleagues in the room. [FN55]
In contrast to the adoptive citizen family experience, most immigrant families are
likely to have large, single-race homes, most of which are nonwhite. It is well-known
that family immigration from Asia and Latin America comprises the bulk of immigration
to the United States post-1965, [FN56] and that many Asian and Latino/a immigrants
have more children than native-born families (whether white or nonwhite). [FN57]
Furthermore, they usually do not have the financial wherewithal [FN58] or the cultural
affinity for non-relative adoptions (although relative adoptions are more common)
[FN59] that many native-born Americans do. [FN60]
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These facts suggest that the congresspersons probably have different narrative pictures
of the "citizen householder family" and the "immigrant householder family": a "citizen"
family is one headed by a middle-class, white United States citizen regardless of the
color of the children, while an "immigrant" family is one headed by a poor, brown or
yellow noncitizen, regardless of the color of the children. If this racial and class divide
along citizenship lines underscores the CCA narrative, it makes sense then that these
privileged lawmakers would be able to more easily identify with the United States citizen
parents rather than with the immigrants, and therefore be easily persuaded of the CCA's
merits.
A further, more subtle, stereotype also might be at work here. I suspect that we tend to
ascribe the parent's citizenship status to the child. After all, *503 the INS allows for
precisely that: a parent may confer citizenship status to a child, but not the other way
around. [FN61] Hence, the CCA is attractive because it reinforces that belief by making
it easier for citizen parents to confer their status upon their noncitizen children. Thus,
Congress may have viewed the collapsing together of LPR and citizenship status for
foreign-adoptees as noncontroversial because it appealed to their normative sense that
children should have the same citizen status as their parents, even though the bill
clearly showed that there were families for whom this was not true.
In addition, a race, gender, and class narrative may also explain the "criminal adult"
exception built into the CCA. To the extent that the experiences of John Gaul and Joao
Herbert, both male and both people of color, one Asian (Thai) and one Latino (Brazilian),
were both raised on the House floor as examples of children caught up in the 1996 Acts,
that may have unintentionally convinced many that the exception was well-founded.
Instead of engendering sympathy for these two men, Congressman Delahunt may have
inadvertently reinforced the stereotype that young, male, noncitizen people of color are
more likely to commit crime. [FN62] In some persons' minds, Herbert and Gaul, because

of their race, gender, class, and citizenship, might have crossed the line from child to
criminal. [FN63]
C. How Race and Class Bias Might Doom the FRA
Should Congress view the FRA through the same race- and class-tinted lenses as
described above, the bill will likely stand little chance of passing in its current form.
From this perspective, the immigrant householder who *504 might benefit from the FRA
will probably not be as sympathetic a figure as the citizen householder favored in the
CCA. It will be harder for a middle-class, white congressman to empathize with the
plight of a poor, nonwhite noncitizen than to understand the hardships faced by a
middle-class, white U.S. citizen parent.
Moreover, the CCA itself did not provide full relief to the citizen householder. As
mentioned earlier, the CCA does not cover foreign-born children, such as John Gaul and
Joao Herbert, who are older than eighteen years of age. If Congress was unwilling to
protect adult offspring of U.S. citizens from deportation, why should it view other adult
noncitizens more favorably, especially those of a different race and class?
D. The Truth About Immigrant Householder Families: Close to Ninety Percent of Them
Have Citizen Children
The racial and class divide that separates the "immigrant householder family" and the
"citizen householder family" may be overcome by two important facts. First, nearly one
out of ten families with children in the United States is a mixed-immigration status
family: that is, at least one of the parents is a noncitizen and at least one of the children
is a citizen. [FN64] This suggests that, contrary to what some may surmise, many
parents and children do not share the same immigration status. Indeed, if the CCA was
meant to address the citizenship divide between U.S. citizen parents and their noncitizen
children, then it makes sense that there would be families that fall into the other mixedstatus category of U.S. citizen child and noncitizen parent.
Second, and more importantly, eighty-nine percent of children in mixed-status families
are citizens. [FN65] This fact suggests that family unification among "immigrant
householder families"--those who would benefit from the FRA--is just as important as
among "citizen householder families"--those who will benefit from the CCA. Put
differently, if family unification is an important immigration policy, then both adults and
children who are U.S. citizens should benefit. The CCA was successful because
legislators could identify with the U.S. citizen parents who wanted to keep *505 their
children from being deported. [FN66] The FRA's proponents stand a chance if they can
persuade Congress that the beneficiaries of the bill will not be the noncitizen parents,
but their citizen children.
E. Some Objections and Responses
Even if Congress were to shift its focus from the noncitizen parent to the citizen child in
considering the FRA, one might argue that Congress's desire to be tough on crime
precluded it from giving citizen parents an unqualified right in the CCA to be united with
their foreign-born adoptees. After all, the citizen parents of John Gaul and Joao Herbert
saw their sons deported when it appeared that Congress would not go forward on
Representative Delahunt's original suggestion that the bill apply to all offspring, even
those eighteen and older. [FN67] In addition, the whole idea of race and class being an
underlying reason for the exception is overwrought, one might contend. The real divide
is between child and adult--adults deserve less protection than children, regardless of
their race or class, and both Gaul and Herbert were adults. [FN68]

There are at least four responses to this. The first is an appeal to family unity, which
underlies both the CCA and the FRA. While it certainly would have been better for the
Gaul and Herbert families not to see their sons deported, both offspring were young
adults at the time of their deportation and apparently are coping well in their new
environments. [FN69] Many citizen children adversely affected by a parent's deportation
are likely to be younger: a comparison of age groups between native- and foreign-born
Americans shows that a greater percentage of native-born persons are ages eighteen
and younger, "because most of the children of foreign-born parents are natives." [FN70]
Given their youth and the relative poverty of their families, the deportation of citizen
children's noncitizen parents would have a greater emotional and socioeconomic impact
on them than on adults like Gaul and Herbert. [FN71]
The second argument focuses on punishment proportionality. While the CCA did not
compromise Congress's "tough on crime" stance by excluding adults from automatic
citizenship, it simultaneously created a loophole by *506 removing a second deterrent
and punishment, that of deportation. In passing the CCA, legislators expressed the belief
that deportation should not be visited upon persons convicted of minor crimes who have
already been punished for the misdeed. [FN72] However, under the Act, a U.S. citizen
parent can rest assured that her legally adopted LPR child will not be deported even if
she commits murder because that child will be a citizen.
In contrast, the FRA creates no such loophole, but rather restores the concept of
punishment proportionality and fundamental fairness. For example, should the FRA fail,
a longtime resident of the United States may be removable upon return from a brief visit
abroad if the INS finds out about a minor crime committed many years ago. It does not
matter whether the LPR is a productive member of society or that his children are U.S.
citizens. The tragedy is that unlike my hypothetical new citizen child murderer, the
foregoing deportation scenario is what befell Jesus Collado. [FN73]
The third reason speaks to both family unity and punishment proportionality. Unlike the
CCA, the FRA does not provide automatic relief from deportation for the noncitizen. At
best, it provides the Attorney General the opportunity to provide relief from deportation
should the individual case so warrant. [FN74] The noncitizen in such instances is still
presumptively deportable, unless exceptional circumstances suggest otherwise. This
flexibility allows the decisionmaker to consider the very issues of family unity and
punishment proportionality that made the CCA so appealing. For instance, from a
proportionality standpoint, one might contend that Mr. Vasquez's tenuously drug-related
conduct described earlier [FN75] may have been as innocent as the voting conduct
subject to the blanket exception created by the CCA.
Finally, the fourth argument addresses the race and class issue. Although it is true that
immigration politics, race and class are theoretically distinct issues, much has been
written about their intersection. [FN76] I do not suggest *507 here that race and class
were definitely issues, but they may have been, both in the decisions to pass the CCA
and yet exempt offspring ages eighteen and older. My desire, therefore, is that when
Congress more fully examines the FRA that it take into account any underlying biases
our society may have about race and class by seeing how these may have played a role
in the CCA's passage. If the child/adult divide was truly the issue, and not race and
class, then I would hope that when Congress examines the FRA, it considers whether
family unity and punishment proportionality are concepts that apply to all races and
classes, not just those of privileged few. As a thought experiment, it would be useful to
imagine a Congressional hearing or floor speech in which the stories about the
aggravated felons who might benefit from the FRA include a white, upper-middle class,
LPR banker from Ireland convicted of an aggravated DUI [FN77] or for being a drug coconspirator simply for pointing out a drug dealer at a party (not unlike Mr. Velasquez's

situation [FN78] ). Our banker friend has lived in the U.S. for over thirty years and has
three young children, all of whom are U.S. citizens by birth. None of the children has
ever visited Ireland. His Irish wife has stayed at home to care for their children all this
time, and does not have a paying job herself. I suspect that at least some of the
legislators might be able to better relate to that story than to the Herbert or Gaul
narratives, if only because they might be able to identify with the Irish man, much like
Representatives Delahunt and Schakowsky could share their personal adoption
experiences with their colleagues. [FN79]
V. CONCLUSION: SALVAGING THE FRA BY KEEPING THE HUMANITARIAN WAIVER
Like the CCA, the FRA goes a long way toward promoting family unity, an important
immigration policy objective. While I would prefer that the FRA be passed in its entirety,
[FN80] I would urge that at the very least, Congress adopt the "humanitarian waiver"
provision, which allows the Attorney General's designate, the immigration judge, to
balance "family unity" against the noncitizen's offense. [FN81] Like the CCA, it is an
efficient, *508 insignificant departure from current practice, given that such waivers are
common throughout the Immigration and Nationality Act (INA), especially in the case
where removal would adversely affect either a citizen spouse or child. [FN82] Second, it
captures nicely the themes of "family unity" and "punishment proportionality" without
making either one a trump, since it allows the immigration judge to exercise her
discretion on a case-by-case basis. Third, and finally, unlike the CCA, it is not a
permanent remedy, in that the waiver does not bestow automatic immunity from
deportation through the grant of citizenship. Rather, it simply allows the noncitizen to
continue to reside in the United States if the family unification reasons are particularly
compelling.
I now return to the beginning. Both LaRaza and NAPALC believe strongly in family unity,
and, indeed, our immigration policy embraces it. Latinas/os of different ethnicities and
backgrounds must unite collectively and join together with other like-minded groups of
all stripes and persuasions (e.g., child advocates, immigrant support groups, family
advocates) to find ways to support bills such as the FRA which ultimately benefit all
families. Aside from supporting national organizations such as *509 LaRaza, interested
Latinas/os should participate in their own state [FN83] and local organizations to spread
the word. Organizing around a theme of family unity and being able to counteract
possible biases inherent in even the most benign of laws such as the CCA, should go a
long way towards protecting the rights not just of U.S. citizen parents, but of often
neglected citizen children as well.
As a U.S. citizen parent of an adopted child from the Philippines, I am thrilled that my
son, Ryan, is now a U.S. citizen because of the Child Citizenship Act. But I am also a
Filipino immigrant who came to the United States as an adult, and I can therefore relate
to the beneficiaries of the proposed Family Reunification Act of 2001. My hope is that
Congress will see its way clear to recognizing that family unity should apply to both
citizen and immigrant "householder families" because in the end, U.S. citizens, children
as well as adults, benefit from the preservation of this core immigration principle.
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