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Argumentative essay: Sanctuary cities
Immigration is one of the most controversial topics in America today and the debate on sanctuary cities exacerbate discussion on the topic. Some liberal states and counties provide safe havens for undocumented immigrants and have become sanctuary cities for the undocumented immigrants. The illegal immigrants in these cities enjoy immense benefits including welfare benefits, which often contradict the federal government’s policies. These sanctuary cities realize that immigrants form a core block of the American population due to their contribution to the nation’s economy.  Moreover, America prides itself as a nation of immigrants and should at the forefront in providing an equal opportunity for people from all over the world to prosper as long as they abide by the law (Stubblefield 2015, 541). However, the opponents of sanctuary cities primarily base their arguments on the powers of the federal government agencies and argue that illegal immigrants pose a security challenge to the citizens. However, the benefits of having sanctuary cities that provide a safe haven for undocumented immigrants outweigh the risks they cause to the American public. Sanctuary cities have a firm grounding in the American Constitution and do not only help to improve cooperation with law enforcement to combat crime, but also uplift the living standards of illegal immigrants. 
A major argument in favor of sanctuary cities is their legal standing that is protected by the Constitution. The 10th Amendment provides the legal power for individual states to make their own laws on issues such as immigration (Stubblefield 2015, 542). Arguably, the separation of powers between the federal and state government is critical to ensure transparency and autonomy in governance matters in the nation. Consequently, sanctuary states protect immigrants from punitive laws by the federal government that would expose them to danger and harm including deportation to their own nation which might be going through turbulent times. Arguably, a significant number of immigrants come to the United States in search of better opportunities to uplift their living while some come to escape from the tribulations in their home nations (Brady 2017, 22). However, punitive immigration policies by the federal government that do not scrutinize their reason for coming to the nation and their productive contribution to the nation would see them get deported at the slightest instance. Consequently, sanctuary states provide undocumented immigrants with a chance to uplift their lives as they wait to affirm their legal status. 


The framers of the constitution had valid reasons to create a separation of powers between the federal and state governments. Indeed, a federal government policy on immigration and handling crime issues might not auger well with all the states in the nation. States that border other nations and the historical factors of a state might shape how each formulates its policies towards undocumented immigrants. The Courts affirmed the legality of this separation of powers by overturning the President’s decision to try and withhold funds from the sanctuary states (Thanawala 2018, 1). The ruling also affirmed the legal capacity of each state to formulate policies that promote its wellbeing. For instance, if a state has a high influx of immigrants, irrespective of their status they are likely to enjoy the benefits of a cheaper supply of labor. Immigrants also bring in new capital and could be responsible for innovations that will advance the state’s economy. Supporters of the ruling hailed it as an affirmation of the protection provided by the 10th Amendment, which gives every state or country the mandate to pursue its course on how to handle both the documented and undocumented immigrants.  

Moreover, in sanctuary cities, the undocumented immigrants are more likely to cooperate with law enforcement authorities due to the reduced fear of facing deportation (Wong 2017, 1). Arguably, law enforcement requires a multifaceted approach that involves all the stakeholders. Winning the trust of undocumented immigrants and the public as whole should be a top priority for officials in law enforcement and crime prevention. All the members of the public should be at liberty to report all nature of crimes to the authorities without a fear of backlash and reprisals. A good relationship between the immigrants and the law enforcement officers would help to reduce crime rates in the sanctuary cities because the former would feel safe to report what is going on in their communities.
 The current situation whereby up to 70% of undocumented immigrants are unwilling to report crime when they fall victim exemplifies a dire relationship between the police and law enforcement officers in states and counties where the undocumented are not protected (Wong 2017, 1). A high proportion of Latinos, about 40%, are also unlikely to voluntarily offer information that might lead to apprehension of criminals within their midst die to fear of divulging their immigration status that could lead to their deportation. The delicate state of the situation calls for a new approach to tackling crime, which the sanctuary cities are offering by providing protection for undocumented immigrants to increase cooperation with law enforcement.  

Likewise, sanctuary cities are critical to protect the human rights of immigrants against unjustified abuse by the federal government. Arguably, all immigrants, regardless of their status in America deserve protection of their human rights. Moreover, a significant number of immigrants who have lived in the nation from childhood and have not engaged in criminal activities deserve to get the right treatment by the government. Likewise, innocent children who are not responsible for their status in America deserve protection by the federal government rather than being subjected to cruelty due to strict federal laws that do not observe individual human rights (Stubblefield 2015, 543). Some of the federal government’s policies that could compromise the rights of children include separating infants from their parents or subjecting them to inhumane living conditions. Instead of following the same policies by the federal government, sanctuary cities formulate their own policies for providing livelihood and protecting the vulnerable immigrants.


For instance, in California, there are more than 1 million illegal immigrants who have successfully gotten special driving licenses for use within the sanctuary state. The Assembly Bill 60, in California came into place in January 2015 and the requirements for getting a driver’s license include the applicant to prove their identity, residency in California before undergoing the driving test (Colbern & Ramakrishnan 2018, 355). Such a policy contradicts the federal government’s policy, which would ensure that the applicant’s prove their nationality using the right documentation before undertaking the driving test. In California the improved policy for offering valid driving licenses to undocumented immigrants would not only help to improve safety on the roads but also provide them with the necessary certification to seek employment. 
Additionally, the law in California has helped to reduce the motivation for unlicensed immigrants to flee from accident scenes due to fear of deportation. Meanwhile, Los Angeles County has a policy for providing illegal immigrants with welfare funds to help uplift their living. The county paid out approximately $1.3 billion to undocumented immigrant families between 2015 and 2016, showing the state’s resolve to shift from the federal government’s policy (Richards 2017, 1). These progressive policies in California and other progressive sanctuary cities help to uplift the living standards of both legal and illegal immigrants for them to become more productive members of the society.  

However, opponents of sanctuary cities claim that they harbor criminals and thereby raise the crime rate in the country. The example of Lopez-Sanchez, an undocumented immigrant who had previous felony convictions in the U. S leading to his deportation on numerous occasions only to sneak back into the nation on five occasions stands out in this aspect. Lopez-Sanchez later faced the “charge of murdering Katie Steinle in San Francisco” (Stubblefield 2015, 541). Opponents of sanctuary cities blame the flawed policy adopted by cities because they defied the federal government’s requests through the Immigration and Customs Enforcement to detain him and potentially save the life of his victim. Additionally, opponents of sanctuary cities argue that undocumented immigrants who are released from custody in America get their way into the sanctuary cities. 
However, supporters of sanctuary cities contend that the isolated cases such as that of Lopez-Sanchez should not negate what the sanctuary cities are doing. Arguably, it is not only undocumented immigrants that commit crime but the entire justice system needs a complete overhaul to ensure that former convicts do not pose harm when they are released back to the society. In addition, the incentive for reporting crimes without the fear of reprisals from immigration officials helps to control crime prevalence in the sanctuary cities inhabited by illegal immigrants. By 2017, there were “on average, 35.5 fewer crimes committed per 10,000 people in sanctuary counties compared to nonsanctuary counties” (Wong 2017, 1). The promising trend disapproves the claim that sanctuary counties provide a safe haven for criminals and that illegal immigrants are the biggest security threat to America. Arguably, to deal with the issue of crime, law enforcement need to collaborate with the criminal justice system to study crime trends and use an evidence based approach to make decisions on deportation of illegal immigrants. However, bundling up immigrants as a security threat and deporting them would not solve the problem that has serious socio-economic and psychological foundations. 
Another opposition to sanctuary cities is that they hinder local police from doing their work effectively due to the bottlenecks and bureaucracy created by the concerned authorities. Since sanctuary cities do not recognize illegal entry into the United States as a crime, local law officers cannot apprehend and question the illegal immigrants about how they came to America (Stubblefield 2015, 544). Instead, local police can only take action when the suspect gets involved in more criminal activities to apprehend and interrogate them. Opponents of sanctuary cities claim that this type of scenario hinders them from tackling crime in the sanctuary states as it gives the illegal immigrants more time to live in the United States and commit incessant crimes. However, this argument on sanctuary states preventing local police from enforcing the law is weak because it makes the wrong assumption that all undocumented immigrants are criminals. 
Arguably, a high percentage of immigrants who come to America do so in search for more opportunities and they live within the law. Although the local officers must do their job by apprehending and questioning all suspects, stereotyping all immigrants as potential criminals does not help to combat crime (Thanawala 2018, 1). More importantly, the local police officers in sanctuary states are at liberty to arrest any immigrant, documented or otherwise when they commit a crime.  Supporters of sanctuary cities hold that the same law should apply when dealing with native citizens who break the law. For this reason, sanctuary states do not hinder local police from doing their work but instead promote the individual rights of freedom of movement as envisioned in the Constitution. 
Opponents of sanctuary cities also claim that sanctuary states abuse federal laws that bind both state and local state governments. The most prominent of this is Section 1373 of Chapter 8 of the US Code, which bars any state or local government from passing pieces of legislation that hinders government employees from sharing “information pertaining to the immigration status of an individual” with federal authorities (Brady 2017, 35). Sanctuary cities including San Francisco and California have since passed polices that shape how they share information with the federal authorities. For this reason, critics of the sanctuary cities contend that they are in violation of the law and should be stopped from defying the federal government on critical policies regarding the status of immigrants. 
A major issue of contention on sharing information between the sanctuary states and the federal agencies is the information on the release dates of immigrants who are in their custody. Sanctuary cities often hold that sharing information on the release date of detainees and their immigration status should be handled differently. In San Francisco, the city provides immigration-status information to the federal government when the federal agencies request for it (Lind 2018, 1). However, the sanctuary city just like California does not provide federal agents with notifications on the scheduled release dates of immigrants as that would contradict their right to privacy. Additionally, San Francisco does not comply with retrogressive orders from the federal governments such as keeping inmates in custody beyond their release date to give ample time for immigration officials to arrest them. 
Likewise, California has implemented state laws that contradict Section 1373 of Chapter 8 of the US Code on restricting information sharing with the federal government on immigrants. Notably, opponents of sanctuary cities criticize California’s SB 54, which prevents prison officers from divulging information regarding the release date of immigrants to ICE officials unless the agents have a signed warrant from the courts (Lind 2018, 1). However, the U.S constitution provides for a system of separation of power which individual states can use at liberty to formulate polices that match their priorities on immigration. The separation of powers gives states the constitutional right to comply with the federal government’s policies on immigration or formulate their own legislation to guide how they handle illegal immigrants and how they cooperate with the federal government.
 Meanwhile, opponents of sanctuary cities have previously made arguments about the Department of Justice (DOJ) provision for recipients of federal grants to certify their compliance with all federal laws. As such, sanctuary cities should cooperate with the Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) by providing information about illegal immigrants to continue to get funding from the federal government coffers. However, in 2018 the U.S. Court of Appeals for the 9th Circuit, stopped the current administration from defunding San Francisco and Santa Clara County on grounds of failing to comply with federal law (Thanawala 2018, 1). The counties had filed a case against the President’s Executive order Executive Order 13768, titled “Enhancing Public Safety in the Interior of the United States” defunding them for failing to follow the directive on illegal immigrants (Thanawala 2018, 1). 
In conclusion, the recent decisions by the Courts to uphold funding to sanctuary cities justifies their existence and their actions within the provisions of the Constitution. Arguably, states should have the right to formulate their own policies on immigration instead of adhering to subjective federal policies that are hurting a significant proportion of the American population. Additionally, states should be free to form sanctuaries for immigrants for them to be free from inhumane policies such as those that promote separation of children form their parents.  Moreover, the declining crime rates in sanctuary cities underscore the importance of enhanced cooperation between law enforcement and immigrants in tackling crime in the American society. Sanctuary cities have stronger communities where immigrants, who are a useful economic resource to America do not feel victimized or stereotyped without adequate evidence. Finally, as the nation tries to implement an all-inclusive immigration policy, it would be prudent for the federal government to stop fighting sanctuary states in the Courts but instead seek more collaboration with them for a more prosperous America. 
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