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Abstract

This paper attempts to merge literatures on the determinants of state immigrant policies and the policy process to begin to uncover the mechanisms that lead states to adopt certain types of policies.  I quantify and test the political power dimension of Schneider and Ingram’s (1993, 1997) framework on the intersection of political power and social construction.  La Raza interest group power, latent electoral power, and co-ethnic legislative representation are quantified as dimensions of immigrant political incorporation.  The findings suggest that the three dimensions influence state immigrant policies to different extents and in different ways.  Latent electoral power has the most direct effect on state policies.  La Raza interest groups may indirectly affect state policies through efforts to register immigrants to vote.  Co-ethnic legislators may not represent the interests of Latinos and Asians to the extent that those interests relate to immigration.  The lack of a significant and generalizable IPI pattern for all states suggests that the political power dimension of Schneider and Ingram’s framework needs to be interacted with the social construction dimension to offer explanatory power for state policies. 

Introduction
U.S. state-level policies related to immigrants provide a unique opportunity to examine mechanisms that lead states to adopt certain policies when constituencies lack direct descriptive representation and when policymakers are constrained by federal law.  State policymakers do not regulate the border or immigrant inflows (“immigration policies”), but do create policy that determines how residing immigrants are treated within a state (“immigrant policies”) (Monogan 2013).  State immigrant policies have become increasingly salient in recent years with types and volume of policies varying by state.  Figure 1 illustrates the general trend from 2005 to 2012.  Here, total enacted bills and resolutions related to immigrants dramatically increased from 2005 to 2010 and slightly decreased from 2010 to 2012 (National Conference of State Legislatures).   

The rise in state activity has been attributed to lack of comprehensive federal immigration reform.  The 2005 REAL ID Act, which enhanced immigration enforcement and created state requirements for driver’s licenses and other forms of identification, was the only immigration related policy passed during the Bush II Administration.  From 2005 to 2011, states have developed their own approaches and solutions to address public concerns with immigration.  (Boushey and Luedtke 2011; National Conference of State Legislatures 2008). 
Figure 1.
State Measures from 2005 to 2012
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Source: National Conference of State Legislatures. 

Some states have policies that aim to incorporate immigrants, while other states have policies that aim to exclude immigrants.  Some examples of policies that aim to incorporate immigrants are policies that extend welfare state benefits to immigrants who have been in the U.S. for less than five years and policies that facilitate job training for immigrants.  Policies that limit recently arrived immigrant access to welfare state benefits and enhance the enforcement of immigration laws are examples of state policies that aim to exclude immigrant access to state services (Boushey and Luedtke 2011).
Determinants that have been found to affect state immigrant laws include immigrant concentration, immigrant inflow, Latino concentration, racial diversity, presence of policy entrepreneurs, Republicans dominated legislature, legislative professionalism, state wealth, and existence of term limits (Allport 1954; Key 1949; Blumer 1958; Graefe, Jong, Hall, Sturgeon, Van Eerden 2009; Boushey and Luedtke 2011; Portes and Rumbaut 2014; Zimmerman and Tumlin 1999; Hero 2003; Fox 2004; Ramakrishnan and Wong 2010; Ramakrishnan and Gulasekaram 2014; Jacobson and Durden forthcoming; Monogan 2013; Zingher 2014).  Although there are mechanisms embedded in each of these determinants, usage of the policy process literature allows us to highlight the policy processes that lead policymakers to adopt certain policies.  

At the same time, the study of state immigrant laws also provides an opportunity to merge and address shortcomings in literatures on state immigrant policies, the policy process, and immigrant political incorporation.  Focusing on a policy process framework that emphasizes the intersection between political power and social construction to predict policy designs, I use state immigrant laws as a case to address the following question: Does immigrant political power have a relationship with the types state immigrant policies that are passed?

Literature Review

Scholars of policy process have emphasized multiple streams, advocacy coalitions, policy diffusion, punctuated equilibrium, and the intersection of political power and social construction (Dye 1992; Nowlin 200).  Although all frameworks offer explanatory power, a focus on political power and social construction offers an opportunity to study the recent rise in state immigrant policies and merge literatures on the policy process and immigrant political incorporation.
Political Power and Social Construction 

Schneider and Ingram (1993, 1997) propose a causal model for the adoption of policies.  The authors create a typology that intersects social construction with political power to create four types of target populations: advantaged, contenders, dependents, and deviants.  Different policies are then conferred upon each population. 

Figure 2. 
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Figure 2 above illustrates the authors’ typology.  Political power is defined in terms of lobbying power, mobilization, and political participation.  In general, social construction is defined as the solidification of how a group is conceived.  (Shibutani and Kwan 1965).  In Schneider and Ingram’s framework, social constructions refer to the perceived shared characteristics of a group and the ascription of symbols, images, stereotypes, and characteristics of that group.  The social construction of groups fall into two categories of positive, or “deserving,” and negative, or “undeserving.”
Since policymakers need to justify their decisions to the public, policymakers have an incentive to create policies that are congruent with the intersection of the political power and social construction of target populations.   The advantaged group is awarded tangible benefits, such as subsidies for corporations, due to their strong political power and “deserving” construction.  Contenders are politically powerful, but constructed as “undeserving,” so do not receive policy benefits like the advantaged.  Dependents are politically weak and constructed as “deserving.”  This group benefits from symbolic policies, but are not afforded actual resources.  Deviants rarely benefit from policy due to their lack of political power and negative social construction. 

Schneider and Ingram note that these categories are not immutable.  Instead, the categories are flexible and can change over time and context because political power and social construction are not stagnant.  As groups become more mobilized and politically incorporated, their political power grows.  Social construction of groups varies over time depending on external circumstances and actors participating in the construction.  Circumstances such as an economic recession or an external threat can increase the salience and crystallize the construction of some groups.  Actors who promote constructions include public officials, the media, and the groups themselves.  These constructions are also not well defined and are the subject of contention.  The authors also note that the policy process is cyclical with target groups continuously being created and recreated.  

The authors propose, but do not empirically test the placement of all actors in their framework.  Some groups may not fall into the categories that they are placed in figure 2.  For example, minorities may not always have high levels of political power and negative social constructions.  Similarly, the authors do not address the possibility that political power of one group may be countered by power of another group.  

Although Schneider and Ingram’s framework mainly focuses on national policy, the framework also offers explanatory power for lower levels of policymaking, such as actions by neighborhood organizations.  The framework here predicts that deviants will be punished by neighborhood organizations.  However, in a case study of Sandtown-Winchester, a neighborhood in Baltimore, Camou (2005) finds that neighborhood organizations attempt to resocialize individuals in deviant target populations who lack “correct” norms and values.  This suggests that lower levels of policymaking may not correspond with Schneider and Ingram’s framework completely. 
Since the creation of Schneider and Ingram’s framework, scholars have emphasized that social constructions change over time; are path dependent; emerge from issue specific contexts and events; intersect with race, ethnicity, and class; occur at both national and local levels; are created and sustained by policy itself, the media, and court; and are necessary, but insufficient conditions for the creation of policies (Jensen 2005; Bensonsmith 2005; Sidney 2005; Camou 2005; Dialo 2005; Nicholson-Crotty and Meier 2005).  
Efforts have also been made to quantify social construction and test the relationship between social construction and the effects of policy.  Nicholson-Crotty and Nicholson-Crotty (2004) use a principal components analysis to capture social construction of criminals as a latent construct.  Social construction of criminals is found to be a predictor of spending on inmate health in 1992.  The authors operationalize social construction of criminals with “a dummy indicating whether a state permanently disenfranchises felons, a measure of black representation in the state legislature relative to the black population in a state, a punitiveness measure comprised of the residuals from an equation regressing incarceration rate on both the crime rate and law enforcement expenditures within a state, and the minimum guaranteed benefit set by the state legislature for a family of three enrolled in the Aid to Families with Dependent Children program” (249).  
Similarly, Schneider (2006) uses three public opinion questions to measure the social construction of criminals from 1960 to 2002.  Questions include “support for the death penalty, perception that the courts “around here” are not harsh enough on criminals, and the proportion of respondents who named “crime” as the “most important problem” on the Gallup open-ended question” (460).  Using incarceration rates as the dependent variable and time series analyses, Schneider does not find a relationship between social construction of criminals and incarceration rates in the expected direction.
Although the literature focuses on social construction to explain why certain policies are adopted, the political power dimension of the framework remains untested.  The scholarship takes political power of different groups as a given without fully defining political power.  Similar to hypotheses proposed by Nicholson-Crotty and Nicholson-Crotty (2004) and Schneider (2006) the social construction, political power, and policy design framework predicts a positive relationship between political power and policy.  This paper aims to test this dimension of the framework using immigrant political incorporation as a proxy for immigrant political power.

Immigrant political incorporation 
Political incorporation is defined as “having the capacity for sustained claims making about the allocation of symbolic or material public goods” whether that be through policy or other means (Hochschild, Chattopadhyay, Gay, and Jones-Correa 2013, 16).  IPI deals with the operation of “political institutions and their relationships to social institutions such as interest groups, civic organizations, and religious institutions” (Ramakrishnan 2013, 28).  For immigrants, interaction with political institutions depends on factors such as a legally defined immigration status, fluency in English, understanding how to politically participate, political socialization in his/her country of origin, transnational ties, and perceptions of inclusion.

Similar to minority political incorporation, IPI includes ethnic mobilization for descriptive representation (Browning, Marshall, and Tabb 1984; DeSipio 2011). Electoral politics is one pathway for IPI that takes place through voting; descriptive representation, or includes co-ethnic representation; and non-descriptive representation where substantive interests are represented.  For descriptive representation, policy is a product of group consciousness in which elected co-ethnics advocate for the same interests as their co-ethnics.  At the same time, IPI has multiple pathways for incorporation. 

Other pathways for IPI include involvement in voluntary associations such as unions, religious institutions, ethnic and community organizations; procedural incorporation through bureaucratic incorporation and lobbying; and engaging in civic activity such as social movements and mass protests.  These pathways are not mutually exclusive as some skills may transfer from one pathway to another.  For example, engagement in local organizations and civic activity can lead to electoral incorporation through descriptive representation.  Although IPI suggests a normative portrayal of incorporation as good, the process can also take place in pathways such as crime, violence, and gangs in patterns of downward assimilation (Portes and Zhou 1993; Jones-Correa 2013). 

IPI also varies over space and time and is shaped by context of reception.  Initial conditions and social contexts of reception affect likelihood of coalition building.  Initial conditions include the growth rate and size of the immigrant population, while social contexts include salience of white racial identity, perceptions of economic competition, and existing housing segregation (Segura 2013; McDermontt 2013).  In an ethnographic study of Greensville, South Carolina, McDermott (2013) describes the emergence of Hispanic mobilization and coalitions in reaction to rapid increase in the area’s Hispanic population. 

The IPI pathway that has the greatest effect on policy is, arguably, electoral incorporation.  Dimensions of IPI that can affect state and federal policy include citizenship, voting participation, and civic involvement (Morawska 2013).  Scholars have emphasized both positive and negative feedback between policies and IPI (Bloemraad 2013; Mollenkopf 2013; Lieberman 2013).  Dimensions of IPI such as voting, political participation, interest organization, and social mobilization depend on the structure of political institutions.  For example, actors in political institutions develop policy to determine levels of public assistance to fund nonprofit immigrant service providers.  These providers engage in language training and legal assistance, which, in turn affects fluency in English and naturalization rates.  Symbolic policies can also create norms of who belongs and is a valued member of society.  Immigrant mobilization can also create counter-mobilization of groups that support anti-immigrant policies.

Recent IPI scholarship aims to define and identify determinants of IPI, but does not operationalize and test the implications of IPI.  This paper aims to extend the literature and test the relationship between IPI and state immigrant policies.  Building upon the IPI literature, interest groups, naturalization rates, and co-ethnic legislative representation are dimensions of IPI that lend themselves to quantitative operationalization and empirical testing. 
In general, immigrants are less likely to have individual and institutional resources for political engagement (DeSipio 2011).  The National Council of La Raza (NCLR) is an example of an institutional resource.  The NCLR is the largest national Latino organization that works to advance Latino interests at the local level and represents Latino interests in immigration, civil rights, education, employment, and health.  The NCLR aims to register eligible Latinos to vote and provides Latino immigrant with accurate information regarding immigration policy such as DACA eligibility and protection from deportation for undocumented immigrants.  NCLR regional networks are active in urging members of state legislatures to pass legislation consistent with Latino interests.  Since the passage of the 1996 Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA), the NCLR has become more involved in state activity.  NCLR played an active role in countering the creation of Arizona’s SB1070.  After the law was passed, NCLR, along with United States Chamber of Commerce, Los Abogados Hispanic Bar Association, and the Hispanic National Bar Association, submitted an amicus brief asking the federal court to halt implementation of the law (NCLR Annual Report 2010).  

Naturalization serves as another dimension of IPI and provides immigrants with the potential for electoral participation. Electoral participation is the one of the main reasons why immigrants naturalize.  Due, in part, to the party’s stance on immigration, both Latinos and Asians are reliably Democratic.  According to national exit poll data, majority of Latinos and Asians have voted for the Democratic Party from 2000 to 2008.  However, not all naturalized immigrants do vote and voting rates are lower for naturalized citizens than native born (DeSipio 2011).  Therefore, naturalization rates serve as a measure of latent electoral political power for immigrants.  Due to the large number of Latino and Asian immigrants, the two groups also share common interests in immigration and immigrant incorporation (DeSipio 2011).  Although this may not be the most salient issue for all Latinos and Asians, it is a potential issue that the two groups can mobilize around.  Therefore, Latino and Asian populations eligible to vote can also represent latent electoral political power for immigrants.  These populations include native born Latinos and Asians over 18 and naturalized Latinos and Asians over 18.  

Similarly, co-ethnic state legislators should share and advocate for those interests. Some have argued that descriptive bureaucratic representation is more influential than descriptive political representation for outcomes.  For example, Meier and O’Toole (2006) find that Latino teachers have more influence than Latino school board members on Latino student performance.  Student performance included nine indicators such as passing AP classes, SAT scores, and ACT scores. However, this paper aims to test the relationship between co-ethnic legislative representation and policy design. The mechanism between legislative representation and policy design are direct, while the relationship between legislative representation and the implications of policies flows through the bureaucracy and is indirect. 
Hypotheses

Hypothesis 1: Immigrant political incorporation hypothesis. Work has assumed that relatively positive social constructions lead to better policy outcomes for the group and vice versa. Similarly, higher levels of immigrant political power should be related to more immigrant friendly policies. There is a positive relationship between immigrant political incorporation and types of policies passed. 
Hypothesis 2: Dimensions of immigrant incorporation hypothesis.  Since some dimensions of IPI have a more direct relationship with policy, some dimensions of IPI will have stronger relationship with the type of policies passed. 
Method and Data
This paper uses ordinary least squares (OLS) regressions to test the relationship between dimensions of IPI and state immigrant policies from 2005 to 2011. These years are selected due to the rise in state activity from 2005 and data availability.  The unit of analysis is states.  F-tests will be used to test for joint significance of IPI variables. This will test whether the IPI variables offer significant explanatory power for the dependent variable given that the control variables are in the model.  OLS regressions and f-tests without outliers will also be used as a robustness check. 
Dependent Variable 

Data for this paper come from a variety of sources.  The dependent variable measures the extent to which immigrant laws have aimed to include or exclude immigrants in each state from 2005 to 2011.  Data for this variable were taken from Monogan (2013) who gathered immigrant related laws from the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCLS) and coded all state laws and resolutions related to immigrants in during this time period.  This coding was “constructed with the assistance of legal scholars and immigrant policy think tanks” (45).  The coding, in part, indicates whether the measure is friendly or hostile toward immigrants. 
Since resolutions have relatively symbolic impact, I use only the laws in this dataset.  Immigrant friendly measures were then coded “1” and hostile measures were coded “-1.” Measures in Monogan’s dataset are related to law, benefits, voting, employment, education, licensing, legal services, trafficking, and voting,
  Some examples of inclusive policies include the creation of task forces to incorporate immigrants, funding naturalization assistance, and requiring in-state tuition regardless of immigration status.  Examples of policies aiming to exclude immigrants include requiring proof of citizenship for licensing certain professions and state or local benefits, prohibiting in-state tuition for undocumented immigrants, and prohibiting the hiring of undocumented workers. 
Omnibus measures with multiple provisions or both pro- and anti-immigrant provisions were coded by provision.  There were 19 laws with multiple provisions.  The number of provisions ranged from two to sixteen.  South Carolina’s H4400 in 2008 includes sixteen provisions related to e-verify for employers, transporting illegal immigrants, and criminal penalties for false identification. 
Independent Variables
Table 1 summarizes the hypothesized relationships between the dependent variable and the independent and control variables.  Descriptive statistics for all variables and data for all IPI variables are included in tables A1 and A3 in the Appendix.  Note that all variables except for Legislative Professionalism are summed from 2005 to 2011.

Table 1. 
Hypothesized Relationships Between State Immigrant Policies and Independent 

Variables

_____________________________________________________________________________

Variable





Hypothesized Relationship

Immigrant Political Power

La Raza Interest Group Power




+

(La Raza affiliates normalized by Latino population) 

Latent Electoral Power





+

(% naturalized over population and 

% Latino and Asian over 18)

Co-ethnic Legislative Representation




+

(%Latino and Asian legislators normalized by 

Latino and Asian foreign born population)

_____________________________________________________________________________

Control Variable

Political Environment






-

Legislative Professionalism





+

Per Capita Income






+

Percent Change in 






-

Undocumented Population








_____________________________________________________________________________

NCLR affiliates in each state are used as a measure of Latino immigrant interest group power.  Data for this measure were gathered from annual NCLR reports.  The number of NCLR affiliates in each state normalized by the Latino immigrant population is used to measure the extent to which interest groups in each state represent Latino interests (Nicholson-Crotty 2011).  I hypothesize that higher levels of interest group power are related to more inclusive policies toward immigrants.

Naturalization rates are used to capture potential electoral power of immigrants in each state.  These rates are gathered from the American Community Survey (ACS) and are the number naturalized over the total population in each state.  As a robustness check, I also operationalize latent electoral power of immigrants as a co-ethnic variable using percent Latino and Asian eligible to vote in each state.  These include native born Latinos and Asians over the age of18 and foreign born, naturalized Latinos and Asians over the age of 18.  For both of these measures, I hypothesize that higher levels of latent electoral power are related to more inclusive policies toward immigrants.  

Co-ethnic legislative representation in the state legislatures is used to capture legislative representation.  Data were gathered from the National Association of Latino Elected Officials (NALEO) and the National Asian Pacific American Political Almanac.
  I created a representation variable with the number of Latinos and Asians in office as a percentage of the total legislative seats in each state divided by the number of Latino and Asian immigrants over the total population in each state.
  For each year, 0 indicates no descriptive representation and 1 indicates proportional representation.  Values over 1 indicate more than proportional representation.  I hypothesize that higher levels of co-ethnic representation are related to more inclusive policies toward immigrants. 

Control Variables
I will use a political environment measure to control for the extent to which there is Republican control of the legislature and Governor’s office.  Data for this measure were taken from the Party Control Project (http://www.polidata.org/party/).   A “-1” was assigned for Democrat control, a “1” was assigned for Republican control, and “0” assigned for even control of each legislative chamber and the Governor’s office.  Annual scores range from -3 to 3 with 3 indicating Democrat control of both legislative chambers and the Governor’s office and 3 indicating Republican control of all three.  I expect that states with higher political environment scores will pass more policies aimed to exclude immigrants. 

A measure developed by Squire (2002) will be used to control for legislative professionalism.  This measure is “based on legislator pay, number of days in session, and staff per legislator, all compared to those characteristics in Congress during the same year” (Squire 2002, 221).  Scores range from 0 to 1 with higher scores indicating higher levels of legislative professionalism.  This paper will use Squire 2003 measure of legislative professionalism because measures are only available for 1979, 1986, 1996 and 2003.  Since rankings of legislative professionalism between states do not change greatly between these four years, this paper will use legislative professionalism as a relatively fixed measure.  Consistent with prior findings, I expect that states with more professionalized legislatures are more likely to have more inclusive policies for immigrants (Monogan 2013).  

Per capita income data was gathered from the ACS.  This will be used as an economic control variable since states that extend benefits to immigrants require the financial capacity to do so (Zimmerman and Tumlin 1999; Monogan 2013).  Therefore, I expect that states with higher per capita incomes will be slightly more likely to pass inclusive immigrant policies.
Percent change in undocumented population per state was gathered a from a PEW Hispanic Center Report entitled “Unauthorized Immigrant Population: National and State Trends, 2010.”  Data for these numbers were gathered from the Current Population Survey and Department of Homeland Security.  To estimate the undocumented population in each state, the authors took the difference between the total number of immigrants residing in each state and number of legal immigrants residing in each state.  I hypothesize that higher levels of change in the undocumented population will be related to more policies aimed to exclude immigrants.

Findings

Table 2.
Determinants of State Immigration Policies for 2005 to 2011 

_____________________________________________________________________________

Independent Variable



Model 1


Model 2 

Immigrant Political Power

La Raza Interest Group Power

5738.662


893.8



(5515.366)


(5201)

Latent Electoral Power


0.298***


.095

(%naturalized)




(0.064)



(.095)

Co-ethnic Legislative Representation

-1.394



-1.077







(0.989)



(.944)

_____________________________________________________________________________

Control Variable

Political Environment







-.232***










(.081)

Legislative Professionalism






16.04











(12.68)

Per Capita Income







.00008











(.00006)

Percent Change in 







-.005**
Undocumented Population






(.002)

Intercept




-8.498***


-17.52*







(2.218)



(10.02)

_____________________________________________________________________________

N





50



50

R2





0.3241



0.535

Entries are estimated coefficients.  Standard errors in parentheses.

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

Table 2 reports results for the analyses.  Model 1 tests the IPI variables and model 2 tests the IPI and control variables.  In model 1, electoral power of immigrants is significant and positive indicating that an increase in a state’s naturalization rate is associated with more inclusive immigrant policies.  Interest group power and legislative representation are both statistically insignificant. 

When control variables are added in model 2, none of the IPI variables are significant.  Instead, political environment and percent change in the undocumented population are significant.  For political environment, state legislative chambers and Governor’s offices that are governed by Republicans are more likely pass policies that exclude immigrants.  An increase in percent change in the undocumented population is associated also with more hostile immigrant policies. 

Figure 3.  
Residuals and Fitted Values 
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An F-test was also used to test the joint significance of the IPI variables. The p-value for the test is .6556, meaning that all three IPI variables do not offer significant explanatory power for the dependent variable given that the control variables are in the model.

Figure 3 illustrates the residual verses fitted values for model 2 in Table 2.  The largest residuals, or cases that model 2 does the worst job predicting are Arizona, South Carolina, Washington, Massachusetts, and North Dakota.  The residuals are-17.73, -15.19, 15.66, -12.34, and 12.38, respectively.  Higher residuals indicate that the cases have more immigrant friendly policies than model 2 predicts, while smaller residuals represent cases that have more hostile immigrant policies than the model predicts. 

Table 3.
Determinants of State Immigration Policies for 2005 to 2011 (Without Outliers)

_____________________________________________________________________________

Independent Variable



Model 1


Model 2 

Immigrant Political Power

La Raza Interest Group Power

5604.403


-225.1



(4378.885)


(3852)

Latent Electoral Power


0.288***


.074

(%naturalized)




(0.052)



(.070)

Co-ethnic Legislative Representation

-1.162



-.736







(0.781)



(.6910)

_____________________________________________________________________________

Control Variable

Political Environment







-.1616**










(.064)

Legislative Professionalism






26.45***










(9.480)

Per Capita Income







.00008*










(.00004)

Percent Change in 







-.004 **
Undocumented Population






(.002)

Intercept




-8.091***


-19.03**







(1.824)



(7.479)

_____________________________________________________________________________

N





45



45

R2





0.433



0.6681

Entries are estimated coefficients.  Standard errors in parentheses.

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

As a robustness check, Table 3 reports the results for the analyses without the outliers.  Similar to Table 2, model 1 tests the IPI variables and model 2 tests the IPI and control variables.  The results are similar to the results in Table 2.  Electoral power is statistically significant and positive in model 1, while political environment and percent change in undocumented population are significant in model 2.  Legislative professionalism and per capita income are also statistically significant without the outliers.  This indicates that as legislatures become more professionalized, they are estimated to pass more inclusive immigrant policies.  Similarly, as per capita income increases, legislatures are estimated to pass more immigrant friendly policies. 

The p-value for the f-test without the outliers is 6163, meaning that even without the outliers, all three IPI variables do not offer significant explanatory power for the dependent variable given that the control variables are in the model.
 

As a robustness check for the latent political power variable, I replaced the percent naturalization variable with the co-ethnic variable using percent Latino and Asians eligible to vote.  The results can be found in A2 in the appendix.  The same results emerge with this variable.  The levels of significance, direction of the coefficients, outliers, and results without outliers are the same as the models with percent naturalized as the latent electoral power variable.  However, the per capita income variable is statistically significant with the co-ethnic variable and co-ethnic legislative representation is also statistically significant with the co-ethnic latent electoral power variable.  The statistical significance of the co-ethnic legislative representation variable emerges due to multicollinearity between the co-ethnic electoral power and co-ethnic legislative representation.  The two have a correlation of 0.83.  This may be inflating the coefficient for co-ethnic legislative representation, which is positive and not significant in a simple OLS regression.  Despite this finding, the f-test suggest that all three IPI variables do not offer significant explanatory power for the dependent variable given that the control variables are in the model.  Overall, the findings are similar when using either percent naturalized or percent Latino and Asian over 18 as the latent electoral power variable.
 

Discussion
Both versions of model 1 in Tables 2 and 3 support hypothesis 2.  Different dimensions of IPI have different relationships with the type of policies passed.  Naturalization rates having the most significant relationship with policies. This suggests that among the IPI variables, naturalization rate is the main process by which IPI affects state policy.  Higher naturalization rates provide an electoral incentive for state legislatures and legislators to respond to immigrant interests (Mayhew 1974). 

The statistical insignificance of interest group power does not necessarily mean that it is not a valid measure of IPI.  When not normalized by Latino immigrant population, the raw number of NCLR affiliates in each state does have a positive and statistically significant relationship with state immigrant policies (coefficient of 3.871e-02, p < .10).  However, this effect is, in part, capturing the relationship between number of Latinos in each state and policy.  This effect becomes null when the number of NCLR affiliates is normalized by Latino immigrant population.  Although NCLR’s mission is to represent Latino interests, one of which is immigration, NCLR regional affiliates may not affect Latino immigrant interests in state policy through direct mechanisms.  NCLR affiliates do organize rallies at state legislatures and meetings with state legislators, but this does not create a direct incentive for legislatures or legislators to create policy that is immigrant friendly.  NCLR may affect policy through activities such as registering Latino immigrants to vote.  If this is the case, then this effect the effect of interest group power would be captured in the electoral power variable.

Not only is co-ethnic legislative representation insignificant in all models, but the coefficient is negative when the hypothesized direction is positive.  Higher levels of co-ethnic representation do not seem to be related to immigrant policies.  Hawaii, New Mexico, Texas, Arizona, and California all have more than proportional representation for Latino and Asian immigrants.  The levels of co-ethnic representation are 8.56, 4.38, 1.31, 1.25, and 1.16, respectively.  These are all well above the average co-ethnic representation rate of .62. However, the types of policies passed in these states range from very pro-immigrant in California to very anti-immigrant in Arizona with Texas, New Mexico, and Hawaii in the middle. 

This suggests that all co-ethnic legislators do not represent Latino and Asian interests in immigration.  Perhaps Latino and Asian legislators do not view immigrant incorporation as a priority, suggesting that assumptions of group consciousness and/or linked fate do not hold for all Latino and Asian legislators due to the heterogeneity of these groups. 

Hypothesis 1 is not supported in model 2 in Tables 2 and 3 and with the joint significant tests.  The results suggest neither a significant or positive relationship between IPI and types of policies passed.  Despite this null finding, there are cases that the full model predicts well.  Rhode Island, Alaska, and Kansas are some cases with residuals with an absolute value less than one.  Rhode Island passed slightly more pro-immigrant policies than anti-immigrant policies from 2005 to 2011.  In this state, interest group power is 1.21e-04, which is slightly below the average of 1.808e-04; the naturalization rate is 42.17%, which is higher than the average of 25%; and co-ethnic legislative representation has a score of .44, which is slightly lower than the average of .62.  Alaska and Kansas both passed slightly more pro-immigrant policies during this time.  Both states have naturalization rates and co-ethnic legislative representation that are lower than average.  

IPI variables also provide some explanatory power for some cases that have high levels of activity in immigrant policymaking.  Alabama, Georgia, and Oklahoma all passed relatively high numbers of hostile policies toward immigrants from 2005 to 2011.  All of these states have interest group power, naturalization rates, and co-ethnic representation levels below average.
 

Overall, IPI should be thought of as multidimensional, affecting policy through multiple mechanisms and to different extents.  Naturalization rates appear to create direct incentive for immigrant friendly policies, while interest group power may affect policy indirectly.  Co-ethnic representation appears to have no effect on policy, calling for a re-conceptualization of IPI in state legislatures.   

Existing scholarship has only found social construction of target populations to be significantly related to types of policies passed.  However, testing the other half of Schneider and Ingram’s framework by itself leads to null results at the state level in this policy arena.  Overall, IPI as an explanatory variable alone does not produce a generalizable pattern for all states.  Although social construction may serve as a stand-alone explanatory variable for types of policies passed, political power does not.  Instead, state immigrant policy may be determined by the interaction between IPI and social construction of immigrants.  States such as Arizona have high incorporation, but may have negative social construction of immigrants.  Conversely, states such as Washington have lower levels of IPI, but may have relatively positive constructions of immigrants. 

Conclusion
This paper has attempted to merge literatures on the determinants of state immigrant policies and the policy process to begin to uncover the mechanisms that lead states to adopt certain types of policies.  I quantified and tested the political power dimension of Schneider and Ingram’s (1993, 1997) framework on the intersection of political power and social construction.  To do this, La Raza interest group power, latent electoral power, and co-ethnic legislative representation were quantified as dimensions of IPI.

The findings suggest that IPI should continue to be treated as a multidimensional pheonomenon.  The three dimensions examined in this paper influence state immigrant policies to different extents and in different ways.  Naturalization rates and presence of Latinos and Asians eligible to vote have the most direct effect on state policies.  La Raza interest groups may indirectly affect state policies through efforts to register immigrants to vote.  Co-ethnic legislators may not represent the interests of Latinos and Asians to the extent that those interests relate to immigration.  

IPI can also be used as a predictor of policy.  Recent scholarship has theorized about the relationship between IPI and policy, but this has, for the most part, not been empirically tested.  Future research should continue to operationalize dimensions of IPI that can theoretically affect policy.  This research should also account for feedback loops between policy and IPI (Bloemraad 2013; Mollenkopf 2013; Lieberman 2013).  As mentioned in the IPI literature review, policy affects opportunities for naturalization and political participation.  One approach to handle endogeneity is structural equation modeling (SEM). 

Scholars testing Schneider and Ingram’s framework should also consider competing political powers and social constructions.  At times, one dominant political power and social construction may exist in a given policy area.  However, this is not always the case.  In the case of immigrant power, IPI may be countered by competing powers such as the American Legislative Exchange Council (ALEC), a conservative interest group that provides state legislatures with draft legislation.  Hertel-Fernandez (2014) finds that in 1995, state lawmakers with lower political capacity, measured in time, salaries, and legislative expenditures, are more likely to rely on ALEC policy proposals.  The group also assisted in the drafting of Arizona’s SB1070, which allows state law officers to ask for immigration status of individuals if there is reasonable suspicion to believe that the individual is in the country illegally.  ALEC presence in the state legislatures may be functioning as a counter to the predicted outcomes of higher levels of IPI (Sullivan 2010).  Since ALEC involvement in state legislatures is difficult to observe, in part due to the groups lack of transparency, future research should explore ways to operationalize and possibly quantify ALEC involvement. 

The lack of a significant and generalizable IPI pattern for all states suggests that the political power dimension of Schneider and Ingram’s framework needs to be interacted with the social construction dimension to offer explanatory power for policies.  Future research should test this interaction between political power and social construction.  To do this, efforts need to be made to quantify social construction at the state level.  These relationships should also be tested over time to determine whether or not there is a causal relationship between political power and social construction and policy or if there is an endogenous relationship between the variables.  Recent efforts to test social construction have either treated social construction as a latent construct (Nicholson-Crotty and Nicholson Crotty 2004) or have tested the effect of social construction on effects of policy over time (Schneider 2006).  However, scholarship has yet to treat social construction as a latent construct, interact this with political power, and test the effect of this interaction over time with policies. 

Lastly, further efforts should also be made to identify the specific actors that construct target populations.  Perhaps actors who are more directly involved in policymaking advocate for social constructions that are relatively congruent with policy designs, while public opinion regarding target populations offers relatively less explanatory power for the adoption of policies.  

Appendix
Appendix A1.

Descriptive Statistics

_____________________________________________________________________________

Variable


Min

Max

Mean

Standard Deviation

State Immigrant Policies
-24

24

-.88

9.813859

Immigrant Political Power

La Raza Interest

0

.001152
.0001808
.0002212

Group Power

Latent Electoral Power
4.241994
84.67111
24.98575
20.47177

(% naturalized)

Latent Electoral Power
7.46

234.40

43.01

46.51107

(% Asian and Latino

over 18)

Co-ethnic Legislative

0

8.556448
.621834
1.317485

Representation

_____________________________________________________________________________

Control Variable

Political Environment

-21

21

-.92

14.16353

Legislative Professionalism
.027

.626

.18328

.1154963

Per Capita Income

133640
248051
179652.6
25585.82

Percent Change in 

-15.78947


431.1026
467.063

Undocumented Population








_____________________________________________________________________________

*All variables except for Legislative Professionalism are summed from 2005 to 2011. 

A2.
Determinants of State Immigration Policies for 2005 to 2011 (using % Asian and Latino
over 18)
_____________________________________________________________________________

Independent Variable



Model 1


Model 2 

Immigrant Political Power

La Raza Interest Group Power

3684.429


670.9



(6044.299)


(4919)

Latent Electoral Power


0.156***


.066

(%Latino and Asian over 18)


(0.050)



(.047)

Co-ethnic Legislative Representation

-4.245**


-2.503







(1.808)



(1.588)

_____________________________________________________________________________

Control Variable

Political Environment







-.239***










(.080)

Legislative Professionalism






16.61











(11.09)

Per Capita Income







.0001**










(.00005)

Percent Change in 







-.0005**
Undocumented Population






(.002)

Intercept




-5.482**


-21.45**







(2.215)



(8.681)

_____________________________________________________________________________

N





50



50

R2





0.1771



0.5449

Entries are estimated coefficients.  Standard errors in parentheses.

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

A3. 
Dependent Variable and Immigrant Political Incorporation Variables 

	State
	DV
	Interest Group Power
	Naturalization Rate
	Co-ethnic Representation

	Alabama
	-20
	9.86E-05
	6.59
	0

	Alaska
	0
	2.04E-04
	24.28
	0.26

	Arizona
	-22
	1.87E-04
	32.39
	1.25

	Arkansas
	-8
	9.24E-05
	8.14
	0

	California
	23
	7.78E-05
	84.67
	1.16

	Colorado
	-1
	2.03E-04
	22.83
	0.68

	Connecticut
	11
	1.31E-04
	43.04
	0.55

	Delaware
	4
	4.79E-04
	23.43
	0.29

	Florida
	6
	2.37E-05
	62.42
	0.64

	Georgia
	-12
	5.87E-06
	22.32
	0.2

	Hawaii
	-4
	3.17E-04
	68.51
	8.56

	Idaho
	-6
	1.31E-04
	13.34
	0.17

	Illinois
	15
	1.09E-04
	42.72
	0.61

	Indiana
	-2
	1.06E-04
	10.65
	0.19

	Iowa
	1
	6.53E-05
	9.93
	0.22

	Kansas
	-4
	2.59E-04
	14.51
	0.44

	Kentucky
	-2
	0.00E+00
	6.86
	0

	Louisiana
	-1
	0.00E+00
	10.06
	0.06

	Maine
	0
	1.15E-03
	12.26
	0

	Maryland
	12
	5.74E-05
	40.47
	0.43

	Massachusetts
	2
	1.27E-04
	48.75
	0.28

	Michigan
	5
	4.99E-04
	20.43
	0.96

	Minnesota
	1
	3.05E-04
	20.65
	0.72

	Mississippi
	-10
	9.41E-05
	4.63
	0

	Missouri
	-3
	4.93E-04
	10.75
	0.2

	Montana
	-1
	0.00E+00
	7.25
	0.32

	Nebraska
	-10
	5.17E-04
	14.03
	0.2

	Nevada
	3
	8.22E-05
	51.14
	0.48

	New Hampshire
	2
	0.00E+00
	18.94
	0.31

	New Jersey
	6
	1.40E-05
	70.91
	0.47

	New Mexico
	4
	4.06E-04
	21.58
	4.38

	New York
	12
	4.63E-05
	78.91
	0.55

	North Carolina
	-4
	6.55E-05
	14.47
	0.2

	North Dakota
	5
	0.00E+00
	6.35
	0

	Ohio
	4
	6.94E-04
	12.81
	0.05

	Oklahoma
	-12
	1.63E-04
	11.65
	0.08

	Oregon
	-3
	1.54E-04
	24.39
	0.29

	Pennsylvania
	4
	3.80E-04
	19.13
	0.29

	Rhode Island
	3
	1.21E-04
	42.17
	0.44

	South Carolina
	-24
	6.99E-05
	10.08
	0.21

	South Dakota
	-5
	0.00E+00
	6.08
	0

	Tennessee
	-12
	1.47E-04
	9.64
	0.24

	Texas
	4
	7.62E-05
	35.58
	1.31

	Utah
	-21
	1.34E-04
	18.65
	0.57

	Vermont
	2
	0.00E+00
	15.03
	0.56

	Virginia
	-5
	7.10E-05
	32.73
	0.06

	Washington
	24
	1.57E-04
	38.5
	0.49

	West Virginia
	-5
	0.00E+00
	4.24
	0.7

	Wisconsin
	0
	5.24E-04
	13.14
	0.23

	Wyoming
	0
	0.00E+00
	7.23
	0.85


	State
	Latino&Asian
	Latino&Asian > 18

	Alabama
	27.95
	8.44

	Alaska
	73.9
	38.48

	Arizona
	225.66
	93.05

	Arkansas
	46.64
	13.78

	California
	345.15
	153.19

	Colorado
	159.94
	72.35

	Connecticut
	109.87
	52.87

	Delaware
	70.32
	26.81

	Florida
	164.42
	79.06

	Georgia
	76.78
	22.27

	Hawaii
	333.09
	234.41

	Idaho
	80.17
	30.26

	Illinois
	137.19
	55.78

	Indiana
	46.64
	17.06

	Iowa
	41.18
	14.68

	Kansas
	80.77
	30.56

	Kentucky
	23.74
	7.75

	Louisiana
	34.62
	16.39

	Maine
	14.41
	7.46

	Maryland
	84.47
	33.47

	Massachusetts
	96.2
	44.82

	Michigan
	45.64
	20.07

	Minnesota
	54.96
	20.9

	Mississippi
	20.01
	7.66

	Missouri
	32.44
	13.65

	Montana
	22.58
	12.58

	Nebraska
	68
	23.62

	Nevada
	224.03
	86.85

	New Hampshire
	32.05
	14.68

	New Jersey
	170.26
	77.05

	New Mexico
	324.7
	188.17

	New York
	167.26
	80.34

	North Carolina
	65.75
	17.47

	North Dakota
	19.04
	9.65

	Ohio
	29.71
	13.78

	Oklahoma
	66.04
	24.38

	Oregon
	102.16
	36.44

	Pennsylvania
	51.55
	25.3

	Rhode Island
	102.17
	40.36

	South Carolina
	37.47
	11.77

	South Dakota
	22.17
	9.37

	Tennessee
	35.81
	10.79

	Texas
	281.06
	122.96

	Utah
	97.97
	34.44

	Vermont
	16.66
	8.35

	Virginia
	83.73
	33.96

	Washington
	117.81
	50.24

	West Virginia
	10.98
	5.68

	Wisconsin
	50.96
	20.08

	Wyoming
	59.65
	30.15
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� Miscellaneous measures are also included and omnibus measures were coded as multiple measures depending on the number of relevant provisions. 


� Due to lack of state-level organizations that represent Asian immigrant interests, I am unable to operationalize and test Asian immigrant interest group power.  Although the Asian American Advancing Justice is an Asian American legal advocacy center, it has affiliated locations in only a few states including Georgia, California, Chicago, and Washington D.C.  These affiliates are also involved more in litigation than legislative policymaking. 


� NALEO reports for 2005-2011 and National Asian Pacific Political Almanacs for 2003-2004 and 2007-2008 are used. 


� Mathematically this is (number of Latinos and Asians in office/total legislative seats in each state)/(number of Latino and Asian immigrants/total population in each state)


� I ran the analyses with both percent change in undocumented and percent change in foreign born.  The two measures capture similar, although not the exact same concept, of reaction to high levels of immigration.  Percent change in undocumented immigration is used because it offers a higher R-squared value.





The IPI variables are the main variables of interest.  In addition to the models presented, all models were carried out using percent Asian naturalized, percent Latino naturalized, percent Latino co-ethnic legislators, and percent Asian co-ethnic legislators.  The same results for the reduced models, full models, and f-tests emerge.  However, the models using percent Asian naturalized and percent Latino naturalized  have high levels of multicollinearity and the models with percent Latino co-ethnic legislators and percent Asian co-ethnic legislators is less parsimonious than the models in the paper. 





� All of the models in Tables 2 and 3 meet the OLS assumptions of linearity, homoskedasticity or constant variance, normality of errors, and independence of error terms.  Using the variance inflation factor, multicollinearity was also not detected for all models in Tables 2 and 3.





Interaction effects were tested for all IPI variables with political environment and percent change in undocumented population.  In all cases, no interaction effect is significant. 





The same emerge results when I include citizen ideology and use government ideology in lieu of political environment (Berry, Ringquist, Fording, and Hanson 1998; Berry, Ringquist, Fording, Hanson, and Klarner 2010a, 2010b, 2013) in the models.  I did not include citizen ideology due to the high correlation (-.57) with political environment.  Political environment appears to be capturing the direct process by which states create policy, while citizen ideology affects policy through an indirect process with political environment as the mediating variable.  I did not include government ideology due to high correlation with political control variable (-0.89) and the fact that the two variables are capturing the same concept of legislative partisanship/ideology.  The political environment variable in the models also lends itself to a relatively intuitive interpretation.


� I also used percent Asian that can vote and percent Latino that can vote in place of percent Asian and Latino.  When this model is used, the same results for the reduced model, full model, and f-tests emerge.  However, this causes problems with multicollinearity due to the high correlation between co-ethnic legislators and percent Asian (.85). 


� As mentioned in the previous section, Arizona, South Carolina, Washington, Massachusetts, and North Dakota are outliers, but do not affect the final results.
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