


ABSTRACT

Immigration Policy - Attitudes, Adoption, and Outcomes
by

James Hedrick

Although typically thought of as a federal issue, states and municipalities have dominated
immigration policymaking over the last decade. States alone passed over 2,700 immigration
bills and resolutions between 2005 - 2015. The literature on immigration policy has not
kept up with this increased activity among subnational governments. This dissertation
examines three aspects of subnational immigration policy in the U.S. - immigration attitudes,
immigration policy adoption, and the effects of subnational immigration policy.

Public opinion surveys and research find almost universal opposition to increased immi-
gration or increased immigrant integration. However, recent research has highlighted the
importance of immigrant characteristics (Hanson, Scheve & Slaughter 2007, Hainmueller &
Hiscox 2010, Medina Garciadiego 2010) and native implicit attitudes (Perrez 2010) on im-
migration policy preferences. Chapter 2 uses the Implicit Association Test (IAT) to analyze
how implicit attitudes towards immigrants and their perceived skill level affect natives’ pol-
icy preferences. The results indicate that natives do not make an implicit distinction based
on immigrant characteristics.

In studies of subnational immigration policy, the focus has typically been restrictive policy,
such as Prop 187 in California. However, integrative immigration policies - such as in-
state tuition - are at least as widespread as restrictive ones. Several different theories have
been used to explain state-level immigration policy adoption but none have been wholly
satisfactory. Chapter 3 attempts to reconcile two theoretical explanations in the literature
- interest groups and public opinion - to explain how states develop immigration “policy
climates.” The results indicate that the effect of public opinion on immigration policy
outcomes is mediated by the political strength of immigrant-related interest groups.

Finally, the effects of immigration policies on immigrants have been largely ignored in the
literature. Twenty states now offer in-state resident tuition (IRT) to immigrant students,
a policy particularly beneficial to undocumented immigrants (Waters, Pineau et al. 2016).
Despite the widespread adoption of IRT policies, there is no agreement on how these policies
affect immigrants’ educational outcomes. Chapter 4 examines how different variations of
IRT policies - including bans and financial aid - affect educational outcomes for immigrants.
The results are ambiguous but suggest that the effect of IRT polices may be conditional on
various economic and social variables.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 Subnational Immigration Policy

Although typically thought of as a federal issue, states and municipalities have dominated

immigration policymaking over the last decade. Subnational governments have been the

leader in this issue area, addressing issues as diverse as healthcare, licensing, higher education

access, and countless other issues. In addition, despite overwhelming media coverage of

restrictive policies such as Arizona’s SB1070 or Hazelton, PA’s Illegal Immigration Relief

Ordinance, many subnational governments have actually chosen to expand the rights of

immigrants and increase their access to government services and benefits. For example, states

as diverse as California, Texas, and Kansas offer in-state tuition to undocumented students

(Krueger 2006), while over a hundred U.S. cities and even some states have adopted so-called

“sanctuary” policies that limit the ability of law enforcement to inquire about citizenship

status (NILC 2008). Other states and cities have expanded immigrant access to a variety

of services, everything from healthcare centers to ID cards, prescription drug benefits to

language services, employment protections to support for victims of human trafficking. Even

in the face of essentially universal public opposition to increased immigration and immigrant

access to social services (Cornelius & Rosenblum 2005), integrative pro-immigrant policies

represent approximately 50% of state laws passed since 2005 (Nicholson-Crotty & Nicholson-
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Crotty 2011).

Figure 1.1: State Immigration Legislation by Year

In this dissertation, I intend to examine three issues related to state and local immigra-

tion policy: immigration attitudes, state immigration policy adoption, and the effects of

subnational immigration policy. Studying state and local immigration policy is both sub-

stantively and theoretically interesting. First, the question is timely and politically relevant.

As mentioned above, attention to immigration has spread rapidly across the states in the

last decade. Figure 1.1 shows the substantial increase in attention that states have paid to

immigration issues in the last decade. Figure 1.2, based on data from the National Council of

State Legislatures (NCSL), shows how widely states have attempted to regulate immigrant

populations and their access to government services. Media coverage, in addition to focusing

on restrictive immigration policies, has primarily addressed enforcement, ignoring the broad

range of polices adopted and debated by states and municipalities. These figures show that

states have not only dramatically increased their involvement in immigration policy, but

they have also addressed immigration across a variety of policy areas, from healthcare to
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education to law enforcement. Finally, despite this increased political attention, there has

been little research on state-level immigration attitudes, how those attitudes affect policy

outcomes, and what the impact of these policies has been on immigrant populations across

the U.S. This dissertation will increase our understanding of the processes that drive state

and local immigration policy.

Figure 1.2: State-Level Immigration Legislation by Issue Area

Additionally, despite what we might intuitively think, immigration policies are not uni-

versally or even predominantly restrictive. Figure 1.3 shows that these policies tend to

be integrative at least as often as they are restrictive. This division is based on the au-

thor’s own coding of the NCSL data (2005 - 2011), but supports the findings of other schol-

ars (Yoder 2009, Nicholson-Crotty & Nicholson-Crotty 2011, Monogan 2013, Commins &

Wills 2016). While this data shows us little about the impact of state-level immigration

legislation - a question I will examine for in-state tuition policies in Chapter 4 - it is obvious
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that pro-immigrant policies are widespread among the states. Similar data on the policies of

cities shows that integrative immigration policies like “sanctuary” cities also tend to be more

widespread than comparable restrictive immigration policies like the federal 287(g) program

(NILC 2008, Wong 2010). In short, subnational governments have become extremely active

in the area of immigration, across a wide variety of issues, and the tone of their policy adop-

tions is more nuanced and diverse than we might initially believe, in spite of a generally

antagonistic native population.

Figure 1.3: Tone of Legislation by Author Coding

Apart from being timely and substantively interesting, addressing the attitudes, adoption,

and outcomes of subnational immigration policy is theoretically relevant. Widespread adop-

tion of pro-immigrant policy runs counter to the policy congruence literature (Erikson,

Wright & McIver 1993, Stimson, Mackuen & Erikson 1995, Erikson, Stimson & MacKuen

2002). Polls show an almost universal opposition to increased immigration as well as sup-
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port for restricting immigrant access to social services.1 Additionally, much research suggests

that electoral mobilization and political incorporation precedes substantively beneficial po-

litical outcomes for immigrants and minority groups (Dahl 1961, Browning, Marshall &

Tabb 1986, Jones-Correa & Hall 2005). However, immigrants - both documented and un-

documented - have little formal access to the political system and in most venues lack the

franchise. How then do these individuals obtain policy benefits, in conjunction with the un-

surprising restrictive policy, when they lack even the most fundamental political rights?

Several authors have argued that these immigrant benefits are the result of bureaucratic in-

corporation (Lewis & Ramakrishnan 2007, Jones-Correa & Hall 2005, Marrow 2009). How-

ever, this theory fails to account for the fact that the vast majority of the benefits that

immigrants have received through the legislative process at both the state and local level

have come through the legislative process and have been adopted by elected officials. For

example, most sanctuary policies are the result of legislative ordinances, rather than police

directives or mayoral edicts (see Figure 1.4). Similarly, in-state tuition benefits, which I

examine in Chapter 4, have almost all been legislatively enacted, with 80% coming through

legislative adoption and only 20% through administrative policy. In short, the adoption

of significant amounts of integrative immigration policy by cities and states challenges our

general theories of representation and political incorporation.

Finally, studying immigration policy attitudes, policy adoption, and policy outcomes using

subnational governments, specifically states, offers a number of benefits. First, most immi-

gration scholarship examines the behavior of nation-states and their policy choices concerning

immigrant admissions (Hanson, Scheve & Slaughter 2007, Hainmueller & Hiscox 2010, Cor-

nelius & Rosenblum 2005, Freeman 1995, Statham & Geddes 2006, Kessler & Freeman 2005).

While there have recently been several insightful looks at the establishment and preserva-

tion of expansive admissions policies at the federal level (Tichenor 2002, Daniels 2005, Wong

2006), immigration policy is about more than simply who gets in. Government policy also

affects individuals’ access to public rights and benefits. Policy affects how individuals are

accepted into society once they arrive, how they integrate. National governments (at least

1The Roper Center - http://www.ropercenter.uconn.edu/ maintains an archive of public opinion polls,
dozens of which ask immigration-related questions.
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Figure 1.4: Sanctuary Policies by Adoption Type

the U.S. federal government) primarily regulate admissions and settlement, so this focus is

understandable, but governments also have the ability to confer rights and access to govern-

ment benefits (e.g., legal working status, government identification, social services, etc.) to

non-citizens residents. Addressing immigration policy, attitudes, and outcomes at the subna-

tional level dispenses with the question of admissions and focuses inquiry on how jurisdictions

choose to bestow certain rights and services upon non-citizens, expanding our knowledge of

how states integrate non-citizens residents. In short, a subnational focus allows an opportu-

nity to study a different dimension of immigration policy while also providing the analytical

leverage to examine how contextual and institutional variation impact immigration attitudes,

policy adoption, and policy outcomes.

In short, studying subnational immigration policy is substantively interesting, theoretically

relevant, and offers increased analytical leverage through jurisdictional variation and focus.

This dissertation proposes to address three specific topics related to the fundamental ques-
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tion of why governments adopt integrative immigration policies. First, it will examine the

question implicit of policy attitudes toward immigrants. Recent comparative research on

immigrant attitudes has indicated that attitudes toward immigrants are impacted by immi-

grant attributes, particularly the skill level and economic contributions of the immigrants

(Hainmueller & Hiscox 2010). However, this research has primarily used explicit measures

of immigration attitudes which have a variety of shortcomings, discussed in more detail in

Chapter 2. Implicit attitudes have been shown to have significant impacts on attitudes and

behavior in general (Jost, Rudman, Blair, Carney, Dasgupta, Glaser & Hardin 2009) and

attitudes toward immigration specifically (Perrez 2010). This dissertation will address the

question of how implicit attitudes toward immigrants affect attitudes toward different types

of immigrant policy, independent of explicit attitudes.

Secondly, this dissertation will attempt to reconcile two theoretical explanations in the im-

migration policy adoption literature: public opinion and interest groups. Specifically, it

estimates state-level public opinion towards immigrants and combines that data with mea-

sures of interest group strength. These measures are used to examine how these aspects

of policy adoption - the public opinion of the native population and the political power of

certain interest groups - affect a states’ policy climate.

Finally, this dissertation will examine the effects of certain policies on the immigrant popu-

lations they are meant to impact. Specifically, this section of the dissertation will estimate

the effect of the widespread adoption of in-state resident tuition policies - colloquially known

as IRT policies or DREAM Acts based on similar proposed Federal legislation2 - on im-

migrant educational outcomes. There is considerable temporal and geographic variation in

the adoption of in-state tuition policies as well as differences in the details of the policies

that could influence the higher education outcomes of immigrant students. This chapter of

the dissertation will use this variation to examine the effects of these policies on immigrant

students’ educational outcomes.

To conclude, the broad question of this dissertation is the state and local immigration policy

2See H.R. 1842, the Development, Relief, and Education for Alien Minors (D.R.E.A.M.) Act of 2011 for
an example of the proposed Federal law, available at http://thomas.loc.gov/.
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process. This includes looking at the effect of implicit attitudes on immigration policy

preferences, the adoption of immigration policies, and how these policies impact their target

populations. The approach here singles out specific issues and aspects of the policy process

for their theoretical and substantive interest, but there is much more additional research that

could be done. For example, there are a number of other policies that municipalities have

adopted to address immigration such as matricula consular (Varsanyi 2007, Varsanyi 2005),

day laborer centers, and public housing policies where data collection is particularly difficult.

These could be addressed in future research, in addition to further research on implicit

attitudes toward immigrants and other groups, and the effects of additional immigration

policies, like professional licensing.

Overall, however, the purpose of this dissertation is to address specific instances of how

different aspects of attitudes toward immigrants, immigration policy adoption, and intended

outcomes of policy work together to create an immigration policy climate in at the state

and local level in the U.S. The three empirical chapters of this dissertation will illuminate

a substantively and theoretically interesting question: how do jurisdictions decide whether

to integrate or isolate their non-citizen residents? This is a question that state and local

governments will to continue to need to address in the future as immigration has become

“federalized” and is now a standard concern of state and municipal governments that returns

to their agenda year after year (Miller 2008).
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Chapter 2

Implicit Attitudes Toward

High-Skilled and Low-Skilled

Immigrants

2.1 Introduction

Over the last decade and more, immigration has reemerged as a major policy concern for

nations around the world, particularly advanced industrialized nations. In addition to the

recent EU refugee crisis, the United States, Canada, and many European nations have seen

immigration on a scale not seen since the first half of the 20th century. This influx has

led to a variety of policy responses - addressed more specifically in Chapter 3 - as well as

increased scholarly attention to the causes and effects of public attitudes toward immigrants.

Across countries, public opinion researchers typically find that native citizens have a negative

view of recent immigrants and strongly oppose the extension of many rights and benefits to

non-citizens (Cornelius & Rosenblum 2005).

However, recent research has indicated that public opinion towards immigrants may be more

nuanced than previously believed and negative attitudes may be mediated by a variety of

factors. One area that has received recent scholarly attention is the nature of the immigrants
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themselves. Recently, several scholars have argued that attitudes toward immigrants may

be conditional on aspects of the immigrants in question, particularly their position within

the labor force (Hainmueller & Hiscox 2010, Hainmueller & Hiscox 2008). Native survey

respondents across income and educational levels tend to support the immigration of high-

skilled workers more than low-skilled workers. When combined with the recent literature

on the incentives of states to prefer high-skilled over low-skilled immigrants1, this research

seeks to explain why states might enact more expansive immigration policy than might be

predicted from simple public opinion.

However, these studies have focused solely on citizens’ explicit attitudes toward immigrants,

ignoring their implicit attitudes. Implicit attitudes have been shown to be extremely influen-

tial on behavior, particularly in situations susceptible to problems of social desirability (Jost

et al. 2009). Implicit attitudes toward immigrants have also been shown to have a major in-

fluence on citizens’ preferences for a variety of immigrant-related policies (Perrez 2010).

This chapter argues that focusing solely on explicit attitudes towards immigration misses a

significant portion of the story. Even if citizens explicitly express more support for high-

skilled immigrants when specifically asked in a survey, they may harbor negative implicit

associations towards immigrants broadly, as well as implicitly associate immigrants with

low-skilled workers, which may affect their support for integrative or expansive immigration

policies. If this is so, optimism about public support for high-skilled immigration and policies

that support it may be premature. Additionally, greater public support for high-skilled

immigrants may be an incomplete explanation for the adoption of expansive immigration

policies by nations and subnational governments.

This chapter address these concerns with a series of implicit association tests (IATs) ad-

dressing affect towards immigrants vs. natives and the ability of respondents to associate

immigrants with either high-skilled (HS) or low-skilled (LS) professions. Participants were

also asked a series of demographic and policy questions related to immigration. The re-

sults indicate that many respondents have difficulty implicitly associating immigrants with

high-skilled professions (lawyer, professor, doctor, engineer, etc.) and that this implicit as-

1For recent examples, see Medina 2010 and Hopkins 2010.
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sociation (or the lack thereof) affects native attitudes toward immigration policies. In short,

previous research on immigration attitudes toward high-skilled and low-skilled immigrants

is incomplete and has not fully incorporated implicit attitudes.

2.2 Literature Review & Theory

2.2.1 Public Opinion on Immigration

There is an extensive literature on public opinion towards immigrants (Citrin, Green, Muste

& Wong 1997, Sniderman, Hagendoorn & Prior 2004, Abrajano & Singh 2009, Branton &

Dunaway 2009, Dunaway, Branton & Abrajano 2010). Generally speaking, this research has

fallen into one of two broadly defined groups. The first attempts to link public attitudes

towards immigrants to policy outcomes (Citrin, Reingold, Walters & Green 1990, Tolbert

& Hero 1996, Hero & Preuhs 2007, Chavez & Provine 2009). This literature has used a

variety of definitions for public attitudes towards immigrants. Some authors have tried to

link specific policy outcomes to support for specific policies, such as “English-Only” laws in

the United States (Citrin et al. 1990, Schildkraut 2001). Others have tried to link policy

outcomes - particularly negative ones - to racial/ethnic hostility or general ideology (Tolbert

& Hero 1996, Hero & Preuhs 2007). Similar to the literature on policy convergence (Erikson,

Wright & McIver 1989, Erikson, Wright & McIver 1993, Erikson, Stimson & MacKuen 2002),

this literature is concerned with how attitudes or aspects of the general population affect

policy outcomes.

Much of this research has been limited by the lack of reliable measures of public attitudes

towards immigrants and immigration below the national level. To address the lack of public

opinion data on immigration attitudes, previous research on the linkage between public opin-

ion and immigration policy outcomes has often relied on a variety of demographic proxies or

general attitudes (e.g., the size of the foreign-born population or political ideology, respec-

tively) to operationalize anti-immigrant sentiment (Hero & Preuhs 2007, Nicholson-Crotty

& Nicholson-Crotty 2011). While the case that these indirect measures are correlated is
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fairly robust, this research builds largely on the racial threat literature and has not typi-

cally included a direct measure of the variation in public opinion towards immigrants and

immigration policy across jurisdictions and over time.

More recent literature on the linkage between public opinion and immigration policy has

used advanced methodological techniques to link the opinions of subpopulations and smaller

jurisdictions to immigration policy outcomes (Park, Gelman & Bafumi 2006, Lax & Phillips

2009a, Lax & Phillips 2009b, Pacheco 2011). Building on this work, these techniques use

multi-level regression and post-stratification (MRP) and statistical modeling of national-

level surveys to estimate state-level public opinion. Using the American National Election

Survey (ANES) and questions about increasing/decreasing immigration, Butz and Kehrberg

(2016) used these techniques to establish a strong relationship between state level estimates

of anti-immigrant sentiment and state immigration policies and tone. These methodological

techniques and insights are key to subsequent chapters of this dissertation, estimating ac-

curate measures of issue-specific public opinion towards immigrants across jurisdictions and

overtime.

Contrasting with this literature linking broad attitudes toward immigration to policy out-

comes, a second approach in the literature related to public opinion on immigrants primarily

addresses why individuals oppose or favor immigration more generally, either aspects of

native citizens (e.g., ethnicity or gender) or aspects of the immigrants themselves (e.g.,

country of origin, religious affiliation, or job skills). (Abrajano & Singh 2009, Hainmueller

& Hiscox 2008, Dunaway, Branton & Abrajano 2010, Hainmueller & Hiscox 2010, Brader,

Valentino & Suhay 2008). Within this literature, some authors focus on how characteristics

of citizens - education, ethnicity, etc. - affect their support for immigration (Abrajano &

Singh 2009, Dunaway, Branton & Abrajano 2010). Many of these studies have found that

Latino citizens are far more likely to have positive attitudes towards immigrants and in-

tegrative immigration policies, while white native citizens are more likely to have negative

attitudes and support restrictive policies. Anxiety about immigrants and immigration can

differ across ethnic groups and be triggered differentially as well, depending on a variety of

factors, including ethnicity (Brader, Valentino & Suhay 2008).
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For the purposes of this chapter, I largely dispense with the question of a linkage between

public attitudes on immigration and policy outcomes. The IAT experiments and analysis

below primarily address the complexity of citizens’ attitudes towards immigrants - both

explicit and implicit - and how those underlying associations affect attitudes toward im-

migration policy preferences. However, Chapter 3 addresses the linkage between public

attitudes toward immigrants and how it affects overall policy tone and specific policy out-

comes. In fact, a version of the MRP technique mentioned previously is used to estimate

state-by-state immigrant sentiment and merge that data with an interest-group approach to

explain state-by-state immigration policy adoption. However, this chapter focuses on dis-

tinguishing between implicit and explicit attitudes towards immigrants and examines how

those differences affect individuals’ immigration policy preferences.

What the immigration public opinion literature makes clear, however, is that aggregate pub-

lic opinion towards immigrants and immigration is almost universally negative (Cornelius

& Rosenblum 2005). Across most industrialized (or receiving) nations, native citizens view

incoming immigrants negatively. They favor restrictive policies on both entry and the ex-

pansion of political rights to non-citizens, typically with significant majorities. In fact,

many scholars argue that there is a disconnect between public opinion and policy outcomes

(Freeman 1995, Schuck 2007) in immigration policy. And yet, empirically, integrative immi-

gration policy persists.

However, while generally seen as negative, attitudes toward immigrants and immigration do

vary across a variety of dimensions. One of the most obvious is ethnicity and acculturation.

For example, in the United States, Latinos tend to support increased immigration at much

higher rates than the population in general and this support varies as a function of their

acculturation (Branton 2007). Other authors have found that an individual’s education

significantly affects their support for immigration (Citrin et al. 1997). A variety of other

studies have tested similar individual attributes such as ideology, economic circumstances,

etc. (Sniderman, Hagendoorn & Prior 2004).

In contrast, a very recent developing literature on public opinion has argued something

different. Instead of a direct linkage between public opinion and immigration policy outcomes
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or an examination of the characteristics of native citizens, this recent literature has argued

that support for increased immigration is conditional on characteristics on the immigrants

themselves (Hanson, Scheve & Slaughter 2007, Hainmueller & Hiscox 2008, Hainmueller &

Hiscox 2010). To be brief, native citizens are more likely to be welcoming to immigrants if the

immigrants are seen as highly-skilled workers as opposed to low-skilled laborers (Hainmueller

& Hiscox 2010). Theoretically, this support extends from either a belief in the economic

contributions of immigrants (at an individual level) or their support for the welfare state

(at the institutional level). This result seems to have a similar effect across income and skill

levels of native workers, seemingly indicating that sociotropic or cultural concerns may drive

immigration policy attitudes. While there have been some disagreements about which native

citizens will react negatively to increased immigration (Facchini & Mayda 2012), it is clear

that respondents’ perception of immigrant characteristics can affect their explicitly stated

attitudes about immigration and their support for particular policies related to immigrants

and immigration.

In short, while personal characteristics of individuals have long been thought to be impor-

tant to explaining immigration attitudes, recent work on public opinion has diverged, largely

focusing on two more sophisticated approaches to the nature of the public opinion-policy link-

age. The first literature has emphasized policy-specific public opinion, focusing on the opin-

ions of natives at lower-levels of aggregation using policy-specific questions. Immigration-

specific public opinion has been used to make more concrete linkages between public opinion

and policy outcomes. The second literature has emphasized the conditional nature of na-

tive immigration policy preferences based on the attributes (or perceived attributes) of the

immigrants themselves. This literature has shown that natives citizens are generally more

likely to be supportive of expansive immigration policy if the immigrants are perceived as

high-skilled rather than low-skilled. What other immigrant-specific characteristics might

impact native attitudes toward immigration is an area ripe for more research.
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2.2.2 Implicit Attitudes about Immigration and Immigrants

However, all of the above studies concerning immigration and public opinion have something

in common. They have only addressed respondents’ explicit attitudes toward immigrants,

possibly missing a large part of the story about natives’ attitudes toward immigrants. While

the distinction between explicit and implicit attitudes may not be common knowledge to

many political scientists, these “dual process models” are well-established in fields like social

psychology and have the potential to drastically improve our understanding of a variety of

issues and topics, including immigration.

The distinction between implicit and explicit attitudes comes out of dual process models of

psychology (see Evans 2008 for a review). During the past twenty years, a large body of

research suggest that much of human cognition occurs without deliberate effort and largely

outside individuals’ conscious awareness. Dual process models, which distinguish explicit

(conscious, slow, effortful) cognitive processes from implicit (often unconscious, fast, effort-

less) cognitive processes, form the dominant paradigm [of social cognition research] for the

past 20 years or more (Evans 2008). Simply put, explicit attitudes are consciously accessible

to the individual and are more likely to affect deliberative behavior. In contrast, implicit

attitudes and associations exist below the level of conscious awareness. They are more likely

to affect non-deliberative behavior, such as behavior that occurs under time constraints or in

the presence of a cognitive load.2 This includes public opinion towards groups like minorities

and immigrants, as well as seemingly more deliberative behaviors like vote choice (Galdi,

Arcuri & Gawronski 2008).

Although some studies have begun to integrate these dual process models into political

science research (Lodge & Taber 2005, Lodge & Taber 2013), they are not particularly

widespread. However, attention to these models is slowly beginning to influence mainstream

political science and the use of concepts based off the dual process models - like implicit

attitudes - has grown in recent years (Perrez 2010, Albertson 2011, Greco 2015). A recent

symposium on the issue in PS: Political Science highlighted the wide range of subject areas

2See Sweller 1988 for a discussion of cognitive load theory, essentially overall mental effort. Increased
cognitive load increases the reliance on or effect of implicit attitudes and associations.
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within political science to which implicit concepts and measures can be applied (Ksiazkiewicz

& Hedrick 2013). Covering areas as diverse as racial disparities in criminal justice, political

identity, voting, and political knowledge, the symposium sought to draw attention to the

wide variety of areas where implicit attitudes and dual process models can be useful.

These models are particularly important when studying areas where social desirability might

affect the measurement of explicit preferences. Immigration is a good example where con-

cerns about the stigma attached to racism and antipathy towards non-natives might cause

a disconnect between explicit attitudes (like those collected in standard surveys) and im-

plicit associations that nevertheless impact political behavior and support for certain poli-

cies (Perez 2013). Other areas like vote choice, which is often seen as more deliberate,

can be heavily influenced by underlying, implicit associations as well (Glaser & Finn 2013).

Other researchers have found that long standing variables used in political science - like

political knowledge and party identification - are strongly related to implicit associations

(Ksiazkiewicz 2013, Theodoridis 2013), meaning that that dual process models and implicit

associations can be used to gain insight even into some of the most long standing issues in

political science.

With this in mind, it is clear that extant studies on immigration policy preferences in the

mass public have delved deeply into explicit immigration attitudes, while missing the sub-

stantive and theoretically interesting subject of implicit attitudes. Broadly speaking, they

have asked citizens questions about their opinions of immigrants and immigration and either

manipulated characteristics of the immigrants themselves (Hainmueller & Hiscox 2010) or

inferred something about support for immigrants based on characteristics of the respondents

(Branton 2007, Hero & Preuhs 2007). Much of this literature has relied on survey meth-

ods, including techniques as diverse as mutli-level regression (Butz & Kehrberg 2016) and

survey experiments (Sniderman, Hagendoorn & Prior 2004, Hainmueller & Hiscox 2010),

etc. But, because implicit attitudes are not introspectively accessible, their measurement

requires techniques beyond those utilized in traditional survey research. Because of this

methodological limitation, very few studies have specifically measured the impact of implicit

attitudes on immigration (Perrez 2010), although more recent studies of public opinion have
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begun to incorporate the language and methods of implicit attitudes into their research

(Finn & Glaser 2010, Valentino, Brader & Jardina 2013, Malhotra, Margalit & Mo 2013).

The 2008 ANES Time Series Study and the 2008-09 Panel Study even included two mea-

sures of implicit attitudes, the aforementioned implicit association test (IAT) and the affect

misattribution procedure (AMP). Still, the literature is relatively thin, given the fact that

implicit attitudes have frequently be shown to have strong effects on behavior and support

for government policy in a variety of issue areas (Gawronski, Galdi & Arcuri 2015).

Nevertheless, implicit attitudes have become an increasingly important concept in political

science and are potentially useful for several reasons. First, it should be emphasized that

implicit attitudes, identities, and stereotypes are a separate theoretical construct from their

explicit counterparts. Although implicit and explicit attitudes are often related to each other

in practice, they are theoretically distinct. An individual’s implicit attitudes and explicitly

expressed attitudes (such as those captured by standard survey methodology) can be in

different directions and this carries behavioral consequences. While it is hardly surprising

that researchers often find positive correlations between a set of explicit attitudes and implicit

attitudes towards the same objects, implicit attitudes often have independent explanatory

power.

This independent explanatory power is useful in a variety of settings, but there are a few

areas where implicit measures are particularly useful. First, in areas where self-presentation,

and a desire for a positive self-presentation, may bias explicit reporting (Gawronski, Galdi &

Arcuri 2015). This includes areas like race, where the stigma of negative attitudes towards

a certain race (or non-citizens) may affect explicit reporting but are easier to study using

implicit measures that avoid this social desirability bias (Baron & Banaji 2006, Borgida &

Miller 2013, Ditonto, Lau & Sears 2013).

Secondly, implicit attitudes are useful for prediction of future political behaviors and deci-

sions (such as for undecided voters) because implicit measures can “predict biases in the

processing of decision-relevant information” (Gawronski, Galdi & Arcuri 2015). Put suc-

cinctly, this means that implicit measures are particularly useful when individuals may not

be able (or willing) to express an opinion, or have difficulty predicting their own future be-
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havior. Implicit measures are useful for measuring how individuals process information and

how their inherent, implicit biases will affect the processing of that information. Borgida and

Miller (2013) use this insight to discuss how implicit measures and dual processes models

can shed light on policy implementation, particularly in the area of criminal justice. Overall,

implicit measures have been found to be predictive of behavior across a variety of issue areas,

particularly in areas clouded by social desirability bias and in areas where underlying implicit

associations can affect the processing of information, allowing them to be highly predictive

of future behavior, at times better predictors than explicitly expressed attitudes.3

While there are a variety of implicit techniques available to measure an individuals’ implicit

associations, the Implicit Association Test (IAT) is the most prominent and most likely

to be familiar to political scientists. The IAT has been used to predict the vote choice

of undecided voters by measuring their attitudes toward party leaders before the election

(Arcuri, Castelli, Galdi, Zogmaister & Amadori 2008) and the impact of implicit racial

attitudes on 2008 presidential vote choice (Greenwald, Smith, Sriram, Bar-Anan & Nosek

2009). Psychological researchers have been particularly attentive to issues of race and implicit

attitudes. Numerous studies over the past ten years have shown that many people who

report explicitly unbiased attitudes nevertheless retain latent biases that can be measured

using implicit measures and often exert an effect on behavior (e.g. McConnell & Leibold

2001, Baron & Banaji 2006, Jost et al 2009).

This chapter specifically argues that measuring implicit attitudes for individuals with re-

gards to immigration is important for several reasons. First, individuals may hold differing

implicit and explicit attitudes toward immigrants, similar to the documented attitudinal

differences individuals have towards racial groups. While individuals may express positive

attitudes towards immigrants explicitly, they may retain negative implicit associations to-

wards immigrants. This may extend to the high-skill/low-skill dimension, with individuals

professing a more positive attitude toward high-skilled immigrants, but retaining a negative

implicit association. This explicit distinction between attributes of possible immigrants may

not have any impact on their support for particular, expansive immigration policies, and

3See (Jost et al. 2009) and (Greenwald, Poehlman, Uhlmann & Banaji 2009) for in-depth reviews of all
the areas where implicit measures have been used and applied.
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their implicit attitudes (as measured by the IAT) may be more predictive of their support

for immigration policies.

Additionally, while individuals may profess different explicit affects toward high-skilled and

low-skilled immigrants, this distinction may not be present implicitly. While the distinction

may be accessible and present when explicitly asked, individuals may not distinguish between

high-skilled and low-skilled immigrants implicitly and this will affect how they process in-

formation about immigrants. If individuals tend to implicitly see immigrants as low-skilled

workers, that will affect how they process information about immigration, and it may be

difficult for them to conceive of immigrants as bolstering the state, improving government

fiscal condition, or generally contributing positively to society. This, in turn, will affect their

support for expansive immigration policies, resulting in a public that supports restrictive

immigration policies, even for high-skilled immigrants.

In short, individuals’ implicit attitudes towards immigrants and their implicit associations

between immigrants and their place in the workforce may be a better predictor of their

support for immigration policies than their explicitly stated preferences. Additionally, this

implicit association of immigrants with low-skilled labor may affect their ability to process

information about how immigrants contribute to society economically, socially, and cultur-

ally.

Therefore, we shall test the following hypotheses:

1. Respondents will implicitly prefer natives to immigrants.

2. Respondents will implicitly associate immigrants with low-skilled labor rather than

high-skilled labor.

3. All else equal, negative implicit attitudes towards immigrants (compared to native

residents) will negatively affect support for policies that benefit immigrants.

4. All else equal, implicitly associating immigrants with low-skilled workers will negatively

affect support for policies that benefit immigrants.
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2.3 Research Design

To test the above hypotheses, I designed a survey task that included a series of standard

explicit survey and demographic questions, as well as two original Implicit Association Tests

(IATs) designed to measure individuals’ implicit attitudes towards immigrants vs. native

citizens and their association of immigrants with high-skilled jobs. Generally speaking, the

IAT is a computerized procedure that measures response latencies to basic stimuli. In a

standard IAT trial, the participant is presented with an item on the screen, such as a word

(e.g., great, awful) or a picture (e.g., a rose or beetle). The participant must then categorize

the images or words by pushing one or two response keys. The words or images belong

exclusively to one of two target categories or attribute categories, and the participant is

asked to sort them as quickly as possible. In the test blocks, each response key is assigned to

two categories (e.g., flowers and good, insects and bad). If a participant is able to sort some

items more quickly (e.g., flowers and good) when paired, this suggests that the participant

has an implicit preference for one item or concept over another.

In short, the IAT is a timed response test in which attributes (e.g., good, bad, etc.) are

paired with targets (e.g., bugs, flowers, immigrants, natives) and a respondent is asked to

sort them. Faster sorting indicates an underlying implicit association of the attribute with

the target (e.g., good and American or bad and immigrant). The speed at which the test

occurs and the large number of sorting tasks per block force the participant to rely on their

implicit cognition and reveal their unconscious affect toward the targets of interest.

The first IAT designed for this study was similar to a standard Native/Foreign IAT. The

attribute category was made up of positively and negatively valenced words.4 The target

category was made up of popular surnames associated with native citizens and the largest

immigrant group in the country, specifically Latinos in the US. For participants, the “na-

tive” surnames were Smith, Johnson, Williams, and Brown while the “immigrant” surnames

were Garcia, Rodriguez, Martinez, and Hernandez. Surnames were chosen based on their

popularity using Census naming data.

4The positive words were: wonderful, pleasure, glorious, and happy. The negative words were: terrible,
horrible, nasty, and awful.
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Figure 2.1: IAT Screenshot: Native-Foreign IAT

Figure 2.1 provides an example of what one of the tasks might look like on a participants

computer. As you can see, the participant is being asked to sort valence words (e.g., hor-

rible, wonderful) to a set of paired target categories, in this case “Immigrant and Good”

and “American and Bad”.5 For this task, most participants might have difficulty sorting

names associated with immigrants, such as “Martinez”, into the same category as positively

valenced words, such as “wonderful.” Likewise, many natives might have difficulty sorting

“awful” and native surnames into the same category, while sorting the name “Johnson”

into the American and Good categories might come easier due to their underlying positive

association toward common native surnames.

Participants are given “test blocks” before their sorting times are measured, as shown in

Figure 2.2. Participants can typically rapidly sort typically native and immigrant names

into their respective categories and the tasks play out more easily on the computer screen

than they sound on paper.

The second IAT designed for this study was a variation on the single-target IAT where

5All participants in this study were American.
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Figure 2.2: IAT Screenshot: Native-Foreign IAT

“immigrant” was the target category (Bluemke & Friese 2008). In this task, the attribute

category was made up of specific high-skilled and low-skilled jobs. The high-skilled jobs

were doctor, engineer, professor, and scientist while the low-skilled jobs were laborer, busboy,

janitor, and maid. Again, target labels were surnames associated with immigrant groups and

native citizens. Respondents were asked to sort Lopez, Gonzalez, Perez, and Sanchez. Again,

surnames were based off their popularity for among Latinos, the primary U.S. immigrant

group.

The purpose of this IAT was to measure the participants ability to associate immigrants with

high-skilled positions. Figure 2.3 and 2.4 provide screen shots of this single-target IAT.

Participants are initially required to sort the jobs into high-skill and low-skill categories and

then sort the immigrant and native surnames to those categories as well. Typically, native

participants have a much easier time sorting surnames like “Brown” and “Johnson” into

the high-skill category, while Hispanic surnames are more easily associated with low-skill

occupations.

While the tasks sound complicated, on the computer they play out relatively easily and
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Figure 2.3: IAT Screenshot: Single-Target Immigrant IAT

capture a participants implicit associations between the attributes (e.g., jobs, immigrants,

etc.) and valences - positive and negative. There is no time for deep cognition and the

response times, measured in the miliseconds, provide an indicator of how closely associated

concepts like immigrants and low-skilled labor are in a participants mind.

Both IATs were written and administered using the Inquisit software platform and hosted

at www.millisecond.com. Participants were recruited through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk

(MTurk) system. MTurk has been shown to be a reliable and low-cost alternative for social

scientists to recruit subjects and collect a variety of data (Goodman, Cryder & Cheema 2012,

Paolacci, Chandler & Ipeirotis 2010, Buhrmester, Kwang & Gosling 2011). 200 U.S. subjects

completed the two IAT’s and answered the accompanying series of demographic and survey

questions. Participants completed a series of demographic and political questions, similar to

standard political science surveys. The survey questions included multiple choice responses,

feeling thermometers, and a variety of other questions described in more detail below. A

copy of the Inquisit script which includes all questions and coding is available in Appendix

A.

These demographic and survey questions were followed by the Native-Foreign IAT and then
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Figure 2.4: IAT Screenshot: Single-Target Immigrant IAT

Table 2.1: Age & Ideology

Variable Average (Range)
Age 36.25 19 - 65
Ideology 41.9 1 - 103

the Single-Target Immigrant IAT. Details on the arrangement of the test blocks and tasks is

also available in Appendix A. Following the two IATs, the respondents were asked a series

of questions meant to measure support for immigration policy. The specific questions are

available in Appendix A, but the questions were meant to measure escalating support for

more integrative and expansive immigration policy. For their participation, each subject

was compensated $2 through the MTurk system following their completion of all the tasks.

Descriptive statistics on the participants can be seen in Tables 2.1, 2.2, and 2.3.

2.4 Results

In an IAT, a respondent’s strength of association is measured through what is called a D-

score. A D-score is a measure of both latency (how quickly a participant responded) and
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Table 2.2: Sample Demographics: Sex & Race

Variable Percentage
Sex

Male 59.1%
Female 40.9%

Race
White 74.9%

Non-White 25.1%

Table 2.3: Education & Income
Variable Average

Education
Some High School 0%

High School 13.3%
Some College 35.5%

College Graduate 51.2%
Income

<$20k 17.2%
<$40k 27.6%
<$60k 21.2%
<$80k 16.3%
>$80k 17.7%

error rate (how frequently the participant sorted the attributes correctly). The D-score is

bounded between -2 and 2, so it is not a direct measure of latency, but, in general, higher

positive scores are associated with a quicker, strong positive implicit association. Generally,

speaking, D-scores above 0.15 in magnitude are seen as weak associations, above 0.35 are

viewed as moderate associations, and above 0.65 are seen as strong associations.6 More

information on precisely how the D-score was calculated can be found in the Inquisit script

in Appendix A.

The first analysis focuses on using these D-scores to measure participants’ affect toward na-

tives as well as their association between immigrants and labor skill (Hypotheses 1 and 2).

In this sample, respondents in the study showed a moderate-to-strong implicit preference

for natives of their country compared to immigrants with a D-score of .51. This represents

a moderate-to-strong implicit preference for “native” residents compared to immigrant res-

6See Harvard’s “Project Implicit” for more information.
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Figure 2.5: D-Score: Immigrant Affect & Skill

idents, supporting the first hypothesis. On average, participants also display a consistent,

if weak, association between immigrants and low-skilled jobs, with a mean D-score of -0.17.

Figure 2.5 shows the mean D-Scores for the sample for affect toward natives and association

between immigrants and labor skill. Figures 2.6 and 2.7 below show the distribution of

D-scores in the sample, showing that, while both distributions have some outliers, the bulk

of both distributions sit on the hypothesized side of zero (i.e., no association). Figures 2.6

shows that the preference (or positive implicit association) is much higher for natives over

immigrants. Figure 2.7 indicates that, while the connection between immigrants and low-

skilled (compared to high-skilled) labor is weaker, the vast majority of the sample associate

immigrants and low-skill labor, although the association is relatively weak for most.

The data, therefore, support the first two hypotheses in this study. First, respondents have

an implicit preference for natives over immigrants, stronger positive associations for natives
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Figure 2.6: Implicit Association Toward Natives

than for immigrants. Secondly, respondents do implicitly associate immigrants with low-

skilled, not high-skilled, labor. This association is weaker, but generally consistent across

the sample.

Testing hypotheses 3 and 4 is more complex than calculating D-scores and measuring a

respondents’ affect towards immigrants. Hypothesis 3 states that negative implicit associ-

ations towards immigrants will negatively affect support for integrative immigrant policies.

Hypothesis 4 states that an implicit association of immigrants with low-skilled labor will

negatively affect support for integrative immigration policies as well. In order to test these

hypotheses, I conducted OLS regressions using an index of support for restrictive immigra-

tion policy as the dependent variable.

The dependent variable was conceptualized as support for more restrictive immigration policy

measured with an additive index of seven questions that address attitudes towards both
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Figure 2.7: Implicit Association - Immigrants & Skill-Level

legal and illegal immigrants.7 The Inquisit Script included in Appendix A provides all

seven questions, but the script asked respondents questions such as, “The United States

should make it more difficult for LEGAL immigrants to obtain social services.” Respondents

answered questions regarding both legal and illegal immigration.

I coded the responses into an immigration policy index, such that higher values indicate

support for more restrictive immigration policies. Figure 2.8 provides a histogram of the

responses. On a seven-point scale, the mean response was 3.85. Control variables in the

analysis included several demographic and attitudinal variables with established relationships

to immigration policy preferences in the literature (e.g., ethnocentrism, authoritarianism,

ideology, partisanship, gender, income, education, race), alongside the new implicit measures

for both immigrant affect and immigrant skill association. The demographic variables -

7Scale reliability coefficient (Cronbach’s alpha) 0.8775.
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Figure 2.8: Dependent Variable - Immigration Policy Index

race, education, gender, etc. - were self-reported during the online survey. Ideology and

partisanship were self-reported as well. The ethnocentrism and authoritarianism variables are

additive indexes constructed using standard Likert scale questions. Details on the questions

used and variable construction can be found in Appendix A.

The results are largely in line with previous studies on the determinants of immigration policy

outcomes. Unsurprisingly, both the authoritarianism and ethnocentrism scales are strong

predictors of restrictive immigration preferences, similar to previous studies (Perrez 2010).

Of the other control variables, we find statistical significance for only two: ideology and

an education dummy for “Some College.” Higher levels of education also seem to reduce

support for restrictive immigration policies, although at marginal levels of significance. The

lack of any standouts from the other control variables is likely due to colinearity in some

of the demographic and explicit variables. However, of the two that show some statistical
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Table 2.4: Predictors of Immigration Policy Preferences

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
Authoritarianism 0.466∗∗ (0.111)
Ethnocentrism 0.177∗∗ (0.049)
D-Score: Immigrant Affect 3.992∗∗ (1.490)
D-Score: Immigrant Skill Level 1.884 (1.666)
Ideology 0.123∗∗ (0.034)
Sex (0 F/1M) 0.543 (1.073)
Income: $20k - $40k -1.457 (1.664)
Income: $40k - $60k -1.128 (1.778)
Income: $60k - $80k 0.590 (1.905)
Income: $80k+ -0.660 (1.890)
Education: Some College -5.474∗∗ (1.706)
Education: College Grad or More -2.904† (1.711)
Race: Non-White Respondent -0.440 (1.286)
PartyID 0.506 (0.490)
Non-English Speaker -3.673 (3.059)
Intercept 5.235 (3.548)

N 201
R2 0.522
F (15,185) 13.484
Significance levels : † : 10% ∗ : 5% ∗∗ : 1%

impact, ideology unsurprisingly indicates that respondents who identify as conservative hold

more restrictive immigration policy preferences. The education dummy variable, shows that

respondents’ support for restrictive immigration policies declines as education levels increase.

This is unsurprising - education tends to correlate with greater support for immigration and

more liberal views on racial and ethnic policy issues - but is not particularly relevant to the

overall analysis.

As for the primary hypotheses, they received mixed results in the analysis. For Hypothesis

3, that negative implicit attitudes towards immigrants would negatively affect support for

pro-immigrant policies - independent of explicitly stated preferences - the evidence is very

strong. As seen in the analysis in Table 4, a strong D-score - indicating a positive affect for

natives over immigrants - has a statistically and substantively significant impact on support

for pro-immigrant policies. Simply put, the more negative one’s implicit association toward

immigrants, the more likely the respondent is to support restrictive immigration policies.
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Figure 2.9: Ethnocentrism, Authoritarianism, & Immigration Policy Preferences

Figure 2.10 below shows this relationship graphically, using simulation and the Clarify

program (Tomz, Wittenberg & King 2009) to show the effect of an increased D-score on

immigration policy preferences.

In contrast, Hypothesis 4 - that an implicit association of immigrants with low-skill labor will

increase support for restrictive policies is not supported by the analysis. The relationship,

accounting for all the control variables, is essentially flat and even trends in the “wrong”

direction predicted by the theory. This is best seen in Figure 2.11 below, which again uses

simulation to plot the impact of variation in the immigrant-skill association on immigration

policy preferences.

This lack of a relationship is, perhaps, unsurprising, given the rather weak negative av-

erage D-score seen in Figure 2.5 above. While the Implicit Association Tests produced

a strong positive association for natives over immigrants (mean D-score of 0.51), the test

produced only a weak negative association between immigrants and high-skill occupations
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Figure 2.10: Implicit Affect and Immigration Policy Preferences

(-0.17). Both associations were in the hypothesized directions, but the association between

immigrants and low-skill labor was weak compared to the overall positive affect toward na-

tive citizens. While respondents did (weakly) associate immigrants with low-skilled labor,

the association was not particularly strong and, in unreported regressions, seemed to have

little independent impact apart from individual respondent’s general implicit affect toward

immigrants. Negative affect towards immigrants in general was strong enough to swamp

the low-skill labor association, and the effect of respondents’ implicit associations on policy

preferences was primarily their general implicit associations toward immigrants, rather than

their relatively weak implicit associations of immigrants with low-skilled labor.
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Figure 2.11: Implicit Skill Association and Immigration Policy Preferences

2.5 Discussion & Conclusion

The results suggest that citizens, at least U.S. citizens, have a strong implicit preference for

other native-born residents over immigrants. This implicit preference does have a strong,

independent impact on their immigration policy preferences even accounting for standard ex-

planations for explicit policy preferences such as ideology, ethnocentrism, party ID, etc.

However, this impact of implicit attitudes on policy preferences extends only to a general

affect toward immigrants and does not seem to be impacted by respondents’ implicit as-

sociation of immigrants with low-skill labor. This result supports some of the research on

the role of implicit racial attitudes on vote choice (Greenwald, Smith, Sriram, Bar-Anan &

Nosek 2009) where implicit negative racial associations can impact political behavior. This

discrepancy may be explained by the powerful impact of authoritarianism and ethnocen-
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trism shown in Figure 2.9 above as well as general implicit attitudes toward immigrants.

Respondents simply may not make a major distinction between groups of immigrants and

their generally negative implicit attitudes towards immigrants may swamp any nuance based

on characteristics of the immigrants themselves.

Additionally, the findings do not support the recent research linking immigrant skill and

policy preferences (Hainmueller & Hiscox 2010, Hainmueller & Hiscox 2008) since implicit

associations between immigrants and low-skilled labor were found to have no impact on pol-

icy preferences. It indicates that, at least implicitly, citizens’ support for immigration policies

is not affected by their implicit association of immigrants with low-skilled or high-skilled la-

bor. Native residents simply have an overall negative implicit affect towards immigrants

that swamps any more subtle implicit relationships. This negative implicit association can

affect how citizens process other information on immigrants that runs counter to this implicit

negative affect. In short, information showing that high-skilled immigrants are net contrib-

utors to the state in economic or fiscal terms may have a difficult time changing implicit

preconceptions of the immigrant population, undermining the argument that policies which

favor high-skilled immigrants would garner broader levels of public support.

To be clear, these findings do not undermine the argument that skills-based immigration

policies (e.g., Australia’s immigration policies) or more integrative policies less likely to be

adopted than restrictive policies. The next chapter of this dissertation addresses some of

the determinants of immigration policy adoption, including variations in explicit attitudes

towards immigrants. Business and political elites, acting on low-salience issues or using

more deliberative, explicit cognition, may decide to enact integrative policies for a variety

of reasons. However, given the evidence here, it is unlikely that the primary mechanism

for elites choosing to adopt those policies is public opinion, specifically citizens’ attitudes

towards immigrants based on attributes of the immigrants themselves.

It may be difficult to generalize to the U.S. population from a relatively small Internet survey.

However, these results provide further evidence that implicit associations about immigrants

do have an impact on individuals’ immigration policy preferences. Negative affect towards

immigrants does affect stated policy preferences, over and above what is predicted from ex-
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plicit measures. Unfortunately, the study does not support the idea that citizens make a

distinction between immigrants based on their place in the labor force. Or, more generally,

that aspects of the immigrants themselves are unlikely to affect policy stated policy prefer-

ences, at least implicitly, and that the general negative affect towards immigrants makes it

unlikely that information about immigrants (e.g., their skill level, religious background, etc.)

would be processed efficiently. More informed elites with a direct impact on immigration

policies may make this distinction, but citizens’ implicit associations toward immigrants’

varying attributes do not seem to impact their explicit policy preferences. Further research

on citizens’ implicit attitudes toward immigrants’ skills and labor force status may lead to

changes in policy preferences, but the conclusion is not supported by this initial study.
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Chapter 3

Laboratories of Citizenship -

Immigration Policy Adoption in the

American States

3.1 Introduction

A decade ago, during the spring and summer of 2006, the topic of immigration dominated

Congressional debate. Future Republican Presidential candidate John McCain and Demo-

cratic stalwart Ted Kennedy cosponsored a comprehensive immigration reform bill that of-

fered increased border enforcement along with a ‘pathway to citizenship’ for undocumented

immigrants currently residing in the United States. The bill was truly comprehensive, con-

taining dozens of other major and minor provisions covering issues as diverse as education,

healthcare, Social Security, and agriculture as they related to immigrants and immigration

policy. While the sentiment at the time was hopeful, Congress was ultimately unable to

reconcile the “Enforcement First” crowd with those supporting a process of legalization for

undocumented immigrants. Following the failure of comprehensive immigration reform, the

issue faded from the national scene, replaced by the Presidential election, health care, the

war in Iraq, and any number of other issues.
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Even though immigration faded from the national legislative agenda following the failure

of the McCain-Kennedy bill,1 the issue has remained a salient topic for state and local

governments. Across the country, perhaps because of the lack of a comprehensive federal

policy response, city and state governments have stepped in to fill the legislative void left

by Congress. In particular, state governments have attempted to address the question of

the impact of immigrants on everything from policing to health care to higher education.

Particularly since 2005, states have been passing ever increasing amounts of immigration

legislation covering policies as diverse as the employment of illegal immigrants to in-state

tuition for undocumented students to the requirements for non-citizens to hunt large game

(see Maine H.B. 199, 2009). Figure 3.1 shows how attention to the issue has expanded in

recent years.
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Figure 3.1: State-level Immigration Legislation

There are substantive reasons for the continued salience of immigration for state and lo-

cal governments. Recent estimates put the foreign-born population at approximately 42.4

1The Secure American and Orderly Immigration Act, S. 1033.
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million individuals, including approximately 11 million illegal immigrants (Zong & Batalova

2016). The overwhelmingly Latino undocumented population has fallen slightly in recent

years but is still exceptionally high compared to historic levels (Camarota & Jensenius 2009,

Zong & Batalova 2016), while the overall number of immigrants also remains high compared

to historic levels. State and local governments are on the front lines of addressing the pol-

icy issues that arise from immigrant populations, whether it be crime, bilingual education,

service access, licensing, etc.

In short, while immigration has typically been thought of as a national issue, addressing the

policy implications of immigration has become dominated in recent years by state and local

governments. As Figure 3.1 shows, 2015 alone saw 490 laws and resolutions related to immi-

gration passed by 49 different state legislatures and Puerto Rico (NCSL 2015). And, despite

media attention paid to the broad enforcement policies, state-level immigration legislation

has not been entirely punitive toward immigrants, legal or illegal. The Pew Research Center

estimates that state-level policy has been roughly 2-1 in favor of restrictive policies (Passel

& Cohn 2009), while other estimates place the ratio much close to 1-1 (Nicholson-Crotty &

Nicholson-Crotty 2011).2

Whatever the exact ratio of integrative to restrictive policies, the story of state-level immi-

gration policy in the United States is more complex than simply enforcement and restriction.

There exists substantial variation in the policy approaches that states use to address immi-

gration issues and to create the policy climates they fashion for their immigrant populations.

Given that immigrants, particularly illegal immigrants, have restricted access to the political

system, what explains the variation in the tone of immigration policy adoption across the

states? When will state legislators and other state-level politicians support integrative immi-

gration policies and when will they support restrictive, punitive immigration policies?

A variety of different theories have been used to explain state-level immigration policy

adoption, both integrative and restrictive. These theories include economic considerations

(Zimmermann & Tumlin 1999), racial threat and demographics (Boushey & Luedtke 2011,

Chavez & Provine 2009, Schildkraut 2001), industry pressures (Nicholson-Crotty & Nicholson-

2Including this analysis. See Figure 3.3.
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Crotty 2011), partisanship (Ramakrishnan & Wong 2010) and public opinion (Hero &

Preuhs 2007, Rivera 2014). However, none of these approaches has been wholly satisfactory.

Most have focused exclusively on specific restrictive immigration policies (e.g., English-only

laws, enforcement provisions, etc.), and many have come to differing conclusions about

the explanation for state and local immigration policy. Additionally, all these approaches

have used different measures of immigration policy adoptions, public opinion, and other key

variables. These studies have often found empirical support for the impact of certain key

variables - such as the size of the Hispanic and/or immigrant populations, as well as public

opinion - on immigration policy adoptions but have not agreed on the theoretical meaning

of these variables.

This essay attempts to combine two branches of this immigration policy literature: interest

groups and public opinion. The public opinion literature generally argues that politicians

are responsive to voter preferences, and issue-specific public opinion should have a direct

impact on the overall tone of the immigration policies adopted by a state (Erikson, Wright

& McIver 2006, Rivera 2014, Butz & Kehrberg 2016). Alternately, the interest group ap-

proach (Nicholson-Crotty & Nicholson-Crotty 2011) argues that organized interest groups,

particularly the presence and strength of immigrant-employing industries, encourage a more

integrative “policy climate” for immigrants.

To reconcile these literatures, both approaches are combined. Measures of state-level, issue-

specific public opinion on immigration are estimated using multilevel regression and post-

stratification (MRP) based on the American National Election Survey (ANES). The public

opinion data are combined with immigrant employment information from the Bureau of

Labor Statistics (BLS), and state-level contribution data from the National Institute on

Money in State Politics to examine the intersection of public opinion and interest group

strength on immigration policymaking.3 Immigration policy volume and tone are coded

from data collected by the National Council of State Legislatures (NCSL) from 2005 - 2015.

This paper argues that immigrant specific public opinion varies across geography and time,

affecting policy outcomes. Public opinion is further mediated by the presence and political

3The Institute is a non-partisan non-profit organization that compiles disclosure information from states
and the federal government. Data obtained from www.followthemoney.org.
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activity of interest groups, particularly immigrant-employing industries. Therefore, generally

negative public opinion toward immigrants can be mitigated by the economic needs and

political activity of certain interest groups.

This essay begins with a review of the state policy research on immigration with particular

attention to recent research on the relationship between public opinion, interest groups, and

immigration policy adoption. It then develops a set of hypotheses about the interaction

between immigrant-specific public opinion and interest group strength on policy adoption.

Next, it describes the construction of a unique dataset combining information on state-level

immigration legislation, state-level public opinion, and state-level measures of interest group

strength to test these hypotheses. It ends with a discussion of the findings, how they expand

our knowledge of state-level policymaking, and how the research could be extended in the

future.

3.2 Immigration in State Policy Research

The increasing role that states and localities are playing in immigration policy has been

understudied. Much immigration policy research focuses on national policies and natural-

ization, such as which non-citizens enter the country, when, how and why. How subnational

governments address the policy challenges of immigrant populations - particularly in the

U.S. with the significant role that states and cities play in both policy administration and

adoption - has not garnered much attention.

However, while modern, quantitative research on immigration policy adoption is sparse,

there is an older literature on the incorporation of immigrant groups into state and local

politics. Urban areas were typically the first and often only stop for immigrants throughout

American history and much of the research on political machines, for example, deals with the

incorporation of various ethnic groups into urban politics (Erie 1988, Waldinger & Lee 2001).

This literature fundamentally addressed the process by which these immigrant waves were

incorporated into local politics and how they organized to consolidate political gains and

ensure access to political benefits such as patronage. Increased immigration in recent decades
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- both legal and illegal - has revived this literature somewhat, spawning demographic analyses

and more historical, ethnographic looks at the political integration of modern-day immigrants

(Sanjek 2000, Ellis 2001, Tichenor 2002, Zhou & Lee 2007).

Expanding this literature on immigrant political incorporation to the adoption of immigrant-

related policies by modern states has run into a few problems. First, the issue of data is

ever present. Reliable information about the immigrant population, both legal and undoc-

umented, is still difficult to come by. Immigration bills are difficult to count and quantify

and there have been a variety of attempts to wrestle with measuring these policies. These

are just a few of the data issues, discussed in more detail later, that have impacted research

in this area.

But the problem is also a jurisdictional one. Intuitively, questions of citizenship and im-

migration enforcement are a federal issue and have historically been interpreted as such by

the Supreme Court, citing the Constitution’s Supremacy Clause.4 However, while unable to

grant citizenship and having some limits on their enforcement powers, states can enact (and

are enacting) a wide-range of policies that substantially affect immigrant residents. Policy

areas that have been addressed by the states in dealing with immigration include education,

identification, public services, housing, voting, health care, and employment.

Even the traditionally federal area of enforcement has been addressed by multiple state leg-

islatures in recent years. Some states (and counties and cities) have chosen to participate in

cooperative enforcement programs like the Immigration and Custom’s Enforcement’s (ICE)

287(g) program, the now-defunct “Secure Communities” program, or the replacement Pri-

ority Enforcement Program (PEP).5 Other states (and many cities) have chosen to adopt

policies that prohibit cooperation with federal immigration law. California, for example,

adopted the Transparency and Responsibility Using State Tools Act, more commonly known

as the TRUST Act, in 2013. Connecticut and several other states have adopted similar laws,

and many subnational jurisdictions around the country have refused to cooperate with im-

4This was reaffirmed most recently in Arizona vs. United States (2012), in which the Supreme Court
struck down many of the provisions of Arizona’s famous SB 1070. More information here.

5A list of jurisdictions participating in the 287(g) program can be found here. More information on the
PEP program can be found here.
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migration enforcement, creating so-called “sanctuary” cities.6

In short, despite the attention given to the policy debates at the federal level, the only

effective limit on states in the immigration policy area over the last decade has been nat-

uralization. And many states have even attempted to encroach upon this area of federal

supremacy by passing legislation defining who is and who is not a ‘resident’ of their state,

as well as adopting both harsh and lax enforcement policies. Also, while state-immigration

policy defies simple categorization, states tend to add immigrant-specific policies to their

traditional areas of responsibility, like social and welfare issues, to address the rapid influx

of foreign-born residents (Newton & Adams 2009). Figure 3.2 highlights this distinction,

showing the issue areas where states have adopted immigrant-related policies from 2005 -

2015.

Specific areas like education, health, and licensing show the most activity from state legis-

latures, and, despite what might be assumed, many states have made efforts to incorporate

immigrant citizens into the political process, granting them rights and access to government

services similar to native citizens.7 For example, Oklahoma’s S.B. 318 in 2009 extended

sales tax exemptions to migrant health centers which serve primarily a non-citizen popula-

tion, an obvious benefit to immigrants. Rhode Island’s S.B. 596 from the same year allowed

immigration-based coercion as an affirmative defense in prostitution cases, another obvious

legal advantage that targeted immigrant residents. Even Arizona, one of the most active

states in restricting the rights and access of immigrants, passed S. 1125 in 2008 that al-

lowed for “additional employer penalties and the payment of compensation benefits to an

employee or to the employee’s estate” in the event of permanent disability or death, even if

the employee was an illegal alien (NCSL 2009).

To summarize, there is a sparse history of immigration incorporation research in political

science, but this research has not expanded sufficiently to understand the breadth and depth

of recent policy adoptions by the states. Immigrant policy has become a major substantive

6The Congressional Research Service (CRS) published an excellent summary of this issue area in 2015,
available here.

7Only substantive legislation is included in Figure 3.2. Since symbolic resolutions are not included, the
numbers for Figure 3.1 & Figure 3.2 differ.
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Figure 3.2: State Immigration Legislation by Issue

part of the legislative and policy agendas for most states over the last decade. And, while

most of the attention is given to restrictive enforcement legislation like AZ SB 1070 (2012),

states are enacting policies across a wide range of issues that expands the rights and ac-

cess of immigrants, substantively affecting the integration of immigrant residents into their

communities.

In addition to being a substantively interesting policy area, the observed adoption of both

integrative and restrictive immigration policies seems to run counter to many of the gen-

erally accepted theories of state-level policy adoption. Immigration is not a typical social

welfare issue and certainly does not fit into Peterson’s conception of states in perpetual

economic competition. Peterson’s theory would predict no expansion of rights or access for

immigrants since immigrants - particularly undocumented immigrants - are perceived to be

more expensive per service recipient than native clients, resulting in larger overall spend-

ing (Peterson 1981, Peterson & Rom 1989). Although recent research indicates that that

conventional wisdom may not be accurate and some comparative theories of immigration
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policy argue that high-skilled immigrants may bolster expansive welfare states (Hainmueller

& Hiscox 2008), large immigrant populations are at least perceived as a burden on state

and local resources, despite the fact that, overall, they may be net contributors to the na-

tional economy and federal tax revenue (Blau, Mackie et al. 2016). To choose one example

addressed in the next chapter, sixteen states currently have laws that grant in-state tuition

to long-term undocumented students, despite the costs, which certainly affects the bottom-

line of public universities.8 The perception that immigrant residents are more expensive for

states and localities is persistent and, yet, in-state tuition bills and other legislation provide

benefits to even undocumented immigrants, despite the cost. In other words, no ‘race to the

bottom’ exists in immigration policy.

Other general theories of state policy adoption also offer little guidance about what intrastate

characteristics - either institutional characteristics of the government or individual charac-

teristics of state legislators - might underly immigration-specific policy adoption. Diffusion

theory, while popular a popular explanation of state policy adoption, is fundamentally con-

cerned with the spread of policy innovation. How do different policies spread from state

to state? How do legislators and politicians learn about policy and adopt it within their

jurisdictions? While immigration policy innovations - such as in-state tuition policies or

immigrant driver’s licenses - are easy to identify, much of the diffusion literature has focused

on interstate determinants of policy adoption, rather than internal state influences on policy

adoption (Gray 1973, Shipan & Volden 2008).

More recent diffusion scholarship addressing the mechanism of how policy innovations spread

(Karch 2007) provides more insight into certain aspects of state immigration policy. As

more modern diffusion scholars have argued (Volden 2006, Karch 2007, Volden, Ting &

Carpenter 2008, Makse & Volden 2010), policy diffusion and adoption may be linked more

to demographic, political, and economic similarities rather than geographic proximity. Given

the benefit that immigrants can have on an economy (see: Silicon Valley), it is possible that

similar states may “compete” to attract an immigrant workforce. For example, California

may adopt legislation that opens particular industries to immigrant residents - such as doc-

8Several others allow in-state tuition through administrative decisions.
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tors or nurses - through recognizing foreign licenses. To remain economically competitive

with California for scarce labor resources, a state like Texas might adopt similar legislation,

encouraging the spread of a particular policy adoption.

However, while this competition may contribute to the spread of discrete policy innova-

tions (e.g., in-state tuition bills, enforcement legislation, etc.), this essay is more concerned

with how states choose to approach immigration holistically. The diffusion of particular,

discrete policies may be motivated by the economic similarities and competitive incentives

of particular states, but states deal with a variety of conflicting incentives on their way to

creating immigration policy climates. This essay is focused on what internal, in-state factors

drive a jurisdiction’s overall approach to immigrants. Why do some states create integrative,

welcoming approaches while others create punitive and restrictive ones?

54.5%37.6%

7.9%

Integrative Restrictive
Neutral

Includes only substantive legislation.

Figure 3.3: Tone of Immigration Legislation (2005 - 2015)

Other theories related to racial politics are equally unsatisfactory for describing how states

develop their overall policy climate. For example, the racial threat hypothesis, which is based

largely on state and local research, would suggest more punitive, anti-immigrant legislation
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as the size of the foreign-born and Latino populations in a state increases (Hero & Tolbert

1995, Tolbert & Grummel 2003). Empirically, however, we see more variation. States as

disparate as California and Texas, both with large immigrant populations, have adopted

many integrative immigration policies. Other states, like Arizona with a large immigrant and

Latino populations, have adopted more restrictive policies and some of the most restrictive

states such as Oklahoma and Alabama have relatively small immigrant populations, though

they have grown rather rapidly recently.

Ultimately though, the question of why legislators would support pro-immigrant policies is

a political question, one of representation and influence. Why do we observe any legislation

that expands the right of immigrants, particularly illegal immigrants? Most media coverage

depicts immigration-related legislation, such as Proposition 187 in California and Proposition

200 in Arizona, as largely anti-immigrant. However, legislation that expands the rights and

access of immigrants constitutes a substantial portion of the policies enacted. The Migra-

tion Policy Institute (MPI) estimates that for 2007 there were actually almost twice as many

bills passed in state legislatures that expanded immigrant rights rather than restricted them

(MPI 2010). The author’s own calculations put the percentage of expansive, pro-immigrant

legislation closer to 50%. Similar research on immigration policy has come to similar con-

clusions on the amount of integrative immigration policy (Yoder 2009, Nicholson-Crotty &

Nicholson-Crotty 2011, Commins & Wills 2016). Figure 3.3 shows the author’s coding for

all the immigration legislation passed by state legislatures between 2005-2015.

To be succinct, many of the extent theories of state policy adoption would fail to account for

the empirical variation observed in immigration policy adoption and don’t account for the

basic electoral connection. Why would individual legislators support integrative immigration

policies when, on the surface at least, their voting constituents are unlikely to benefit and

are likely to oppose these policies? Two research areas show more promise in explaining the

variation in state policy adoption toward immigrants: public opinion and interest groups.

The two literatures have at times come to different determinations of why states adopt certain

immigration policies. This essay attempts to utilize the insights from both literatures to build

a model of immigration policy adoption that takes into account both immigration-specific
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public opinion and the influence of certain interest groups, specifically immigrant-employing

businesses.

3.2.1 Public Opinion on Immigration

Somewhat in contrast to the dearth of research on immigration policy adoption, there is a

relatively robust literature on public opinion towards immigrants (Citrin et al. 1997, Snider-

man, Hagendoorn & Prior 2004, Abrajano & Singh 2009, Branton & Dunaway 2009, Dun-

away, Branton & Abrajano 2010). Broadly speaking, this literature assumes that the public

opinion-policy linkage is the key to explaining the variation in political reaction to immi-

grants and focuses on accurately measuring attitudes towards immigrants across demographic

groups and over time. This literature can generally be organized into one of two broadly

defined groups. The first attempts to link public attitudes towards immigrants to policy out-

comes (Citrin et al. 1990, Tolbert & Hero 1996, Hero & Preuhs 2007, Chavez & Provine 2009).

Some authors have tried to link specific policy outcomes to support for specific restrictive

immigration policies, such as “English-Only” laws in the United States (Citrin et al. 1990,

Schildkraut 2001). Others have tried to link policy outcomes - particularly negative ones -

to racial/ethnic hostility or general ideology (Tolbert & Hero 1996, Hero & Preuhs 2007).

Similar to the literature on policy convergence (Erikson, Wright & McIver 1989, Erikson,

Wright & McIver 1993, Erikson, Stimson & MacKuen 2002), this literature is concerned with

how attitudes or population demographics affect policy outcomes.

Much of this research has had to deal with a fundamental limitation: the lack of reliable

measures of public attitudes towards immigrants and immigration specific to particular ju-

risdictions. This lack of data on attitudes towards immigrants has led this literature to

rely on a variety of demographic proxies or general attitudes (e.g., the size of the foreign-

born population or political ideology) to operationalize anti-immigrant sentiment (Hero &

Preuhs 2007, Nicholson-Crotty & Nicholson-Crotty 2011). While the case that these indi-

rect measures are correlated with immigration-specific public opinion is fairly robust, this

research builds largely on the racial threat literature and its assumptions about the dis-

tribution of opinions within racial groups. Typically, this research has not included direct
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measures of the variation in public opinion towards immigrants across jurisdictions and over

time, and often fails to address the phenomenon of integrative immigration policy.

More recent literature on the linkage between public opinion and immigration policy has used

advanced methodological techniques to estimate policy-specific public opinion of smaller ju-

risdictions and link those attitudes to policy outcomes (Park, Gelman & Bafumi 2006, Lax

& Phillips 2009a, Lax & Phillips 2009b, Pacheco 2011). These techniques use multi-level

regression and post-stratification (MRP) (statistical modeling of national-level surveys) to

estimate aggregate state-level opinions. Much of the work has found the strong relationship

between issue-specific public opinion and policy outcomes predicted by the policy conver-

gence literature (Erikson, Wright & McIver 1989, Erikson, Wright & McIver 1993, Erikson,

Stimson & MacKuen 2002). Building on this work and using the American National Elec-

tion Survey (ANES), Butz and Kehrberg (2016) found a strong relationship between state

level estimates of anti-immigrant sentiment and state immigration policies and tone. These

methodological techniques and insights are key to the analysis, estimating accurate measures

of issue-specific public opinion towards immigrants across jurisdictions and overtime, rather

than using demographic or ideological proxies.

Contrasting with the literature linking attitudes towards immigrants to policy outcomes,

a second approach in this literature addresses citizen immigration opinion based either on

aspects of the native citizens themselves (e.g., ethnicity or gender) or aspects of the im-

migrants themselves (e.g., country of origin, religious affiliation, or job skills) (Abrajano &

Singh 2009, Hainmueller & Hiscox 2008, Dunaway, Branton & Abrajano 2010, Hainmueller

& Hiscox 2010, Brader, Valentino & Suhay 2008). Within this literature, some authors focus

on how characteristics of individual citizens - education, ethnicity, etc. - affect their sup-

port for immigration (Abrajano & Singh 2009, Dunaway, Branton & Abrajano 2010). These

studies have found that certain citizens characteristics, such as ethnicity, authoritarianism,

or ideology, are associated with greater or lesser support for restrictive immigration policy

(Dunaway, Branton & Abrajano 2010, Brader, Valentino & Suhay 2008, Branton 2007).

Two of the most obvious dimensions that causes variation in attitudes towards immigration

policy are ethnicity and acculturation. For example, in the United States, Latinos tend
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to support increased immigration at much higher rates than the population in general and

this support varies as a function of their acculturation (Branton 2007). Anxiety about im-

migrants and immigration can differ across ethnic groups and be triggered differentially as

well, depending on a variety of factors (Brader, Valentino & Suhay 2008). Other authors

have found that an individual’s education significantly affects their support for immigration

(Citrin et al. 1997). A variety of other studies have tested similar individual attributes

such as ideology, economic circumstances, etc. In the aggregate, support for immigrants

and integrative immigration policy may generally be negative, but support may vary across

politically relevant dimensions, such as ethnicity or income, and this variation in support

may open broader or narrower policy windows for integrative immigration policy adoption.

Insights from this literature about which individual characteristics - ethnicity, gender, ed-

ucation, etc. - effect immigration attitudes are key to developing a model of immigration

opinion used here.

Additionally, a very recent developing literature on public opinion has argued something

different than a simple linkage between citizen attitudes and immigration policy outcomes.

This literature argues support for increased immigration is conditional on characteristics on

the immigrants themselves (Hanson, Scheve & Slaughter 2007, Hainmueller & Hiscox 2008,

Hainmueller & Hiscox 2010). For example, a jurisdiction’s policy responses are more likely

to be welcoming if the immigrants are seen as having desirable characteristics, such advanced

education or working in high-skilled professions (Hainmueller & Hiscox 2010). Theoretically,

this support extends from either a belief in the economic contributions of immigrants (at

an individual level) or their economic support for the welfare state (at the institutional

level). This result appears to have a similar effect across income and skill levels of native

workers, seemingly indicating that sociotropic or cultural concerns may drive immigration

policy attitudes. While there have been some disagreements about which native citizens will

react negatively to increased immigration (Facchini & Mayda 2012), respondents’ perception

of immigrant characteristics can clearly affect their explicit attitudes about immigration and

their support for particular policies related to immigrants and immigration. This may be

particularly important when thinking about the framing of immigration policy discussions,

focusing on either undocumented or legal immigrants, refugees or asylum seekers, criminality
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or contributions.

As a side note, a small literature has recently developed addressing the implicit attitudes

of citizens towards immigrants (Perrez 2010). The previous dissertation chapter addressed

this issue, as did a 2013 symposium in PS: Political Science co-edited by the author and

Aleks Ksiazkiewicz (Ksiazkiewicz & Hedrick 2013). This literature is developing, as is the

literature implicit attitudes in political science more broadly. There has been some research

on how implicit and explicit attitudes affect political behavior, such as voting (Arcuri et al.

2008, Ditonto, Lau & Sears 2013), as well as efforts to include implicit measures in long-

standing explicit surveys such as the ANES (Payne, Krosnick, Pasek, Lelkes, Akhtar &

Tompson 2010). Generally, this research has found that implicit attitudes toward immigrants

are a separate cognitive affect than explicit attitudes and can have an independent impact

on individuals’ explicitly stated policy preferences. However, this essay addresses policy

outcomes and explicitly models the effect of explicit attitudes towards immigrants, leaving

the question of how implicit attitudes affect policy outcomes for future research.

To return to explicit public opinion, however, almost all branches of the literature agree that

aggregate attitudes towards immigrants and immigration are almost universally negative

among native residents (Cornelius & Rosenblum 2005, Ceobanu & Escandell 2010). While,

for example, Latino citizens are far more likely to have positive attitudes towards immigrants

and integrative immigration policies, across most industrialized (or receiving) nations, native

citizens view incoming immigrants negatively, favoring restrictive policies on both entry (at

the national level) and opposing the expansion of political rights to non-citizens (at both

the national and subnational level). In fact, many scholars argue that there is a disconnect

between public opinion and policy outcomes (Freeman 1995, Schuck 2007) in this policy area,

the motivating issue of this essay.

In conclusion, while the public opinion literature had identified aspects of both residents

and immigrants that can affect public attitudes toward immigrants, public opinion research

on immigration policy has generally found that natives harbor negative attitudes towards

recent immigrants. And, while the literature has used a variety of measures of public opinion

towards immigrants, negative opinions are generally consistent. However, issue-specific atti-
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tudes towards immigrants may vary across jurisdictions and this variation may affect policy

adoption, despite the general antipathy towards immigrants and support for restrictive im-

migration policies. Additionally, some aspects of citizens may make them more receptive

toward integrative or expansive immigration policy, including ethnicity, acculturation, and

education. All these conclusions are brought together below to create an estimate of issue-

specific public opinion towards immigrants, that measures variation both across jurisdictions

and over time.

3.2.2 Interest Groups and Immigration Policy

As discussed briefly in the previous section, state-level explanations for immigration poli-

cymaking, while sparse, have often focused on feelings of nativism among citizens as the

catalyst for anti-immigrant policy. Much of the earlier research in this area has based their

approaches on versions of the racial-threat hypothesis, finding that support for restrictive

policies among whites was often greater in areas with a greater proportion of minorities

(Schildkraut 2001, Tolbert & Grummel 2003). A limitation of this literature, however, is

that the research has often focused on the adoption or public support for discrete, highly

salient policies, such as English-only laws or California’s Prop 187 (Preuhs 2005) and have

attributed the broader immigration policy response solely to negative sentiment toward im-

migrants. Some research has included institutional factors such as the initiative (Citrin

et al. 1990), but most of this literature has focused on how the proximity and size of im-

migrant populations encourages the adoption of restrictive policies, either through direct

democracy or the legislative process.

While this literature, and the broader literature on public opinion and immigration policy

more generally, provides insight into how negative attitudes toward immigrants can affect

the tone of the immigration policy adopted, it has not addressed the full breadth and depth

of state immigration policy. Some of it was limited by the focus on a single issue or a single

jurisdiction (e.g., California and Prop 187), and not how variation in immigrant sentiment

might affect a broader range of policies, particularly policies that were not highly salient.

More recent literature on the access of immigrants to social programs like TANF and SNAP,
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expanded the geographic and policy basis of the public opinion-policy linkage, but still still

suffered from a limited approach to immigration policy adoption that focused broadly on

citizen “liberalism” rather than issue-specific public opinion (Hero & Preuhs 2007).

In short, much of the state and local immigration policy research owes its roots to theories

of racial threat and emphasizes the influence of citizens attitudes on immigration policy

outcomes. This matches well with general state-level theories which generally find that public

opinion is highly correlated with state policy across a wide range of issue areas, especially

highly-salient ones (Erikson, Wright & McIver 1989, Erikson, Wright & McIver 1993, Erikson,

Wright & McIver 2006). However, much of this research, while occasionally acknowledging

the importance of interest groups as policy actors, has failed to fully develop how these

groups might impact immigration policy adoption.

For immigration, this is important for two reasons. First, interest group pressures have been

shown to generally have a substantial impact on the adoption of policy in the American

states over a variety of issues. Research has shown that state-level interest groups are highly

effective at influencing political outcomes, such as increasing spending for their policy pri-

orities or moving the policy agenda toward areas of concern (Gray & Lowery 1988, Jacoby

& Schneider 2001, Schneider & Jacoby 2006). Some recent research even finds that “in-

terest groups have a stronger direct impact on state policy priorities than public opinion”

(Schneider, Jacoby, Gray, Lowery & Lewis 2015). However, interest groups haven’t been

given much attention in the state politics literature, and this is particularly true for specific

issues such as immigration (Burstein 2003). Addressing the influence of interest groups, as

well as public opinion, on policy outcomes becomes important because a significant body of

research shows that interest groups enjoy certain advantages in the political process, even

when their goals run counter to public opinion (Wilson 1980, Wright 1990).

This idea that interest groups can have a significant impact on policy outcomes, specifically

with regard to immigration, has been developed most effectively in the comparative litera-

ture (Geddes 1998, Freeman 2006). This literature primarily examines naturalization and

citizenship policies, typically arguing that interest groups - specifically immigrant-reliant

industries - have significant influence and help produce outcomes that diverge from a pure
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public opinion/policy outcome linkage.

Freeman argues that interest groups, particularly business groups, receive a concentrated

benefit from immigration: lower cost labor. While the public generally opposes increased

immigration or allowing immigrants access to state benefits, their costs are diffuse and so it is

difficult to organize around the issue. Immigration historian, David Tichenor (Tichenor 2002)

makes a similar argument for the development of U.S. federal immigration policy throughout

the 20th century. His argument is that interest groups - both industry and ethnic groups in

his theory - organized to influence federal immigration policy, making it more generous and

more receptive than public opinion might indicate. This influence of interest groups on im-

migration policy at the federal level has been documented and researched in the bureaucracy

as well, with some authors arguing that industry groups and labor unions influence barriers

to migration at the federal level (Facchini, Mayda & Mishra 2011). Others have studied

the impact of business on bureaucratic enforcement and implementation, showing that in-

dustry can “water down” certain enforcement and deportation actions through bureaucratic

influence (Yackee & Yackee 2006).

While the empirical findings have been mixed at the national level (Statham & Geddes 2006),

interest groups, particularly immigrant-employing industries, are active in the immigration

policy arena and have an interest in affecting policy outcomes. At least one published article

has addressed the influence of interest groups on U.S. state immigration policy. Nicholson-

Crotty and Nicholson-Crotty (2011) argue that immigrant employing interest groups strongly

affect the “policy climate”, or the “mix of benefits and costs” that policy imposes on certain

groups, such as immigrants. This article finds that states with high-undocumented popula-

tions and industries with high immigrant employment will adopt a more integrative policy

climate compared to states without immigrant or immigrant-reliant industry.

The analysis of Nicholson-Crotty and Nicholson-Crotty was strong and the evidence con-

vincing, but the paper suffered from two major drawbacks. First, it only reviewed policies

from 2005 - 2007. The attention paid to immigration policy in the states has grown signifi-

cantly since then (see Figure 3.1) and more data might show that interests group influence

waned as immigration became more salient. This essay includes data from 2005 - 2012,
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offering a much longer timeline to test the influence of interest groups on policy outcomes.

Secondly, their approach discounts public opinion, or, at least, assumes that public opinion’s

influence is either consistent across all states and years or highly correlated with the size of

the undocumented population (their approximate proxy for public opinion in the analysis).

This discounting of variation in public opinion is a feature in the interest group literature,

as authors substitute broad proxies (e.g., the size of the undocumented population) or as-

sume public attitudes towards immigrants are essentially constant. This essay expands on

the interest group approach by including issue-specific measures of public attitudes towards

immigrants for all states across several years in the dataset, while expanding the timeline

of the Nicholson-Crotty analysis to include more years and almost two thousand more bill

adoptions.

In short, research in comparative political science supports the idea that interest groups

might have an outsized influence on immigration policy. Political groups such as immigrant-

employing industries or ethnic organizations stand to gain concentrated benefits from in-

creased immigration or a more welcoming, integrative policy approach. State governments

in the U.S. might be particularly susceptible to interest group influence, given the impor-

tance of immigrant-employing industries to state economies, but little research has been

conducted on the issue. What research has been conducted has failed to integrate public

opinion and how it affects immigration policy outcomes, specifically issue-specific public

opinion or jurisdictional variation.

3.2.3 Hypotheses

Given the review of the literature, it seems clear that there should be a simple, direct relation-

ship between issue-specific public opinion and immigration policy outcomes. However, the

key missing aspect of the public opinion research is an acknowledgment that, while unpop-

ular, immigration and immigrant rights are salient and important to certain groups: partic-

ularly Latino-related advocacy organizations and immigrant-employing industries. Freeman

(Freeman 2003, Freeman 2006) argues, in an international context, that immigration is a

case of concentrated benefits and diffuse costs. In this case, there is an incentive for the ben-
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eficiary groups to organize around the issue and argue for policies that are more welcoming

to immigrants than would be expected from a simple public opinion-policy linkage.

The easiest place to look for this advocacy is in industries that rely heavily on immigrant

labor. Immigration is an issue area which would have more salience than for immigrant-

employing industries than the general public as it affects access to low-cost labor. Restrictive

policies like increased enforcement would also have a significant impact on their labor force

and business. Historically, these “pro-immigrant” business have been low-skilled, labor-

intensive industries, such as agriculture, constructions, food processing, service, etc. In

addition to needing large amounts of low-cost labor, these industries also tend to be more

geographically fixed (i.e., less able to relocate) than other industries.

More recently, as the research on high vs. low-skilled immigrants has shown (Hainmueller

& Hiscox 2010, Hainmueller & Hopkins 2014), certain high-skilled industries - Silicon Valley

and the U.S. tech industry is a good example - have an interest in attracting immigrant

workers as well.9 However, overall, the industries immediately benefiting from large scale

immigration and current immigrant populations are low-skill, labor intensive industries.

These are the interest groups with the largest need, the most immediate financial benefit, and

the longest history of activism on the immigration issue. Also, theoretically, using immigrant-

employing industries as the operationalization of interest groups is useful because they are

wide-spread, occupy a privileged place in state politics due to their economic importance,

and have a specific financial interest in maintaining and protecting their workforce. Research

also shows that industry groups tend to be some of the most powerful and successful lobbying

organizations, both nationally and in the states (Baumgartner et al. 2009, Gray & Lowery

2000).

More practically, the presence and political activity of industry groups are more easily mea-

sured than ethnic organizations like LULAC or Catholic churches. Advocacy groups like

churches and ethnic organizations are a more diffuse and harder to attribute a “concentrated

9There is a considerable international literature on attracting high-skill/technological human capital, as
well as research on U.S. high-skill immigration visas, particularly the H-1B. Research generally shows that
reducing labor costs is the primary interest of these employers as well (Matloff 2013). More research on the
activities of tech and other high-skill employers in the immigration policy arena is needed.
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benefit” to, as per the theory. For example, anecdotally, the Catholic Church is active in

promoting integrative policies like sanctuary cities and deportation relief. However, defining

the concentrated benefit this organization accrues is more difficult, and their involvement in

other immigration issues like licensing, etc. is unclear. Other civil rights organizations such

as the ACLU are frequent contributors of amicus briefs on immigrant-related judicial cases.

They are, however, less frequently involved in legislative policy making.

In short, immigrant employing industries are the simplest and easiest group to identify as de-

riving a “concentrated benefit” from maintaining, protecting, and integrating an immigrant

population, while other interest groups are active for a variety of more nebulous reasons,

from benefits to their families to ideology to religion. For future research, advocacy orga-

nizations may provide a more direct electoral link to policymakers, but for the purposes of

this research, interest groups are defined as immigrant-employing industries.

Given the research reviewed and the practical considerations reviewed above, the following

basic hypotheses for the primary independent variables:

• As public opinion towards immigrants becomes more positive, states will adopt more

integrative policy climates.

• As immigrant-employing industries become more important to the state economy,

states will adopt more integrative policy climates.10

Additionally, considerable research indicates that interest groups hold a political advantage

even when their goals run counter to public opinion (Wilson 1980, Wright 2002). Their

importance in state policy environments (Nownes, Thomas & Hrebenar 2008), as well as the

perceived importance of economic outcomes to the election of state policymakers (Cohen &

King 2004, Brown 2010), would lead us to believe that these industries might have more

influence over policy than public opinion. However, this potential political influence must

be activated to overcome the impact of diffuse, largely negative, public opinion. Interest

groups are broad organizations with multiple goals. Without specific political action by

interest groups, policy outcomes should generally converge to public opinion. The influence

10The operational definition of “immigrant-employing” industries (i.e., which industries are included) is
described in more detail below.
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of immigrant-employing industries, therefore, should be a function of both their economic

importance (i.e., their size relative to the overall state economy) and the political actions of

their members (i.e., direct political engagement). Therefore:

• As the economic importance and political participation of immigrant-employing indus-

tries increase, states will adopt a more integrative policy climate for immigrants.

In other words, for interest groups, their impact on the policy climate depends on both eco-

nomic and political influence. As immigrant employing industries become more powerful in

both these areas, states will adopt more welcoming policy climates toward immigrants. How-

ever, if immigrant-employing industries are weak, either because they are small or because

they are politically inactive, public opinion will drive state policy adoption. This hypothe-

sis runs somewhat counter to the second hypothesis, arguing that interest group influence

is a product of both passive (economic) and active (political) power, rather than simply a

privileged position in a state’s economy. If the data show that economic position alone - as

measured by employment - is enough to affect policy outcomes, then we will find support for

hypothesis two. On the other hand, if the data show that both economic importance and

political activism - measured by contributions - are necessary to affect policy, then we will

find support for hypothesis three. Additionally, we could find support for both hypotheses

if economic influence and economic influence combined with political activism both showed

a position impact on the policy climate.

3.3 Data and Methods

3.3.1 Dependent Variable: Immigration Policies and Tone

To test these hypotheses, I developed a dataset that includes state-level immigration policies

for all fifty states from 2005 - 2012.11 As Figure 3.1 shows, during this time states passed over

2,720 pieces of immigration-related legislation. These policies were collected from the Na-

11The dataset contains data on all variables from 2005 - 2015 except political contributions. Given the
importance of this variable, all analyses omitted 2013 - 2015.
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tional Council of State Legislatures (NCSL) and coded for their tone: integrative, restrictive,

or neutral. Measuring immigration policy ‘tone’ required looking at the specific characteris-

tics of the legislation passed and coding whether the legislation expanded or contracted the

rights of immigrants and their access to government services.

The NCSL has monitored the introduction and enactment of state-level immigration legis-

lation since 2005 and provides a synopsis of each immigrant-related bill passed at the state

level for the past decade. This information was used to categorize each bill passed by a state

legislature as expanding immigrant rights, restricting immigrant rights, or neutral. The

default code was “neutral.” The coding scheme and categories are borrowed from past re-

search and based on similar approaches to immigration policy developed by previous scholars

and organizations like the Migration Policy Institute (Newton & Adams 2009, Yoder 2009,

Nicholson-Crotty & Nicholson-Crotty 2011, Monogan 2013, Pham & Van 2013, Pham &

Van 2014, Rivera 2015). This coding scheme distinguishes between the intent of different

pieces of legislation and offers the opportunity to focus on the theoretically and substan-

tively interesting aspect of immigration legislation: whether it expands immigrants’ rights

and access to government services or restricts them.

This coding occasionally required judging the intent and likely outcomes of the legislation.

For example, many states have passed bills that outlaw ‘notarios’, unlicensed immigration

consultants who often misrepresent themselves as licensed lawyers. On the one hand, these

‘notarios’ often provide access to legal services that low-income immigrants might not oth-

erwise have. However, they are also commonly associated with fraud.12 A bill proscribing

extra penalties for false advertising or fraud for notarios (see NV A65, 2015 for an example)

could be seen as either restrictive - cracking down on immigrant “gray market” economies -

or integrative - using law enforcement to address fraud and abuse in immigrant communi-

ties.

In this particular case, for coding purposes, notario bills were coded as integrative, in that

state resources were being used to minimize fraud in immigrant communities. However, for

the most part, coding these immigration bills was relatively straightforward. When further

12The American Bar Association has a website on this issue. See here.
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exploration of the bill was necessary media coverage, state legislative websites, and other

sources made it easy to find further information on ambiguous cases.13
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Figure 3.4: Resolutions vs. Substantive Legislation by Year

Another factor in determining the dependent variable of immigration policy adoption was the

significant number of symbolic resolutions passed by various state legislatures and whether to

include them in the analysis. Over the last decade, state legislatures have passed a significant

number of resolutions along with substantive legislation. As Figure 3.4 shows, resolutions

have been the largest category of immigration related bills adopted and, for some years,

have totaled more than all substantive legislation put together. Many of these resolutions

were substantively interesting and covered everything from calling on Congress to repeal the

RealID Act of 2005 to publicly denouncing xenophobia to proclaiming March ‘Irish Heritage

Month.’ Overall, however, these were largely symbolic acts with little substantive impact,

and states like California and Hawaii accounted for a disproportionate number of them during

certain sessions. In addition, these resolutions tended to be supportive of immigrants and

13See Supplemental Appendix B for the bills included in the models; the default code was neutral.
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immigrant issues, which would bias the statistical analysis. Ancillary regression analysis also

indicated that including resolutions resulted in overdispertion of the immigration bill counts

by tone and would have significantly affected coefficient estimates. As a result, resolutions

were not included in any analysis, and the counts of immigration bills used to develop the

policy climate variable included only substantive legislation.14

Finally, previous research used a variety of different measures of the immigration “policy

climate.” The most common used counts of pro or anti-immigrant legislation, either taking

the difference of the two numbers (Monogan 2013), running separate analyses of integrative

vs. restrictive policy adoptions (Newton & Adams 2009, Yoder 2009, Sanchez, Sanchez

& Ybarra N.d.), or creating a ratio/running tally of positive vs. restrictive bills adopted

(Nicholson-Crotty & Nicholson-Crotty 2011). Each of these options has its benefits and

drawbacks. Basic counts are simple and straightforward but can be “memory-less” if they

are not accounted for by year. Focusing on specific issue areas within immigration policy

- e.g., voting or health care - can fail to adequately account for the overall policy climate

due to issue-specific idiosyncrasies. Some very recent work has attempted to include the

dimension of policy breadth as well as direction (Pham & Van 2013, Pham & Van 2014)

which is intriguing, but complicates the analysis significantly.

As opposed to a count or a running tally or a multi-dimensional measure, this essay develops

a different approach. The review of the literature indicates that immigrant employing in-

dustries (and other interest groups) will oppose restrictive immigration policies and support

integrative ones broadly, but not that they will always be successful. Some legislation may

be more important or salient or substantive. Political considerations on the part of indus-

try groups and organizations may impact their decision to challenge or support legislation.

Anecdotally, large-scale restrictive legislation like that in Alabama and Oklahoma seems to

merit a public industry response, but industry groups may also be better able to block or en-

courage the adoption of less salient legislation behind the scenes. Altogether, the interaction

of negative immigration public opinion, industry strength, and external shocks should com-

bine to produce a “policy climate” or the total mix of benefits and costs that states choose

14Additionally, Appendix B lists all the bills included in the analysis by state, legislative session, bill
number, and how they were coded for the analysis.
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to impose on certain communities, such as immigrants. Groups may support a bill that

appropriates money to construct migrant worker housing is a benefit to immigrants, while

opposing a “show your papers” bill like SB 1070 that would be a cost for immigrants.

Taking all this into consideration, the dependent variable was created as a floating ratio

of integrative bills adopted by the state legislature to restrictive bills adopted by the state

legislature. While some previous research has used ratios of various counts of bills’ tone as

the dependent variable (Nicholson-Crotty & Nicholson-Crotty 2011, Monogan III 2012), this

measure essentially subtracts the number of restrictive bills from the number of integrative

bills for a state/year and then divides that number by the total number of immigration

related bills that have been adopted by a state up to that point. This bounds the ratio

between 1 and -1 and allows the measure of immigration policy climate to “float” over time

(i.e., a state’s welcome can wax and wane).

Integrative Bills Adopted - Restrictive Bills Adopted

All Immigration Bills Adopted15

This construction of the dependent variable also means that current policy is in some way

bound by previous legislation. While pre-2005 policy is ignored, large-scale state-level immi-

gration policy adoption began around this time (see Figure 3.1 above) and this measure of

policy climate is solely dependent on the actions of the state governments. Large scale repeal

or replacement of previous policy can affect the climate, but using this measure ensures that

past legislation is accounted for. The measure can change very sharply, if the state’s policy

does, but it can be “sticky” as well.

Perhaps the best way to show the measure is visually. Figure 3.5 shows the dependent

variable graphed over time for Texas, California, Mississippi, and Nevada. The choice of

states is purely illustrative. For example, California, a state generally thought to be receptive

towards immigrants, has a consistently high measure of policy tone, holding steady between

.7 and .85 over the decade. Alternatively, Texas shows a steady decline in receptivity towards

immigrants, from a very positive climate in 2005 and 2006, to a “neutral” climate later in the

15Denominator includes all bills adopted, up to & including that year. Numerator is cumulative & orga-
nized by State-Year.
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decade, corresponding to increased Republican control of the state. Mississippi shows a sharp

decline following a spike in 2006, while Nevada shows a gradual trend toward integration

similar to Texas’s decline.16
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Figure 3.5: Policy Tone - Selected States

Since the policy climate variable is dependent on my own coding of the tone of the under-

lying 2,720 laws, it is necessary to test the reliability of the classification. I did this in two

ways. First, I requested the coding data used in Commins and Wills’ (2016) article “Reap-

praising and Extending the Predictors of States Immigrant Policies: Industry Influences and

the Moderating Effect of Political Ideology.” Commins and Wills similarly coded all the

bills between 2005 and 2012 as “beneficial”, “restrictive”, or “neutral”. Using the state year

counts, I calculated the scale reliability coefficient (Chronbach’s alpha) for both the restric-

tive and beneficial policy counts. Restrictive counts had a scale reliability coefficient of 0.97;

integrative policy counts had a scale reliability coefficient of 0.76. Both coefficients are high

and indicated considerable covariance between the counts. The slight dip in the coefficient

16Appendix C provides similar graphs for all 50 states.
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for the integrative policies seems to my coding rule to use neutral as the base code, and

coding more laws as neutral rather than integrative/beneficial. If the Commins-Wills counts

were used to create a policy climate variable using the same method described above, the

scale reliability coefficient is 0.89, again indicating significant covariance between the policy

coding and counts. Regression results then are unlikely to be the result of differences in

coding of state immigration policies.

Similarly, as a second check on the coding of the tone of the immigration policies, I con-

structed a separate policy climate variable based on coded tone for ten separate issue areas

addressed by the legislation included in the analysis. The bills were divided into ten under-

lying issue areas based on NCSL classification: budgets, education, employment, health, law

enforcement, legal services, licenses, public benefits, trafficking, and voting. I then calculated

the reliability coefficient for an additive scale for these ten separate policy climate variables.17

Cronbach’s alpha for the ten issue-based policy climate variables was 0.88, indicating that

across issue areas, the code-based policy climate variables form a single scale measuring the

same concept: immigration policy tone. If ten separate policy climate dependent variables

all scale together, then we can have confidence that the variable is accurately measuring the

underlying concept: policy climate. Similarly, if a policy climate variable based on policy

tone coded independently by other scholars displays significant covariance with the variable

developed in this paper, then we can have confidence that the underlying coding and the

variable construction are both reliable and valid.

To summarize, if our purpose is to examine what drives a state’s approach to immigration,

this policy climate variable measure best captures the overall tone of a state’s policy adop-

tions and allows a more complete estimate of a state’s underlying approach to its immigrant

population. As a dependent variable, this measure is flexible and measures a state’s immi-

gration policy climate as a function of the overall legislative environment. The measure’s

reliability tests well, indicating that is measures the underlying concept of immigration pol-

icy tone. Constructing the dependent variable this way creates a time-series, cross-sectional

design with fifty states and eight years. The equation above shows the calculation used to

17This process is similar to that used by (Nicholson-Crotty & Nicholson-Crotty 2011).
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determine the dependent variable by state-year.

3.3.2 Independent Variables

To test the above hypotheses, the state-level model needs to operationalize two primary

explanatory variables: public opinion towards immigrants and the political influence of

immigrant-employing industries. Per the theory articulated above, both should have an

effect on state legislative behavior.

First, state-level public opinion toward immigrants is estimated using multi-level regres-

sion and post-stratification (MRP). To measure public opinion towards immigrants, I used

questions taken from the American National Election Survey (ANES) and used a method

similar to that described in Butz and Kehrberg (2016). Other survey options were available,

including the Cooperative Congressional Election Survey (CCES) and the General Social

Survey (GSS). However, the ANES provided a nationally representative sample that asked

the same immigration-related questions at regular intervals, which made estimating state

immigration attitudes simpler. Additionally, Kastellec, Lax, Phillips (2016) recommend a

nationally representative sample of approximately 1,400 respondents to achieve good esti-

mates of state-level attitudes and the ANES had at least 1,400 respondents for the years used

to produce the estimates (2004, 2008, and 2012) and MRP has been found to “outperform

other methods even when the data is not ideal (Butz & Kehrberg 2016).”

The question used to assess immigrant sentiment was “Do you think the number of immi-

grants from foreign countries who are permitted to come to the United States to live should

be increased a lot, increased a little, left the same as it is now, decreased a little, or decreased

a lot?”18 A minor concern about this question is that it measures general sentiment towards

immigration, not toward specific state-level immigration policies. However, if our intention

is to use public opinion to explain a jurisdiction’s overall policy climate towards immigrants,

this broad question that captures general immigrant-sentiment seems theoretically appropri-

ate. Practically, this question is consistent over the survey period and represents a standard

18The question is labeled “VCF0879” in the ANES codebook.
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immigration attitude survey question. Figure 3.6 provides an idea of the kind of state-based

opinion estimates produced from the ANES data.

Figure 3.6 is sorted by 2012 public opinion estimates and the estimating equation uses

gender (M/F), age (eight categories), race (White, Black, Hispanic, and “Other”) as the

individual level variables, and percent Hispanic, unemployment rate, and state as the state-

level estimators. All state-level variables are taken from Census data, and public opinion

estimates were made using the 2004, 2008, and 2012 ANES surveys. Inter-survey year

estimates (e.g., 2009 - 2011), were assumed to be the same as the estimate from the previous

survey. This model of state-level public opinion is based on Butz & Kehrberg (2016) and

state-level estimates are largely similar. Estimates are made using a logit based on the six

category response to the question above. Respondents answering that immigration should

be increased “a lot”, “a little”, and “same as now” are coded one; respondents answering

that immigration should be reduced “a lot” and “a little” are also grouped together.19

Support for immigrants has increased over time for most states, with estimates generally

being lowest in 2004 for most states and highest based on the 2012 ANES.20 Some states in

some years have minor anomalies - Hawaii in 2004 being the most obvious, but overall the

estimates appear to pass a test of face validity and an estimated Cronbach’s alpha of 0.9503

for the public opinion estimates indicates close correlation between the estimates within

states over time. Other constructions of the public opinion variable, including recoding

the “same as now” responses and adding more individual and state-level variables to the

MRP equations, did not substantively change the rankings of the state estimates nor the

coefficients in the analyses.

In addition to producing valid estimates of state-level public opinion, testing the above

hypotheses requires some measure of the influence of immigrant-employing industries in the

19MRP requires a dichotomous response; this coding is borrowed from Butz & Kehrberg (2016), although
these estimates are arranged integratively (increased immigration), rather than restrictively (decreased im-
migration). See Butz & Kehrberg (2016), Figure 1 for a similar graph to compare state-level estimates.

20Blue circles represent estimates based on 2004, red 2008-based estimates, and green 2012-based estimates.
Estimates are sorted descending by the 2012 estimates.
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Figure 3.6: State Public Opinion Estimates

state. Following the methods used in Nicholson-Crotty and Nicholson-Crotty (2011), the

dataset includes both a measure of the state-level political contributions from immigrant-

employing industries by state-year, as well as data on state-level employment in immigrant-

reliant industries (i.e., agriculture, service, construction, and production industries) (MPI

2014) from the Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS).

The contributions data were taken from the National Institute for Money in State Politics

at www.followthemoney.org. Political contributions are assigned industry codes related to

the occupation of the individual contributor. For each state-year, all the contributions from

members of the agriculture, construction, meat processing, and restaurant and dining in-

dustries were combined. These industries typically employ immigrant-heavy workforces and

are likely to have a stake in any immigration policies adopted by the state government.21

21See MPI 2015, Table 2 for estimates of industries in which immigrants are over-represented that informed
which industries were included in the employment measure.
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These contributions are summed and then divided by a measure of total, overall contribu-

tions recorded by state-year, creating a ratio of the contributions by immigrant-employing

industries by state-year as a proportion of all contributions in a state-year.

This gives a measure of immigrant-reliant industry contributions as a measure of their polit-

ical activity in the state in a given year, adjusted for the overall level of political activity in a

given year. As a measure of industry strength, it benefits from being tied both to the overall

political contribution activity, thus adjusting for changes in overall level of activity such as

states being in session or not. Additionally, the measure can change from year-to-year if

an industry becomes less or more active overtime. This variable’s weakness lies in that it

is a single-dimensional measure of political strength. Advocacy is not limited to campaign

contributions and this measure obscures or ignores other forms of advocacy, such as lobby-

ing or letter writing, which might be more frequently utilized by membership organizations

interested in immigration policy like LULAC or religious organizations. However, for the

sake of this analysis, the definition of interest groups is limited to immigrant-employing busi-

nesses and utilizing campaign contributions as a measure of political strength highlights a

measure of political participation that industries regularly use to influence policy outcomes

(Baumgartner et al. 2009). The variable best targets the strength of immigrant-employing

businesses as political actors.22

The dataset also includes employment data from the BLS in immigrant-heavy industries.

While the contributions data measures (presumably) the activity of economic elites in the

political process, the BLS employment data represent a measure of the importance of immi-

grants to a state’s workforce and economic health. Theoretically, the importance of immi-

grant employing industries to the state economy - whether tourism-heavy service industries

or labor-heavy construction - should constrain the ability of policymakers to adjust the im-

migration policy climate in a state. There is considerable anecdotal evidence that restrictive

immigration rhetoric and policies can affect the immigrant labor force and a states’ economy.

After the passage of HB 87 in Georgia (2011), there were media reports of significant worker

shortages.23 Similar stories have been written over the last couple of years, concerning na-

22Contributions data are also limited to the years 2005 - 2012 due to data availability.
23See Forbes for an example.
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tional immigration rhetoric.24 In any case, high-levels of immigration employment should

act as a policy constraint on lawmakers. One might think of the contributions variable as an

“active” measure of political influence while the employment numbers represent a “passive”

constraint on political change.

To measure the overall importance of these industries to the economies of the state, I used the

employment measures from the Occupational Employment Statistics (OES) Survey and used

the measures of Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations; Building and Grounds

Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations; Farming, Fishing, and Forestry Occupations; Con-

struction and Extraction Occupations, and Production Occupations.25 These are all heavily

immigrant-employing industries and roughly correspond to the contributions occupations

from the NIMSP data and previous research by the Migration Policy Institute. The overall

employment in these professions (native and immigrant) is divided by the total population

as the operational variable used to measure the importance of these immigrant-employing

industries to the state economy.

While the variables described above represent the primary explanatory variables, the analyses

also include several standard controls taken from both state public policy research and

immigration-specific policy research. These included:

• Squire Index of Legislative Professionalism

• Percent Unemployed by State-Year

• Percent Increase in the Foreign-Born Population (2000 - 2015)

• State Revenue Per Capita by State-Year

• Party Control of Legislature

• Southern Dummy

• Election Year

All these are standard controls and were included in all the models below, unless otherwise

24See https://www.bloomberg.com/politics/articles/2016-06-06/crops-rot-while-trump-led-immigration-
backlash-idles-farm-lobby for a recent example from Bloomberg.

25The specific six-digit Standard Occupational Classification (SOC) codes used can be found in Appendix
D.
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indicated. More explanation is provided in the Results section where necessary.

3.4 Results

Initial results seem to strongly support hypotheses one and three. Table 3.1 shows the

results of an OLS regression of the policy climate measure on the independent variables.26

First, coefficients for all the control variables are in the expected directions, except the

unemployment rate, which appears to have almost no impact. The Squire Index indicates

that increased professionalism results in a more welcoming policy climate for immigrants.

This is unsurprising, since better informed politicians would be more likely to understand

the significance of immigrants to the state economy. Similarly, an increase in the foreign-

born population tends to result in a more restrictive policy climate, supporting the concept

of a nativist backlash, similar to findings from the racial threat literature. This may also

be related to the finding that “New Destination” states may experience an anti-immigrant

backlash (Marrow 2005). The Southern dummy also indicates a more restrictive policy

climate for immigrants, in line with the media attention to restrictive enforcement bills

like those seen recently in Alabama and Georgia. Additionally, increased tax revenue and

Democratic control of the state legislature both seem to support more integrative policy

climates, both findings consistent with previous literature.

But the more interesting results are from the first three variables in the model, the main

variables of interest. First, there is strong support for hypothesis one that pro-immigrant

public opinion will lead to more welcoming policy climates. The coefficient is positive as

well as both substantively and statistically significant. Figure 3.7 uses Clarify (Tomz, Wit-

tenberg & King 2009) to plot the effect of change in public opinion on the policy climate.27

Obviously, there is a strong positive correlation between increased acceptance of immigrants

and a more welcoming state policy climate, corresponding to previous work about the strong

26Legislative Control (additive scale of Democratic Party legislative control) and Election Year variables
taken from (Klarner 2013). Foreign born population increase taken from ACS data.

27All continuous variables are set to their mean. Legislative control is set to 1 and the Southern dummy
is set to 0, or full Democratic control and a non-southern state, respectively.
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Table 3.1: Regression Results: Policy Tone (2005 - 2012)

Variable Coefficient (S.E.)
Pro-Immigrant Public Opinion (Estimated) 0.014∗∗ (0.005)
Immigrant-Reliant Industry Employment -4.68∗ (2.15)
Immigrant-Reliant Industry Contributions -4.03∗ (2.00)
Interactive Variable: Contributions * Employment 32.99∗ (16.1)
Squire Index Legislative Professionalism 0.78∗∗ (0.26)
Unemployment Rate 0.004 (0.02)
Foreign-Born Population Increase (%) -0.001∗ (0.00)
State Tax Revenue Per Capita 0.06∗ (0.02)
Legislative Control (Additive Index - Dem Control) 0.23∗∗ (0.06)
South -0.14† (0.07)
Election Year -0.03 (0.02)

2005 0.000 (0.00)
2006 -0.149† (0.09)
2007 -0.065 (0.09)
2008 -0.064 (0.08)
2009 -0.011 (0.09)
2010 0.036 (0.09)
2011 0.035 (0.09)
2012 0.000 (0.00)
Intercept 58.21 (32.03)

N 392
R2 0.30
F (11,380) 9.30
Significance levels : † : 10% ∗ : 5% ∗∗ : 1%

relationship between issue-specific public opinion and policy outcomes (Erikson, Wright &

McIver 2006).

However, the impact of interest groups, in this case immigrant-employing businesses, is much

less straight-forward. In the model in Table 3.1, both interest group measures - measuring

statewide employment and contributions from immigrant-employing industries - negatively

impact a state policy climate. In states where immigrant-employing industries are a major

portion of the economy, the policy climate is more restrictive. Similarly, in states where

immigrant-employing industries make more contributions to elected officials, the state policy

climates also more restrictive on average. In short, in initially appears as if policy climates

become more restrictive as industry strength increases. This is seemingly counter to the
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hypotheses, but not to some previous research (Nicholson-Crotty & Nicholson-Crotty 2011),

which found initially similar results in basic regression.28
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Figure 3.7: Effect of Public Opinion on Policy Climate

The impact of interest groups become more apparent when the industry strength variables

- contributions and employment - are interacted. According to the model in Table 3.1,

when both contributions and immigrant-related employment are high, immigrant-employing

industries have a significant and substantive positive impact on state policy climates. Es-

sentially, the interaction term indicates that, all else being equal, industry influence on

immigration policy is dependent on both active and passive political involvement. To have

influence, immigrant-employing industries must be both important to the overall state econ-

omy as well as participate politically, as measured by donations. This indicates that interest

group influence - at least industry influence - is contingent upon both economic and political

28See Nicholson-Crotty and Nicholson-Crotty 2011, Table 1.

71



relevance.

Figure 3.8 shows this relationship graphically, using Clarify simulation again.29 The rela-

tionship between industry strength is clear. As the combined, interactive measure of interest

group activity increases, the policy climate for immigrants improves, becoming more inte-

grative.
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Figure 3.8: Effect of Interest Group Influence on Policy Climate

What these results indicate is that the relationship between interest groups and policy out-

comes may be more complex than previously thought. At least when defined and measured

as politically-active businesses, interest group political “strength” may require both a privi-

leged position within the state’s economy and high levels of political activity to achieve their

goals. This offers qualified support to hypothesis two and strong support to hypothesis three.

When only the employment of immigrant-reliant industries is considered, states with larger

immigrant-employing industries have harsher, more restrictive policy climates on average.

29All continuous variables are set to their mean. Legislative control is set to 1 and the Southern dummy
is set to 0, or full Democratic control and a non-southern state, respectively.
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Similarly, political contributions are negatively related to the policy climate when examined

independently. Neither is sufficient on their own. As interest groups, immigrant-employing

industries can still positively affect the policy climate for immigrants, but it requires that

they actively participate in the political process. Merely representing a large portion of the

economy or contributing freely to political campaigns is not enough. Both must be present

or policymakers will ignore the economic or political contributions of these industries, in

favor of responding to issue-specific public opinion.

Finally, in addition to finding that industry strength is contingent on both economic position

and political influence, it also appears that the economic influence of immigrant-employing

industries (hypothesis two) is conditional on the expansion of a state’s immigrant population.

The initial model in Table 3.1 above includes a measure of the increase in the foreign-born

population of the state from 1990 - 2015.30 Figure 3.9 shows the overall increase in each

state’s foreign-born population over this time. While every state has seen an increase in

the foreign-born population, some have seen a much larger increase than others. As a per-

centage of the population, some more traditional immigrant destinations such as California,

Texas, Florida, Illinois, New York, New Jersey, and Massachusetts have seen less propor-

tional growth than states. Of those “traditional” immigrant destination states, only Texas

is above the median for increase in the foreign-born population over the last 25 years. Many

of the states that have seen the largest percentage increase in their foreign-born population

include many of the so-called “New Destination” states (Marrow 2005, Massey 2008). These

include North Carolina, Georgia, Tennessee, Nevada, and Arkansas and can be seen on the

left of Figure 3.9, many of which have had “little prior experience with the foreign-born”

(Terrazas 2011).

After 1990 many states without a long history of significant immigration - at least in several

generations - began experiencing significant increases in their immigrant populations. Figure

3.10 shows the impact of public opinion and immigrant-reliant industry employment31 when

30Various other measures of the increase in the state’s immigrant population were available (e.g., increase
in the foreign-born population from 2010 - 2015, etc.), but all were highly correlated and alternate regression
models did not find any statistical or substantive differences in the estimates if different measures were used
or combined.

31The measure of immigrant-reliant industries’ economic position, not the interactive term.
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Figure 3.9: Increase in the Foreign-Born Population

states have experienced larger proportional increases in their immigrant population (left

column) and smaller proportional increases in the immigrant population (right column).

The effect of the economic importance of immigrants on the policy climate shows significant

change when immigrant population increase is high compared to when it is low.32 When

immigration increases are low, industry strength actually hurts the policy climate, resulting

in a less welcoming state. Conversely, high proportional immigrant population increases

result in positive impacts on the policy climate, although the impact is more muted.

Interestingly, public opinion is positively related to the policy climate in both situations -

although to differing degrees. Its impact on policy outcomes is consistent, while interest

group influence is conditional on external factors and demographic changes. It appears that

public opinion is likely to have a stronger influence on immigration policy outcomes when

the increase in the foreign-born population is less, while immigrant employing industries

32The sample was split at the median of the percentage increase in the foreign born population, approxi-
mately 194%. The regression model used to produce Figure 3.10 is the same as Table 3.1 and results were
similar, except for the variables shown here. Full regression results are not included for space reasons.
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Figure 3.10: Conditional Effect - Percent Increase in the Foreign-Born Population

are most effective when the immigrant population has recently increased significantly but

ineffective when the population increase has been smaller.

But what does this mean? First, it may be a question of salience. In states where large

scale immigration has increased, the business community may be more active and influential

when the issue is salient and important to them, minimizing the impact of public opinion. If

the immigrant population is increasing, these may represent “growth” industries that states

want to support for future economic growth. Alternately, the passive effect of public opinion

has more impact when immigration salience is low. It’s also worth noting that the overall

“starting point” for the policy climate is lower when the immigrant population increase has

been high than when it has been low. These states are more likely to start from a more

restrictive policy climate, on average, than low immigrant-receiving states.

An alternate explanation might be rooted in the history of the immigrant populations in
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these states. Research on the racial threat hypothesis tends to find that a racially diverse

context reduces white support for minority groups and policies that benefit minority popu-

lations (Stein, Post & Rinden 2000, Tolbert & Grummel 2003). However, the finding here

suggests that industry/interest groups have an outsized impact on the policy climate in

rapidly diversifying states, compared to public opinion. Of course, what is measured here is

the level of “change” in the context, rather than the impact of a static context, as is more

frequent in the literature.

In any case, most of the states experiencing high increases in immigration over the last 25

years are “New Destination” states. On the whole, states like North Carolina, Georgia, Ten-

nessee, South Caroline have neither a (recent) history of immigrant arrival nor substantial

political experience incorporating new immigrant communities. Compare this experience to

states like New York, California, Florida, Massachusetts, Illinois, etc. These traditional des-

tination states have a long experience with politically incorporating immigrant communities

and may have learned that integration is a more successful long-term strategy. In general, all

states saw substantial increases in the percentage of the foreign-born population (the median

increase was 194%) residing in their states. States with a longer history of incorporating

immigrant communities - where immigrant communities have political influence and indus-

tries rely on immigrant labor - appear to minimize the backlash and encourage the adoption

of integrative state-level immigration policies. Overall, though, this conditional relationship

between public opinion, industry strength, and the increase in the foreign-born population

needs further research.

3.5 Discussion & Conclusion

To conclude, this essay began with the acknowledgment that state-level immigration policy is

as likely to confer benefits to immigrants as restrict them. Based on the analyses, both issue-

specific public opinion and the influence of interest groups help to shape state immigration

policy outcomes and the policy climates that they create for foreign-born residents. For

public opinion, state governments are clearly responsive to issue-specific public opinion. As
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state residents become more accepting of immigrants, state governments respond by adopting

fewer restrictive policies and more integrative policies, and the policy climate for immigrants

improves. This relationship appears to be fairly consistent overtime and in both traditional

immigrant states and “New Destination” states.

Additionally, interest groups, represented in this analysis by immigrant-employing industries,

can also influence the policy climate for immigrants. However, this influence appears to

be contingent on a significant economic presence being combined with substantive political

activism. Both appear to be required for immigrant-reliant industries to be able to affect the

policy climate in this specific instance and, possibly, for interest groups to be able to influence

policy more generally. This finding is somewhat limited in that it sees business political

activity as only effective in the context of economic importance to a state. How would this

finding translate to other interest groups such as ethnic organizations or issue organizations

without a significant economic presence? In any case, the influence of industry/interest

groups seems contingent, while the influence of public opinion on policy outcomes is relatively

consistent.

The context of a state’s population and demographic change also appears to affect the in-

fluence that interest groups have on a state’s policy climate. States with rapidly growing

immigrant populations show greater influence from interest groups than states where the im-

migrant population is growing more slowly. Conversely, public opinion and policy outcomes

are consistently correlated across states where immigration population growth is lower com-

pared to where it is higher. These results are somewhat counterintuitive given the theory

and past research and deserve more attention in the future.

Finally, this study has certain limitations. The analysis limited interest groups to a par-

ticular type - immigrant employing businesses - and their relative strength to particular

measures - political contributions and employment. These measurements of interest groups

are valid but incomplete and don’t represent the full range of interest group activity or

types. Other interest groups like ethnic Latino organizations (such as LULAC) or religious

organizations with significant Latino membership (like the Catholic church), could also be

politically influential and active in this area. As interest groups, businesses are politically
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active and likely knowledgeable but represent a tenuous electoral connection for policymak-

ers. Membership and ethnic organizations may represent a more direct electoral connection

to legislators.
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Figure 3.11: Immigration Legislation: Tone vs. Breadth

Additionally, this approach to immigration policy was broad but could be improved with

depth. One of the critiques of the literature is the lack of large scale analysis, with most

analyses focusing on single bills or initiatives. However, this large scale analysis has its

drawbacks as well, weighting bills of all sizes and issue areas equally. One area that remains

understudied is the “breadth” of the policies in question. Recent scholars like Monogan

(2013) and Rivera (2014, 2014) have argued that restrictive immigration bills have “real

world” consequences while integrative bills are more likely to be symbolic. The coding for

this analysis removed non-substantive resolutions and coded merely symbolic acts such as

task forces as “neutral” rather than integrative, which minimizes this disparity, but does not

fully address the issue of policy significance.

However, the relevant dimension of policy significance may be its “breadth” rather than its
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symbolic or substantive content. Figure 3.11 shows a comparison of coding on a portion of

the overall legislation adopted by the states.33 Narrower, targeted legislation is more likely to

be integrative or “pro-immigrant” than restrictive legislation. It’s not clear from the graph

that the converse is true, however, that broad bills are more likely to be restrictive. The

numbers there are more even.

This may be a question of coding and definitions. Breadth or policy significance is a difficult

concept to measure. Is a bill’s reach defined within its issue area (i.e., healthcare, education,

etc.) or across policy more broadly? Are in-state tuition bills more significant or broader than

increased funds for immigration enforcement? Is a bill that opens health care access to all

residents more substantial than a bill that allows the state to accept employment certification

from foreign-countries. This is an area that would benefit from increased attention to how

policy significance is defined/measured, and clearly more research into the significance or

impact of the policies adopted is necessary. Future research in this area may provide insight

into the adoption of policies that affect and target minorities more generally.

In the end, both public opinion and interest groups influence immigration policy, albeit in

different ways and at different times. Future research will need to look more closely at

the how context affects the influence of businesses and other interest groups, as well as

examine under what conditions they will have more or less impact. Determining under what

conditions interest groups will affect policy outcomes, particularly in specific issue areas like

immigration, could help us understand much about policy adoption more generally.

33Legislation was not coded for breadth in all years. This graph includes 2005 - 2012 and does not include
symbolic resolutions.
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Chapter 4

In-State Tuition and the Educational

Attainment of Dreamers

4.1 Introduction

The previous two chapters have focused on implicit native attitudes toward immigrants and

the adoption of immigrant-related policy by state governments. This final empirical chapter

will focus on the effect of a subset of these immigration policies on targeted immigrant pop-

ulations. Specifically, this essay examines how certain immigrant-related higher education

policies adopted by states - such as in-state resident tuition (IRT), financial aid for immi-

grant students, bans on undocumented students enrolling at state universities, etc. - affect

the educational outcomes of immigrant residents.

This research is significant for a number of reasons. First, little research has been conducted

on the effect that immigrant-related policies have on immigrants themselves, particularly

at the state level. As discussed in the previous chapter, every year states are adopting

hundreds policies that are meant to affect their immigrant populations in specific ways.

Some policies are meant to be restrictive, to make life harder for immigrant residents. Other

policies are intended to be integrative, to help incorporate immigrants into society. For

example, in 2001, Washington State enacted S 5168, a bill reducing the maximum sentence
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for “gross misdemeanors” from 365 days (one year) to 364 days.1 A single day reduction in the

maximum penalty for a misdemeanor conviction may seem relatively minor, but the intent

was to prevent legal immigrants from being eligible for deportation. To quote S5168:

The legislature finds that a maximum sentence by a court in the state of
Washington for a gross misdemeanor can, under federal law, result in the auto-
matic deportation of a person who has lawfully immigrated to the United States,
is a victim of domestic violence or a political refugee, even when all or part of the
sentence to total confinement is suspended. The legislature further finds that this
is a disproportionate outcome, when compared to person who has been convicted
of certain felonies which, under the state’s determinate sentencing law, must be
sentenced to less than one year and, hence, either have no impact on that per-
son’s residency status or will provide that person an opportunity to be heard in
immigration proceedings where the court will determine whether deportation is
appropriate. Therefore, it is the intent of the legislature to cure this inequity by
reducing the maximum sentence for a gross misdemeanor by one day.

Obviously, the stated purpose of this specific piece of legislation is to diminish deportation

of immigrants, the “disproportionate outcome” mentioned in the law. However, there is no

evidence that this policy had the intended effect. Immigration and Customs Enforcement

(ICE) interior removals did decline from approximately 234,000 to 69,000 from 2011 to 2015

nationwide, but it is not clear that this was due to any state policy enactments.2 There

are hundreds of laws like Washington S5168 being passed by the states every year across a

variety of policy areas. However, the efficacy of policy enactments like sanctuary polices,

increased immigration enforcement, in-state tuition policies, ID’s, licensing, etc. is very

much in question.

Additionally, what research there has been has often been speculative, rather than empirical

(Reitz 2005) or exceptionally broad, focusing on the broad impact of immigration polices on

the numbers of immigrants that arrive in a jurisdiction, rather than their effect on resident

populations (Medina Garciadiego 2010). Other research has addressed how national policies

affect migration and how differences in population (or composition) affect economic outcomes

in immigration destinations (Clark, Passel, Zimmerman, Fix, Mann & Berkowitz 1994, Borjas

1A full legislative history of this bill and its text can be found here:
http://app.leg.wa.gov/billsummary?BillNumber=5168&Year=2011#documentSection

2Recent removal statistics can be found here: https://www.ice.gov/removal-statistics.
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2005, Statham & Geddes 2006, Merrell 2007), but little attention has been paid to the effect

that laws, particularly local laws, have on resident immigrant populations. Overall, the

empirical, practical research has tended to focus on the economic impact of mass immigration

at the national level (Borjas 1999).

Studying the broad-based economic effects of immigration on national economies has ignored

the stated purpose of many of the state-level immigration policies adopted over the last 10 -15

years. With policies like Washington’s S5168, states adopt policy with a specific outcome in

mind for the populations they are regulating. For example, if states ease licensing restrictions

for immigrants in particular professions (e.g., nurse, teacher, coroner, hair dresser) or allow

licensing agencies to accept foreign credentials, they intend to increase the participation of

immigrants in those industries and affect the states’ economy. Similarly, if states build and

fund immigrant health centers, then their purpose is likely to improve the health outcomes of

immigrant populations. When Maine enacted H 199 in 2009 removing the requirement that

non-resident big game hunters3 be accompanied by a licensed state guide, their purpose was

likely to encourage more hunters, and thus more revenue, to come to the state. Therefore,

if we assume that states adopt policies with a specific outcome in mind, such as improving

interactions with law enforcement or encouraging workforce participation, then the lack of

research on the specific impact of immigration policy on immigrants is a major substantive

and theoretical oversight.

It is impossible to examine the impact of every state immigration law on its target popula-

tion. Between 2005 - 2015, U.S. states passed 2,725 laws and resolutions related to immigra-

tion, including 1,842 substantive pieces of legislation (NCSL 2015, Commins & Wills 2016).

However, it is possible to focus on one issue area where states have been particularly ac-

tive: higher education access (see Figure 4.1). Probably the broadest and most well-known

immigrant-related higher education policies are those that offer in-state tuition to immigrant

students (whether legal or illegal), otherwise known as in-state resident tuition (IRT) bills

or “D.R.E.A.M. Acts,” based on similar proposed federal legislation.4

3Mostly moose.
4See S.729, the Development, Relief, and Education for Alien Minors (D.R.E.A.M.) Act of 2009 for a

federal version, available at http://thomas.loc.gov/.
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Figure 4.1: Immigrant-Related Education Legislation

While federal law prohibits states from offering any benefits to undocumented residents that

are not available to all native citizens, sixteen states have adopted legislation that offers in-

state tuition to students based on high-school graduation and a variety of other, nominally

non-residency factors (NCSL 2015). Four other states have adopted similar policies through

administrative means, with the Board of Regents or a university system’s Board of Governors

adopting a policy granting in-state tuition to immigrant residents. Of these twenty states,

five have also granted otherwise ineligible immigrants access to state financial aid. At least

eighteen other states have considered (i.e. introduced and/or debated) but ultimately failed

to approve similar legislation (Reich & Barth 2010). IRT policies represent a widespread,

popular state policy option that targets a specific population with a simple, observable

purpose: to lower (or increase) the costs of college education for immigrants and to encourage

(or discourage) them from participating in higher education. Table 4.1 provides a summary

of the states that have adopted these policies.5

5Missouri’s policy includes a minor difference in legislative language where state funds are withheld from
public colleges that do not comply with the law, rather than strictly prohibiting IRT polices. In practice,
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Table 4.1: In-State Resident Tuition Policies
State Bill Number Year Type
Legislative
CA A540 2001 Legislative
CO S33 2013 Legislative
CT H6390/H6844 2011 Legislative
FL H851 2014 Legislative
IL H60 2003 Legislative
KS H2145 2004 Legislative
MD S167 2011 Legislative
MN S1236 2013 Legislative
NE L239 2006 Legislative
NJ S2479 2013 Legislative
NM S582 2005 Legislative
NY S7784 2001 Legislative
OR H2787 2013 Legislative
TX H1403 2001 Legislative
UT H144 2002 Legislative
WA H1079 2003 Legislative
Administrative
HI Regents 2013 Administrative
MI Regents 2013 Administrative
OK Regents 2007 Administrative
RI Board of Governors 2011 Administrative
Financial Aid
CA A131 2011 Financial Assistance
NM S582 2005 Financial Assistance
MN S1236 2013 Financial Assistance
TX H140 2001 Financial Assistance
WA S6523/H1817 2014 Financial Assistance
IRT Bans
AL H56 2011 Prohibits Enrollment
AZ Prop300 2006 Prohibits IRT
GA S492 2008 Prohibits IRT
IN H1402 2011 Prohibits IRT
MO H3 2015 Prohibits IRT
SC H4400 2008 Prohibits Enrollment
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Although a seemingly obscure issue, IRT policies are a good proxy for the effect of state

immigration policy adoptions on immigrant populations for a number of reasons. First,

these policies provide a significant, tangible benefit (or disadvantage) to immigrant resi-

dents. The policy targets are easily identified, and, while Chapter 3 focused on how states

develop overall “policy climates” for their immigrant populations, IRT policies are specific

and substantive policy choices that states adopt to target a specific immigrant population.

For instance, the average cost of out-of-state tuition for a four-year public university - what

an undocumented student not covered by an IRT policy would be required to pay - is more

than twice that of in-state tuition, and the gap is widening every year due to budgetary

pressures on public universities (Trends in College Pricing 2015). The best estimates put

the population of undocumented students graduating high school in the United States - the

most likely beneficiaries of traditional IRT policies - at approximately 65,000 - 70,000 ev-

ery year (Passel 2003). This number is almost certainly lower than it could be, given that

the barriers to college almost certainly affect students’ motivation to finish their secondary

education (Abrego 2006).

Additionally, IRT policies, at least traditional ones, provide an possible economic benefit to

the state. An educated population can have a significant impact on a state’s overall economic

outcomes, and college education can have a significant impact on labor market outcomes for

individuals (Card & Lemieux 2000). IRT policies are not cost-less for the states. They

may require states to forgo certain potential revenues from immigrant students, but this

investment may pay economic dividends, both from a human capital standpoint and as part

of an overall policy climate that encourages immigrant incorporation. Overall, IRT policies

provide a broad, widespread set of policies with significant temporal and geographic variation

to leverage in understanding the effects of state policy on immigrant populations.

However, it should be acknowledged that the expectation of discovering significant effects of

these IRT policies on the educational outcomes of immigrants may be low. On the student

side, while this paper tries to incorporate both a human capital and labor market argument,

there exists significant uncertainty about immigrants’ educational decisions. Tenuous resi-

the subsequent analyses treat this variation as identical to other IRT bans.

85



dency status could significantly alter the educational decision making process in ways not

accounted for here. Additionally, while the argument is presented that states have specific

legislative targets and outcomes for legislation, immigration policymaking is often signaling

as much as substantive (Tichenor 2002, Wong 2006, Nicholls 2013). Policymakers and legis-

lators often use policy to signal their support to important constituencies, interest groups,

and industries. This motivation may obscure the effectiveness of specific legislation.

To summarize, states not only create “policy climates” for immigrant residents, they also

adopt bills meant to target specific populations and encourage certain outcomes, both for

the residents and for the state as a whole. While there has been some limited research on

the impacts and effects of in-state tuition policies in particular states (Dougherty, Nien-

husser & Vega 2010, Nerini 2008) or particular schools (Conger 2014, Flores 2010) very little

nationwide, systematic, comparative research has been done on the effect of immigration

legislation on immigrant populations and little of it has looked beyond traditional IRT poli-

cies or incorporated broader labor market considerations into the analysis. This chapter

proposes to examine what impact, if any, variations in IRT policies have on the educational

achievement of undocumented students using a nationwide dataset covering 1999 - 2015.

Specifically:

How does the adoption of various in-state resident tuition policies affect higher
education participation and outcomes for immigrants?

To answer this question, this essay will merge data from the National Council of State

Legislatures (NCSL) on in-state tuition policy adoption with data on the in-state and out-

of-state tuition costs from the Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS).

Data on matriculation and education achievement by immigrants are taken from the Cur-

rent Population Survey (CPS-ORG) and merged with economic variables, particularly the

unemployment rate, to account for the pull of the labor market in a given state-year.

The following section describes some of the history surrounding IRT policies, including a

brief description of their legal status and some of the relevant court cases that shaped the

policy landscape and influenced how tuition policies are adopted by the states. Section
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3 describes some of the literature and theory surrounding the impact of these policies on

immigrant students. Section 4 describes the data and methods in more detail, particularly

the creation of the unique dataset. Section 5 concludes with a discussion of the results and

the implications of this policy analysis.

4.2 History & Policy Landscape

The political dispute over in-state tuition for immigrant students centers on a piece of federal

legislation entitled the Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant Responsibility Act of

1996 (IIRIRA), particularly Section 505 (Frum 2010). This legislation prohibits states from

offering benefits to immigrant students based on residency that are not available to all native-

born citizens. Although the relevant passage has been quoted extensively elsewhere, it is

useful to repeat it again here:

“Notwithstanding any other provision of law, an alien who is not lawfully present
in the United States shall not be eligible on the basis of residence within a State (or
a political subdivision) for any postsecondary education benefit unless a citizen or na-
tional of the United States is eligible for such a benefit (in no less an amount, duration,
and scope) without regard to whether the citizen or national is such a resident.”6

This federal statute precludes undocumented students from receiving even basic educational

assistance such as federal student loans and work-study. However, following the passage of

this federal legislation, many states attempted to provide educational benefits to immigrant

students based on characteristics other than strict residency (Frum 2010). Most frequently,

states have amended their tuition laws to use high school graduation as the prerequisite

necessary for obtaining in-state tuition.7 To take advantage of these IRT policies, immigrant

students typically needed to meet three requirements:

6See PL 104-208. Effective July 1, 1998.
7The Supreme Court decision in Plyler v. Doe 1982 required that immigrant (specifically undocumented)

minors receive the same free primary and secondary education as citizens, allowing, at least nominally,
the same legal opportunity to graduate high school as native students. Text of decision available here:
http://www.law.cornell.edu/supct/html/historics/USSCCR04570202ZO.html.
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1. To have attended a state high school for a certain period of time.8

2. To have graduated or earned a GED.

3. To submit an affidavit pledging to seek legal status as soon as they are able.

As an example, Texas passed the first state legislation granting in-state tuition to undocu-

mented students H.B. 1403 in 2001. This legislation required that students have attended

a Texas high school for three years and graduated or earned a GED. The students are even

eligible for state-based financial aid (see Texas Education Code (TEC) 54.052(j)).
9 Similarly,

New York’s law only requires two years of high school attendance, but makes students enroll

in college within five years of graduation and does not allow them to access state education

assistance (Krueger 2006).

Not unexpectedly, these various in-state tuition laws have been repeatedly challenged in

court. The most important case to date - Day v. Sebelius - challenged the legality of the

Kansas D.R.E.A.M. Act in federal court (Feder 2008). Out-of-state students who were forced

to pay the higher out-of-state tuition brought the suit against the state of Kansas. These

students alleged that the Kansas statute constituted a benefit for undocumented students to

which they - the out-of-state native students - were not entitled and challenged the legality

of the law under Section 505 of the IIRIRA and the Equal Protection Clause. Although the

court’s ruling was complicated, it essentially stated that the plaintiffs had no standing to

bring suit on constitutional grounds and no “private right of action” to sue for relief under

Section 505 of the IIRIRA. The 10th Circuit Court of Appeals upheld the federal district court

and the Supreme Court refused to hear the case in 2008. The court essentially failed to rule

on the legality of states offering reduced tuition to undocumented students, and currently

no federal court has definitively ruled on the legality of these state IRT policies.

However, on November 15th, 2010 the California Supreme Court unanimously upheld the

legality of AB 540, the state’s in-state tuition statute, in place since 2001.10 Unlike the

Kansas case cited above, in Martinez v. Regents of the University of California the court

8Typically three years, although New Mexico requires only one and several states require only two years.
9Bill text available here: http://www.legis.state.tx.us/tlodocs/77R/billtext/html/HB01403F.htm.

10See http://www.highlandernews.org/news/california-supreme-court-upholds-ab-540-1.1794213 for more
information.
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actually rejected the plaintiffs’ claims that AB 540 gave undocumented residents a right

not available to native and naturalized U.S. citizens. While this decision is obviously only

binding in California, it does establish precedent for these acts and, when combined with

the Federal cases, provides a more stable legal justification for these policies than existed

previously (NACUA 2010).

The lack of judicial input on these questions of legality has, perhaps unsurprisingly, prompted

some advocates to press federal agencies to offer guidance on this issue. Specifically, the

Washington Legal Foundation, a conservative legal advocacy organization, has filed two

complaints with the Department of Homeland Security (DHS) concerning D.R.E.A.M. Act

legislation in both New York and Texas (Feder 2008). So far, neither the DHS nor any

other agency has promulgated any regulations related to Section 505 of the IIRIRA, and

states are left without guidance on whether or not, given the section cited above, they have

jurisdiction to offer immigrant students in-state tuition. Nevertheless, in the absence of a

definitive federal bureaucratic interpretation of the statute or judicial ruling on one of the

state laws, the passage and enforcement of these policies by states continues. It is important

to note that none of these challenges have addressed the legality of admitting undocumented

students to state public universities, just whether they are eligible for an in-state subsidy

under state law, an important distinction, given that Alabama and South Carolina have

both passed legislation that prohibits the enrollment of undocumented students.

In short, the federal courts have refused to review these IRT laws, and the federal bureau-

cracy has declined to use their coercive regulatory power to clarify this “loophole” in the

IIRIRA. Meanwhile, the highest court in the largest state in the country has rejected the

claims that these IRT policies violate either state or federal laws. It is within this policy

landscape characterized by a lack of federal guidance on this issue that state governments

have been adopting and innovating. Some are offering expanded college access to the most

vulnerable immigrant class, undocumented students, while other prohibit this benefit and

ban the enrollment of undocumented students in state universities. The following sections

provide more detail on previous research and develop a dataset and method to determine

what, if any, effect these bills have had on the educational achievement of immigrants around
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the country.

4.3 Theoretical Framework and Literature Review

While the inaction of the courts and the federal bureaucracy have established the policy

environment, state legislatures have emerged as the most active institutions in immigrant

higher education. State legislators in sixteen states have chosen to subsidize the education

of immigrants, specifically undocumented immigrants, through defining them as residents

and extending them a specific subsidy through their eligibility for in-state tuition at public

universities, with four more states adopting IRT policies administratively. Six state legisla-

tures have made the opposite decision, choosing to specifically bar immigrants from receiving

in-state tuition or being eligible for enrollment at all.

Interestingly, state legislatures have chosen to adopt these policies in an uncertain policy envi-

ronment without an obvious electoral connection to undocumented students (Mayhew 1974).

The specific beneficiaries of these policies - immigrants and primarily undocumented immi-

grants - are not a constituency liable to be much use in the next election campaign, al-

though immigration policy history is replete with instances of signaling and ethnic lobbying

(Tichenor 2002, Wong 2006), and Latinos have rapidly emerged as an important new elec-

torate over the last several decades (DeSipio 1996, Branton 2007). Additionally, while there

is good reason to believe that the policies would be beneficial to both immigrant residents

and the state economy as a whole, these policies have been contentious. Traditional IRT

policies are integrative policies, policies meant to “improve immigrants’ ability to fully access

the opportunities, rights, and services available to the native born population” (Bloemraad

& De Graauw 2012). Integrative policies and increased immigration tend to be unpopular

with native populations (Cornelius & Rosenblum 2005, Ceobanu & Escandell 2010).

Establishing the effectiveness (or lack thereof) of theses bills is important because, outside

of the electoral connection - either directly or through the preferences of ethnic voters - the

foundation of these IRT policies is their efficacy. The economic argument - that encouraging

the development of human capital benefits the overall state economy - may be a compelling
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one from an elite, economic standpoint, but less so from a public opinion one (Cornelius &

Rosenblum 2005, Ceobanu & Escandell 2010). And while some social construction research

has indicted that minor students make a more sympathetic policy target than immigrants

as a whole (Donato & Armenta 2011, Reich & Barth 2010) public opinion is still generally

negative towards immigrants and the ability of legislators to claim credit for either the bills

(or the purported economic effects) may be limited.

The case for these IRT policies, then depends on their impact. Whether or not these poli-

cies can improve opportunities for immigrant residents - and, possibility, benefit the state’s

economy - has a substantive impact on both residents and state budgets. However, de-

spite the different approaches to subsidizing immigrant tuition and the rapid spread of

these policies, very little attention has been paid to their effectiveness. While there has

been a small research literature on IRT policies (Nerini 2008, Dougherty, Nienhusser &

Vega 2010, Flores 2010, Conger 2014), the various papers have used a variety of different

methodologies, datasets, and have not come to a consistent conclusion about the impact of

these policies. None have used a nationwide, systematic, comparative approach to determine

the effect of in-state tuition bills on the students targeted or the states that adopt them.

And only one has included any measure of how labor market conditions affect immigrant

educational decisions (Flores 2010).

Critics take issue with multiple aspects of IRT policies. First, they contend that tuition

subsidies for immigrants take resources away from native residents (Redden 2007), although

the policies result more in possible income forgone rather than direct spending. More legally,

they argue that the policies provide a disproportionate benefit to undocumented residents,

violating the IIRIRA and rewarding violations of U.S. law (Flores 2010). While limited

research has indicated that the adoption of these bills has no impact on the educational

attainment or access of native students (Kaushal 2008), research still disagrees on the effect

of these policies on immigrant populations themselves.

Supporters of IRT policies cite a number of factors for their support as well. First, many

supporters argue that young immigrants, whether documented or undocumented, are likely

to remain in the states regardless of policy. Increasing their skills and education benefits
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the state as a whole through, “increased earnings and taxes, and lower crime and poverty

rates (Krueger 2006).” Essentially, this is an argument about improving the productivity of

a state’s labor force. Educating immigrants, even undocumented ones, improves a state’s

economy by allowing more efficient use of human capital. As immigrants gain skills and

education, they become more productive and more economically efficient, reducing the isola-

tion of immigrant populations and reducing their participation in the underground economy

(Kaushal 2008). This “productivity of labor” argument was a fundamental pillar of the

Plyler v. Doe decision as well, which argued that encouraging education among undocu-

mented students would halt the development of a “persistent underclass,” albeit for K-12

students as opposed to college-age immigrants.

Whether supporters or critics view of IRT programs are correct is important. The adoption

and enforcement of these policies - both the extension of in-state tuition to immigrants

and banning the same - is predicated upon how they impact the targeted population and

what effect that population has on the state’s economy and society as a whole. If the

data do not show that the extension of in-state subsidies provides an educational boost to

immigrants, then a basic educational investment model (Becker 1962, Becker 2009) may

not be applicable to immigrants with uncertain residency status. Or perhaps educational

investment is conditional for immigrants and intervening variables - like the strength of the

labor market - should be taken into account. Alternately, if these IRT policies do encourage

students to enroll in higher education and become better educated, then perhaps restrictive

policies are inefficient and depressing the state economy.

Research in this area provides mixed results. In Washington State, Nerini (2008) interviewed

undocumented university students and found that students stated that the adoption of in-

state tuition in 2003 had a profound impact on their ability to continue their studies, although

the impact on degree completion and several other factors was minimal. However, this

qualitative work included interviews with only a relatively few undocumented students at

a single public university and represents the reaction of the students to the opportunities

offered by the policies, rather than an empirical test of the policy’s effectiveness.

Other research comparing the policies of Arizona, where immigrants were barred from receiv-
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ing in-state tuition, and Texas, the “original” IRT state, found that similar populations had

significantly different education outcomes under different regimes (Dougherty, Nienhusser

& Vega 2010). Another study of Texas universities found that the policies had the most

impact on public schools with a history of high Latino enrollment, such as UT Pan Am and

UT San Antonio, while the effect on enrollment at the “flagship” universities of A&M and

UT-Austin was minimal (Dickson & Pender 2013). Both these findings indicate that the

relationship between IRT policies and educational outcomes may not be simple or direct.

The policy effects could be conditional, dependent upon intervening factors. For example,

to take advantage of these IRT policies, immigrant students may need to have local access

to a university with a history of educating immigrants or students of color, such as those in

high-Hispanic population areas.

A few broader, nationwide studies also found support for the idea that IRT policies positively

impact enrollment and achievement but only for certain populations. Kaushal (2008) used

CPS data from 1997 - 2005 and found that IRT policies had a significant impact on enrollment

and achievement, but only for young, Mexican adults. She also found no negative impact on

the achievement or enrollment of native students. Similar research has also found the benefits

restricted specifically to Latino foreign-born non-citizens, as opposed to all foreign-born or

all non-citizens (Flores 2010). Both these studies found that the policies had an effect but

only for a subset of the eligible population, Latinos in the case of Flores and young Mexican

immigrants in the case of Kaushal. The IRT policies are not written to specify a particular

ethnicity, so, again, the effectiveness of the policies may be contingent on factors other than

simple immigrant status. Additionally, despite the breadth of their data, both these studies

suffered from a limited time series, with neither study including years past 2005, missing a

large number of IRT policy adoptions. They also failed to account for the strength of the

labor market and ignored the effect of restrictive in-state tuition policies on the enrollment

and achievement of immigrant students.

The finding that IRT policies improve enrollment and achievement for immigrant students,

at least for certain populations, is not universal, however. Conger studied the removal of

New York’s IRT policy on immigrant students in the City University of New York (CUNY)
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system (Conger & Chellman 2013, Conger & Turner 2015). The CUNY system reversed its

IRT policy for undocumented students in spring 2002 before the state legislature restored it

in fall 2002. According to Conger’s research, the brief price shock led to substantial decreases

in overall and full-time enrollment of immigrant students (Conger & Turner 2015). However,

his research also indicated that the price shock only affected the timing of exit for the students

and not their overall proclivity to complete a degree or persist in higher education. Additional

analysis also indicated that methodological estimates of the undocumented population may

have accounted for the positive findings of previous research, supporting the idea that the

IRT policies might not have had a positive impact (Conger & Chellman 2013).

Conger’s research makes two specific points. First, while concept of the IRT as a simple

subsidy - lowering the cost of education - can be useful for analysis, it may not be the

primary (or even a major factor) in the educational decisions of immigrant students. Other

factors may be at work over and above simple cost. Secondly, that, as mentioned above, it

may be difficult to find evidence of the policies’ impact. Educational decisions are complex

- enrollment, persistence, and achievement all play a role - and motivated by issues other

than cost.

However, from a naive cost-benefit standpoint, it is hard to see how a state adopting

a traditional IRT policy wouldn’t positively affect the enrollment of immigrant students

through reducing their direct costs.. The concept of individuals investing in their educa-

tion to improve their skills so they can increase their income is at least as old as Becker

(Becker 1962, Becker 2009), and the primary benefit to a traditional IRT policy is “a [sig-

nificant] reduction in price” which would, under a simple human capital model, result in

increased investment in education for immigrants (Flores 2010).

This simple investment calculation can be complicated under uncertainty (Altonji 1993,

Flores 2010), however, something that may account for the Conger findings. In the case

of the CUNY system, such an unexpected (and rapid) withdraw and reinstatement of the

in-state tuition subsidy creates a very unstable decision making environment for students.

In fact, uncertainty and incomplete information essentially defines the situation experienced

by most potential immigrant students, particularly undocumented students. They may be
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less likely to pursue higher education and fit a standard investment model precisely because

of their uncertain residency status.

For example, admitting to undocumented or non-resident status by signing an affidavit to

take advantage of the policy benefit may put the student or the student’s family at risk. This

may change the simple cost-benefit investment choice dynamic into something much more

complicated. In this case, IRT policies might provide superficial opportunity for immigrant

students, but not translate into substantive educational gains. We attempt to account for

this uncertainty in a crude way in the analysis below, distinguishing between foreign-born

citizens, who would be able to benefit from the relaxed in-state residency requirements and

be less uncertain in their future ability to remain in the U.S., and foreign-born non-citizens,

who would be able to benefit from the IRT policies but would remain uncertain about their

residency status.

Uncertainty may also exist about whether increased education would actually improve future

prospects for immigrant students. Increased education can improve an immigrant student’s

chances to normalize their status, either through “improved” marriage options or access

to jobs with better visa opportunities (Kaushal 2008). The potential improvement in job

prospects may be less than for native students, however, since employer sponsored visas and

other naturalization pathways are limited. Education will not remove all the barriers to

employment and higher income, especially for undocumented students, increasing their un-

certainty and potentially minimizing their incentive to invest in higher education, no matter

how large the state-provided subsidy. There is also evidence that higher education enroll-

ment is generational, with second and third-generation immigrants experiencing significant

gains compared to first-generation immigrants (Hagy & Staniec 2002). This finding un-

derscores the idea that significant barriers exist for even first generation legal immigrants

to access higher-education resources, much less the undocumented students that are the

primary targets of these IRT policies.

Additionally, states have innovated since the first IRT policies were adopted in the early

2000’s. The full breadth and impact of these policies has not been fully examined and

certainly not over a time-line as extensive as the one used here. To date, no studies have
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analyzed the impact of policies that bar immigrants from receiving in-state tuition or en-

rollment. Other policies that allow immigrants to access state financial aid have also been

ignored. Offering undocumented students access to financial aid would, presumably, reduce

the costs of investing in education even further, increasing economic incentives to pursue

higher education, but would not affect other aspects of uncertainty.

On the restrictive side, the policies that prohibit IRT come in two flavors. It is not clear

that the first would have much impact on a student’s economic incentive to invest in higher

education. Arizona, Georgia, Indiana, and Missouri all specifically prohibit undocumented

students from receiving in-state tuition, which sounds restrictive on the surface. However,

the policies likely just reiterate the status quo. Students unable to prove residency would

already be unable to secure in-state tuition at state universities or community colleges prior

to the adoption of these policies.

However, Alabama and South Carolina adopted policies that went further, prohibiting un-

documented residents from enrolling in public universities and specifically prohibiting all

immigrants, undocumented or alien residents, from accessing financial aid or any other

higher education benefits, including in-state tuition. This version of a restrictive IRT policy

likely would have a significant negative impact on immigrant enrollment. These prohibitions

wouldn’t directly affect the economic costs of education - those would remain at the high,

out-of-state status quo - but would significantly increase the non-economic costs of enroll-

ment and the risk to the student’s residency and that of their family. Investment in higher

education would likely decrease significantly.

In short, while the sparse empirical evidence overall supports the idea that IRT policies

improve educational outcomes for immigrant students, the results are far from conclusive

and there are theoretical reasons to believe that providing an in-state tuition subsidy might

not have the same simple economic incentives for immigrants that it would for natives. IRT

policy variations have been understudied as well, with financial aid offers and various bans

and prohibitions being largely ignored.

All of these findings make it clear that establishing a simple, direct connection between

IRT policy adoption and immigrant educational outcomes will be difficult. The educational
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decisions of immigrants are complex, subject to considerably more uncertainty than native

citizens, and establishing the effectiveness of a simple educational subsidy may be difficult.

The literature on policy analysis and evaluation in general makes it clear that establishing the

effectiveness of any policy or program is difficult (Lindblom 1990, Weimer & Vining 2015).

In the case of the immigrant population, who deal with significant uncertainty throughout

their lives, it may be even more difficult.

However, IRT policies would nevertheless reduce the cost of higher education for immi-

grants, improving their educational outcomes. The more expansive the integrative policies -

for example, those opening state financial aid to immigrant students - would continue poten-

tially reducing costs, further encouraging educational investment and, hopefully, more fully

integrating immigrants into society. Conversely, banning in-state resident tuition for immi-

grants largely reinforces the status quo, leaving the cost calculation for immigrant students

unchanged and should have little effect. However, prohibiting undocumented students from

enrolling in state universities would significantly increase the risks of enrollment for immi-

grant students, discouraging participation in higher education. The falsifiable hypotheses

tested are listed below.

1. Immigrants in states with traditional IRT policies will be more likely to enroll in college
than immigrants in states without these policies.

2. Immigrants living in states that offer financial aid to undocumented students will have
higher rates of college enrollment than students other states.

3. Immigrants in states banning enrollment in public universities for undocumented stu-
dents will have reduced rates of high school graduation and college enrollment compared
to states that do not.

4. Immigrants living in states barring immigrants from receiving in-state tuition but not
prohibiting their enrollment will see no significant difference in immigrant college en-
rollment.

The following section outlines a dataset and research methodology for testing these hypothe-

ses and the impact of these IRT policies on the higher education enrollment and achievement

of immigrant students.
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4.4 Research Design

4.4.1 Data

The Current Population Survey (CPS) served as the primary data source to test the effect of

these IRT policies. The CPS is a nationally representative sample sponsored by the Bureau

of Labor Statistics (BLS) and the Census Bureau, conducted monthly with approximately

55,000 - 60,000 households. This survey has been conducted for over 50 years and contains

information on employment, education, citizenship, and a host of other variables.11 CPS-

ORG provided information on respondents’ age, employment status, family income, gender,

and metro status which were used primarily as control variables. Data on tuition subsides and

other educational achievement data were taken from the Integrated Postsecondary Education

Data System (IPEDS) at the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). This included

the in-state vs. out-of-state tuition subsidy and other education variables. Data on the

details of the IRT policies and their effective dates merged from the National Conference of

State Legislatures (NCSL).

For most of the analyses conducted, the dependent variable was constructed as a dichotomous

variable based on the respondent’s educational achievement as recorded in the CPS. The

variable was coded 1 if the respondent had attended college or received any degree beyond

a high school diploma and coded 0 if the respondent had graduated high school but not

enrolled in college or had less than a high school education. This essentially divided the

sample into college enrollees and those with a high school education or less, focusing on the

college attendance decision and how the impact of the IRT policy in question affected this

decision. Given that the purpose of these policies is to reduce (or increase) the cost of college

attendance to encourage enrollment, this dependent variable provides the best measure of

the policies’ impact.

Additionally, for some of the models below, a similar dependent variable was used that was

coded 1 for high graduation/GED or higher and 0 for less than a high school education,

11Data pulled from CEPR Uniform Extracts, available here: http://ceprdata.org/cps-uniform-data-
extracts/.
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focusing on the decision to complete high school for immigrant students. This variable

is particularly important when evaluating the impact of IRT bans and the prohibition of

immigrant students from enrolling in state universities. If the possibility of investing in

education is reduced or eliminated entirely, immigrant students’ decision to complete high-

school may be affected, as well as their college enrollment decision. Although the BLS

estimates that high-school graduates earn approximately $190/week more than those with

less than a college education, the pull of the labor market may have a more significant impact

on immigrants, particularly the undocumented, than native citizens if they are effectively

prevented from investing further in education.

For most of the models below, I also split the sample and estimated the impact of the

various state IRT policies on three separate populations: foreign-born non-citizens, foreign-

born citizens, and native citizens. Foreign-born non-citizens (FBNC) are those most likely

to benefit from traditional IRT policies and innovations like offering financial aid. Foreign-

born citizens (FBC) and native citizens would, presumably, be less likely to be affected by

the policies, although FBCs are more likely to be demographically similar to the FBNC

population, and also capable of taking advantage of the reduced residency requirement, if

eligible. This arrangement was also simple easier than including additional dummy variables,

particularly when using interactive and race/ethnicity variables.

For all models below, the unit of analysis is the individual respondent, and the dataset covers

all fifty states plus the District of Columbia. It also includes all years from 1999 (before the

first IRT policy was adopted) to 2015, the most recent year for which data were available.

Appendix D includes a table of the number respondents by state and year included in the

sample, and each table provides the number of respondents in the particular model.

Since the purpose of the study is to determine the impact of state IRT policies on immigrant

educational achievement, the primary independent variables are dichotomous variables indi-

cating whether or not an IRT policy was in place in a given year, as well as variables that

interact the presence of a given IRT policy with ethnicity, size of the in-state tuition subsidy,

labor market conditions (unemployment). All analyses also include state and year fixed ef-

fects, to account for unmeasured, state-specific variables. The results for the state-year fixed
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effects are not presented in the tables, however, due to space considerations. All analyses

were run using CPS survey weights to account for the sampling method used in the data

and to improve the standard errors. The procedure used was based on the recommendations

provided by the CEPR Data extracts website, a description of which can be found

4.5 Results

Table 4.2 below displays the results of three logit models estimating the likelihood of college

enrollment for FBNCs, FBCs, and native residents. All in-state resident tuition policies were

included in this model, mean that both legislative adoptions as well as administrative IRT

policies like those adopted in Rhode Island and Oklahoma were included (see Table 4.1).

The model also includes state fixed-effects, although the results are not displayed for space

reasons. This model construction estimates the impact of the IRT policies on the within

state variance, useful when we are interested in how the adoption of a particular IRT policy

affects the educational achievement of immigrant residents in their state of residence.

A cursory reading of the results does not seem to support the idea that IRT policies are

particularly beneficial for the foreign-born, non-citizen population. The results for the IRT

variable in Table 4.2 show that the presence of an IRT actually reduces the probability of

FNBCs attending college, although the estimate does not come close to achieving standard

levels of statistical significance.12 However, the human capital/investment model of higher

education primarily argues that students are price conscious. In this model, the IRT is

primarily beneficial in how much is lowers the costs of education for students. If the in-state

subsidy - how much money students save because of their residency status - is low, the

just the adoption of an IRT should not have much effect on students’ enrollment decisions.

Conversely, if the adoption of an IRT results in a large subsidy, then foreign-born students

will be more likely to invest in higher education as the subsidy increases.

This is precisely the result we see as we look at the impact of the subsidy variables. Measured

12Results are presented as odds ratios.
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as out-of-state tuition - in-state tuition13, as the basic measure of the in-state tuition subsidy

increases, the probability of FBNCs attending college declines. If these students live in a state

without an IRT, their cost of education increases compared to native students and citizens as

the gap between in-state tuition and out-of-state tuition broadens and the subsidy increases.

However, when the subsidy is interacted with the adoption of an IRT, then the subsidy has

a positive impact. This indicates that as the cost savings of the subsidy increase, FBNC

students residing in a state with an IRT - in a state where they are eligible take advantage of

the subsidy - students have a higher probability of attending college as the subsidy becomes

more attractive, as the cost of higher-education decreases. In short, these FBNC students

are price conscious and react to decrease in college costs provided by the tuition subsidy,

but only in those places and times where the subsidy is relevant to them. When an IRT is in

place and the subsidy is significant, then FBNC students are more likely to take advantage

of the opportunity.

Table 4.2: College Enrollment & Any IRT Policy

Foreign-Born Foriegn-Born Native
Non-Citizens Citizens Citizens

Any IRT 0.98 1.13∗∗ 1.03∗∗

(0.05) (0.05) (0.01)
Unemployment Rate * Any IRT 0.98∗∗∗ 0.99∗∗ 0.99∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.00) (0.00)
Subsidy * Any IRT 1.00∗∗∗ 1.00 1.00∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Latino * Any IRT 0.78∗∗∗ 0.71∗∗∗ 0.81∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Unemployment Rate 1.02∗∗∗ 1.01∗∗ 1.01∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Latino 0.18∗∗∗ 0.37∗∗∗ 0.56∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.01) (0.00)
Race: Black 0.71∗∗∗ 0.82∗∗∗ 0.78∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.00)
Race: Other 1.10∗∗∗ 1.02 0.86∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Rural Resident 0.76∗∗∗ 0.81∗∗∗ 0.68∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.00)
Age 0.99∗∗∗ 0.99∗∗∗ 1.01∗∗∗

13Based on data reported to IPEDS.
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(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Employed 1.59∗∗∗ 1.59∗∗∗ 2.10∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.00)
Gender: Female 1.14∗∗∗ 0.99 1.28∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.00)
Family Income 1.16∗∗∗ 1.16∗∗∗ 1.14∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Percent Hispanic 12.84∗∗∗ 14.69∗∗∗ 9.50∗∗∗

(7.51) (7.63) (1.20)
Subsidy (OST - IST) 0.99∗ 1.00 1.00∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Constant 0.42∗∗∗ 0.44∗∗∗ 0.11∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.08) (0.01)
pseudo R2 0.21 0.14 0.10
N 251,089 258,911 4,187,729

Estimates are presented as odds ratios. All models include state fixed effects.
∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Perhaps the best way to display the effect of this subsidy on FBNC students is graphically.

Using simulation and the Clarify program (Tomz, Wittenberg & King 2009), Figure 4.2 shows

the impact of the subsidy on the probability of college attendance for FBNC students.14 The

figure shows the effect of an increase in the subsidy for a FBNC living in a state that has

adopted an IRT policy. The effect is substantive as well as statistically significant, resulting

in an approximately ten percent increase in the likelihood of college enrollment from no

tuition subsidy to the maximum subsidy.

The rest of the model provides interesting results as well. For all three populations - FBNCs,

FBCs, and natives, Latinos are less likely to pursue higher education (compared to white,

non-Hispanics in all three groups), and this effect is strongest for non-citizens, less for foreign-

born citizens, and least for natives. The negative effect of ethnicity is diminished, however,

when Latinos reside in a time and place where an IRT policy has been enacted. This may

support the tentative findings of previous research that Latinos are more likely to benefit

from these policies, compared to other students (Flores 2010).

14All continuous variables are set to their mean. Gender, Any IRT, and Latino are set to 1. All other
dichotomous variables are set to 0. Or, a non-rural, Latino female with a mean-level family income living in
a state with an IRT.
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Figure 4.2: Effect of Tuition Subsidy on FBNC Students Covered by an IRT

Additionally, the effect of the unemployment rate by state-year - a measure of labor market

strength - shows that the probability of college enrollment increases as unemployment in-

creases, indicating that in a weak labor market, students, including FBNC students, choose

to invest in additional skills and education. The interactive variable for the unemployment

rate, that interacts unemployment with the IRT variable, shows an unexpected effect. The

estimates indicate that high unemployment make college attendance less likely for all stu-

dents - FBNCs, FBCs, and native citizens - in states with IRT policies. There may be

endogeneity here - states may adopt IRT policies when the economy is weak, as a stimulus -

but there may be a more complicated relationship between IRT policies and the labor market

than was hypothesized above.

The next tables include models for college enrollment only for legislatively enacted IRTs.

Table 4.2 includes all IRT policies, which includes four states that adopted their policies

administratively. Administrative policies, while superficially equivalent to state law, may be

more tenuous that legislatively enacted policies. In 2002, the CUNY system removed their
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system-level IRT policy before the legislature restored it later that same year (Conger &

Turner 2015). Conger found that this change in policy had a substantial impact on students’

educational attainment, particularly for those enrolled shortly before the change. These

administrative IRT policies may not provide immigrant students the same confidence about

their educational future and may be fundamentally different than fully enacted legislative

IRTs.

Table 4.3: College Enrollment & Legislative IRT Policies

Foreign-Born Foreign-Born Native
Non-Citizens Citizens Citizens

Legislative IRT 1.00 1.15∗∗ 1.04∗∗∗

(0.05) (0.05) (0.01)
Unemployment * Legislative IRT 0.98∗∗∗ 0.99∗ 0.99∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.00) (0.00)
Subsidy * Any IRT 1.00∗∗∗ 1.00 1.00∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Latino * Any IRT 0.77∗∗∗ 0.69∗∗∗ 0.80∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Unemployment Rate 1.02∗∗∗ 1.01∗ 1.01∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Latino 0.18∗∗∗ 0.38∗∗∗ 0.56∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.01) (0.00)
Race: Black 0.71∗∗∗ 0.82∗∗∗ 0.78∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.00)
Race: Other 1.10∗∗∗ 1.02 0.86∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Rural Resident 0.76∗∗∗ 0.81∗∗∗ 0.68∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.00)
Age 0.99∗∗∗ 0.99∗∗∗ 1.01∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Employed 1.59∗∗∗ 1.59∗∗∗ 2.10∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.00)
Gender: Female 1.14∗∗∗ 0.99 1.28∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.00)
Family Income 1.16∗∗∗ 1.16∗∗∗ 1.14∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Percent Hispanic 11.68∗∗∗ 16.25∗∗∗ 10.21∗∗∗

(6.95) (8.63) (1.30)
Subsidy (OST - IST) 1.00 1.00 1.00∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
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Constant 0.41∗∗∗ 0.43∗∗∗ 0.11∗∗∗

(0.03) (0.03) (0.00)
pseudo R2 0.21 0.14 0.10
N 251,089 258,911 4,187,729

Estimates are presented as odds ratios. All models include state fixed effects.

∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

However, the results for models including only legislative in-state tuition policies are not

substantively different from including all IRT policies shown in Table 4.2. The estimated

effect of the IRT policies for FBNC is positive in this model but still indistinguishable from

no effect. Similarly, for FBNCs, the subsidy variable has a positive impact on educational

outcomes when interacted with the establishment of an IRT policy.

Another curious consistency from the models is the benefit that FBCs seems to receive from

IRT polices. In both Table 4.2 and 4.3, foreign-born citizens have a higher probability

of attending college when there is an IRT policy in effect (either legislative only or either

legislative or administrative). Native citizens show a similar effect, but much the effect on

their probability is much lower than for FBCs. FBCs seem to benefit substantially from the

adoption of an IRT, as Figure 4.3 shows. Figure 4.3 uses simulation to display the predicted

probability of a FBC attending college in a state without a legislative IRT (blue/left) and

with a legislative IRT (red/right). According to the data, these students are approximately

3.5 percent more likely to attend college if there is a legislative IRT in place compared to

states without an legislative IRT, with similar results if all IRT policies are considered.

As discussed in earlier sections, in addition to traditional IRT policies, states have been

“innovating” in the immigrant higher education policy space over the last decade. One

IRT variation that several states have adopted in recent years is allowing immigrants access

to state-based financial aid, in addition to receiving the in-state resident tuition subsidy.

Given that this immigrant student population is likely to have access to fewer resources than

traditional students, providing access to financial aid could further mitigate the economic

burden of higher education and encourage enrollment from eligible students.
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Figure 4.3: Effect of Legislative IRT on Probability of College Attendance

Table 4.4: College Enrollment & Financial Aid Policies

Foreign-Born Foreign-Born Native
Non-Citizens Citizens Citizens

Financial Aid IRT 1.20∗∗ 1.01 1.11∗∗∗

(0.08) (0.06) (0.02)
Any IRT 0.91∗ 1.09∗ 0.99

(0.04) (0.04) (0.01)
Unemployment Rate * Any IRT 0.98∗ 1.00 0.99∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.00)
Subsidy * Any IRT 1.00∗∗ 1.00 1.00∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Latino * Any IRT 0.78∗∗∗ 0.71∗∗∗ 0.81∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Unemployment Rate 1.01∗∗ 1.00 1.01∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Latino 0.18∗∗∗ 0.38∗∗∗ 0.56∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.01) (0.00)
Race: Black 0.71∗∗∗ 0.82∗∗∗ 0.78∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.00)
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Race: Other 1.10∗∗∗ 1.02 0.86∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Rural Resident 0.76∗∗∗ 0.81∗∗∗ 0.68∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.00)
Age 0.99∗∗∗ 0.99∗∗∗ 1.01∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Employment 1.59∗∗∗ 1.59∗∗∗ 2.10∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.00)
Gender: Female 1.14∗∗∗ 0.99 1.28∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.00)
Family Income 1.16∗∗∗ 1.16∗∗∗ 1.14∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Percent Hispanic 9.60∗∗∗ 15.67∗∗∗ 9.78∗∗∗

(6.06) (8.81) (1.29)
Subsidy 1.00 1.00 1.00∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Constant 0.42∗∗∗ 0.43∗∗∗ 0.11∗∗∗

(0.04) (0.3) (0.01)

pseudo R2 0.21 0.14 0.10
N 251,089 258,911 4,187,729

Estimates are presented as odds ratios. All models include state fixed effects.

∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

Table 4.4 presents the model for FBNCs, FBCs, and native citizens that includes a variable

indicating whether or not a state offered state-based financial aid, in addition to in-state

tuition to immigrant residents.15 In contrast to earlier models - where FBNCs, the typical

targets of traditional IRT policies, did not see a major benefit from the policies - the adoption

of a strong financial aid component to the traditional IRT shows a strong effect on the college

enrollment of FBNCs. Figure 4.4 presents this estimate graphically, showing the distribution

of estimated probability of FBNCs attending college in states without financial aid eligibility

for immigrant students (left/blue) and for those states which did offer financial aid for these

students (right/red). The mean increase in probability of attending college using simulation

based on the model in Table 4.4 is approximately 4.3%.

This estimate does come with a few caveats. First, out of 816 state-years in the dataset,16

15A list of these states can be seen in Table 4.1.
16Fifty states plus D.C., 1999 - 2015

107



only 36 state-years (4.4%) are covered by a Financial Aid IRT. Of those 36 state-years, most

of those years (72.2%) are in just two states: New Mexico and Texas. Both these states

have long-standing Hispanic populations and a general history of immigrant incorporation.

Essentially, the model is estimating the effect of these policies on the experience of FBNCs

with only a few states, states which happen to have a relatively longer history of Latino

political participation compared with other states.
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Figure 4.4: Effect of Financial Aid IRT on Probability of College Attendance

Still, there does seem to be some consistent differences of the effect of these IRT policies

between the FBC and FBNC populations. FBNCs benefit from IRTs, but only in situations

in which the subsidy is large. Conversely, the data show that FBCs seem to benefit just

from the adoption of an IRT by a state, compared to FBNC and native citizens, with the

data showing no consistent effect for the size of the subsidy for this population. There is

some research to support the idea that students need a certain level of cultural and social

resources to access higher education opportunities (Karp & Hughes 2008). According to

the data, foreign-born citizens have significantly higher levels of family income than foreign-
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born non-citizens, on average. The median income band for FBCs was $60,000 - $74,999

dollars, while the median for non-citizens was $30,000 - $34,999. This is accounted for in

the models but serves to highlight the significant resource differences between the otherwise

demographically similar populations. For FBCs, the size of the subsidy may have less impact

due to their income levels. Basic community college or state university may not be out of

their reach, particularly if they qualify for in-state tuition. Conversely, FBNCs may be more

price conscious, given their lower overall level of financial resources.

Additionally, all the IRT variations analyzed above - administrative, legislative, financial

aid, etc. - are integrative policies. They attempt to minimize the higher education costs

for immigrants, encouraging them to pursue skills and education and integrate into society.

Certain states have chosen a different approach, however, adopting laws banning IRT for

immigrants and prohibiting the enrollment of undocumented residents in state universities.

Hypotheses three and four above deal with these more recent innovations in immigrant higher

education policies, predicting that banning IRTs will have no impact on college enrollment

or high school graduation, while enrollment prohibitions will negatively affect these mea-

sures for foreign-born non-citizens. Banning in-state resident tuition for immigrants merely

reemphasizes the cost-benefit status quo for potential immigrant students, while enrollment

prohibitions significantly alter these calculations. Citizens - foreign-born or otherwise -

should not be affected by these policies.

Table 4.5 shows the effects of these policies on college enrollment for FBNCs and FBCs.17

As expected, banning IRT has no statistically significant impact on the college enrollment of

either FBNCs or FBCs. The odds ratio estimates for the prohibitions are consistent with the

theory for foreign-born citizens ; they have no impact on their enrollment since they should

not, on the surface, affect their investment calculations. However, the prohibitions seem to

have little impact on the college enrollment of foreign-born non-citizens. While the estimates

are in the proper direction - suppressing enrollment - the estimates do not reach standard

levels of statistical significance.

17Native citizen outcomes are not included. Models for native citizens showed no impact for either in-state
tuition bans or enrollment.
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Table 4.5: College Enrollment - IRT Bans & Prohibitions

IRT Banned Prohibited IRT Banned Prohibited
FBNC FBNC FBC FBC

IRT Banned 0.84 0.85
(0.12) (0.11)

Enrollment Prohibited 0.91 1.07
(0.34) (0.37)

Unemployment * Ban IRT 1.03 1.03
(0.02) (0.02)

Unemployment Rate 1.01∗ 1.01∗∗ 1.00 1.00
(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)

Unemployment * Prohibition 1.02 1.04
(0.04) (0.04)

Latino * Prohibit 0.90 0.67∗

(0.14) (0.11)
Latino * Banned IRT 0.75∗∗∗ 0.78∗∗∗

(0.05) (0.05)
Latino 0.16∗∗∗ 0.16∗∗∗ 0.32∗∗∗ 0.32∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Race: Black 0.70∗∗∗ 0.70∗∗∗ 0.82∗∗∗ 0.82∗∗∗

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Race: Other 1.11∗∗∗ 1.11∗∗∗ 1.04∗∗ 1.04∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
Rural Resident 0.77∗∗∗ 0.77∗∗∗ 0.82∗∗∗ 0.82∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Age 0.99∗∗∗ 0.99∗∗∗ 0.99∗∗∗ 0.99∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Employed 1.59∗∗∗ 1.59∗∗∗ 1.58∗∗∗ 1.58∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Female 1.14∗∗∗ 1.14∗∗∗ 0.99 0.99

(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Family Income 1.16∗∗∗ 1.16∗∗∗ 1.16∗∗∗ 1.16∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Percent Hispanic 5.02∗∗ 5.17∗∗ 7.23∗∗∗ 8.04∗∗∗

(2.81) (2.90) (3.60) (4.02)
Subsidy 1.00 1.00 1.00∗ 1.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
pseudo R2 0.21 0.21 0.14 0.14
N 251,089 251,089 258,911 258,911

Estimates are presented as odds ratios. All models include state fixed effects.

∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

However, IRT bans and enrollment prohibitions may affect more than simply the college en-
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rollment decision. They may affect the calculus for non-citizens to complete K-12 education.

Since the prohibitions limit the options for these students to gain more skills through higher

education, the benefits of completing a high-school education are minimized and dropouts

may increase as young FBNC students enter the workforce, at least for the undocumented

population targeted by these policies. Table 4.6 presents several models of the effect of

these bans and prohibitions on the probability of high school graduation for FBCs and FB-

NCs. However, neither population appears particularly affected by either tuition bans or

enrollment prohibitions.

Table 4.6: High School Graduation - IRT Bans & Prohi-
bitions

Prohibited IRT Banned Prohibited IRT Banned

FBNC FBNC FBC FBC
IRT Banned 1.27 0.77

(0.16) (0.13)
Enrollment Prohibited 1.81 1.60

(0.73) (0.83)
Unemployment Rate 1.01∗ 1.01 1.00 1.00

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Unemployment * Ban IRT 1.01 1.04∗

(0.01) (0.02)
Unemployment * Prohibition 0.97 0.97

(0.04) (0.06)
Latino * Prohibition 0.49∗∗∗ 0.58∗

(0.10) (0.13)
Latino * Banned IRT 0.66∗∗∗ 0.75∗∗∗

(0.05) (0.06)
Latino 0.14∗∗∗ 0.14∗∗∗ 0.21∗∗∗ 0.21∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Race: Black 0.62∗∗∗ 0.62∗∗∗ 0.72∗∗∗ 0.72∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Race: Other 0.79∗∗∗ 0.79∗∗∗ 0.86∗∗∗ 0.86∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Rural Resident 0.80∗∗∗ 0.81∗∗∗ 0.78∗∗∗ 0.78∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.02) (0.02)
Age 0.98∗∗∗ 0.98∗∗∗ 0.98∗∗∗ 0.98∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Employed 1.74∗∗∗ 1.74∗∗∗ 1.97∗∗∗ 1.97∗∗∗

(0.02) (0.02) (0.03) (0.03)
Gender: Female 1.20∗∗∗ 1.20∗∗∗ 1.13∗∗∗ 1.13∗∗∗
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(0.01) (0.01) (0.01) (0.01)
Family Income 1.11∗∗∗ 1.11∗∗∗ 1.14∗∗∗ 1.14∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
Percent Hispanic 104.62∗∗∗ 115.53∗∗∗ 19.05∗∗∗ 19.28∗∗∗

(54.24) (59.59) (11.93) (12.03)
Subsidy 1.00∗∗ 1.00∗∗ 1.00∗∗∗ 1.00∗∗∗

(0.00) (0.00) (0.00) (0.00)
pseudo R2 0.18 0.18 0.17 0.17
N 251,089 251,089 258,911 258,911

Standard errors in parentheses. All models include state and year fixed effects.

∗ p < 0.05, ∗∗ p < 0.01, ∗∗∗ p < 0.001

4.6 Discussion & Conclusion

To conclude, the analyses here offer mixed results for the effectiveness and impact of in-

state resident tuition policies. Traditional and financial aid IRT policies do seem to have

substantive impacts on the higher education outcomes for FBNCs and FBCs. FBNCs seem

to be more price sensitive, likely due to overall lower levels of financial resources on average,

while FBCs are more likely to be positively impacted by simple state adoption of the IRT

policies.

A partial explanation for the success of these polices at encouraging the educational achieve-

ments of foreign-born citizens - as opposed to the undocumented - many be due to social

construction and differing social incorporation (Abrego 2006). Citizen immigrants have fewer

barriers to incorporation than FBNCs, having already achieved citizenship. Additionally, so-

cial construction surrounding the adoption of these policies may have a lot to do with who

benefits and why as they are implemented by the states (Reich & Barth 2010).

Also, the categories used in this analysis are, by necessity, somewhat crude. As a category,

“foreign-born non-citizens” includes a variety of different types of immigrants. For the most

part, it captures the undocumented population but also includes students on visas, legal

permanent residents, and other populations. It is possible that being able to differentiate

between these populations and focusing the analysis on those immigrants which which would
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most directly benefit would result in different findings. It should be noted, however, that

a variety of alternative model specifications (not reported here) that attempted to better

distinguish between immigrant populations revealed similar results to the models presented

here.

Similar to the findings of the “standard” IRT policies, analysis of integrative variations like

offering financial aid to immigrants revealed that they benefited FBNCs but did not seem

to directly benefit FBNCs, which is to be expected since, as citizens, they would have the

same eligibility as native residents. Other, more restrictive policy innovations, showed little

effect on either population, however. IRT bans and enrollment prohibitions did not seem

to significantly affect FBCs or FBNCs. This result should be tentative though, since IRT

bans and enrollment prohibitions are not particularly widespread and confined primarily to

conservative, mostly southern states.

The differential effect of restrictive (IRT bans, enrollment prohibitions) vs. integrative (fi-

nancial aid, IRT) policies should be a focus of future research. The question of the impact

of integrative vs. restrictive policies has been a subject of discussion in the recent literature

(Monogan 2013, Rivera 2014, Restrepo 2015, Rivera 2015). Some authors have argued that

integrative, “pro-immigrant” policies are partially, or even mostly, symbolic while restrictive

policies are substantive. While the previous chapter made a rough distinction of policies

based on breadth18, it is not clear that the distinction between integrative and restrictive

policies is as simple as symbolic and substantive.

The evidence presented here shows that integrative IRT policies may be having some of

the substantive impact that state policymakers intended, while the restrictive polices are

not. However, while IRT polices are nominally intended to be substantive, they may also

serve as a symbolic signal to certain political constituencies. Integrative policies like IRT

and financial aid may be a signal to politically relevant constituencies, like Latinos. IRT

bans and enrollment prohibitions may also be symbolic in that they signal a preference for a

restrictive approach to immigrant regulation, so their efficacy, or lack thereof as shown here,

may be of lesser concern.

18A similar concept attempting to measure the extent or scope of a policies effect.
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However, whether intended to be signaling or substantive, these policies can have significant

impacts on the populations they regulate and more research is necessary. Laws targeting

particular issue areas - such as law enforcement or licensing - may have different effects.

Even within higher education IRT policies, eligibility requirements vary, with New Mexico

offering IRT with only one year of residency, compared to the standard three years. Social

service policies may have different outcomes than economic access legislation. Policies may

“feed” on one another, similar to the discussion of state policy climates in the previous

chapter. An isolated integrative health care policy may not be effective on its own, while an

inclusive set of four or five pieces of legislation may have a substantial long-term impact on

immigrant health outcomes. In the end, more research should be conducted on the effects of

both integrative and restrictive immigration policies on the populations they target.
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Chapter 5

Conclusion

This dissertation began by establishing the extent to which subnational governments - par-

ticularly U.S. states - have dominated immigration policymaking in the last decade. While

substantive legislation has continually failed at the national level - from the 2006 McCain-

Kennedy comprehensive reform bill in 2006 to the “Gang of Eight’s” Border Security, Eco-

nomic Opportunity, and Immigration Modernization Act of 2013 - every state in the nation

(plus Puerto Rico and Washington, DC) passed at least seven substantive bills bills between

2005 - 2015. The mean number of bills passed was 36.5 over the same time period. As it

stands today, despite the media attention given to walls, executive orders, and enforcement,

state governments control immigration policy in the United States.

And, as shown most obviously in Chapter 3, state governments are taking different ap-

proaches to dealing with increased immigration. Figure 3.9 shows that every state in the

nation has seen a significant increase in the size of their foreign-born population. Some

states have seen larger increases (NC, GA, TN), while others have seen more moderate in-

creases (ME, RI, MT), but no state has been this population decline. In the vacuum left

by national policymakers, states have stepped in to manage the issues that come with this

population: education, health care, etc. Immigration has become “federalized” and different

states have taken different approaches to managing their immigration populations. Some

have taken a more integrative approach, offering foreign-born residents access to some of the
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rights and privileges of citizenship, such as in-state resident tuition, reductions in sentenc-

ing for crimes, and official identification. Others have become more restrictive, explicitly

banning undocumented immigrants from public colleges, increasing enforcement measures

against immigrants, and denying the access to the workforce licensing.

Explaining how states come to these policy decisions, how they choose to incorporate or

reject immigrant residents, is a considerable undertaking, even in terms of a dissertation.

The number of issues that states continue to address (see Figure 3.2) and the complexity of

the policy adoption process make a complete explanation impossible to establish in a single

study or series of studies.

However, this dissertation did establish a few findings. First, natives attitudes towards

immigrants have long been thought to influence immigration policy outcomes, and recent

scholarship has begun to look at the characteristics of immigrants themselves to explain

native support (or lack thereof) for integrative immigrant policies. However, Chapter 2

established that, while explicit survey measures show a relationship between immigrant

skill-level and native policy preferences, the same connection does not hold true for implicit

associations. Overall, natives have a much stronger positive association towards natives than

immigrants. And, while there is a weaker association of immigrants with low-skill labor, this

association does not have much influence on natives’ policy preferences independent of their

basic negative association towards immigrants (compared to natives). This does not disprove

the argument that immigrant characteristics might influence policy adoption toward them

but does argue that the mechanism of this relationship is likely to be more elite-focused than

based on mass public opinion.

Similarly, Chapter 3 directly addressed policy adoption in the states broadly, incorporating

two previous theories: public opinion and interest groups. Unsurprisingly, the direction of

public opinion towards immigrants was strongly associated with the tone of policy outcomes.

Where public opinion was more negative, restrictive policy climates were more likely and

visa versa. The effect of public opinion was mitigated by interest groups, however. Where

interest groups were strong and active, policy climates tended to be more welcoming. Where

they were weak, public opinion dominated the tone of the immigration policy climate. The
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influence of interest groups, however, was conditional, while opinion opinion was consistent.

Interest groups needed both a large economic presence and significant political activity to

“overcome” public opinion. This ties into the story in Chapter 2 that “pro-immigrant”

policy outcomes may be driven more by elite attitudes and preferences than those of the

mass public.

Finally, Chapter 4 address an issue that has been largely ignored in the immigration pol-

icy literature: how are immigrant affected by the policies states (and other jurisdictions)

adopt? Do policies have the impact they are “supposed” to, or are the policies adopted

more symbolic signaling? Here, the findings were more ambiguous and seemed to be related

to characteristics of the immigrants themselves, something addressed in Chapter 2. While

the IRT policies described in Chapter 4 seemed to have little impact on foreign-born non-

citizens - a group which includes the undocumented population these policies are typically

associated with - for foreign-born citizens, a demographically and socially similar group, IRT

policies showed a strong positive association with educational outcomes. Foreign-born non-

citizens may show some price responsiveness, based on the size of the tuition subsidy, but

generally showed less effect than foreign-born citizens. This is a significant area for further

research, as foreign-born citizens may have access to certain cultural and social resources

that non-citizens do not and are not capture in this research.

In the end, the best way to summarize this dissertation may be to identify the need for

further research. In the case of implicit associations - and the question of how immigrant

characteristics affect native attitudes and policy preferences - more attention should be paid

to how implicit attitudes towards immigrants vary. Most research so far has focused simply

on the affect toward immigrants compared to natives and not explored much beyond that.

There are likely interactions with race and framing that could affect implicit associations that

could be explored. The literature on implicit associations and racial attitudes/preferences

would be a useful area to explore for inspiration here (Borgida & Miller 2013).

Similarly, Chapter 3’s approach to immigration policy adoption and states’ immigration

policy climates is exceptionally broad. It lumps multiple industries and issue areas together,

attempting to address immigration policymaking at a high level, but, by necessity, missing
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nuance. It uses only a single measure of interest group activity (campaign contributions) and

only a small subset of interest groups (immigrant-employing industries). Ethnic and labor

organizations are ignored, and the interaction between the preferences of disparate industries

is left out of the story. If one wanted to theorize about the reactions of states to high-skilled

immigrants vs. low-skilled immigrants, there might be a difference in industry reactions

to low-skilled labor (like construction or agriculture) and high-skilled labor (like doctors or

lawyers). Professional interest groups might like to minimize the number of high-skilled

immigrants in their profession, keeping supply of their skills lower within their state, while

not having much of an opinion on the policy climate toward low-skilled, possibly migratory

workers.

Even within the designation of “high-skilled” professions, there likely are disparate business

interests at play. High-tech industries may wanted integrative immigration policies to attract

foreign-born engineers to supplement native supply, while professional organizations like

those mentioned above may want to limit the supply of doctors, lawyers, and accountants.

This variation in industry support for integrative immigration policy, along with including

the influence of labor and ethnic organizations, as well as other political influence tactics, is

an area that deserves considerably more attention.

Finally, Chapter 4 looked at only a single type of immigration policy - in-state resident tuition

- in a single policy area - higher education. Even here, the findings were somewhat ambiguous.

More research should be conducted on both different policies - such as employment licensing,

law enforcement changes, etc. - and on different outcomes - immigrant tenure within the

state, immigrant income growth and educational outcomes, etc. The exact measure will

depend on the policy and its purpose, but the effects - both on immigrants and on state

economies - of highly restrictive policies like those adopted in Arizona and Alabama deserve

more attention as well. Most of the literature has stopped at explaining the adoption of

restrictive policies, rather than examining their impacts. Chapter 4, and this dissertation as

a whole, were largely interested in the phenomenon of integrative immigration policies, but

restrictive ones may tend to be broader 3.11 in their potential reach, although whether that

intend matches their impact needs further research.
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In the end, there is still considerably more research that needs to be done on all aspects of

immigration policy addressed in this dissertation: attitudes, adoption, and outcomes.
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Appendix A: Inquisit Script

An online copy of the Inquisit IAT and survey scripts can be found at:

http://research.millisecond.com/jjh4/immigrationiatscript8272015.web.
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Appendix B: Bills Included in Chapter 3 Analyses

Bill Number State Year Tone
. Alabama 2005 .
. Alabama 2006 .

H 28 Alabama 2008 Integrative
S 161 Alabama 2008 Restrictive
S 164 Alabama 2008 Restrictive
S 170 Alabama 2008 Restrictive
S 172 Alabama 2008 Restrictive
S 181 Alabama 2008 Restrictive
S 183 Alabama 2008 Restrictive
S 187 Alabama 2008 Restrictive
S 201 Alabama 2008 Restrictive
H 60 Alabama 2009 Restrictive
H 95 Alabama 2009 Restrictive
H 213 Alabama 2010 Restrictive
H 298 Alabama 2010 Restrictive
H 432 Alabama 2010 Integrative
H 684 Alabama 2010 Neutral
S 136 Alabama 2010 Restrictive
S 145 Alabama 2010 Restrictive
H 19 Alabama 2011 Restrictive
H 56 Alabama 2011 Restrictive
S 296 Alabama 2011 Restrictive
H 121 Alabama 2012 Restrictive
H 278 Alabama 2012 Restrictive
H658 Alabama 2012 Restrictive
S 115 Alabama 2012 Restrictive
S 280 Alabama 2012 Integrative
S 108 Alabama 2013 Restrictive
S 286 Alabama 2013 Integrative
HR 8a Alabama 2015 Neutral
S 118 Alabama 2015 Restrictive
H 102 Alaska 2005 Integrative

. Alaska 2006 .

. Alaska 2007 .
S 120 Alaska 2008 Restrictive
S 202 Alaska 2008 Integrative

. Alaska 2009 .
S 284 Alaska 2010 Restrictive
S 92 Alaska 2012 Restrictive
H 1 Alaska 2014 Restrictive

H 218 Alaska 2014 Restrictive
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S 218 Alaska 2014 Restrictive
. Alaska 2015 .

H 2030 Arizona 2005 Restrictive
H 2259 Arizona 2005 Restrictive
H 2592 Arizona 2005 Restrictive
H 2709 Arizona 2005 Restrictive
S 1118 Arizona 2005 Restrictive
S 1167 Arizona 2005 Restrictive
S 1306 Arizona 2005 Restrictive
S 1372 Arizona 2005 Restrictive
S 1511 Arizona 2005 Restrictive
H 2448 Arizona 2006 Restrictive
H 2577 Arizona 2006 Restrictive
H 2701 Arizona 2006 Restrictive
S 1137 Arizona 2006 Restrictive
S 1157 Arizona 2006 Restrictive
H 2016 Arizona 2007 Restrictive
H 2181 Arizona 2007 Restrictive
H 2202 Arizona 2007 Integrative
H 2391 Arizona 2007 Restrictive
H 2403 Arizona 2007 Restrictive
H 2467 Arizona 2007 Restrictive
H 2474 Arizona 2007 Restrictive
H 2779 Arizona 2007 Restrictive
H 2781 Arizona 2007 Restrictive
H 2787 Arizona 2007 Restrictive
S 1265 Arizona 2007 Restrictive
S 1291 Arizona 2007 Restrictive
H 2486 Arizona 2008 Restrictive
H 2745 Arizona 2008 Restrictive
H 2807 Arizona 2008 Restrictive
H 2842 Arizona 2008 Integrative
S 1096 Arizona 2008 Integrative
S 1125 Arizona 2008 Integrative
H 2008 Arizona 2009 Restrictive
H 2306 Arizona 2009 Restrictive
H 2426 Arizona 2009 Integrative
H 2569 Arizona 2009 Integrative
H 2643 Arizona 2009 Neutral
H 2645 Arizona 2009 Restrictive
H 2648 Arizona 2009 Integrative
S 1001 Arizona 2009 Neutral
S 1035 Arizona 2009 Restrictive
S 1187 Arizona 2009 Integrative
S 1188 Arizona 2009 Integrative
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S 1281 Arizona 2009 Integrative
S 1282 Arizona 2009 Integrative

H 2001 b Arizona 2010 Neutral
H 2149 Arizona 2010 Integrative
H 2162 Arizona 2010 Integrative
H 2437 Arizona 2010 Integrative
H 2469 Arizona 2010 Restrictive
H 2612 Arizona 2010 Integrative
H 2725 Arizona 2010 Restrictive
S 1027 Arizona 2010 Restrictive
S 1043 Arizona 2010 Restrictive
S 1059 Arizona 2010 Integrative
S 1070 Arizona 2010 Restrictive
H 2016 Arizona 2011 Restrictive
H 2102 Arizona 2011 Restrictive
H 2191 Arizona 2011 Restrictive
H 2543 Arizona 2011 Restrictive
S 1046 Arizona 2011 Restrictive
S 1117 Arizona 2011 Restrictive
S 1225 Arizona 2011 Restrictive
S 1398 Arizona 2011 Restrictive
S 1406 Arizona 2011 Restrictive
S 1465 Arizona 2011 Restrictive
S 1612 Arizona 2011 Restrictive
S 1621 Arizona 2011 Restrictive
H 2286 Arizona 2012 Restrictive
H 2322 Arizona 2012 Restrictive
H 2606 Arizona 2012 Integrative
H 2639 Arizona 2012 Restrictive
S 1115 Arizona 2012 Restrictive
S 1149 Arizona 2012 Restrictive
S 1184 Arizona 2012 Integrative
S 1523 Arizona 2012 Restrictive
S 1531 Arizona 2012 Neutral
S 1464 Arizona 2013 Restrictive
H 2050 Arizona 2014 Restrictive
H 2462 Arizona 2014 Restrictive
H 2639 Arizona 2014 Restrictive
H 2667 Arizona 2014 Restrictive
H 2703 Arizona 2014 Restrictive
H 2706 Arizona 2014 Restrictive
H 2708 Arizona 2014 Restrictive
S 1001a Arizona 2014 Restrictive
S 1342 Arizona 2014 Integrative
S 1397 Arizona 2014 Restrictive
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H 2036 Arizona 2015 Restrictive
H 2064 Arizona 2015 Neutral
S 1012 Arizona 2015 Restrictive
S 1271 Arizona 2015 Restrictive
S 1469 Arizona 2015 Restrictive
H 1012 Arkansas 2005 Restrictive
H 2539 Arkansas 2005 Restrictive

. Arkansas 2006 .
H 1024 Arkansas 2007 Restrictive
H 1500 Arkansas 2007 Restrictive
H 1699 Arkansas 2007 Restrictive

. Arkansas 2008 .
H 1002 Arkansas 2009 Restrictive
H 1044 Arkansas 2009 Integrative
H 1287 Arkansas 2009 Integrative
H 1338 Arkansas 2009 Restrictive
H 1860 Arkansas 2009 Restrictive
H 1978 Arkansas 2009 Restrictive

S 26 Arkansas 2009 Restrictive
S 903 Arkansas 2009 Integrative

H 1038 Arkansas 2010 Integrative
H 1266 Arkansas 2011 Integrative
H 1428 Arkansas 2011 Restrictive
H 1497 Arkansas 2011 Restrictive
S 247 Arkansas 2011 Restrictive

H 1069 Arkansas 2012 Integrative
S 1020 Arkansas 2013 Restrictive
H 1143 Arkansas 2013 Restrictive
H 1203 Arkansas 2013 Integrative
H 1509 Arkansas 2013 Integrative
H 1525 Arkansas 2013 Neutral
H 1581 Arkansas 2013 Integrative
H 2006 Arkansas 2013 Integrative
H 2033 Arkansas 2013 Integrative
S 1019 Arkansas 2013 Restrictive
S 242 Arkansas 2013 Integrative

H 1127 Arkansas 2014 Integrative
H 1149 Arkansas 2015 Integrative
H 1162 Arkansas 2015 Restrictive
S 1012 Arkansas 2015 Integrative
S 612 Arkansas 2015 Integrative
S 842 Arkansas 2015 Restrictive

. California 2005 .
H 2060 California 2006 Integrative
S 1534 California 2006 Integrative
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S 1569 California 2006 Integrative
S 160 California 2006 Integrative
A 1 California 2007 Integrative

A 1559 California 2007 Integrative
A 1663 California 2007 Integrative
A 1669 California 2007 Integrative
A 335 California 2007 Restrictive
A 43 California 2007 Integrative
A 502 California 2007 Integrative
A 976 California 2007 Integrative

S 1 California 2007 Integrative
S 105 California 2007 Integrative
S 238 California 2007 Integrative
S 330 California 2007 Integrative
S 382 California 2007 Integrative
S 764 California 2007 Integrative
S 77 California 2007 Integrative
S 84 California 2007 Integrative
S 86 California 2007 Integrative
S 997 California 2007 Restrictive

A 1781 California 2008 Integrative
A 2405 California 2008 Integrative
A 2448 California 2008 Integrative
A 499 California 2008 Integrative
A 88 California 2008 Integrative
A 1 California 2009 Integrative

A 1191 California 2009 Integrative
A 1288 California 2009 Integrative
A 132 California 2009 Integrative
A 1325 California 2009 Integrative

A 3 California 2009 Integrative
A 37 California 2009 Integrative
A 4 California 2009 Integrative

A 428 California 2009 Integrative
A 442 California 2009 Integrative
A 5 California 2009 Integrative

A 717 California 2009 Neutral
A 772 California 2009 Integrative
A 806 California 2009 Integrative
A 947 California 2009 Restrictive
A 988 California 2009 Neutral
A 99 California 2009 Neutral
S 1 California 2009 Integrative
S 16 California 2009 Integrative
S 242 California 2009 Integrative
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S 4 California 2009 Integrative
A 12 California 2010 Integrative

A 1413 California 2010 Integrative
A 1451 California 2010 Integrative
A 15 California 2010 Integrative

A 2026 California 2010 Integrative
A 2536 California 2010 Integrative
A 2762 California 2010 Integrative
S 1080 California 2010 Restrictive
S 1431 California 2010 Integrative
S 1434 California 2010 Integrative
S 1460 California 2010 Integrative
S 1489 California 2010 Restrictive
S 930 California 2010 Integrative

A 1066 California 2011 Integrative
A 109 California 2011 Restrictive
A 1236 California 2011 Integrative
A 1296 California 2011 Integrative
A 130 California 2011 Integrative
A 131 California 2011 Integrative
A 189 California 2011 Restrictive
A 212 California 2011 Integrative
A 6 California 2011 Restrictive

A 809 California 2011 Restrictive
A 84 California 2011 Integrative
A 844 California 2011 Integrative
A 901 California 2011 Integrative
S 36 California 2011 Integrative
S 70 California 2011 Integrative
S 72 California 2011 Restrictive

A 1464 California 2012 Integrative
A 1467 California 2012 Integrative
A 1470 California 2012 Restrictive
A 1497 California 2012 Integrative
A 1533 California 2012 Integrative
A 1580 California 2012 Neutral
A 1583 California 2012 Integrative
A 1640 California 2012 Integrative
A 1712 California 2012 Integrative
A 1899 California 2012 Integrative
A 2015 California 2012 Integrative
A 2189 California 2012 Integrative
A 2292 California 2012 Integrative
A 53 California 2012 Neutral

S 1013 California 2012 Integrative
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S 1016 California 2012 Integrative
S 1021 California 2012 Neutral
S 1064 California 2012 Integrative
S 1081 California 2012 Integrative
S 1521 California 2012 Integrative
S 71 California 2012 Integrative
S 754 California 2012 Integrative
S 993 California 2012 Integrative
A 101 California 2013 Integrative
A 1024 California 2013 Integrative
A 1067 California 2013 Integrative
A 110 California 2013 Integrative
A 1159 California 2013 Integrative
A 1195 California 2013 Integrative
A 1208 California 2013 Integrative
A 123 California 2013 Integrative
A 1263 California 2013 Integrative
A 1401 California 2013 Integrative
A 141 California 2013 Integrative
A 263 California 2013 Integrative
A 35 California 2013 Integrative
A 4 California 2013 Integrative

A 524 California 2013 Integrative
A 60 California 2013 Integrative
A 74 California 2013 Integrative
A 817 California 2013 Integrative
A 82 California 2013 Integrative
A 85 California 2013 Neutral
A 86 California 2013 Integrative
A 888 California 2013 Integrative
A 97 California 2013 Integrative
S 150 California 2013 Integrative
S 516 California 2013 Integrative
S 666 California 2013 Integrative
S 71 California 2013 Integrative
S 95 California 2013 Integrative

A 1660 California 2014 Integrative
A 1599 California 2014 Integrative
A 1847 California 2014 Neutral
A 2000 California 2014 Integrative
A 2253 California 2014 Integrative
A 2731 California 2014 Integrative
A 2747 California 2014 Integrative
A 2751 California 2014 Integrative
A 852 California 2014 Integrative
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S 104 California 2014 Integrative
S 1087 California 2014 Restrictive
S 1159 California 2014 Integrative
S 1174 California 2014 Integrative
S 1210 California 2014 Integrative
S 1304 California 2014 Integrative
S 1310 California 2014 Neutral
S 1341 California 2014 Integrative
S 1349 California 2014 Integrative
S 396 California 2014 Integrative
S 477 California 2014 Neutral
S 853 California 2014 Integrative
S 855 California 2014 Integrative
S 857 California 2014 Restrictive
S 870 California 2014 Integrative
S 873 California 2014 Integrative
S 897 California 2014 Integrative
A 104 California 2015 Integrative
A 1270 California 2015 Integrative
A 1343 California 2015 Integrative
A 1352 California 2015 Integrative
A 146 California 2015 Integrative
A 1461 California 2015 Integrative
A 1465 California 2015 Neutral
A 154 California 2015 Integrative
A 365 California 2015 Integrative
A 554 California 2015 Integrative
A 560 California 2015 Integrative
A 60 California 2015 Integrative
A 622 California 2015 Integrative
A 7 California 2015 Integrative

A 899 California 2015 Integrative
A 900 California 2015 Integrative
A 93 California 2015 Integrative
A 965 California 2015 Integrative
S 101 California 2015 Integrative
S 103 California 2015 Integrative
S 342 California 2015 Integrative
S 4 California 2015 Integrative

S 432 California 2015 Integrative
S 451 California 2015 Integrative
S 600 California 2015 Integrative
S 605 California 2015 Integrative
S 623 California 2015 Integrative
S 674 California 2015 Integrative
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S 708 California 2015 Integrative
S 75 California 2015 Integrative
S 79 California 2015 Integrative
S 84 California 2015 Integrative
S 97 California 2015 Integrative

H 05-1086 Colorado 2005 Integrative
H 05-1278 Colorado 2005 Neutral

H 1143 Colorado 2005 Integrative
H 1001 Colorado 2006 Restrictive
H 1002 Colorado 2006 Integrative
H 1009 Colorado 2006 Restrictive
H 1014 Colorado 2006 Restrictive
H 1015 Colorado 2006 Restrictive
H 1017 Colorado 2006 Restrictive
H 1023 Colorado 2006 Restrictive
H 1306 Colorado 2006 Neutral
H 1343 Colorado 2006 Restrictive
S 004 Colorado 2006 Integrative
S 005 Colorado 2006 Integrative
S 007 Colorado 2006 Restrictive
S 110 Colorado 2006 Neutral
S 206 Colorado 2006 Integrative
S 207 Colorado 2006 Integrative
S 225 Colorado 2006 Integrative
S 90 Colorado 2006 Restrictive

H 1040 Colorado 2007 Restrictive
H 1073 Colorado 2007 Restrictive
H 1255 Colorado 2007 Restrictive
H 1286 Colorado 2007 Restrictive
H 1314 Colorado 2007 Restrictive
S 165 Colorado 2007 Restrictive

H 1199 Colorado 2008 Integrative
H 1285 Colorado 2008 Integrative
H 1287 Colorado 2008 Integrative
H 1325 Colorado 2008 Integrative
H 1348 Colorado 2008 Restrictive
H 1375 Colorado 2008 Integrative
S 134 Colorado 2008 Neutral
S 139 Colorado 2008 Restrictive
S 177 Colorado 2008 Integrative
S 193 Colorado 2008 Restrictive

H 1103 Colorado 2009 Restrictive
H 1123 Colorado 2009 Integrative
H 1180 Colorado 2009 Restrictive
H 1353 Colorado 2009 Integrative
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S 163 Colorado 2009 Integrative
S 189 Colorado 2009 Integrative
S 259 Colorado 2009 Integrative
S 90 Colorado 2009 Integrative
S 93 Colorado 2009 Restrictive

H 1260 Colorado 2010 Integrative
H 1298 Colorado 2010 Neutral
H 1302 Colorado 2010 Integrative
H 1376 Colorado 2010 Integrative
H 1384 Colorado 2010 Restrictive
S 140 Colorado 2010 Integrative
S 154 Colorado 2010 Integrative

H 1064 Colorado 2011 Restrictive
H 1073 Colorado 2011 Restrictive
H 1130 Colorado 2011 Restrictive
S 141 Colorado 2011 Integrative

H 1184 Colorado 2012 Integrative
H 1186 Colorado 2012 Integrative
H 1292 Colorado 2012 Restrictive
H 1335 Colorado 2012 Integrative
S 160 Colorado 2012 Restrictive

H 1081 Colorado 2013 Integrative
H 1258 Colorado 2013 Integrative
S 251 Colorado 2013 Integrative
S 4 Colorado 2013 Integrative
S 42 Colorado 2013 Integrative
S33 Colorado 2013 Integrative

H 1233 Colorado 2014 Restrictive
H 1236 Colorado 2014 Restrictive
H 1238 Colorado 2014 Integrative
H 1273 Colorado 2014 Integrative
H 1294 Colorado 2014 Restrictive

S 87 Colorado 2014 Integrative
S 149 Colorado 2015 Integrative
S 234 Colorado 2015 Integrative

. Connecticut 2005 .

. Connecticut 2006 .
H 5656 Connecticut 2007 Integrative
S 1287 Connecticut 2007 Integrative
S 1437 Connecticut 2007 Integrative
S 398 Connecticut 2007 Integrative

H 5321 Connecticut 2008 Integrative
H 5658 Connecticut 2008 Integrative
H 5664 Connecticut 2009 Integrative
H 7005 Connecticut 2009 Integrative
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H 7007 Connecticut 2009 Integrative
S 1081 Connecticut 2009 Restrictive
H 5539 Connecticut 2010 Neutral
H 5542 Connecticut 2010 Integrative
H 6390 Connecticut 2011 Integrative
H 6642 Connecticut 2011 Integrative
S 921 Connecticut 2011 Integrative

H 5145 Connecticut 2012 Integrative
H 5513 Connecticut 2013 Integrative
H 5666 Connecticut 2013 Restrictive
H 6495 Connecticut 2013 Integrative
H 6659 Connecticut 2013 Integrative
H 5537 Connecticut 2014 Integrative
H 5588 Connecticut 2014 Integrative
S 155 Connecticut 2014 Integrative
S 413 Connecticut 2014 Integrative

H 6366 Connecticut 2015 Integrative
H 6844 Connecticut 2015 Integrative
H 6973 Connecticut 2015 Integrative
H 7048 Connecticut 2015 Integrative
S 988 Connecticut 2015 Integrative

. Delaware 2005 .
S 162 Delaware 2006 Restrictive
H 116 Delaware 2007 Integrative
H 147 Delaware 2007 Restrictive
H 500 Delaware 2008 Integrative
S 225 Delaware 2008 Integrative
H 174 Delaware 2009 Integrative
H 290 Delaware 2009 Integrative
S 310 Delaware 2010 Integrative

. Delaware 2011 .
S 190 Delaware 2012 Integrative

. Delaware 2013 .
S 197 Delaware 2014 Integrative
S 59 Delaware 2015 Integrative
S 85 Delaware 2015 Integrative

. District of Columbia 2005 .

. District of Columbia 2006 .

. District of Columbia 2007 .

. District of Columbia 2008 .

. District of Columbia 2009 .
B 547 District of Columbia 2010 Integrative
B 583 District of Columbia 2010 Integrative

. District of Columbia 2011 .
B 797 District of Columbia 2012 Integrative
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B 897 District of Columbia 2012 Integrative
B 275 District of Columbia 2013 Integrative
B 803 District of Columbia 2013 Integrative
B 692 District of Columbia 2014 Integrative
B 812 District of Columbia 2014 Integrative
R 672 District of Columbia 2014 Integrative
R 822 District of Columbia 2014 Integrative

. District of Columbia 2015 .
S 498 Florida 2005 Integrative

H 7079 Florida 2006 Restrictive
S 250 Florida 2006 Integrative
H 275 Florida 2007 Restrictive
H 7181 Florida 2007 Integrative
H 985 Florida 2007 Restrictive

S 2 Florida 2007 Restrictive
S 2114 Florida 2007 Restrictive
H 1193 Florida 2008 Integrative
H 601 Florida 2008 Integrative
S 1702 Florida 2008 Neutral
S 1992 Florida 2008 Restrictive
S 2012 Florida 2008 Restrictive
S 2102 Florida 2008 Integrative
S 2116 Florida 2008 Restrictive
S 948 Florida 2008 Restrictive
H 123 Florida 2009 Integrative
S 168 Florida 2009 Integrative
S 1744 Florida 2009 Restrictive
S 1986 Florida 2009 Neutral
S 2600 Florida 2009 Integrative
S 2658 Florida 2009 Restrictive
S 360 Florida 2009 Integrative

H 5001 Florida 2010 Integrative
H 5101 Florida 2010 Integrative
H 5311 Florida 2010 Integrative
H 787 Florida 2010 Restrictive
H 971 Florida 2010 Restrictive
S 2014 Florida 2010 Integrative
H 7107 Florida 2011 Integrative
H 7209 Florida 2011 Integrative
H 1097 Florida 2012 Neutral
H 1223 Florida 2012 Neutral
H 1229 Florida 2012 Neutral
H 1263 Florida 2012 Integrative
H 7049 Florida 2012 Integrative
H 885 Florida 2012 Restrictive
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H 99 Florida 2012 Integrative
S 524 Florida 2012 Integrative
H 21 Florida 2013 Restrictive
H 333 Florida 2013 Neutral
H 691 Florida 2013 Integrative
H 7059 Florida 2013 Integrative
S 1036 Florida 2013 Integrative
S 1500 Florida 2013 Neutral
S 1842 Florida 2013 Restrictive
H 7095 Florida 2014 Integrative
H 755 Florida 2014 Integrative
H 851 Florida 2014 Integrative
H 989 Florida 2014 Integrative
S 528 Florida 2014 Integrative
S 938 Florida 2014 Integrative

H 7013 Florida 2015 Integrative
S 2500a Florida 2015 Integrative

. Georgia 2005 .
H 1032 Georgia 2006 Restrictive
S 529 Georgia 2006 Restrictive
H 321 Georgia 2007 Neutral
S 184 Georgia 2007 Restrictive
S 5 Georgia 2007 Integrative

H 1055 Georgia 2008 Restrictive
H 978 Georgia 2008 Restrictive
H 989 Georgia 2008 Integrative
H 990 Georgia 2008 Integrative
S 169 Georgia 2008 Restrictive
S 350 Georgia 2008 Restrictive
S 488 Georgia 2008 Integrative
S 492 Georgia 2008 Restrictive
H 118 Georgia 2009 Neutral
H 119 Georgia 2009 Neutral
H 2 Georgia 2009 Restrictive

H 481 Georgia 2009 Restrictive
H 549 Georgia 2009 Restrictive
S 20 Georgia 2009 Restrictive
S 82 Georgia 2009 Restrictive
S 86 Georgia 2009 Restrictive

H 1055 Georgia 2010 Restrictive
H 947 Georgia 2010 Integrative
H 948 Georgia 2010 Integrative
S 136 Georgia 2010 Restrictive
S 291 Georgia 2010 Restrictive
S 308 Georgia 2010 Restrictive
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S 447 Georgia 2010 Restrictive
H 192 Georgia 2011 Neutral
H 200 Georgia 2011 Integrative
H 326 Georgia 2011 Restrictive
H 77 Georgia 2011 Integrative
H 87 Georgia 2011 Restrictive

H 1027 Georgia 2012 Restrictive
H 741 Georgia 2012 Integrative
H 742 Georgia 2012 Integrative
H 797 Georgia 2012 Restrictive
H 865 Georgia 2012 Restrictive
H 868 Georgia 2012 Restrictive
H 872 Georgia 2012 Restrictive
H 105 Georgia 2013 Integrative
H 242 Georgia 2013 Integrative
H 324 Georgia 2013 Neutral
S 122 Georgia 2013 Integrative
S 160 Georgia 2013 Restrictive
H 714 Georgia 2014 Restrictive
H 744 Georgia 2014 Neutral
H 394 Georgia 2015 Integrative
H 502 Georgia 2015 Neutral
H 75 Georgia 2015 Integrative
H 76 Georgia 2015 Integrative
S 89 Georgia 2015 Restrictive

. Hawaii 2005 .
H 2051 Hawaii 2006 Integrative
H 2966 Hawaii 2006 Restrictive
S 2263 Hawaii 2006 Restrictive
H 1008 Hawaii 2007 Integrative
H 1379 Hawaii 2007 Restrictive
H 1750 Hawaii 2007 Restrictive
H 3040 Hawaii 2008 Restrictive
S 2212 Hawaii 2008 Integrative
S 2395 Hawaii 2008 Integrative
S 2542 Hawaii 2008 Restrictive
S 2830 Hawaii 2008 Integrative
H 1362 Hawaii 2009 Restrictive
H 643 Hawaii 2009 Restrictive
H 134 Hawaii 2010 Restrictive
H 2897 Hawaii 2010 Restrictive
S 2469 Hawaii 2010 Integrative
H 2374 Hawaii 2012 Integrative
H 2578 Hawaii 2012 Restrictive
S 2678 Hawaii 2012 Integrative
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H 1059 Hawaii 2013 Integrative
H 266 Hawaii 2013 Integrative
H 1007 Hawaii 2015 Integrative
S 610 Hawaii 2015 Restrictive
S 831 Hawaii 2015 Integrative
H 18 Idaho 2005 Neutral
H 457 Idaho 2006 Restrictive
H 577 Idaho 2006 Restrictive
H 649 Idaho 2006 Restrictive
S 1157 Idaho 2007 Restrictive
H 366 Idaho 2008 Restrictive
H 445 Idaho 2008 Integrative
H 606 Idaho 2008 Integrative
H 44 Idaho 2009 Restrictive
H 55 Idaho 2009 Integrative

S 1076 Idaho 2009 Integrative
S 1110 Idaho 2009 Restrictive
S 1133 Idaho 2009 Restrictive
H 444 Idaho 2010 Restrictive
H 470 Idaho 2010 Restrictive
H 230 Idaho 2011 Restrictive
H 310 Idaho 2011 Restrictive
S 1154 Idaho 2011 Restrictive

. Idaho 2012 .
H 192 Idaho 2013 Restrictive
H 258 Idaho 2013 Restrictive
S 1372 Idaho 2014 Neutral
H 23 Idaho 2015 Integrative
H 245 Idaho 2015 Integrative
S 1016 Idaho 2015 Restrictive
S 1071 Idaho 2015 Neutral
H 1469 Illinois 2005 Integrative
S 1623 Illinois 2005 Integrative
S 2064 Illinois 2005 Integrative
S 233 Illinois 2005 Integrative
S 2962 Illinois 2006 Restrictive
S 624 Illinois 2006 Restrictive

H 1743 Illinois 2007 Integrative
H 1744 Illinois 2007 Integrative
H 202 Illinois 2007 Integrative
H 3866 Illinois 2007 Integrative
S 1446 Illinois 2007 Integrative
S 1746 Illinois 2007 Integrative
S 241 Illinois 2007 Integrative
S 509 Illinois 2007 Restrictive
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S 783 Illinois 2007 Integrative
H 4369 Illinois 2008 Integrative
H 4613 Illinois 2008 Integrative
H 5701 Illinois 2008 Integrative
S 1102 Illinois 2008 Integrative
H 1143 Illinois 2009 Restrictive
H 2206 Illinois 2009 Integrative
H 2331 Illinois 2009 Restrictive
H 314 Illinois 2009 Integrative
H 382 Illinois 2009 Restrictive
H 399 Illinois 2009 Integrative
H 624 Illinois 2009 Restrictive
S 1133 Illinois 2009 Integrative
S 1181 Illinois 2009 Integrative
S 1197 Illinois 2009 Integrative
S 1216 Illinois 2009 Integrative
S 1300 Illinois 2009 Integrative
S 1557 Illinois 2009 Integrative
S 1743 Illinois 2009 Restrictive
H 4858 Illinois 2010 Neutral
H 5006 Illinois 2010 Restrictive
H 5053 Illinois 2010 Integrative
H 537 Illinois 2010 Integrative
H 5428 Illinois 2010 Integrative
H 859 Illinois 2010 Integrative
S 3158 Illinois 2010 Integrative
S 3288 Illinois 2010 Neutral
S 3494 Illinois 2010 Restrictive
S 3660 Illinois 2010 Neutral
S 3662 Illinois 2010 Restrictive
S 3699 Illinois 2010 Integrative
S 663 Illinois 2010 Integrative

H 1149 Illinois 2011 Integrative
H 1385 Illinois 2011 Restrictive
H 3155 Illinois 2011 Integrative
H 5278 Illinois 2012 Integrative
S 2332 Illinois 2012 Integrative
S 2413 Illinois 2012 Integrative
S 2454 Illinois 2012 Integrative
S 2621 Illinois 2012 Restrictive
S 278 Illinois 2012 Integrative
S 2840 Illinois 2012 Neutral
H 1370 Illinois 2013 Restrictive
H 213 Illinois 2013 Integrative
H 215 Illinois 2013 Integrative
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H 2269 Illinois 2013 Integrative
H 2809 Illinois 2013 Integrative
H 3047 Illinois 2013 Integrative
S 1475 Illinois 2013 Restrictive
S 2555 Illinois 2013 Integrative
H 3793 Illinois 2014 Integrative
H 4235 Illinois 2014 Integrative
H 4535 Illinois 2014 Integrative
H 6096 Illinois 2014 Integrative
HCA 52 Illinois 2014 Integrative

S 220 Illinois 2014 Integrative
S 3440 Illinois 2014 Neutral
S 3551 Illinois 2014 Integrative
S 3558 Illinois 2014 Integrative
H 1337 Illinois 2015 Integrative
H 1496 Illinois 2015 Restrictive
H 2731 Illinois 2015 Integrative
H 2755 Illinois 2015 Integrative
H 3079 Illinois 2015 Integrative
H 317 Illinois 2015 Integrative
H 404 Illinois 2015 Integrative
S 1898 Illinois 2015 Restrictive
S 2042 Illinois 2015 Integrative
S 23 Illinois 2015 Integrative
S 785 Illinois 2015 Integrative

. Indiana 2005 .

. Indiana 2006 .
H 1042 Indiana 2007 Restrictive
S 445 Indiana 2007 Integrative
S 463 Indiana 2007 Restrictive
S 489 Indiana 2007 Integrative
S 504 Indiana 2007 Restrictive
S 526 Indiana 2007 Integrative

H 1125 Indiana 2008 Restrictive
H 1001 Indiana 2009 Integrative
H 1130 Indiana 2009 Integrative
H 1182 Indiana 2009 Restrictive
S 391 Indiana 2009 Restrictive
S 222 Indiana 2010 Restrictive
S 407 Indiana 2010 Restrictive

H 1001 Indiana 2011 Integrative
H 1402 Indiana 2011 Restrictive
S 366 Indiana 2011 Integrative
S 465 Indiana 2011 Integrative
S 528 Indiana 2011 Restrictive
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S 590 Indiana 2011 Restrictive
S 2238 Indiana 2012 Restrictive
S 26 Indiana 2012 Neutral
S 262 Indiana 2012 Restrictive

H 1006 Indiana 2013 Integrative
S 207 Indiana 2013 Integrative
S 538 Indiana 2013 Integrative
S 343 Indiana 2014 Integrative

H 1001 Indiana 2015 Integrative
H 1019 Indiana 2015 Restrictive
H 1393 Indiana 2015 Restrictive
S 441 Indiana 2015 Neutral

. Iowa 2005 .
S 2219 Iowa 2006 Integrative
H 909 Iowa 2007 Integrative
S 562 Iowa 2007 Restrictive

H 2699 Iowa 2008 Integrative
S 2338 Iowa 2008 Integrative
S 2425 Iowa 2008 Integrative
S 2430 Iowa 2008 Integrative
H 822 Iowa 2009 Integrative
S 340 Iowa 2009 Integrative
S 356 Iowa 2009 Restrictive
S 469 Iowa 2009 Restrictive

H 2522 Iowa 2010 Restrictive
S 2181 Iowa 2010 Restrictive
H 45 Iowa 2011 Restrictive

H 2390 Iowa 2012 Integrative
S 2265 Iowa 2012 Integrative
H 620 Iowa 2013 Neutral
S 430 Iowa 2013 Restrictive
S 2347 Iowa 2014 Integrative
H 397 Iowa 2015 Restrictive
H 658 Iowa 2015 Integrative
S 505 Iowa 2015 Integrative
S 72 Kansas 2005 Integrative

H 2157 Kansas 2006 Restrictive
H 2485 Kansas 2006 Integrative
H 2140 Kansas 2007 Restrictive
H 2599 Kansas 2007 Restrictive

S 18 Kansas 2007 Restrictive
S 235 Kansas 2007 Restrictive
S 83 Kansas 2007 Restrictive
S 9 Kansas 2007 Restrictive
S 81 Kansas 2008 Restrictive

179



H 2343 Kansas 2009 Integrative
S 237 Kansas 2009 Neutral

H 2476 Kansas 2010 Neutral
H 2506 Kansas 2010 Neutral
H 2668 Kansas 2010 Restrictive
S 353 Kansas 2010 Integrative
S 572 Kansas 2010 Integrative

H 2067 Kansas 2011 Restrictive
H 2339 Kansas 2011 Integrative

S 37 Kansas 2011 Restrictive
H 2568 Kansas 2012 Neutral
S 129 Kansas 2012 Restrictive
S 294 Kansas 2012 Neutral

. Kansas 2013 .
H 2331 Kansas 2014 Integrative
H 2258 Kansas 2015 Restrictive
S 105 Kansas 2015 Integrative
S 34 Kansas 2015 Restrictive
S 7 Kansas 2015 Integrative
. Kentucky 2005 .

H 275 Kentucky 2005 Restrictive
. Kentucky 2006 .

S 43 Kentucky 2007 Integrative
H 639 Kentucky 2008 Restrictive
H 444 Kentucky 2009 Restrictive
H 188 Kentucky 2010 Integrative
H 38 Kentucky 2010 Integrative
H 428 Kentucky 2010 Restrictive

S 4 Kentucky 2010 Integrative
. Kentucky 2011 .

S 95 Kentucky 2012 Integrative
H 128 Kentucky 2014 Restrictive
H 337 Kentucky 2014 Restrictive
H 79 Kentucky 2014 Integrative
H 56 Louisiana 2005 Integrative
S 753 Louisiana 2006 Restrictive
H 1 Louisiana 2007 Restrictive

H 246 Louisiana 2007 Restrictive
H 766 Louisiana 2007 Restrictive
S 352 Louisiana 2007 Restrictive
S 73 Louisiana 2007 Restrictive
S 94 Louisiana 2007 Restrictive

H 605 Louisiana 2008 Restrictive
H 715 Louisiana 2008 Integrative
H 112 Louisiana 2009 Integrative
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H 521 Louisiana 2009 Integrative
H 621 Louisiana 2009 Neutral
H 1 Louisiana 2010 Integrative
H 22 Louisiana 2010 Integrative
H 702 Louisiana 2010 Restrictive
H 768 Louisiana 2010 Neutral
H 870 Louisiana 2010 Integrative
S 591 Louisiana 2010 Integrative
S 780 Louisiana 2010 Restrictive
H 342 Louisiana 2011 Restrictive
H 646 Louisiana 2011 Integrative
H 138 Louisiana 2012 Neutral
H 620 Louisiana 2012 Neutral
H 996 Louisiana 2012 Neutral
S 256 Louisiana 2012 Integrative
H 425 Louisiana 2013 Restrictive
H 462 Louisiana 2013 Integrative
H 578 Louisiana 2013 Integrative
S 88 Louisiana 2013 Integrative
H 1 Louisiana 2014 Integrative

H 1025 Louisiana 2014 Integrative
H 1066 Louisiana 2014 Restrictive
H 1071 Louisiana 2014 Integrative
H 1252 Louisiana 2014 Integrative
H 984 Louisiana 2014 Restrictive
S 468 Louisiana 2014 Restrictive
S 582 Louisiana 2014 Integrative
H 1 Louisiana 2015 Integrative

H 181 Louisiana 2015 Integrative
H 242 Louisiana 2015 Restrictive
H 462 Louisiana 2015 Integrative
H 491 Louisiana 2015 Integrative
H 705 Louisiana 2015 Integrative
H 836 Louisiana 2015 Integrative
S 283 Louisiana 2015 Neutral
H 763 Maine 2005 Restrictive
S 17 Maine 2005 Integrative

H 1242 Maine 2006 Integrative
H 1398 Maine 2006 Integrative
H 501 Maine 2006 Restrictive
H 893 Maine 2006 Integrative
H 1015 Maine 2007 Restrictive
H 1183 Maine 2007 Neutral
H 812 Maine 2007 Restrictive
L 499 Maine 2007 Integrative
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L 98 Maine 2007 Restrictive
H 1651 Maine 2008 Restrictive
H 1669a Maine 2008 Restrictive

S 776 Maine 2008 Restrictive
H 1049 Maine 2009 Neutral
H 133 Maine 2009 Integrative
H 199 Maine 2009 Integrative
S 492 Maine 2009 Integrative
S 55 Maine 2009 Integrative

H 1183 Maine 2010 Integrative
S 593 Maine 2010 Restrictive
H 394 Maine 2011 Restrictive
H 486 Maine 2011 Integrative
H 803 Maine 2011 Restrictive
H 1117 Maine 2012 Neutral
H 1383 Maine 2012 Restrictive
S 591 Maine 2012 Integrative
H 161 Maine 2013 Integrative
H 824 Maine 2013 Integrative
H 980 Maine 2013 Integrative

. Maine 2014 .
H 413 Maine 2015 Restrictive
H 702 Maine 2015 Integrative
S 137 Maine 2015 Integrative
H 691 Maryland 2005 Integrative
H 89 Maryland 2006 Integrative
H 50 Maryland 2007 Integrative
H 51 Maryland 2007 Integrative
H 876 Maryland 2007 Integrative

S 6 Maryland 2007 Neutral
S 606 Maryland 2007 Integrative

H 1602 Maryland 2008 Neutral
H 610 Maryland 2008 Integrative
S 203 Maryland 2008 Integrative
S 650 Maryland 2008 Restrictive
S 90 Maryland 2008 Integrative

H 387 Maryland 2009 Restrictive
H 731 Maryland 2009 Restrictive
H 964 Maryland 2009 Restrictive
S 951 Maryland 2009 Integrative
H 283 Maryland 2010 Integrative
H 65 Maryland 2010 Neutral
H 936 Maryland 2010 Restrictive
S 141 Maryland 2010 Restrictive
S 484 Maryland 2010 Integrative
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H 1180 Maryland 2011 Integrative
H 166 Maryland 2011 Restrictive
H 34 Maryland 2011 Integrative
H 450 Maryland 2011 Integrative
S 15 Maryland 2011 Integrative
S 167 Maryland 2011 Integrative
S 182 Maryland 2011 Restrictive
S 400 Maryland 2011 Integrative
S 514 Maryland 2011 Integrative
H 641 Maryland 2012 Integrative
H 624 Maryland 2013 Integrative
S 676 Maryland 2013 Integrative
S 715 Maryland 2013 Integrative
S 942 Maryland 2013 Restrictive
H 315 Maryland 2014 Integrative
S 170 Maryland 2014 Integrative

H 1160 Maryland 2015 Integrative
H 70 Maryland 2015 Integrative
S 829 Maryland 2015 Integrative

. Massachusetts 2005 .

. Massachusetts 2006 .
H 4141 Massachusetts 2007 Integrative

. Massachusetts 2008 .

. Massachusetts 2009 .
H 4568 Massachusetts 2010 Integrative
H 4800 Massachusetts 2010 Integrative
H 3737 Massachusetts 2011 Integrative
H 3788 Massachusetts 2011 Integrative
H 3808 Massachusetts 2011 Integrative
H 4144 Massachusetts 2012 Integrative
H 4200 Massachusetts 2012 Integrative
H 4238 Massachusetts 2012 Restrictive
S 2342 Massachusetts 2012 Restrictive
H 3538 Massachusetts 2013 Integrative
H 3946 Massachusetts 2014 Integrative
H 4001 Massachusetts 2014 Integrative
H 4376 Massachusetts 2014 Restrictive
H 4377 Massachusetts 2014 Integrative
S 2195 Massachusetts 2014 Integrative
S 2211 Massachusetts 2014 Restrictive
H 3650 Massachusetts 2015 Integrative

. Michigan 2005 .
H 5747 Michigan 2006 Integrative
H 4207 Michigan 2007 Integrative
H 4344 Michigan 2007 Restrictive
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H 4348 Michigan 2007 Neutral
H 4359 Michigan 2007 Integrative
S 222 Michigan 2007 Integrative
S 229 Michigan 2007 Restrictive
S 232 Michigan 2007 Integrative
S 773 Michigan 2007 Integrative

H 5535 Michigan 2008 Restrictive
S 712 Michigan 2008 Restrictive
S 237 Michigan 2009 Integrative
S 248 Michigan 2009 Integrative

H 5656 Michigan 2010 Integrative
H 5875 Michigan 2010 Integrative
H 5880 Michigan 2010 Restrictive
H 5882 Michigan 2010 Integrative
S 1001 Michigan 2010 Neutral
S 1152 Michigan 2010 Restrictive
S 1153 Michigan 2010 Neutral
S 1163 Michigan 2010 Integrative
H 4408 Michigan 2011 Restrictive
H 4409 Michigan 2011 Restrictive
H 4452 Michigan 2011 Restrictive
S 189 Michigan 2011 Restrictive
S 494 Michigan 2011 Integrative

H 4075 Michigan 2012 Restrictive
H 4076 Michigan 2012 Restrictive
H 5365 Michigan 2012 Restrictive
H 5372 Michigan 2012 Integrative
S 683 Michigan 2012 Integrative

H 4228 Michigan 2013 Integrative
S 44 Michigan 2013 Neutral

H 4958 Michigan 2014 Neutral
H 5085 Michigan 2014 Restrictive
H 5234 Michigan 2014 Integrative
H 5313 Michigan 2014 Restrictive
H 4115 Michigan 2015 Integrative
H 4166 Michigan 2015 Integrative
S 133 Michigan 2015 Integrative
S 134 Michigan 2015 Integrative
S 42 Michigan 2015 Restrictive
S 53 Michigan 2015 Restrictive

. Minnesota 2005 .

. Minnesota 2006 .
H 1078 Minnesota 2007 Integrative
S 167 Minnesota 2007 Restrictive
S 1989 Minnesota 2007 Integrative
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S 26 Minnesota 2007 Integrative
H 3376 Minnesota 2008 Neutral
H 3708 Minnesota 2008 Integrative
S 2942 Minnesota 2008 Integrative
H 1362 Minnesota 2009 Integrative
H 1988 Minnesota 2009 Restrictive
H 988 Minnesota 2009 Integrative
S 1503 Minnesota 2009 Restrictive
S 2081 Minnesota 2009 Integrative
S 2082 Minnesota 2009 Integrative
S 1770 Minnesota 2010 Integrative
S 2505 Minnesota 2010 Restrictive
S 460 Minnesota 2010 Restrictive
S 525 Minnesota 2010 Integrative
S 760 Minnesota 2011 Integrative
S 887 Minnesota 2011 Integrative
S 958 Minnesota 2011 Restrictive
S 1675 Minnesota 2012 Restrictive
S 2224 Minnesota 2012 Neutral
H 1233 Minnesota 2013 Integrative
S 1236 Minnesota 2013 Integrative
H 2397 Minnesota 2014 Integrative
H 2402 Minnesota 2014 Integrative
H 2694 Minnesota 2014 Integrative
H 2949 Minnesota 2014 Restrictive
H 2950 Minnesota 2014 Integrative
H 3172 Minnesota 2014 Neutral
S 1340 Minnesota 2014 Integrative
S 2004 Minnesota 2014 Integrative
S 1458 Minnesota 2015 Integrative

S 5 Minnesota 2015 Integrative
S 888 Minnesota 2015 Integrative

. Mississippi 2005 .
H 381 Mississippi 2006 Integrative
S 2448 Mississippi 2007 Restrictive
S 2422 Mississippi 2008 Restrictive
S 2988 Mississippi 2008 Restrictive
S 3124 Mississippi 2008 Neutral
S 2038 Mississippi 2009 Restrictive
H 1673 Mississippi 2010 Restrictive
H 1756 Mississippi 2010 Restrictive
H 930 Mississippi 2010 Neutral
S 3132 Mississippi 2010 Restrictive
S 2032 Mississippi 2011 Restrictive
S 2238 Mississippi 2011 Restrictive
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S 2368 Mississippi 2011 Restrictive
S 3043 Mississippi 2011 Restrictive
S 2968 Mississippi 2012 Restrictive
H 1293 Mississippi 2013 Integrative
S 2395 Mississippi 2013 Integrative
S 2862 Mississippi 2013 Restrictive
S 2868 Mississippi 2014 Restrictive
S 2855 Mississippi 2015 Restrictive
H 353 Missouri 2005 Neutral
S 1001 Missouri 2006 Restrictive
S 1014 Missouri 2006 Restrictive
H 780 Missouri 2007 Restrictive
S 272 Missouri 2007 Restrictive
S 308 Missouri 2007 Restrictive

H 1549 Missouri 2008 Restrictive
H 2002 Missouri 2008 Integrative
H 2010 Missouri 2008 Integrative
H 2058 Missouri 2008 Restrictive
H 10 Missouri 2009 Integrative
H 124 Missouri 2009 Neutral
H 361 Missouri 2009 Restrictive
H 390 Missouri 2009 Restrictive
S 296 Missouri 2009 Restrictive

H 2002 Missouri 2010 Integrative
H 2010 Missouri 2010 Integrative
H 2011 Missouri 2010 Integrative
H 2226 Missouri 2010 Integrative
H 10 Missouri 2011 Integrative
H 11 Missouri 2011 Integrative
H 163 Missouri 2011 Restrictive
H 2 Missouri 2011 Integrative

H 214 Missouri 2011 Integrative
H 2002 Missouri 2012 Integrative
H 2010 Missouri 2012 Integrative
H 2011 Missouri 2012 Integrative
S 576 Missouri 2012 Integrative
H 11 Missouri 2013 Integrative
S 127 Missouri 2013 Restrictive
S 342 Missouri 2013 Restrictive
S 75 Missouri 2013 Neutral

H 2002 Missouri 2014 Integrative
H 2003 Missouri 2014 Restrictive
H 2010 Missouri 2014 Integrative
H 2011 Missouri 2014 Integrative
S 491 Missouri 2014 Restrictive
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H 10 Missouri 2015 Integrative
H 11 Missouri 2015 Integrative
H 2 Missouri 2015 Integrative
H 3 Missouri 2015 Restrictive

H 385 Montana 2005 Restrictive
. Montana 2006 .

H 111 Montana 2007 Restrictive
H 287 Montana 2007 Integrative
H 450 Montana 2007 Integrative
S 214 Montana 2007 Restrictive
S 385 Montana 2007 Integrative

. Montana 2008 .
S 150 Montana 2009 Integrative

. Montana 2010 .
H 178 Montana 2011 Restrictive
H 4 Montana 2011 Neutral

H 638 Montana 2011 Restrictive
S 124 Montana 2011 Restrictive
S 136 Montana 2011 Integrative

. Montana 2012 .

. Montana 2013 .

. Montana 2014 .
H 4 Montana 2015 Neutral

. Nebraska 2005 .
L 239 Nebraska 2006 Integrative
L 223 Nebraska 2007 Restrictive
L 463 Nebraska 2007 Restrictive
L 92 Nebraska 2008 Restrictive
L 403 Nebraska 2009 Restrictive
L 1020 Nebraska 2010 Restrictive
L 139 Nebraska 2010 Neutral
L 563 Nebraska 2010 Restrictive
L 579 Nebraska 2010 Integrative
L 725 Nebraska 2010 Integrative
L 788 Nebraska 2010 Restrictive
L 805 Nebraska 2010 Integrative
L 849 Nebraska 2010 Integrative
L 950 Nebraska 2010 Restrictive
L 178 Nebraska 2011 Neutral
L 19 Nebraska 2011 Restrictive
L 215 Nebraska 2011 Restrictive
L 225 Nebraska 2011 Restrictive
L 465 Nebraska 2011 Restrictive
L 509 Nebraska 2011 Restrictive
L 1145 Nebraska 2012 Integrative
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L 599 Nebraska 2012 Integrative
L 216 Nebraska 2013 Integrative
L 35 Nebraska 2013 Neutral
L 426 Nebraska 2013 Restrictive
L 853 Nebraska 2014 Integrative
L 983 Nebraska 2014 Restrictive
L 998 Nebraska 2014 Integrative
L 623 Nebraska 2015 Integrative

. Nevada 2005 .

. Nevada 2006 .
A 2 Nevada 2007 Integrative

A 383 Nevada 2007 Integrative
A 584 Nevada 2007 Restrictive
A 629 Nevada 2007 Integrative
S 398 Nevada 2007 Integrative
S 5 Nevada 2007 Restrictive
. Nevada 2008 .

A 124 Nevada 2009 Integrative
S 217 Nevada 2009 Integrative
S 228 Nevada 2009 Integrative
S 229 Nevada 2009 Integrative
S 54 Nevada 2009 Restrictive

. Nevada 2010 .
S 323 Nevada 2011 Restrictive
S 440 Nevada 2011 Integrative
S 474 Nevada 2011 Neutral

. Nevada 2012 .
A 74 Nevada 2013 Integrative
A 79 Nevada 2013 Integrative
A 8 Nevada 2013 Integrative

S 303 Nevada 2013 Integrative
S 327 Nevada 2013 Integrative

. Nevada 2014 .
A 166 Nevada 2015 Integrative
A 30 Nevada 2015 Integrative
A 383 Nevada 2015 Integrative
A 39 Nevada 2015 Restrictive
A 65 Nevada 2015 Integrative
S 3 Nevada 2015 Integrative

S 393 Nevada 2015 Integrative
. New Hampshire 2005 .

S 403 New Hampshire 2006 Restrictive
. New Hampshire 2007 .
. New Hampshire 2008 .

H 1 New Hampshire 2009 Integrative
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H 2 New Hampshire 2009 Restrictive
H 265 New Hampshire 2009 Restrictive
H 601 New Hampshire 2009 Integrative
H 1219 New Hampshire 2010 Integrative
H 1374 New Hampshire 2010 Integrative
H 1a New Hampshire 2010 Integrative

. New Hampshire 2011 .
H 1383 New Hampshire 2012 Restrictive
H 158 New Hampshire 2012 Restrictive
S 318 New Hampshire 2012 Restrictive

. New Hampshire 2013 .
H 1168 New Hampshire 2014 Restrictive
H 466 New Hampshire 2014 Restrictive
S 270 New Hampshire 2014 Integrative
S 413 New Hampshire 2014 Restrictive
H 1 New Hampshire 2015 Integrative

A 2730 New Jersey 2005 Integrative
S 2007 New Jersey 2006 Neutral

. New Jersey 2007 .
A 2869 New Jersey 2008 Integrative
A 1942 New Jersey 2009 Integrative
A 4100 New Jersey 2009 Integrative

S 16 New Jersey 2009 Restrictive
S 3000 New Jersey 2010 Integrative
S 12 New Jersey 2011 Integrative

S 2013 New Jersey 2012 Integrative
A 718 New Jersey 2013 Integrative
S 2479 New Jersey 2013 Integrative
S 3000 New Jersey 2013 Integrative
A 1423 New Jersey 2014 Integrative
A 2295 New Jersey 2014 Restrictive
S 2015 New Jersey 2014 Integrative
S 873 New Jersey 2014 Integrative
S 1946 New Jersey 2015 Integrative
S 2016 New Jersey 2015 Integrative
S 582 New Mexico 2005 Integrative

. New Mexico 2006 .
H 247 New Mexico 2007 Restrictive
S 710 New Mexico 2007 Integrative
S 858 New Mexico 2007 Integrative
H 2 New Mexico 2008 Integrative

S 352 New Mexico 2008 Restrictive
S 71 New Mexico 2008 Integrative

H 295 New Mexico 2009 Integrative
S 248 New Mexico 2009 Integrative
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S 55 New Mexico 2009 Integrative
H 144 New Mexico 2010 Integrative
S 322 New Mexico 2011 Restrictive
S 9 New Mexico 2011 Integrative

H 173 New Mexico 2013 Restrictive
H 2 New Mexico 2013 Integrative

H 304 New Mexico 2013 Integrative
H 570 New Mexico 2013 Neutral
S334 New Mexico 2013 Integrative
H 2 New Mexico 2015 Integrative

. New York 2005 .
S 6504 New York 2006 Integrative
S 7405 New York 2006 Integrative
A 3286 New York 2007 Integrative
A 8975 New York 2007 Integrative
S 2100 New York 2007 Neutral
S 2104 New York 2007 Integrative
S 4083 New York 2007 Integrative
S 5902 New York 2007 Integrative

A 10228 New York 2008 Integrative
A 2019 New York 2008 Integrative
S 6026 New York 2008 Restrictive
S 6800 New York 2008 Neutral
S 6803 New York 2008 Integrative
S 6804 New York 2008 Integrative
S 6809 New York 2008 Integrative
S 8276 New York 2008 Integrative
A 157 New York 2009 Restrictive
A 6394 New York 2009 Integrative
A 9706 New York 2010 Restrictive
A 9708 New York 2010 Restrictive
S 6888 New York 2010 Integrative
S 8167 New York 2010 Integrative
S 8314 New York 2010 Integrative
A 3304 New York 2011 Integrative
S 5672 New York 2011 Restrictive

A 10179 New York 2012 Integrative
A 9050 New York 2012 Integrative
A 9053 New York 2012 Integrative
A 9472 New York 2012 Restrictive
A 7400 New York 2013 Integrative
S 2230 New York 2013 Neutral
S 2600 New York 2013 Integrative
S 2605 New York 2013 Restrictive
S 2607 New York 2013 Integrative
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S 4851 New York 2013 Integrative
A 8331 New York 2014 Neutral
A 8550 New York 2014 Restrictive
A 8974 New York 2014 Integrative
S 6353 New York 2014 Restrictive
S 6914 New York 2014 Integrative
A 3003 New York 2015 Integrative
A 3007 New York 2015 Integrative
S 2000 New York 2015 Integrative
S 4612 New York 2015 Integrative

. North Carolina 2005 .
H 1723 North Carolina 2006 Neutral
H 1896 North Carolina 2006 Integrative
S 1079 North Carolina 2007 Integrative
S 1466 North Carolina 2007 Integrative
S 229 North Carolina 2007 Restrictive

H 2436 North Carolina 2008 Restrictive
S 1955 North Carolina 2008 Restrictive
H 1106 North Carolina 2009 Restrictive
H 1280 North Carolina 2009 Neutral
S 202 North Carolina 2009 Restrictive

H 1260 North Carolina 2010 Restrictive
H 262 North Carolina 2011 Integrative
H 36 North Carolina 2011 Restrictive

. North Carolina 2012 .
H 4 North Carolina 2013 Neutral

H 786 North Carolina 2013 Restrictive
S 402 North Carolina 2013 Restrictive
S 638 North Carolina 2013 Restrictive
S 683 North Carolina 2013 Integrative

. North Carolina 2014 .
H 318 North Carolina 2015 Restrictive
S 488 North Carolina 2015 Integrative
S 513 North Carolina 2015 Neutral
S 2161 North Dakota 2005 Integrative
S 2322 North Dakota 2005 Integrative
S 2388 North Dakota 2005 Integrative

. North Dakota 2006 .
S 2112 North Dakota 2007 Neutral
S 2200 North Dakota 2007 Integrative

. North Dakota 2008 .
H 1090 North Dakota 2009 Restrictive
H 1161 North Dakota 2009 Restrictive
H 1400 North Dakota 2009 Integrative
H 1438 North Dakota 2009 Neutral
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S 2209 North Dakota 2009 Integrative
. North Dakota 2010 .

H 1136 North Dakota 2011 Restrictive
H 1222 North Dakota 2011 Restrictive
H 1367 North Dakota 2011 Restrictive
S 2133 North Dakota 2011 Restrictive
S 2150 North Dakota 2011 Integrative

. North Dakota 2012 .
H 1327 North Dakota 2013 Restrictive
S 2039 North Dakota 2013 Restrictive

. North Dakota 2014 .
H 1087 North Dakota 2015 Neutral
H 1099 North Dakota 2015 Integrative
H 1304 North Dakota 2015 Neutral
H 1305 North Dakota 2015 Restrictive
H 1389 North Dakota 2015 Neutral
H 1467 North Dakota 2015 Restrictive
S 2107 North Dakota 2015 Integrative
S 2206 North Dakota 2015 Integrative

. Ohio 2005 .
S 9 Ohio 2006 Restrictive

H 119 Ohio 2007 Neutral
H 500 Ohio 2008 Integrative
H 562 Ohio 2008 Integrative
H 1 Ohio 2009 Integrative

S 181 Ohio 2010 Integrative
. Ohio 2011 .

H 487 Ohio 2012 Integrative
S 337 Ohio 2012 Restrictive
H 59 Ohio 2013 Neutral
H 483 Ohio 2014 Integrative

. Oklahoma 2006 .
H 1618 Oklahoma 2007 Restrictive
H 1804 Oklahoma 2007 Restrictive
S 816 Oklahoma 2007 Integrative
S 820 Oklahoma 2007 Restrictive
S 920 Oklahoma 2007 Restrictive

H 2229 Oklahoma 2008 Integrative
H 2028 Oklahoma 2009 Integrative
H 2245 Oklahoma 2009 Restrictive
S 1102 Oklahoma 2009 Restrictive
S 222 Oklahoma 2009 Integrative
S 318 Oklahoma 2009 Integrative

H 2704 Oklahoma 2010 Restrictive
H 2837 Oklahoma 2010 Restrictive
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H 2934 Oklahoma 2010 Restrictive
H 2983 Oklahoma 2010 Restrictive
S 1280 Oklahoma 2010 Restrictive
S 1699 Oklahoma 2010 Integrative
S 1799 Oklahoma 2010 Integrative
S 2258 Oklahoma 2010 Integrative
S 131 Oklahoma 2011 Restrictive
S 408 Oklahoma 2011 Restrictive
S 416 Oklahoma 2011 Restrictive
S 952 Oklahoma 2011 Restrictive

H 2367 Oklahoma 2012 Restrictive
H 2518 Oklahoma 2012 Integrative
H 3079 Oklahoma 2012 Integrative
S 1528 Oklahoma 2012 Restrictive
H 1722 Oklahoma 2013 Restrictive
S 1062 Oklahoma 2013 Integrative
H 2353 Oklahoma 2014 Integrative
H 3159 Oklahoma 2014 Neutral
S 1433 Oklahoma 2014 Integrative
S 1474 Oklahoma 2014 Restrictive
S 1538 Oklahoma 2014 Integrative
S 236 Oklahoma 2015 Neutral
S 434 Oklahoma 2015 Integrative
S 781 Oklahoma 2015 Integrative

. Oregon 2005 .

. Oregon 2006 .
H 2208 Oregon 2007 Restrictive
H 2247 Oregon 2007 Restrictive
H 2334 Oregon 2007 Restrictive
H 2356 Oregon 2007 Integrative
H 5019 Oregon 2007 Integrative
S 118 Oregon 2007 Neutral
S 202 Oregon 2007 Integrative
S 447 Oregon 2007 Restrictive
S 578 Oregon 2007 Integrative

H 3624a Oregon 2008 Neutral
S 1080a Oregon 2008 Restrictive
H 3508 Oregon 2009 Restrictive

S 10 Oregon 2009 Integrative
S 128 Oregon 2009 Restrictive
S 630 Oregon 2009 Integrative

H 5100a Oregon 2010 Integrative
S 988a Oregon 2010 Integrative
H 2094 Oregon 2011 Restrictive
H 2139 Oregon 2011 Restrictive
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H 2743 Oregon 2011 Restrictive
H 2939 Oregon 2011 Integrative
S 242 Oregon 2011 Integrative
S 68 Oregon 2011 Restrictive

H 2134 Oregon 2013 Integrative
H 2517 Oregon 2013 Integrative
H 2573 Oregon 2013 Integrative
H 2787 Oregon 2013 Integrative
H 2834 Oregon 2013 Integrative
H 2859 Oregon 2013 Neutral
H 2948 Oregon 2013 Integrative
H 3315 Oregon 2013 Neutral
S 806 Oregon 2013 Integrative
S 833 Oregon 2013 Integrative

H 4109 Oregon 2014 Integrative
H 2177 Oregon 2015 Neutral
H 2365 Oregon 2015 Integrative
H 2419 Oregon 2015 Integrative
H 3525 Oregon 2015 Integrative
S 684 Oregon 2015 Integrative
S 932 Oregon 2015 Integrative

. Pennsylvania 2005 .
H 2319 Pennsylvania 2006 Restrictive
H 1254 Pennsylvania 2007 Integrative
H 1286 Pennsylvania 2007 Integrative
H 1295 Pennsylvania 2007 Integrative
H 842 Pennsylvania 2007 Integrative
S 1297 Pennsylvania 2008 Integrative
S 1412 Pennsylvania 2008 Restrictive
H 1416 Pennsylvania 2009 Integrative
S 850 Pennsylvania 2009 Neutral

H 2279 Pennsylvania 2010 Integrative
S 1074 Pennsylvania 2010 Integrative
H 960 Pennsylvania 2011 Restrictive
H 1261 Pennsylvania 2012 Restrictive
H 2460 Pennsylvania 2012 Integrative
S 100 Pennsylvania 2012 Restrictive
S 1466 Pennsylvania 2012 Integrative
S 637 Pennsylvania 2012 Restrictive

H 1437 Pennsylvania 2013 Integrative
H 25 Pennsylvania 2013 Integrative

H 2328 Pennsylvania 2014 Integrative
H 278 Pennsylvania 2014 Restrictive
S 75 Pennsylvania 2014 Integrative

H 1460 Pennsylvania 2015 Integrative
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. Puerto Rico 2005 .

. Puerto Rico 2006 .

. Puerto Rico 2007 .

. Puerto Rico 2008 .

. Puerto Rico 2009 .

. Puerto Rico 2010 .
S 1038 Puerto Rico 2011 Integrative
H 3968 Puerto Rico 2012 Neutral

. Puerto Rico 2013 .

. Puerto Rico 2014 .
H 1657 Puerto Rico 2015 Integrative
S 1234 Puerto Rico 2015 Integrative
S 1314 Puerto Rico 2015 Integrative

SR 1212 Puerto Rico 2015 Integrative
. Rhode Island 2005 .

H 7120 Rhode Island 2006 Restrictive
H 5881 Rhode Island 2007 Integrative
H 6161 Rhode Island 2007 Neutral
S 692 Rhode Island 2007 Integrative

. Rhode Island 2008 .
H 5044 Rhode Island 2009 Integrative
H 5661 Rhode Island 2009 Integrative
H 5983 Rhode Island 2009 Integrative
S 596 Rhode Island 2009 Integrative
S 605 Rhode Island 2009 Integrative

H 7397 Rhode Island 2010 Restrictive
S 2921 Rhode Island 2010 Restrictive

. Rhode Island 2011 .
H 8371 Rhode Island 2014 Integrative
S 2820 Rhode Island 2014 Integrative
S 3125 Rhode Island 2014 Integrative
H 5819 Rhode Island 2015 Integrative
S 669 Rhode Island 2015 Integrative
S 97 Rhode Island 2015 Integrative

. South Carolina 2005 .
H 3085 South Carolina 2006 Restrictive
H 3620 South Carolina 2007 Restrictive
S 449 South Carolina 2007 Integrative

H 4400 South Carolina 2008 Restrictive
. South Carolina 2009 .

H 4657 South Carolina 2010 Restrictive
S 1154 South Carolina 2010 Restrictive
S 1340 South Carolina 2010 Restrictive
S 929 South Carolina 2010 Integrative
S 973 South Carolina 2010 Restrictive
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H 3700 South Carolina 2011 Restrictive
S 20 South Carolina 2011 Restrictive

H 3757 South Carolina 2012 Integrative
H 4813 South Carolina 2012 Restrictive
S 1033 South Carolina 2012 Restrictive
H 3099 South Carolina 2013 Neutral
H 3710 South Carolina 2013 Restrictive
S 143 South Carolina 2013 Integrative

H 4701 South Carolina 2014 Restrictive
S 19 South Carolina 2014 Restrictive
S 356 South Carolina 2014 Integrative

H 3701 South Carolina 2015 Integrative
S 411 South Carolina 2015 Integrative
S 437 South Carolina 2015 Neutral

. South Dakota 2005 .
S 118 South Dakota 2006 Restrictive
S 63 South Dakota 2006 Restrictive
S 180 South Dakota 2007 Integrative
S 51 South Dakota 2008 Integrative
S 17 South Dakota 2009 Restrictive

H 1079 South Dakota 2010 Integrative
H 1107 South Dakota 2010 Restrictive
H 1260 South Dakota 2010 Restrictive

S 32 South Dakota 2011 Restrictive
S 189 South Dakota 2012 Restrictive
S 45 South Dakota 2013 Neutral
S 186 South Dakota 2014 Integrative

H 1045 South Dakota 2015 Integrative
H 698 Tennessee 2005 Restrictive
H 111 Tennessee 2006 Restrictive
H 3069 Tennessee 2006 Integrative
H 1827 Tennessee 2007 Integrative
H 600 Tennessee 2007 Restrictive
H 729 Tennessee 2007 Restrictive
S 1604 Tennessee 2007 Restrictive
S 2334 Tennessee 2007 Restrictive
S 903 Tennessee 2007 Restrictive

H 2954 Tennessee 2008 Restrictive
H 4001 Tennessee 2008 Integrative
S 2907 Tennessee 2008 Restrictive
S 4069 Tennessee 2008 Restrictive
H 1354 Tennessee 2009 Restrictive
H 218 Tennessee 2009 Restrictive
H 220 Tennessee 2009 Restrictive
S 1745 Tennessee 2009 Integrative
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S 2162 Tennessee 2009 Restrictive
S 294 Tennessee 2009 Restrictive

H 2822 Tennessee 2010 Restrictive
H 2995 Tennessee 2010 Restrictive
H 670 Tennessee 2010 Integrative
S 2712 Tennessee 2010 Restrictive
S 2724 Tennessee 2010 Restrictive
S 3092 Tennessee 2010 Restrictive
S 3919 Tennessee 2010 Restrictive
H 1378 Tennessee 2011 Restrictive
H 1632 Tennessee 2011 Restrictive
S 1325 Tennessee 2012 Restrictive
S 3345 Tennessee 2012 Restrictive
H 501 Tennessee 2013 Restrictive
S 1036 Tennessee 2013 Integrative
S 170 Tennessee 2013 Restrictive
S 200 Tennessee 2013 Restrictive
S 597 Tennessee 2013 Integrative
S 2115 Tennessee 2014 Integrative
H 10 Tennessee 2015 Neutral
H 275 Tennessee 2015 Integrative
H 670 Tennessee 2015 Neutral
S 1012 Tennessee 2015 Integrative
S 185 Tennessee 2015 Restrictive

H 1137 Texas 2005 Integrative
. Texas 2006 .

H 109 Texas 2007 Integrative
H 1121 Texas 2007 Integrative
H 1196 Texas 2007 Restrictive
H 2783 Texas 2007 Restrictive

S 11 Texas 2007 Integrative
S 1107 Texas 2007 Integrative
S 1260 Texas 2007 Integrative
S 1470 Texas 2007 Restrictive
S 589 Texas 2007 Restrictive

. Texas 2008 .
H 192 Texas 2009 Integrative
H 233 Texas 2009 Neutral
H 2730 Texas 2009 Restrictive
H 2774 Texas 2009 Restrictive

H 3 Texas 2009 Integrative
H 3666 Texas 2009 Restrictive
H 3674 Texas 2009 Integrative
H 3717 Texas 2009 Integrative
H 4009 Texas 2009 Integrative
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H 4152 Texas 2009 Restrictive
H 4353 Texas 2009 Integrative

S 1 Texas 2009 Integrative
S 1403 Texas 2009 Restrictive
S 1476 Texas 2009 Integrative

. Texas 2010 .
H 2734 Texas 2011 Restrictive
S 1010 Texas 2011 Restrictive
S 1124 Texas 2011 Restrictive
S 150 Texas 2011 Restrictive
S 189 Texas 2011 Restrictive
S 24 Texas 2011 Integrative
S 315 Texas 2011 Restrictive
S 420 Texas 2011 Integrative
S 530 Texas 2011 Restrictive
S 626 Texas 2011 Restrictive

. Texas 2012 .
H 1272 Texas 2013 Integrative
H 1777 Texas 2013 Integrative
H 3761 Texas 2013 Neutral
S 1536 Texas 2013 Restrictive
S 453 Texas 2013 Integrative

. Texas 2014 .
H 1 Texas 2015 Integrative
H 11 Texas 2015 Restrictive
H 12 Texas 2015 Restrictive
H 188 Texas 2015 Integrative
H 2035 Texas 2015 Restrictive
H 229 Texas 2015 Restrictive
H 2481 Texas 2015 Integrative
H 2747 Texas 2015 Restrictive
H 431 Texas 2015 Neutral
H 511 Texas 2015 Neutral
S 1453 Texas 2015 Neutral
S 1853 Texas 2015 Integrative
S 1928 Texas 2015 Restrictive
S 374 Texas 2015 Restrictive
S 459 Texas 2015 Integrative
H 138 Utah 2005 Restrictive
S 223 Utah 2005 Restrictive
S 227 Utah 2005 Integrative

. Utah 2006 .
H 118 Utah 2007 Integrative
H 48 Utah 2007 Integrative
S 103 Utah 2007 Restrictive
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S 35 Utah 2007 Restrictive
H 26 Utah 2008 Restrictive
H 262 Utah 2008 Neutral
H 3 Utah 2008 Neutral

H 336 Utah 2008 Integrative
H 492 Utah 2008 Restrictive
H 86 Utah 2008 Restrictive
S 174 Utah 2008 Restrictive
S 339 Utah 2008 Integrative
S 81 Utah 2008 Restrictive

H 100 Utah 2009 Restrictive
H 38 Utah 2009 Integrative
H 64 Utah 2009 Restrictive
S 39 Utah 2009 Neutral
S 40 Utah 2009 Restrictive

H 114 Utah 2010 Restrictive
H 125 Utah 2010 Restrictive
H 2 Utah 2010 Integrative

H 209 Utah 2010 Restrictive
H 21 Utah 2010 Restrictive
H 230 Utah 2010 Integrative
H 234 Utah 2010 Integrative
H 236 Utah 2010 Integrative
H 254 Utah 2010 Restrictive
H 276 Utah 2010 Restrictive
H 316 Utah 2010 Integrative
H 365 Utah 2010 Restrictive
H 431 Utah 2010 Integrative
S 18 Utah 2010 Restrictive
S 251 Utah 2010 Restrictive
S 272 Utah 2010 Integrative
S 29 Utah 2010 Neutral
S 53 Utah 2010 Restrictive

H 116 Utah 2011 Integrative
H 186 Utah 2011 Neutral
H 466 Utah 2011 Integrative
H 469 Utah 2011 Integrative
H 497 Utah 2011 Restrictive
S 106 Utah 2011 Restrictive
S 138 Utah 2011 Restrictive
S 147 Utah 2011 Restrictive
S 159 Utah 2011 Restrictive
S 165 Utah 2011 Restrictive
S 191 Utah 2011 Integrative
S 2 Utah 2011 Restrictive
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S 3 Utah 2011 Integrative
S 35 Utah 2011 Restrictive
S 47 Utah 2011 Restrictive
H 17 Utah 2012 Restrictive
H 3 Utah 2012 Integrative

H 395 Utah 2012 Neutral
H 441 Utah 2012 Integrative
H 97 Utah 2012 Integrative
S 144 Utah 2012 Integrative
S 3 Utah 2012 Integrative
S 8 Utah 2012 Integrative

H 163 Utah 2013 Integrative
H 245 Utah 2013 Integrative
H 249 Utah 2013 Neutral
H 286 Utah 2013 Integrative
H 399 Utah 2013 Neutral
H 8 Utah 2013 Integrative

S 100 Utah 2013 Restrictive
S 2 Utah 2013 Neutral

S 225 Utah 2013 Integrative
S 28 Utah 2013 Restrictive

H 134 Utah 2014 Restrictive
H 2 Utah 2014 Integrative

H 321 Utah 2014 Integrative
H 331 Utah 2014 Integrative
H 75 Utah 2014 Integrative
H 8 Utah 2014 Neutral

S 203 Utah 2014 Integrative
S 8 Utah 2014 Integrative
S 95 Utah 2014 Neutral

H 194 Utah 2015 Integrative
H 252 Utah 2015 Integrative
H 3 Utah 2015 Integrative

S 108 Utah 2015 Integrative
S 1314 Utah 2015 Integrative
S 17 Utah 2015 Integrative
S 184 Utah 2015 Restrictive
S 203 Utah 2015 Integrative
S 253 Utah 2015 Integrative
S 60 Utah 2015 Neutral
S 7 Utah 2015 Integrative
S 8 Utah 2015 Integrative
S 92 Utah 2015 Integrative

. Vermont 2005 .
S 0182 Vermont 2006 Integrative
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H 523 Vermont 2007 Integrative
S 53 Vermont 2007 Neutral

. Vermont 2008 .
S 272 Vermont 2010 Integrative
H 153 Vermont 2011 Integrative
H 202 Vermont 2011 Restrictive
H 287 Vermont 2011 Integrative
S 94 Vermont 2011 Restrictive

H 558 Vermont 2012 Integrative
H 781 Vermont 2012 Integrative
S 238 Vermont 2012 Integrative
S 251 Vermont 2012 Restrictive
S 151 Vermont 2013 Restrictive
S 38 Vermont 2013 Integrative
S 47 Vermont 2013 Integrative

. Vermont 2014 .
H 1798 Virginia 2005 Restrictive
S 821 Virginia 2005 Integrative

H 1046 Virginia 2006 Restrictive
H 1577 Virginia 2006 Restrictive
H 170 Virginia 2006 Restrictive
S 291 Virginia 2006 Integrative
S 542 Virginia 2006 Integrative

H 1673 Virginia 2007 Integrative
H 1867 Virginia 2007 Restrictive
H 1921 Virginia 2007 Integrative
H 2631 Virginia 2007 Restrictive
H 2923 Virginia 2007 Integrative
H 3183 Virginia 2007 Integrative
S 1088 Virginia 2007 Integrative
S 815 Virginia 2007 Integrative

H 1185 Virginia 2008 Integrative
H 1298 Virginia 2008 Restrictive
H 1386 Virginia 2008 Restrictive
H 1414 Virginia 2008 Restrictive
H 30 Virginia 2008 Integrative
H 440 Virginia 2008 Restrictive
H 820 Virginia 2008 Restrictive
H 926 Virginia 2008 Restrictive
S 382 Virginia 2008 Restrictive

H 1587 Virginia 2009 Integrative
H 1600 Virginia 2009 Integrative
H 2016 Virginia 2009 Integrative
H 2126 Virginia 2009 Restrictive
H 2580 Virginia 2009 Restrictive
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H 2624 Virginia 2009 Neutral
H 2672 Virginia 2009 Restrictive
H 1121 Virginia 2010 Restrictive
H 210 Virginia 2010 Integrative
H 253 Virginia 2010 Integrative
H 29 Virginia 2010 Integrative
H 30 Virginia 2010 Integrative
H 737 Virginia 2010 Restrictive
H 761 Virginia 2010 Integrative
H 918 Virginia 2010 Restrictive
S 486 Virginia 2010 Restrictive
S 610 Virginia 2010 Integrative

H 1434 Virginia 2011 Restrictive
H 1500 Virginia 2011 Integrative
H 1651 Virginia 2011 Restrictive
H 1848 Virginia 2011 Integrative
H 1857 Virginia 2011 Restrictive
H 1859 Virginia 2011 Restrictive
H 1861 Virginia 2011 Integrative
H 2157 Virginia 2011 Integrative
H 2318 Virginia 2011 Restrictive
H 2330 Virginia 2011 Restrictive
H 2401 Virginia 2011 Integrative
H 2520 Virginia 2011 Integrative
S 1037 Virginia 2011 Integrative
S 1049 Virginia 2011 Restrictive
S 1279 Virginia 2011 Restrictive
S 1471 Virginia 2011 Integrative
S 824 Virginia 2011 Integrative
S 827 Virginia 2011 Restrictive

H 1188 Virginia 2012 Integrative
H 1200 Virginia 2012 Integrative
H 1301 Virginia 2012 Integrative
H 771 Virginia 2012 Neutral
S 259 Virginia 2012 Integrative
S 515 Virginia 2012 Restrictive
S 568 Virginia 2012 Integrative

H 1679 Virginia 2013 Neutral
H 1833 Virginia 2013 Neutral
H 2055 Virginia 2013 Restrictive
H 2077 Virginia 2013 Restrictive
S 1077 Virginia 2013 Restrictive
S 1219 Virginia 2013 Restrictive
S 1256 Virginia 2013 Restrictive
S 1350 Virginia 2013 Integrative
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S 703 Virginia 2013 Neutral
H 492 Virginia 2014 Integrative

H 5001a Virginia 2014 Integrative
H 5002a Virginia 2014 Integrative
H 630 Virginia 2014 Integrative
S 281 Virginia 2014 Integrative
S 315 Virginia 2014 Restrictive
S 503 Virginia 2014 Integrative
S 641 Virginia 2014 Neutral

H 1400 Virginia 2015 Integrative
H 2038 Virginia 2015 Integrative
H 2043 Virginia 2015 Restrictive
S 1361 Virginia 2015 Restrictive
H 1441 Washington 2005 Integrative
H 5127 Washington 2005 Integrative
S 6194 Washington 2006 Integrative
S 6885 Washington 2006 Restrictive
H 1092 Washington 2007 Integrative
H 1128 Washington 2007 Integrative
H 1472 Washington 2007 Integrative
S 5774 Washington 2007 Neutral
H 2779 Washington 2008 Integrative
H 2815 Washington 2008 Integrative
H 3168 Washington 2008 Integrative
H 3212 Washington 2008 Integrative
S 6673 Washington 2008 Integrative
H 1052 Washington 2009 Restrictive
H 2128 Washington 2009 Integrative
H 2261 Washington 2009 Integrative
H 2327 Washington 2009 Neutral
S 5172 Washington 2009 Integrative
S 5270 Washington 2009 Restrictive
S 5850 Washington 2009 Integrative
S 5973 Washington 2009 Integrative
H 2782 Washington 2010 Restrictive
H 2836 Washington 2010 Integrative
H 2893 Washington 2010 Integrative
H 2921 Washington 2010 Integrative
S 6332 Washington 2010 Integrative
S 6405 Washington 2010 Integrative
S 6444 Washington 2010 Integrative
S 6467 Washington 2010 Integrative
S 6726 Washington 2010 Integrative
H 1087 Washington 2011 Integrative
H 1091 Washington 2011 Restrictive
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H 1547 Washington 2011 Restrictive
H 1595 Washington 2011 Integrative
H 1923 Washington 2011 Restrictive
S 5023 Washington 2011 Integrative
S 5168 Washington 2011 Integrative
S 5182 Washington 2011 Integrative
S 5691 Washington 2011 Integrative
H 2127 Washington 2012 Integrative
H 2069 Washington 2013 Integrative
S 5034 Washington 2013 Integrative
S 5946 Washington 2013 Integrative
S 6002 Washington 2014 Integrative
S 6129 Washington 2014 Integrative
S 6339 Washington 2014 Integrative
S 6523 Washington 2014 Integrative
H 1115 Washington 2015 Integrative
H 1127 Washington 2015 Integrative
S 5606 Washington 2015 Integrative
S 5631 Washington 2015 Integrative
S 5988 Washington 2015 Integrative
S 6052 Washington 2015 Integrative
H 2782 West Virginia 2005 Restrictive

. West Virginia 2006 .
S 518 West Virginia 2007 Integrative
S 70 West Virginia 2007 Restrictive

H 4255 West Virginia 2008 Restrictive
H 105 West Virginia 2009 Restrictive
S 1006 West Virginia 2009 Integrative
S 373 West Virginia 2009 Restrictive

H 3301 West Virginia 2010 Restrictive
H 4582 West Virginia 2010 Integrative
S 543 West Virginia 2010 Restrictive
S 408 West Virginia 2011 Restrictive
S 514 West Virginia 2011 Restrictive

H 4126 West Virginia 2012 Restrictive
S 659 West Virginia 2012 Restrictive

H 2762 West Virginia 2013 Integrative
H 4186 West Virginia 2014 Restrictive
H 2005 West Virginia 2015 Restrictive
H 2892 West Virginia 2015 Restrictive

. Wisconsin 2005 .
S 567 Wisconsin 2006 Restrictive

. Wisconsin 2007 .
A 468 Wisconsin 2008 Integrative
A 75 Wisconsin 2009 Integrative
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A 573 Wisconsin 2010 Neutral
S 757 Wisconsin 2010 Restrictive

. Wisconsin 2011 .
A 40 Wisconsin 2013 Integrative

. Wisconsin 2014 .
S 21 Wisconsin 2015 Integrative
S 82 Wyoming 2005 Restrictive

H 144 Wyoming 2006 Integrative
S 85 Wyoming 2006 Restrictive

H 313 Wyoming 2007 Restrictive
. Wyoming 2008 .

S 38 Wyoming 2009 Restrictive
H 13 Wyoming 2010 Integrative

. Wyoming 2011 .

. Wyoming 2012 .

. Wyoming 2013 .
S 50 Wyoming 2014 Integrative

H 214 Wyoming 2015 Integrative
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Appendix C: Policy Climate Graphs - All 50 States
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Appendix D: BLS OES Codes Used in Chapter 3

OCC Code Description
350000 Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
370000 Building and Ground Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations
450000 Farming Fishing and Forestry Occupations
470000 Construction and Extraction Occupations
510000 Production Occupations

207



Appendix E: Respondents by State Year

Year

State 1999 2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 Total

AK 3,258 3,303 3,889 4,574 4,632 4,702 4,252 4,199 4,262 4,205 4,202 4,115 3,952 3,766 3,738 3,709 3,752 68,510

AL 3,922 4,177 4,553 4,814 4,730 4,413 3,846 3,596 3,433 3,471 3,620 3,569 3,561 3,480 3,462 4,102 5,819 68,568

AR 3,788 3,914 3,838 3,742 3,735 3,701 3,696 3,433 3,438 3,393 3,423 3,373 3,332 3,339 3,429 3,950 5,235 62,759

AZ 4,434 4,513 4,238 4,364 4,417 4,381 4,286 4,247 4,225 3,882 3,729 3,822 3,946 3,947 3,787 4,212 4,868 71,298

CA 23,507 23,627 22,822 22,831 22,315 22,551 24,765 26,163 26,107 26,527 26,998 27,295 27,214 27,475 27,621 27,874 27,236 432,928

CO 4,223 4,032 5,129 6,569 6,742 6,640 6,568 6,552 6,627 6,563 6,864 6,850 6,823 6,939 7,069 6,299 4,491 104,980

CT 2,940 2,955 4,200 5,757 5,802 6,306 6,933 7,107 6,959 7,060 7,322 7,370 7,272 7,166 7,005 6,107 4,191 102,452

DC 2,719 2,814 3,198 3,353 3,337 3,495 3,910 4,143 4,280 4,412 4,297 4,395 4,572 4,521 4,540 4,712 5,085 67,783

DE 3,002 3,006 3,531 4,188 4,287 4,396 4,872 5,129 5,043 4,936 5,023 5,082 5,171 5,043 5,187 4,835 3,921 76,652

FL 13,824 14,118 13,891 13,871 13,837 13,474 13,625 13,761 13,497 12,973 12,692 12,793 12,503 12,798 12,854 12,989 13,774 227,274

GA 4,731 4,565 4,390 4,462 4,467 4,890 6,170 6,682 6,695 6,454 6,550 6,776 6,587 6,427 6,703 6,781 6,882 100,212

HI 2,795 2,889 3,722 4,235 4,148 4,421 4,866 4,824 4,928 4,984 5,053 5,093 5,056 5,067 5,128 5,033 4,940 77,182

IA 3,644 3,686 4,678 5,663 5,649 5,653 5,867 5,909 6,032 6,006 6,048 5,973 5,982 5,974 5,938 5,326 3,890 91,918

ID 4,181 4,180 4,199 4,231 4,111 3,815 3,720 3,699 3,626 3,523 3,469 3,422 3,504 3,472 3,362 3,702 4,346 64,562

IL 11,685 11,791 11,756 11,619 11,539 11,175 10,390 9,578 9,627 9,672 9,811 9,805 9,498 9,683 9,600 9,669 9,217 176,115

IN 3,763 3,853 4,988 6,067 6,260 5,870 5,445 4,924 4,874 4,955 4,975 4,961 4,855 4,851 4,767 4,827 5,008 85,243

KS 3,682 3,778 4,478 5,578 5,603 5,425 4,816 4,583 4,595 4,538 4,506 4,471 4,548 4,411 4,483 4,403 3,819 77,717

KY 3,831 3,775 4,150 4,669 4,550 4,664 4,617 4,609 4,705 4,770 4,789 4,702 4,663 4,700 4,674 4,603 4,176 76,647

LA 3,874 3,693 3,590 3,695 3,686 3,588 3,053 2,986 2,936 2,970 3,040 3,053 3,082 3,022 3,325 4,054 6,651 60,298

MA 6,820 6,620 6,405 6,518 6,429 6,017 5,317 4,887 4,817 4,977 4,924 5,007 4,986 4,960 4,817 5,095 5,943 94,539

MD 3,182 3,246 4,368 5,336 5,243 5,802 6,880 7,525 7,475 7,661 7,691 7,585 7,848 7,587 7,645 6,750 4,808 106,632

ME 3,112 3,136 4,309 5,550 5,712 5,827 6,396 6,278 6,224 6,035 6,280 6,306 5,850 5,715 5,497 4,800 3,234 90,261

MI 9,886 9,811 9,390 9,255 9,294 8,858 8,525 7,877 7,627 7,618 7,710 7,718 7,619 7,604 7,467 7,371 6,997 140,627

MN 4,039 4,105 5,097 6,295 6,179 6,328 7,285 7,636 7,642 7,690 7,669 7,666 7,684 7,733 7,587 6,849 4,771 112,255

MO 3,286 3,448 4,285 5,137 5,181 5,010 5,431 5,428 5,229 5,264 5,399 5,411 5,263 5,125 5,135 4,966 4,581 83,579

MS 3,352 3,267 3,157 3,272 3,300 3,360 3,165 2,986 2,986 2,998 3,084 3,016 2,983 2,950 2,903 3,699 5,568 56,046

MT 4,234 3,986 3,781 3,760 3,754 3,668 3,371 3,216 3,175 3,128 2,981 2,931 2,978 2,997 3,056 3,888 5,815 60,719

NC 7,373 7,280 6,888 6,813 6,912 6,864 6,555 6,356 6,350 6,499 6,455 6,505 6,279 6,355 6,473 6,557 6,999 113,513

ND 3,751 3,729 4,303 4,697 4,601 4,472 4,118 4,071 3,997 3,916 3,914 4,007 3,946 4,005 4,043 4,274 4,581 70,425

NE 3,818 3,872 4,549 5,306 5,276 5,047 4,947 4,728 4,774 4,845 4,905 4,880 4,890 4,823 4,747 4,417 3,976 79,800

NH 2,972 2,991 4,304 5,653 5,836 6,090 6,476 6,891 6,829 7,006 7,079 6,859 6,821 6,702 6,594 6,060 4,756 99,919

NJ 8,652 8,565 8,561 8,519 8,432 7,876 7,010 6,740 6,599 6,691 6,850 6,758 6,523 6,526 6,343 6,540 6,565 123,750

NM 3,986 3,869 3,691 3,701 3,742 3,608 3,219 3,167 3,111 2,928 2,815 2,718 2,693 2,629 2,644 3,348 5,170 57,039

NV 3,852 4,018 4,798 6,212 6,431 5,710 4,917 5,006 5,081 4,810 4,918 4,867 4,804 4,720 4,617 4,470 3,952 83,183

NY 17,807 17,968 17,508 17,230 16,562 15,347 14,391 13,956 13,544 13,593 13,916 14,010 14,031 13,761 13,477 13,575 13,107 253,783

OH 10,693 10,755 10,626 10,556 10,319 9,771 9,470 8,993 8,835 8,810 8,984 8,888 8,701 8,504 8,593 8,555 8,320 159,373

OK 4,288 4,310 4,278 4,358 4,179 3,816 3,788 3,916 3,941 3,819 3,862 3,931 3,785 3,607 3,615 3,951 4,567 68,011

OR 3,565 3,523 4,406 5,228 5,233 4,860 4,519 4,468 4,438 4,515 4,722 4,658 4,634 4,586 4,577 4,672 4,730 77,334



PA 12,121 12,003 12,034 12,179 12,306 11,719 10,765 10,007 9,826 9,954 9,992 9,916 9,746 9,711 9,673 9,503 9,009 180,464

RI 3,027 2,932 4,333 5,851 5,966 5,960 5,699 5,510 5,439 5,366 5,464 5,542 5,445 5,347 5,211 4,755 3,543 85,390

SC 3,101 3,096 3,513 4,118 4,101 4,129 4,208 4,242 4,254 4,238 4,355 4,263 4,139 4,219 4,162 4,210 4,771 69,119

SD 3,728 3,845 4,565 5,331 5,149 5,009 5,080 4,928 4,785 4,776 4,900 5,036 5,038 4,856 4,752 4,741 3,461 79,980

TN 3,915 3,833 3,794 4,134 4,115 4,221 4,598 4,487 4,444 4,336 4,396 4,414 4,267 4,311 4,338 4,802 5,618 74,023

TX 13,747 13,948 13,428 13,452 13,603 13,853 15,132 15,729 15,677 15,732 16,234 16,364 16,451 16,422 16,415 16,640 16,679 259,506

UT 3,969 3,813 4,048 4,618 4,501 4,294 4,248 4,067 3,821 3,736 3,618 3,611 3,640 3,680 3,798 3,922 4,275 67,659

VA 4,449 4,444 5,044 5,686 5,583 5,564 6,784 6,969 6,891 6,692 6,672 6,842 6,854 6,847 6,938 6,742 6,222 105,223

VT 2,809 2,834 3,829 5,047 4,917 4,940 4,772 4,689 4,753 4,763 4,937 4,936 4,686 4,660 4,583 4,454 4,351 75,960

WA 3,747 3,636 4,643 5,812 5,876 5,802 5,725 5,584 5,654 5,578 5,611 5,483 5,540 5,608 5,728 5,675 5,462 91,164

WI 3,953 3,997 5,294 6,578 6,594 6,395 6,185 6,051 6,015 6,102 6,274 6,336 6,325 6,168 6,254 5,937 4,763 99,221

WV 4,001 3,943 4,437 4,934 5,010 4,733 4,199 3,958 3,972 3,855 3,730 3,648 3,544 3,562 3,478 4,497 6,453 71,954

WY 3,678 3,744 4,130 4,554 4,425 4,419 4,119 4,081 4,113 4,116 4,189 4,245 4,220 4,047 3,885 4,154 4,344 70,463
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