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Abstract

This dissertation examines the political representation of non-citizen Latinos in the

U.S. states. Specifically, it investigates why lawmakers, seen as primarily driven by

the goal of reelection, would be compelled to vote for or sponsor legislation to favor

this non-citizen, non-voting population.

Using newly collected data on bill sponsorship and roll call voting, combined

with data collected from an original survey of current state lawmakers, I test a

more nuanced version of David Mayhew’s reelection theory (1974). I examine the

short-term and long-term reelection goals of lawmakers finding that both current

and potential future voting populations in a district (including non-citizens) have

significant effects on voting and sponsorship decisions. In addition, I find evidence to

suggest that personal characteristics of a lawmaker, most notably ethnic identity, also

affect legislative behavior. In line with an alternative “good public policy theory,”

my results demonstrate that even when electoral pressures are low, Latino lawmakers

remain significantly more likely to support non-citizen interests when compared to

all other lawmakers. The broader implication of this finding is that descriptive

representation matters and the identity link between Latino legislators and non-

citizen Latinos in society encourages behavior that is not fully explained by standard

reelection theories.
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1

The Representation of Non-Citizen Latinos:
Project Overview

“the blunt truth is that politicians and officials are under no compulsion to pay much

heed to classes and groups of citizens that do not vote.” V.O. Key (1949)

1.1 Introduction

According to political scientists such as Mayhew (1974) and Arnold (1990), the

primary goal of lawmakers is to be reelected. Following this argument, elected officials

should have no incentive to represent non-citizens living in the United States as

these individuals are unable to vote and therefore, cannot provide legislators with

direct electoral support. Despite this assumption however, recent political activity

demonstrates that representation of non-citizens is nonetheless occurring. In 2012

alone, while numerous bills, particularly at the state level, were being proposed and

passed to restrict non-citizens living in the U.S., the President and many federal

and state elected officials were working to provide both legal and undocumented

immigrants rights and access to certain benefits such as in-state tuition rates, driver’s
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licenses, and healthcare.

In June 2012, President Obama issued the Deferred Action for Childhood Arrival

(DACA), a memorandum to defer removal of certain undocumented young people

who have pursued education or military service in the United States. While DACA

was not seen as measuring up to the DREAM Act, a failed piece of federal legislation

to provide a conditional path to citizenship for qualifying undocumented youth, it

was seen by many as a move to benefit the non-citizen, and particularly the Latino

non-citizen population.1 While DACA does not provide a path to citizenship for

individuals who are undocumented, it does allow them to stay in the U.S. for a two-

year period, subject to renewal, and qualify for a work permit. According to the

Department of Homeland Security, this program has the potential to benefit up to

1.7 million undocumented persons between the ages of 16 and 30 living in the U.S.

Beyond the action of the President, lawmakers have also been pushing for mea-

sures to aid immigrant groups. With encouragement from the President, the U.S.

Senate has recently begun work on a comprehensive immigration reform package

that, as currently proposed, would provide a path to citizenship for unauthorized

immigrants.2 At the state level, there has also been a recent increase in attention

to immigration-related issues. According to the National Conference of State Leg-

islatures, while 300 bills related to immigration and immigrants were introduced in

state legislatures in 2005, 1,607 such bills were introduced and 306 were enacted in

2011. For all such bills proposed and passed for the entire time period between 2005

and 2011, see Table 1.1.

While many of these measures are seen as restrictive to immigrants and non-

citizens, others have provided a wide range of benefits to these individuals. Starting

1 A number of immigrant advocates, however, actually came out against this move claiming that
it does nothing to guarantee applicant relief from deportation (Dade and Halloran, 2012).

2 For an outline of this plan see: http://apps.washingtonpost.com/g/page/politics/bipartisan-
framework-for-immigration-reform-report/27/.
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Table 1.1: State Legislation Related to Immigrants or Immigration: 2005-2011

Year Introduced Total Passed
(Bills and Resolutions) (Laws and Resolutions)

2005 300 39
2006 570 96
2007 1562 290
2008 1305 270
2009 1500 353
2010 1400 346
2011 1607 306

in 2001, states began to enact laws to allow non-citizens, particularly those who

are undocumented, access to in-state college tuition rates. As of 2012, 12 states

(Texas, California, Utah, Nevada, Washington, Illinois, Kansas, New Mexico, Ne-

braska, Wisconsin, Connecticut and Maryland) had enacted such laws and many

others (including Colorado, Oregon and Massachusetts) were taking steps to do the

same.3 In addition, recent actions have been taken to provide non-citizens access to

driver’s licenses. Prior to President Obama’s Deferred Action plan, only two states

(Washington and New Mexico) had established laws allowing illegal immigrants to

obtain driver’s licenses. According to the National Immigration Law Center, since

Obama’s announcement, 28 additional states have confirmed that DACA recipients

are now eligible for licenses.4 Other laws proposed and passed at the state level

concern issues such as access to health care and medical insurance for non-citizen

immigrants. The California state government in particular has been active in passing

laws to expand Medicaid coverage to qualified non-citizens and provide immigrant

children with free health screenings. Other measures taken by California include

3 This information was obtained from a National Conference of State Legislators report, which
can be found at: http://www.ncsl.org/issues-research/educ/undocumented-student-tuition-state-
action.aspx.

4 This information was drawn from a 2013 National Immigration Law Center report, which can
be found at: http://www.nilc.org/dacadriverslicenses.html
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those to expand immigrant eligibility for food stamps and cash assistance programs.5

Given this evidence, the question becomes WHY is this activity occurring? Why,

when we ordinarily view representatives as being driven by reelection incentives, are

they proposing and passing laws to benefit a non-citizen and therefore, non-voting

population? In this dissertation, I work to answer this question by examining the

substantive representation of non-citizen Latinos in the United States.6 Focusing on

legislative activity at the state level in particular, I assess both the roll call voting and

bill sponsorship behavior of lawmakers in four states: Arizona, California, Florida

and North Carolina. To supplement these results, I also draw on survey responses col-

lected from state lawmakers in seven states: Arizona, California, Colorado, Florida,

New Mexico, New York and North Carolina.

Expanding on traditional theory, I assess both the short-term and long-term

reelection goals of lawmakers. I find that a particular subset of the current voting

pool in a lawmaker’s district (first-generation Latino citizens) and non-citizens them-

selves (who can be viewed as potential future voters) affect a lawmaker’s decision on

whether to vote for or sponsor legislation to benefit non-citizens. In addition, I find

evidence to suggest that aside from electoral factors, a lawmaker’s ethnic identity is

also conditioning behavior. My results show that compared to all other lawmakers,

Latino lawmakers in particular are significantly more likely to engage in activities

to support non-citizen interests, even when electoral pressures for such activities are

low.

5 This information was drawn from a 2013 National Immigration Law Center report, which can
be found at: http://www.nilc.org/benefitsca.html

6 When I refer to non-citizens throughout this dissertation, I consider both documented and
undocumented individuals.

4



1.2 Project Importance

This project is important for a number of reasons. First of all, it is significant in

terms of its contribution to the literature on representation. By exploring the polit-

ical representation of non-citizens, I am challenging traditional theories that assume

a lawmaker’s constituency only includes citizens and as a result, elected officials re-

spond exclusively to the needs of their citizen electorate. Explorations of democratic

government largely claim “the people” to be represented in a state are the citizens.

As an example, Manin, Przeworski, and Stokes (1999) reiterate the assumption that

under democracy, “governments are representative because they are elected.” They

continue by asserting that “parties or candidates make policy proposals during cam-

paigns and explain how these policies would affect citizens’ welfare; citizens decide

which of these proposals they want implemented and which politicians to charge with

their implementation, and governments do implement them”(29).7

While it is true that citizens are the focus of the bulk of legislative activity,

non-citizens are, at the very least, included in a legislator’s geographic constituency

(Fenno, 1978), as they are counted for purposes of reapportionment, and as noted

above, are being represented by many. Throughout this project, I consider these

representational efforts in more detail, providing insight into how the presence of

non-citizens and those who share preferences with this group, may be altering our

understanding of the term ‘constituency’ and more largely, our perception of Amer-

ican representational democracy.

In addition to advancing our conceptual understanding of the constituency, this

project takes a more nuanced approach to empirical studies within the field. Many

studies of representation to date center of the question of who is represented in Amer-

ican society, or, in the words of Robert Dahl, “who governs” (1961). The bulk of

7 Emphasis added
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these analyses examine which groups in society have the most political influence. As-

sessing roll call voting, policy statements, and policy outputs, many have found that

income matters and specifically that those individuals with higher incomes have more

political influence than those with lower incomes (Gilens, 2005; Weakliem, Shapiro

and Jacobs, 2005; Bartels, 2008). Others have suggested that beyond income, fac-

tors such as a group’s organizational capacity (Truman, 1951; Schattschneider, 1960;

Dahl, 1961; Olson, 1965; Walker, 1991; Baumgartner and Leech, 1998; Lowery and

Brasher, 2004) and rates of political participation (Griffin and Newman, 2005; Mc-

Carty, Poole and Rosenthal, 2006) are related to representational outcomes. Griffin

and Newman (2007; 2008) also demonstrate how relative to minority groups, White

Americans are significantly more likely to have their views represented by elected

officials.

Rather than focusing on “who governs” or the degree to which one group is repre-

sented relative to another, in this study, I focus on the representation of one group,

non-citizen Latinos, and how lawmakers respond to the preferences of this group

relative to each other. While many scholars have analyzed minority representation,

including Latino representation, none have directly considered the political repre-

sentation of the non-citizen subpopulation. In addition, while many existing studies

explore how district demographics and the racial/ethnic identity of the lawmaker

relate to the substantive representation of minority groups (Hero and Tolbert, 1995;

Cameron, Epstein and O’Halloran, 1996; Kerr, 1997; Lubin, 1997; Canon, 1999;

Mansbridge, 1999; Haynie, 2001; Casellas, 2007; Preuhs, 2007; Minta, 2009; Wil-

son, 2010), they do not directly consider how these relationships relate to legislative

strategy. In this project, I seek to clarify this link by assessing political representa-

tion from the perspective of the representatives. Expanding on reelection theories

of legislative behavior, I provide explantations for why lawmakers represent specific

subgroups in society, including those who cannot vote.

6



Beyond contributing to the literature on minority representation, this project re-

mains substantively important because of the population that is analyzed. Between

2000 and 2010, the non-citizen Latino population in the United States increased from

5.6 million to 13.3 million. As this population, and especially the undocumented por-

tion of this population has grown, its political relevance has increased dramatically.

Despite focus on economic concerns, immigration and the politics surrounding the

immigrant community (especially related to the Deferred Action for Childhood Ar-

rival plan) continued to be an issue during the 2012 election (Segura and Barreto,

2012; Sharry, 2012). And, as mentioned above, states have been increasingly active

in developing and passing laws that affect immigrant groups, specifically those who

are not citizens. Although recent trends have shown a decrease in the number of

immigrants arriving from Hispanic-origin countries (Passel and Cohn, 2009; Passel,

Cohn and Gonzalez-Barrera, 2012), the overall population of non-citizens in the U.S.

continues to rise. What affect will these groups have on politics in the future? And

how will the distribution of this population shape future legislative strategy and out-

comes? It is my hope that this project will begin to shed light on these important,

yet largely unanswered questions.

Finally, this project has important implications for the study of other disenfran-

chised groups in society. On a broader, theoretical level, I am concerned with the

motivations that underlie sub-group representation. By considering legislative moti-

vations, my purpose is to provide insight into why lawmakers may pay attention to

groups that are not apart of their immediate reelection constituency. This not only

includes non-citizen Latinos, but also other non-citizen immigrants, individuals un-

der the age of 18, and even disenfranchised prisoners or ex-felons. As elaborated upon

in the theory section below, I consider how shared preferences across current voting

and non-voting populations may result in increased levels of representation for these

disenfranchised groups. In addition, I highlight how the potential for certain groups

7



to become voters in the future may condition the incentives of career-motivated

lawmakers. This second point has important implications for understanding the

representation of non-citizens, but may also help explain broader trends in Latino

representation. Given that the proportion of Latinos under the age of 18 is large

relative to other racial/ethnic populations, the future voting potential of this group

is noteworthy. By considering long-term electoral goals, which I do in this project,

we may be able to better understand, not only how the Latino youth population is

affecting political behavior today, but also how they will affect political strategies as

they age over time.

1.3 The Concept of Representation

Prior to explaining the political representation of non-citizens, it is useful to consider

what the concept of ‘representation’ itself actually entails. In the words of Kenneth

Whitby (1997), “representation is essentially a normative concept that conveys a

variety of meanings about what should be the proper relationship between the legis-

lators and citizens” (4). Political theorists have carefully considered this relationship,

evaluating the normative consequences of a delegate orientation, in which the repre-

sentative has an electoral incentive to follow the policy wishes of the constituency,

as opposed to a trustee orientation, in which constituents entrust a representative

to act on their behalf, conceding to her a sufficient amount of autonomy to act in

favor of the common good.8 Additionally, theorists have characterized the duties a

representative has while in office. Hannah Pitkin (1967) draws a distinction between

representation in which an elected official “stands for” her constituents (descriptive

or symbolic forms of representation) and representation in which a legislator “acts

8 This discussion traces back to Burke (1854) and Mill (1882) and was later referenced by Pitkin
(1967) and more recently Shotts (2009)
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for” her constituents (substantive representation).9 Much of the empirical work on

representation in the literature tends to center on descriptive and substantive forms

of representation and their causes and consequences. While descriptive representa-

tion refers to the extent to which a representative mirrors the demographic and social

traits of her constituents, substantive representation refers to the degree to which a

legislator engages in activities to meet the interests and needs of her constituents.

In the literature on Black and Latino politics, scholars have primarily assessed

substantive representation by analyzing the roll call voting behavior of lawmakers.10

However, while still valuable, such analyses remain incomplete as they do not capture

substantive representation in its entirety. Bill sponsorship and co-sponsorship, as well

as participation in deliberations, hearings, and meetings also factor into substantive

representation. By analyzing these behaviors, alongside roll-call voting, one can

draw more careful distinctions between different representatives and their relative

levels of responsiveness to the needs and preferences of their constituents. More

recent studies that do examine additional forms of responsiveness, including bill

sponsorship and participation in committees, have found that in many cases, these

additional substantive activities are linked to the descriptive aspect of representation

(Canon, 1999; Haynie and Bratton, 1999; Haynie, 2001; Gamble, 2007; Rouse, 2011).

That is, lawmakers who are descriptively representative are not only more likely

to vote in line with the preferences of their constituents, they are also more likely

to sponsor legislation (Canon, 1999; Haynie, 2001) and more likely to engage in

9 It is not clear from the literature whether members who are “acting for” their constituents
are viewed as delegates or trustees. However, based on the argument provided by Fox and Shotts
(2009), when the public evaluates the representative on the policies she chooses, that lawmaker is
serving as a delegate. On the other hand, when a representative is evaluated on the outcomes her
policies generate, she is viewed a trustee. In this instance then, the actual ‘act’ of the representative
is the choosing of policy, not necessarily the outcome. For this reason, I regard lawmakers who are
‘acting for’ their constituents as fulfilling a delegate role.

10 See for example, Swain (1993); Cameron, Epstein and O’Halloran (1996); Lubin (1997); Whitby
(1997) in the literature on Black representation and Hero and Tolbert (1995); Kerr (1997); Casellas
(2007) in the literature on Latino representation
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committee deliberations and oversight hearings to benefit these individuals (Gamble,

2007; Rouse, 2011; Minta, 2011).

In this project, I assess the substantive representation of non-citizen Latinos

while also considering how descriptive representation may be related to substantive

activity. In an effort to gain a more complete picture of responsiveness, I examine

not only roll call voting, but also the bill sponsorship and co-sponsorship behavior

of lawmakers.

1.4 A Theory of Legislative Ambition

In characterizing minority representation in particular, scholars generally tend to

take on the perspective of the constituent, or those who are being represented. In

many studies of both substantive and descriptive representation, the focus is not

on what the representative wants but rather, what the people want and whether

they obtain desired benefits. In this study, I move beyond these existing analyses to

consider the viewpoint of the lawmakers. In doing so, I not only seek to explain when

representation of non-citizens occurs, but also why lawmakers engage in behaviors to

benefit these individuals. Through this approach, I am expanding on both rational

choice and psychological assessments of legislative behavior (i.e. Fenno (1978) and

Miler (2010), among others), to take into account how lawmakers approach subgroup

representation.

Drawing from the literature on the concept of representation (most notably, the

work of Hannah Pitkin (1967)) and the literature on legislative motivations and per-

ceptions (Miller and Stokes, 1963; Fenno, 1973; Mayhew, 1974; Dodd, 1977; Fenno,

1978; Arnold, 1990; Miler, 2010), I begin by developing a more detailed theory of

reelection. Beyond this, however, I also consider how a lawmaker’s deeper concern

with policy outcomes, or her ‘good public policy’ goals (Fenno, 1973), may be driv-

ing behavior. In examining each of these motivations, I theoretically link lawmaker
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incentives to specific substantive outcomes, mainly roll-call voting and bill sponsor-

ship.

1.4.1 Short-Term and Long-Term Reelection Motives

To date, scholars of the American Congress have generally agreed that representatives

are first and foremost interested in getting reelected and thus engage in behaviors

while in office that increase their probability of electoral success (Fenno, 1973; May-

hew, 1974; Dodd, 1977; Arnold, 1990; Aldrich, Perry and Rohde, 2013). One of the

most prominent scholars of legislative motivations, David Mayhew (1974), takes a

rational choice approach to explaining behavior, adopting the assumption that law-

makers are “single-minded seekers of reelection” who are primarily engaged in activ-

ities to ensure electoral victory. Along these same lines, Dodd (1977) contends that

the reelection goal can become “all consuming” for lawmakers and may lead them to

emphasize “form over substance” rather than problem solving (271). Extending this

assumption, I claim that reelection goals are important for understanding legisla-

tive behavior however, they must be broken down. My argument is that lawmakers

actually hold two types of reelection goals, short-term and long-term, and that by

considering these distinct goals, we will gain a more complete understanding of why

representation of different subpopulations, including non-citizen Latinos, occurs.

This short-term/long-term reelection argument draws on existing dyadic theories

of subconstituency representation. These theories assume that a lawmaker does not

view her district as “an amorphous mass” (Bauer, de Sola Pool and Dexter, 1963,

419) but rather, as a set of distinct subgroups, including electoral (Kuklinski, 1978;

Peltzman, 1984; Kingdon, 1981; Martin, 2003; Griffin and Newman, 2005), parti-

san (Clausen, 1973; Fiorina, 1974; Wright, 1989; Bishin, 2000; Clinton, 2006) and

racial/ethnic (Whitby, 1997; Hutchings, 1998; Canon, 1999; Tate, 2003; Griffin and

Newman, 2008). Richard Fenno (1978) was one of the first scholars to disaggregate

11



the legislative district, arguing that the legislator views her constituency as a set

of four concentric circles: the geographic constituency, which is the broadest circle,

encompassing all person’s within a district’s boundaries; the reelection constituency,

which is made up of all potential electoral supporters; the primary constituency,

which includes individuals who will potentially work for the representative; and fi-

nally, the personal constituency, which consists of a legislator’s family, friends, and

trusted advisors. Drawing from this work and existing reelection theories, I contend

that legislative behavior is not driven by the interests of the entire geographic con-

stituency but rather, the interests and wishes of the reelection constituency, as it is

this group that determines a lawmaker’s electoral fortune.11

When asked about their decision-making processes, state lawmakers generally

support this reelection claim. By sending out personal surveys, I was able to directly

ask legislators about their perceptions and the importance of different subgroups in

their districts.12 When asked the question, “Relative to the interests of voters, the

interests of non-voters are much more important, somewhat more important, equally

important, somewhat less important, or much less important?” 35% of lawmakers I

surveyed (45) said non-voter interests were somewhat or much less important than

the interests of voters (see Table 1.2 for all responses).

Further, when asked about the importance of various groups to their decision-

making, legislators consistently ranked citizen voters, i.e. members of the reelection

constituency, the highest.13 As shown in Figure 1.1, when making decisions about

sponsoring and voting on legislation, lawmakers said the interests of ‘citizens who

11 This assumes that lawmakers are always “running scared” (Jacobson, 1987) and thus are con-
stantly working to assure electoral victory.

12 This survey was sent to elected officials of both the upper and lower chambers of the state
legislature in seven states. The total sample was 934 lawmakers and the end number of respondents
was 140.

13 The exact question wording was: “When making decisions about sponsoring/voting on legisla-
tion, how important are the interests of the following groups to you as a lawmaker?”
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Table 1.2: Relative Importance of Non-Voters: Survey Results

Question: Relative to the interests of voters, the interests of non-voters are:

Response Option Number Percent of Total
of Respondents

Much more important 2 1.6%

Somewhat more important 6 4.7%

Equally important 75 58.6%

Somewhat less important 41 32.0%

Much less important Important 4 3.1%

always vote’ are a priority. This figure, which presents the mean importance ratings

of all respondents (on a 1-10 scale, with 1 being “very unimportant” and 10 being

“very important”), shows that while the rating of citizens who never vote is just over

5 (noting that these individuals are neither important nor unimportant), citizens

who always vote are rated, on average, above an 8 (8.43 when making sponsorship

decisions and 8.24 when making voting decisions).

While both existing work and new survey evidence confirm the importance of

electoral supporters to legislators, I claim that our current understanding of the re-

election constituency remains incomplete. Expanding on Fenno’s conception of the

district, I argue that reelection-minded officials will not only consider the interests

of their current voters, but will also work to appease a potential future voting pop-

ulation. Over the past 30 years, we have seen a rise in legislative careerism (Woods

and Baranowski, 2006); a trend which suggests that lawmakers are not only focused

on winning the most immediate election (their short-term reelection goals), but are

also becoming more committed to staying in office for longer periods of time. Due

to this drive to become career politicians, in addition to seeking electoral support in
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Figure 1.1: Importance of Group Interests: Mean of State Lawmaker Responses

the present, lawmakers will work to garner support for the future and as a result,

will appeal to prospective voters. As illustrated in Figure 1.2, this means that a law-

maker does not view a single reelection constituency, as Fenno suggests, but rather,

deconstructs this group to consider the needs and preferences of both short-term and

long-term supporters.

When considering long-term goals however, a lawmaker must act strategically. In

working to gain the support of future voters, she cannot ignore her immediate chances

of reelection. Because it is risky in the short-term to pursue policies to benefit future
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voting populations, I contend that lawmakers will only pursue long-term reelection

goals if 1) doing so also meets short-term reelection goals or; 2) they have a significant

degree of electoral security. If lawmakers are constantly “running scared” as Jacobson

(1987) claims, then they will only work to meet long-term electoral goals if in doing

so they incur no short-term electoral costs. Under Jacobson’s assumption, long-term

goals will only be pursued when they are in tandem with short-term electoral goals,

i.e. in addition to appeasing future voters, a lawmaker will also be meeting the needs

of her immediate reelection constituency. On the other hand, if lawmakers are not

“running scared,” they may be willing to incur some immediate costs. Particularly

when a legislator enjoys a comfortable degree of electoral security she will be more

likely to accept some short-term electoral losses in order to appease prospective

voters and enhance the chance of continuing her legislative career beyond the most

immediate electoral cycle.14

14 It is important to recognize that this short-term/long-term argument is similar to one presented
by Monogan (2012), who examines party competition in a dynamic environment of multiple elec-
tions. However, my approach looks specifically at the behavior of individual lawmakers, as opposed
to parties. The individual, unlike the party, has more freedom to shift their position on a particular
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In thinking about these two reelection goals, it is not only important to consider

the motivating factors themselves, but also how these factors transpire in legislative

behavior. Throughout this project, I argue that because lawmakers working to meet

reelection goals are primarily concerned with gaining votes, whether it be in an

upcoming November election or future elections, they will primarily be engaged in

position-taking as opposed to policy-making behaviors (Mayhew, 1974). While these

lawmakers may never sponsor or co-sponsor relevant legislation they will, at the very

least, work to publicize their roll-call activity in order to appeal to their voters (be

they current or future), even if they know a policy has no chance of passing. This

being the case, I claim that both short-term and long-term reelection goals will be

most clearly reflected in a legislator’s voting behavior.

Figure 1.3 provides a simple, visual representation of my reelection theory in its

entirety.

1.4.2 The Good Public Policy Motive

In assessing reelection goals, I begin by focusing on position-taking and most notably,

the voting behavior of legislators. I am concerned with this aspect of position-taking

primarily because by voting, a legislator is engaging in a relatively costless form

of substantive representation. Lawmakers who actually sponsor legislation, on the

other hand, are taking substantive representation a step further. While sponsorship

may continue to be viewed as a form of position-taking (and would likely be clas-

sified as such by Mayhew (1974)),15 it is possible that those who work to sponsor

issue depending on the context within their own reelection constituency. In addition, and different
from Monogan’s argument, I do not claim that there is necessarily a trade-off between the present
and the future, as appeasing a future constituency may also be in the best interest of current voters.

15 This would especially be the case if bills never make it to the House or Senate floor for a vote,
either because of institutional constraints or because the majority in the chamber does not consider
them a priority. If this is the case, lawmakers may view sponsorship as a form of position-taking and
thus may develop legislation to demonstrate to their electorate that although bills are not coming
to the floor, there is still an effort being made to put these issues on the agenda.
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legislation to benefit a certain group are actually concerned with more then their

reelection prospects. This means that while short-term and long-term reelection

goals may continue to drive sponsorship, it is possible that lawmakers who take the

time, energy, and effort to write legislation may hold a deeper concern with policy

outcomes, and are thus driven by factors beyond their electorate. This being the

case, I claim that sponsorship may also be reflective of an additional legislative goal:

the goal to generate “good public policy” (Fenno, 1973). Richard Fenno was the

first to propose the good public policy motivation, claiming that those working to

create good public policy have a strong personal interest in, and concern with, the

content of legislative outputs and as a result, are willing to engage in issues that

are “interesting,” “exciting,” “controversial,” and “important,” even if doing so will

have an adverse effect on their chances of reelection (Fenno, 1973, 9).

In his exploration of congressional participation, Richard Hall (1996) directly

explores how personal policy interests contribute to legislative behavior. Among a
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variety of factors driving policy interests, one key factor Hall identifies is the group

identification of the lawmaker; specifically racial, ethnic, and gender identification.

The argument he makes is that lawmakers who identify with an underrepresented

group in society will be more likely to hold a personal interest in policy affecting

that group, regardless of the make-up of their district constituency.

While group identity may also be influencing the vote choices of lawmakers, I

argue that it will be most clearly reflected in sponsorship behavior. Roll call vot-

ing may reflect a member’s personal preferences on legislation, but the preferences

revealed by vote choice are only those over a “censored sample” of legislative issues

(King, 1989, 208-213). And perhaps more importantly, roll call votes do not reflect

the intensity of member preferences over a given issue nor the lawmaker’s dedication

to that issue.16 This suggests that, in terms of roll call voting, lawmakers with deeply

seated policy concerns may not look that different from those who do not hold these

concerns. Thus, for example, a White member seeking reelection in a district of

Latino constituents may vote the same as a Latino member from a similar district.

However, a White member lacks an “identification with, and hence a commitment

to the interests of, the larger group from which the constituents come” (Hall, 1996,

192). It is this identification with, and commitment to the broader political interests

of the Latino community that predisposes Latino lawmakers to not only to vote in

favor of Latino interests, but also to be active in putting issues concerning this group

on the legislative agenda. In this instance, identity is driving conceptions of good

public policy, and bill sponsorship is a reflection of a member’s effort to bring that

conception into being.17

Overall, this theory of sponsorship behavior links to literature on the effects of de-

16 This has been a criticism of roll call vote analysis brought forth by many scholars of minority
representation (See for example, Canon (1999) and Haynie (2001))

17 This point is emphasized by Kingdon (1981).
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scriptive representation (Hero and Tolbert, 1995; Canon, 1999; Haynie and Bratton,

1999; Haynie, 2001; Mansbridge, 1999; Casellas, 2007; Gamble, 2007; Minta, 2009;

Rouse, 2011). If group identity is key in predicting bill sponsorship, as I suggest it

is, this will ultimately support the argument that descriptive representation leads to

greater substantive representation of certain minorities in society. In this disserta-

tion, I argue that lawmakers who ‘stand for’ the interests of non-citizen Latinos will

be more likely to work to provide substantive benefits to this group.

1.5 The Puzzle of Non-Citizen Representation

In the subsequent chapters of this dissertation, I apply the above outlined theory of

legislative ambition in an effort to understand why lawmakers represent non-citizen

Latinos. Before doing so, however, I must address a number of questions that this

framework brings forth in regard to my question. To begin, I consider a legislator’s

short-term reelection motives. In relation to my question, this part of my theory

would lead me to predict that if lawmakers are representing non-citizen Latinos,

then they are doing so in order to gain support from their immediate reelection

constituency or current voters. However, this leaves me with a puzzle, as non-citizens

are not included in the pool of current voters. If lawmakers representing non-citizen

Latinos are motivated by short-term reelection goals, then who are they appealing to?

By representing the preferences of non-citizens are they also supporting the interests

of a broader current voting population, which perhaps includes Whites, Blacks and

Latinos? Or are they representing the preferences of just Latino voters? Or perhaps

a subgroup of this community?

In my next chapter, I explore these possibilities in more detail. I begin by defining

non-citizen Latino interests and then work to uncover who among the broader pop-

ulation may share these interests. Results from public opinion data collected from

numerous sources (including the American National Election Studies (ANES), the
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Cooperative Congressional Election Study (CCES), the National Survey of Latinos

(NSL) and the Latino National Survey (LNS)) help in answering the above questions

on short-term motivations and overall, aid in tying my broader reelection argument

directly to the question of non-citizen Latino representation. Through analysis in

this chapter, I show that policies to benefit non-citizen Latinos are not only in the

interest of non-citizen Latinos themselves (a future voting population) but are also

in the interest of a specific subgroup of the current Latino voting population: first-

generation citizens.

After discussing population distributions and case selections in chapter 3, in chap-

ter 4, I begin my analysis of legislative behavior, primarily using original data on the

roll-call voting activity of state lawmakers. First, in testing my short-term reelection

argument, I assess whether indirect representation of non-citizen Latinos occurs as

lawmakers respond to the preferences of current voters in their districts. Drawing

from public opinion results presented in chapter 2, I examine whether not only the

size of the Latino voting population but specifically, the first-generation Latino cit-

izen population in a lawmaker’s district, increases her probability of voting in favor

of non-citizen interests. Next, I test the long-term reelection argument, assessing

whether lawmakers are directly appealing to potential future voters. In particular,

I examine whether the size of the non-citizen Latino population in a member’s dis-

trict affects her propensity to vote in favor of non-citizen preferences. In doing so,

I also account for the short-term risk calculations a lawmaker makes when deciding

whether or not to court these individuals.

Finally, in chapter 5, I move to explain bill sponsorship of non-citizen Latino

interest legislation. First, I examine whether short-term and long-term reelection

incentives continue to explain sponsorship behavior (i.e. whether this can be viewed

as a form of legislative position-taking). Next, I test whether goals beyond reelection

are motivating this activity. Specially, I examine the good public policy portion of
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my theory, seeking to determine whether group identity and specifically, the Latino

identity of a lawmaker, matters. Key to this analysis is testing whether group identity

continues to motivate sponsorship in spite of electoral concerns or whether electoral

and policy motivations work in tandem to heighten the substantive representation

of non-citizen Latinos in society.
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2

Assessing Attitudes on Policies Concerning the
Non-Citizen Population

2.1 Introduction to Public Opinion

It well known and widely observed that policy preferences differ across racial groups

in the United States (Kinder and Sanders, 1990; Sigelman and Welch, 1991; Kinder

and Sanders, 1996; Gilens, 2000; Kinder and Winter, 2001; Griffin and Newman,

2008; Winter, 2008; Abrajano and Alvarez, 2010). The literature on Black and White

public opinion in particular highlights how these groups differ on general social and

economic issues and especially on issues concerning race, such as affirmative action

(Kinder and Sanders, 1996). More recently, scholars have considered new dividing

lines in society, showing how ideology and opinions vary not only between Blacks

and Whites, but also between these groups and other racial and ethnic groups most

notably, Latinos (Griffin and Newman, 2008). In this chapter, I expand on existing

studies of racial group opinions to consider how Whites, Blacks and Latinos view

one particular dimension of policy: policy concerning non-citizen Latinos.

Because I explore a policy area that directly affects a subgroup of Latinos, I
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also examine variation of opinion within the Latino community. Overall, it has

been shown in the literature that Latino subpopulations differ considerably in their

attitudes on both immigration and non-immigration related policies (de la Garza

et al., 1992; Hood and Shirkey, 1997; Leal, 2007; Branton, 2007; Rouse, Wilkinson and

Garand, 2010). For this reason, it is important to assess if and how preferences and

priorities on policies concerning the non-citizen subpopulation vary across key Latino

groups, particularly between non-citizen and citizen Latinos and across different

generations within the Latino citizen population. By drawing such comparisons in

this chapter, my goal is to determine whether lawmakers representing the interests of

non-citizen Latinos are responding to the preferences of all constituents, just Latino

constituents, or a subpopulation of the Latino community.

Results of my analysis show that while the Latino population is significantly

more supportive of policies to benefit non-citizen Latinos when compared to other

racial/ethnic groups, differences within the Latino population remain. Specifically,

I find that attitudes vary across generational groups. While non-citizen and first-

generation citizen Latinos are overwhelmingly in favor of policies to benefit the non-

citizen population, second-plus generation Latinos are, in many cases, much less

likely to favor these policies and are more likely to favor restrictionist measures.

Tying to my theory of legislative ambition, these results suggest that lawmakers

representing non-citizen Latinos are not working in the interest of all constituents,

or even all Latino constituents but rather, are specifically working in line with the

preferences of both first-generation Latino citizens and non-citizens themselves. My

argument, which is tested in subsequent chapters, is that as the voting power (Griffin

and Newman, 2013) of each of these subpopulations rises, i.e. as they make up larger

proportions of either the short-term (in the case of first-generation citizen Latinos)

or long-term (in the case of non-citizen Latinos) reelection constituency, lawmakers

will be more likely to engage in activities to support non-citizen interests.
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2.2 Non-Citizen Latino Interests

In this dissertation, my primary focus is on policies that concern the specific interests

of non-citizen Latinos. In this case, it is important to draw a distinction between the

specific and general interests of this group. I define specific interests as those policies

and positions that concern one distinct group, in this case non-citizens Latinos,

while general interests are those that are shared by more than one group. This

distinction has been outlined most clearly for the Black and Latino population by

Kathleen Bratton (2006). In analyzing the behavior of Latino lawmakers, Bratton

considers how lawmakers respond to issues that specifically concern Latinos and

those that are important to Latinos but are also relevant to other minorities. Issues

such as education, health, welfare and policies concerning children are identified

by Bratton as being important to Latinos, yet are also salient to other minority

groups, including African Americans. On the other hand, there are also interests

that Bratton identifies as specific to Latinos. These include “measures to decrease

discrimination against Latinos or alleviate the effects of discrimination, measures

designed to improve the economic status of Latinos, programs to address the specific

needs of Latinos (including programs designed for LEP (Limited English Proficiency)

students), programs designed to highlight Latinos contributions to American society,

programs to address Latina pregnancy, and programs designed to protect the health,

welfare and safety of migrant workers or new or illegal immigrants” (Bratton, 2006).

In this project, I further refine this categorization to consider the interests of

a specific subset of the Latino population. In defining the interests of non-citizen

Latinos, I consider both issues, policies, and programs that provide distinct benefits

to non-citizen Latinos and those that produce distinct costs for this group. Measures

to benefit non-citizen Latinos include: policies to provide non-citizens with access to

benefits such as health care and education (including measures to grant non-citizens
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in-state tuition rates), expand or institute new guest worker programs, allow the

matricula consular1 to be considered an acceptable form of identification, to remove

citizenship requirements for access to children’s benefits, prohibit the collection of

immigration status information, programs to assist non-citizens in the naturalization

process and programs to provide non-citizens who are victims of human trafficking

access to protection and benefits. I also consider any programs designed to protect

the health, welfare and safety of migrant workers or new or illegal immigrants a

specific non-citizen Latino interest, although such measures were originally classified

by Bratton as a “Latino interest” more broadly. Measures I examine that produce

clear costs for non-citizen Latinos include policies that: increase border security

measures, require proof of citizenship in order to obtain a driver’s license or vehicle

title, prohibit non-citizens from receiving certain public benefits (including welfare,

health care, and child care), exclude non-citizens from access to worker’s compensa-

tion programs, require law enforcement or public housing authorities to determine

the immigration status of person, make it easier for law enforcement officials to ar-

rest and transport unauthorized immigrants, ban the state from accepting consular

identification, and require employers to use the E-verify database (a federally run

employment verification program) to determine the immigration status and eligibility

of their workers.

2.3 Data Sources: Attitudes on Non-Citizen Latino Interests

In the first part of this chapter, I examine White,2 Black and Latino attitudes on

issues that are classified as being in the specific interest of non-citizen Latinos. In

order to examine the attitudes of these groups together, I rely on three primary

1 The Mexican Consular Identification Card

2 In references White attitudes throughout this dissertation I am specifically referring to non-
Hispanic Whites.
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sources: the 2008 American National Election Study (ANES), the 2006 Cooperative

Congressional Election Study (2006 CCES) and the 2010 Cooperative Congressional

Election Study (2010 CCES). The 2008 ANES data is particularly useful for my

purposes because the study contained an oversample of both Blacks and Latinos

(Black; N=569, Latino; N=509). In the 2006 and 2010 CCES surveys, there are also

large numbers of Black and Latino respondents (the 2006 CCES contained 3,389

Latino respondents and 3,693 Black respondents while the 2010 CCES contained

3,774 Latino respondents and 6,524 Black respondents).3 While these three surveys

do not cover the full range of specific non-citizen Latino interests, they do include a

variety of questions that fall into this category, including those concerning opening

a path to citizenship for illegal immigrants, guest worker programs, and increasing

immigration enforcement measures.

As a next step in my analysis, I examine variations in opinion among Latinos,

assessing both citizen and non-citizen attitudes and attitudes across generational

groups. I continue to rely on responses to the 2010 CCES survey mentioned above

(as this survey contains large samples of both citizen and non-citizen Latinos), yet

also draw on results from two additional surveys that only include self-identified

Latino/Hispanic respondents: The 2006 Latino National Survey (LNS) and the 2007

National Survey of Latinos (NSL).4 The LNS was conducted November 17, 2005

through August 4, 2006 and contains a sample of 8,634 Latinos. The NSL was

conducted by telephone from October 3 through November 9, 2007 and contains a

sample of 2,003 Hispanic adults. These surveys are particularly useful for this study

because they include responses from a significant number of non-citizen and first-,

and second-plus generation citizen Latinos5 and they ask questions on more specific

3 However, some questions were only asked of a subset of people, thus reducing the sample White,
Black and Latino respondents for these questions

4 I do not use the 2008 ANES in this analysis because the survey only includes citizens respondents

5 Non-citizens include both documented and undocumented non-citizens, first-generation Lati-
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programs and policies that directly concern non-citizens including some questions

that mirror those in the CCES and ANES, and additional questions on subjects such

as immigrant identification and in-state tuition for undocumented college students.

2.4 Policy Preferences of Latinos, Whites, and Blacks

Many prior studies have found significant differences in opinion between Latinos,

Blacks and Whites on a variety of policy issues and programs (Kinder and Sanders,

1990; Sigelman and Welch, 1991; Kinder and Sanders, 1996; Gilens, 2000; Kinder

and Winter, 2001; Griffin and Newman, 2008; Winter, 2008; Abrajano and Alvarez,

2010). In studies of Latino and White attitudes, scholars have found that in general,

Whites tend to be more conservative on both broad social and economic policies

and more race specific policies, including bilingual education and affirmative action

(de la Garza et al., 1992; Uhlaner and Garcia, 2002; Leal, 2007; Griffin and Newman,

2008). On the issue of immigration in particular, scholars have shown that Lati-

nos are typically more supportive of granting benefits to immigrants and are more

likely to favor open immigration policies when compared to Non-Hispanic Whites.

While Griffin and Newman (2008), find that approximately equal portions of Latinos

and Whites believe that the rate of immigration to the United States is a serious

problem, other scholars find that the attitudes of Whites on specific policies concern-

ing immigration and the rights of non-citizens/undocumented immigrants are much

more restrictive. Binder et al (1997) for example, compared the attitudes of Mexican

Americans and Whites and found that Mexican Americans are far more likely to fa-

vor policies granting amnesty to undocumented immigrants and admission to public

schools for children of undocumented immigrants. A more recent study conducted

by Rocha et al (2011) concluded that Whites are generally more likely to believe that

nos are individuals who were born outside of the U.S. and became naturalized and second-plus
generation Latinos are individuals who were born in the United States.
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immigrants have a negative impact on the economy, that the U.S. should decrease

levels of immigration, and that the U.S. should work to build a fence along the U.S.-

Mexico border. However this study, along with others in field (Berg, 2009; Hopkins,

2010), suggest that these anti-immigrant sentiments of Whites are often conditional

on the ethnic context in which they live. Other factors such as media exposure,

acculturation fear, and immigrant skill level are also found to affect White attitudes

(Hainmueller and Hiscox, 2010; Branton et al., 2011; Dunaway et al., 2011).

Several scholars assessing the attitudes of African Americans focus on the dif-

ferences between this group and Whites. Such studies generally conclude that the

mean opinions of Blacks and Whites differ considerably on issues directly related to

race such as affirmative action, job discrimination, and civil rights, and somewhat

less so on implicit racial issues such as education, health care and welfare spending

(Kinder and Sanders, 1996; Lubin, 1997; Canon, 1999). On the issue of immigra-

tion, results concerning the differences between Black and White attitudes have been

mixed. Some scholars have found that while Black and White opinions on the issue of

immigration are very similar, Blacks tend to be somewhat less supportive of restric-

tive immigration policies (Kinder and Sanders, 1996; Canon, 1999). Newer studies

have concluded that despite rising economic competition between Blacks and Latinos

(McClain, 1993; Camarota, 1998; Borjas, Grogger and Hanson, 2006), African Amer-

icans continue to hold more liberal views on the immigration issue largely because

they base their opinions on symbolic considerations rather than economic factors.

Brader et al (2010), for instance, argue that because Blacks identify with oppressed

groups, including immigrants, they tend to take less restrictive or punitive positions

on immigration-related policies. In this study, it was found that in comparison to

Whites, Blacks are less likely to support decreasing immigration levels overall and

are less supportive of hunting down and deporting illegal immigrants. They are

also more likely to favor providing benefits to illegal immigrants and more likely to
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say that immigrants improve American culture (Brader et al., 2010). On the other

hand, McClain et al (2009) find that economic tensions between Blacks and Latinos

are becoming more prominent, especially in some southern states, and as a result,

Blacks are beginning to feel threatened by the Latino immigrant presence. Such

results imply that in certain contexts, Black attitudes on immigration may be more

restrictive.

To date, no studies have directly compared the opinions of Blacks and Latinos

on the issue of immigration. While existing research suggests that Black and Latino

attitudes may be closer than White and Latino attitudes, direct comparisons have yet

to be made. In this analysis, I assess the relation between Black, White and Latino

attitudes on policies and issues that specifically concern the non-citizen portion of

the immigrant population. In examining attitudes of all three of these groups, my

goal is not only to determine whether attitudes vary by race, but also to evaluate

whether Whites, Blacks, and Latinos align or diverge on these issues. By comparing

Black and Latino attitudes and White and Latino attitudes directly, I will be able

to determine which groups, if any, share opinions on policies affecting non-citizens.

These results will have important implications for studies of coalition formation and

policy development on the issue of immigration and the rights of non-citizens.

2.5 Measurements: Latino, White, and Black Attitudes

To examine attitudes on policies and programs directed at non-citizens, I rely on

two questions from the 2008 ANES, two questions from the 2006 CCES, and one

question from the 2010 CCES. To begin, I consider questions that address the issue

of providing a path to citizenship or granting legal status to undocumented or illegal

immigrants. Each of the three surveys asks some version of the ‘path to citizenship’

question, thus I find it appropriate to examine responses to these questions together.

The 2008 ANES asks respondents whether they “favor, oppose, or neither favor nor
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oppose the U.S. government making it possible for illegal immigrants to become U.S.

citizens.”6 The 2006 CCES includes a similar question, asking respondents whether

they would support a Senate proposal that would “open a path to citizenship for

current illegal immigrants” or a House proposal, which “contains stricter enforcement

and deportations of undocumented aliens.”7 Finally, the 2010 CCES asks a question

on what Congress and the President should do about immigration, giving respondents

the option of selecting all responses that apply, one of which is to ”grant legal status

to all illegal immigrants who have held jobs and paid taxes for at least three years,

and not been convicted of any felony crimes.”8 Although these three questions differ

in structure and wording, because they all deal with the issue of providing a path

to citizenship or legal status for illegal immigrants specifically, I am confident that

they are tapping into the same dimension of the issue and therefore, that responses

will be comparable. Given that the structure of these questions differ, there is also

the added benefit of using these three surveys, as they provide additional robustness

checks on attitude variation between racial/ethnic groups on this issue.

As a next step in my analysis, I consider questions on the issue of temporary or

guest worker programs for non-citizen immigrants. The 2008 ANES asks respondents

whether they “favor, oppose or neither favor nor oppose allowing illegal immigrants

to work in the United States for up to three years, after which they would have

6 In generating a dependent variable using this question, I code those who favor making it possible
for illegal immigrants to become citizens as “1”, those who oppose as “-1” and those who neither
favor nor oppose as “0.”

7 For my purposes, I code responses to this question as a “1” if the respondent favors the Senate
policy (opening a path to citizenship) and a “0” if he/she favors the House policy (mandating
stricter enforcement and deportations of illegal aliens)

8 Using this question, I generate a variable that is coded as a “1” if the respondent selected the
option of granting legal status to illegal immigrants and “0” if the respondent did not select this
option. Other options given to respondents include: “fine businesses that hire illegal immigrants,”
“increase the number of guest workers allowed to come legally to the U.S.,” “increase the number
of border patrol on the U.S.-Mexican border,” and “allow police to question anyone they think may
be a in the country illegally.”
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to go back to their home country.”9 The second question I use to assess attitudes

on guest worker programs is drawn from the 2010 CCES. Again, the question on

the 2010 CCES asks respondents what Congress and the President should do about

immigration, with one of the response options being “increase the number of guest

workers allowed to come legally to the U.S.”10

While I analyze these questions together (as they both address the acceptability

of guest worker programs), unlike with the previous set of questions on providing a

path to citizenship for illegal immigrants, I do not claim that they are measuring the

same attitude. To the contrary, I argue that they are actually tapping into different

dimensions of the debate on guest worker programs. While the 2008 ANES asks

about the acceptability of allowing illegal immigrants to work temporarily in the

U.S., the 2010 CCES asks about increasing the number of legal guest workers to the

U.S. Essentially, these two questions are priming different sides of the legality aspect

of guest worker programs and for this reason, I except responses to differ across these

questions and also between Whites, Blacks, and Latinos.

Finally, I examine two additional response options to the 2010 CCES question on

immigration, both of which address immigration enforcement measures that produce

clear costs for non-citizens. In response to the question “What do you think Congress

and the President should do about immigration?” respondents are given the option

of selecting “increase the number of border patrol on the U.S.-Mexican border” and

“allow police to question anyone they think may be in the country illegally.” For

each of these possible responses, I create a variable denoting whether the respondent

selected that option (coded as “1”) or whether they did not (coded as “0”).

9 I code this question as I did the previous ANES question, with a “1” representing those who
favor the policy, a “-1” representing those who oppose and a “0” representing those who neither
favor nor oppose the policy.

10 In my analysis, I generate a variable noting whether the respondent selected this option (coded
as “1”) or whether they did not (coded as “0”).
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For each of the dependent variables I create using these three surveys, I estimate

either a logit model or an ordered logit model with race/ethnicity of the respondent

serving as the key independent variable(s) of interest. I only include Latino, Black

and non-Hispanic White survey respondents in my analysis, generating independent

indicators for non-Hispanic Whites11 and Black12 while keeping Latino/Hispanics as

my out group. I also include a number of controls in my models that have been shown

to shape attitudes toward immigration policy. These include standard socioeconomic

and demographic factors such as household income, gender, and education (Binder,

1997). I also include a measure of age and partisan identification (Democratic and

Republican indicators) and a control for a respondent’s religion, which I measure

using an indicator of Roman Catholic religious affiliation. I include this measure

because previous research has shown that Roman Catholics are more likely to feel

empathy for, and are thus more supportive of, policies to benefit racial and ethnic

minorities when compared to members of other religious denominations (Fetzer, 1998;

Knoll, 2009).

The 2008 ANES also allows me to control for a variety of additional factors that

have been seen to condition attitudes on immigration. Specifically, in the ANES

models I include a Latino stereotype measure (generated using a question asking re-

spondents to place Latinos on a 7-point scale ranging from “hardworking” to “lazy”)

and a Latino feeling thermometer.13 Previous studies have shown that these group

valuation measures have a significant effect on immigration attitudes, especially in

recent years as the debate on immigration has become closely tied to the Latino

community (Ayers et al., 2009; McClain, 2009; Branton et al., 2011). In addition, I

include a Moral Tolerance measure, drawn from a scale developed by Conover and

11 1:non-Hispanic White; 0:otherwise

12 1:Black; 0:otherwise

13 Which is normalized to a “0” to “1” scale
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Feldman (1999). This scale measures an individual’s acceptance of cultural change

and changing moral standards. The items used to compile this scale ask respondents

about adjusting “our view of moral behavior”; the extent to which “newer lifestyles

are contributing to the breakdown of society”; the degree to which we “should be

more tolerant of people who choose to live according to their own moral standards,

even if they are different from our own”; and the belief that the “country would have

fewer problems if there were more emphasis on traditional family ties.” These items

are Likert-scored and the resultant scale is coded from “0” to “1,” with higher scores

reflecting a higher level of moral tolerance and acceptance of change. Using a similar

scale, Branton et al (2011) found that since 9/11, an individual’s level of moral tol-

erance has come to have a significant effect on immigration attitudes. Specifically,

these scholars discovered that individuals who are less morally tolerant, or in other

words, those with higher levels of moral traditionalism, are much more likely to favor

a decrease in immigration levels to the United States.

2.6 Results: Latino, White, and Black Attitudes

Beginning with the assessment of attitudes on providing a path to citizenship or

granting legal status to undocumented or illegal immigrants, I find that significant

differences exist across racial/ethnic groups. As shown in Table 2.1, Latinos are

significantly more likely to support policies to grant legal status or provide a path to

citizenship for undocumented immigrants than Blacks or non-Hispanic Whites, even

when controlling for key socioeconomic, demographic and even attitudinal factors.

Figure 2.1, which shows the predicted probabilities and 95% confidence intervals

on these estimations,14 demonstrates that while Black and White attitudes are often

very close or even indistinguishable on these issues, Latino attitudes are significantly

14 I estimate these predicted probabilities for male, Democratic, non-Catholics with income, edu-
cation and age set at the sample mean.
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Table 2.1: Latino, White and Black Attitudes: Path to Citizenship

Variable Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
(Std. Err.) (Std. Err.) (Std. Err.)

ANES 2008 2006 CCES 2010 CCES
Non-His White -0.729˚˚ -1.039˚˚ -1.094˚˚

(0.230) (0.088) (0.072)

Black -0.928˚˚ -1.252˚˚ -0.863˚˚

(0.231) (0.124) (0.086)

Income -0.027 0.005 0.020˚˚

(0.022) (0.008) (0.005)

Education 0.200˚˚ 0.278˚˚ 0.159˚˚

(0.068) (0.020) (0.012)

Female 0.249 0.126˚ 0.169˚˚

(0.163) (0.050) (0.033)

Age 0.015 -0.446˚˚ -0.161˚˚

(0.105) (0.035) (0.023)

Democrat 0.124 0.937˚˚ 0.611˚˚

(0.191) (0.055) (0.038)

Republican 0.100 -1.315˚˚ -0.796˚˚

(0.230) (0.070) (0.044)

Catholic 0.036 -0.257˚˚ -0.002
(0.209) (0.063) (0.041)

Latino Stereotype -0.012
(0.407)

Moral tolerance 2.989˚˚

(0.646)

Latino Thermometer 1.477˚˚

(0.433)

Constant -0.016 0.112
(0.156) (0.094)

Intercept (Cut 1) 2.019˚˚

(0.588)

Intercept (Cut 2) 2.786˚˚

(0.594)

N 944 12531 45694
Pseudo R2 0.0590 0.1757 0.0806
:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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different in every case.15 The probability that a Latino individual supports “the U.S.

government making it possible for illegal immigrants to become U.S. citizens” (ANES

2008), is approximately 0.70, while it is below 0.50 for both Black and non-Hispanic

White individuals. Similarly, the probability that a Latino individual supports a

policy to “open a path to citizenship for current illegal immigrants” (CCES 2006)

is 0.72, while again, it is below 0.50 for both Black and non-Hispanic Whites. With

the question wording changed slightly in the 2010 CCES to address granting legal

status as opposed to a path to citizenship, both Whites and Blacks demonstrate

higher levels of support. In line with existing literature, responses to this question

actually show Blacks as being significantly more supportive of this policy than Whites

(with predicted probabilities of support of 0.56 and 0.53 respectively). That said, the

likelihood of Black and White individuals supporting such a policy is still significantly

lower than that for Latinos.

Moving forward to assess attitudes on guest worker programs, as predicted, I

find that the two questions asked by the 2008 ANES and 2010 CCES seem to be

triggering different underlying preferences. Evaluating the ANES question on sup-

port for a policy “allowing illegal immigrants to work in the United States for up to

three years, after which they would have to go back to their home country,” I find

significant differences between racial groups, with both non-Hispanic Whites and

Blacks significantly less likely to favor this policy when compared to Latinos (see

Table 2.2).16 However, in evaluation of the question on the 2010 CCES on support

for increasing “the number of guest workers allowed to come legally to the U.S,”

no significant differences between the three groups are revealed. What this suggests

is that the legal status of non-citizen individuals in question substantively affects

15 For descriptive statistics on these questions, see Table A.1 in Appendix A.

16 Generating predicted probabilities, it is found that, all else being equal, the probability that a
Latino supports a three-year guest worker program for illegal immigrants is 0.41, while for non-
Hispanic Whites and Blacks the probability of support is much lower (0.18 and 0.26 respectively).
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Figure 2.1: Probability of Support: Path to Citizenship/Legal Status

group attitudes. The implication of this is that certain policies, particularly those

concerning legal non-citizens or programs to recruit legal guest workers, may gain a

wider range of support. If it is assumed that lawmakers are driven by the interests of

their constituents, then we can expect that these high levels of support may in turn,

factor into a lawmaker’s decision calculus and perhaps result in policy development

and implementation.

On questions concerning immigration enforcement measures, or measures that

are seen as producing distinct costs for non-citizen Latinos, I find that of the three

groups, Whites are the most likely to favor such policies. Of the 2010 CCES sample
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Table 2.2: Latino, White and Black Attitudes: Guest Worker Programs

Variable Coefficient Coefficient
(Std. Err.) (Std. Err.)

2008 ANES 2010 CCES

Non-His White -0.805˚˚ -0.276
(0.210) (0.418)

Black -0.455˚ -0.588
(0.231) (0.512)

Income -0.024 0.073˚

(0.023) (0.029)

Education 0.040 0.241˚˚

(0.023) (0.064)

Female -0.125 -0.478˚˚

(0.161) (0.170)

Age 0.255˚ 0.106
(0.108) (0.131)

Democrat -0.202 -0.014
(0.185) (0.199)

Republican -0.455˚ -0.564˚˚

(0.232) (0.208)

Catholic 0.392: -0.219
(0.218) (0.225)

Latino Stereotype -0.038
(0.378)

Moral tolerance 2.744˚˚

(0.592)

Latino Thermometer 1.149˚˚

(0.408)

Constant -1.900˚˚

(0.568)
Intercept (Cut 1) 2.398˚˚

(0.583)
Intercept (Cut 2) 3.368˚˚

(0.591)

N 940 2000
Pseudo R2 0.0599 0.1757
:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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of respondents, 65% of Whites said they support a policy to “increase the number

of border patrol on the U.S.-Mexican border” while 49% of Blacks and only 41% of

Latinos said the same. Upon statistical analysis of this question, I find that these

differences across racial/ethnic groups are significant (see predicted probabilities pre-

sented in Figure 2.2). On the issue of whether to “allow police to question anyone

they think may be in the country illegally,” support levels drop for all three groups,

however, as seen in Figure 2.2, Whites remain the most supportive, with predicted

probability of support at approximately 0.36. Overall, these results fall in line with

those presented in existing literature. While Blacks are seen as less likely to favor

restrictive immigration policies when compared to Whites, perhaps for symbolic rea-

sons (Brader et al., 2010), their level of support for such measures continue to exceed

that of Latinos.

Taken together, the results for all three surveys suggest that clear attitudinal dif-

ferences exist across racial/ethnic groups on many policies concerning non-citizens.

While available data does not allow for the assessment of attitudes across all “spe-

cific” non-citizen Latino interest policies, available sources show that this issue area

is not one that sees a wide range of consensus. Although Whites, Blacks and Latinos

seem to be in relative agreement on certain policies concerning legal non-citizens,

the gap between these groups, and especially between Latinos and the rest of the

population, on policies addressing the undocumented population is significant. Par-

ticularly on policies to restrict undocumented immigrants, it is found that Whites

are the most supportive by far. On the other hand, in terms of policies to bene-

fit non-citizens and especially undocumented non-citizens, Whites show the lowest

levels of support with Blacks following as a close second.

When assessing the political representation of non-citizen Latino interests, these

attitudinal differences become extremely important. In seeking to understand who

is represented in American society, scholars work to establish who’s preferences are
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Figure 2.2: Probability of Supporting Restrictive Enforcement Measures

being reflected in policy outputs (see Enns (2011) for a review of these works). In

this instance, I find that lawmakers developing policy to address the interests of non-

citizen Latinos are not working in line with the preferences of all racial/ethnic groups,

but rather are, in many cases, working against the demands of certain subgroups.

2.7 Latino Policy Preferences: Citizens vs. Non-Citizens and Across
Generations

While in the aggregate, Latino opinions on many policies concerning the non-citizen

and especially the “illegal” or undocumented population in the United States diverge

considerably from those of Whites and Blacks, it would be a mistake to assume that
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Latino attitudes on these policies are simply uniform. Studies to date suggest that

Latino opinion on a variety of policies, including immigration, vary by a number

of factors including ethnicity, generational level and degree of cultural assimilation

(Miller, Polinard and Wrinkle, 1984; Polinard and de la Garza, 1984; Binder, 1997;

Hood and Shirkey, 1997; Branton, 2007; Rouse, Wilkinson and Garand, 2010). Cit-

izenship status has also been seen to affect Latino attitudes, however, there are

relatively few studies that have directly examined citizen and non-citizen opinions

on specific aspects of the immigration debate, including issues that directly concern

non-citizens. Michelson (2001) includes citizenship status in her analysis of the effect

of national mood on Latino opinions, but she does not consider how citizenship status

conditions support or opposition for certain policies. Similarly, Sanchez (2006) exam-

ines how citizenship status affects Latino opinion on issues such the death penalty,

abortion, and immigration levels, however he does not test whether it conditions

opinions on policies directly concerning non-citizens. Rouse, Wilkinson, and Garand

(2010) include a measure of citizenship in their model of Latino attitudes toward

legal and illegal immigration, but only find it to have a significant affect on attitudes

toward levels of legal immigration.

In an effort to expand on the existing literature and more closely examine the

dynamics of both Latino citizen and non-citizen attitudes, I continue to reply on

the 2010 CCES, yet also go further to assess responses to two additional surveys of

Latinos specifically: the 2006 Latino National Survey (LNS) and the 2007 National

Survey of Latinos (NSL). I not only consider whether attitudes vary by citizenship,

but also whether they vary across different generational groups within the Latino

citizen population.

The primary argument driving this analysis is drawn from the literature on self-

interest and policy preferences, which claims that individuals will make decisions

based out of self-interest when the policy in question offers clear benefits or costs

40



(Sears and Funk, 1991; Citrin et al., 1997; Chong, Citrin and Conley, 2001). In the

case of policies concerning non-citizen Latinos (including the undocumented popula-

tion), I argue that those individuals who have dealt with immigration, i.e. they are

or once were non-citizens, will be more likely to gain personal benefits from more

relaxed or less restrictive immigration policies. In turn, it is these individuals that

will be more likely to support policies to benefit non-citizens when compared to those

who are further removed from the immigration experience.

In evaluating this claim, an important place to begin is by examining the effect

of citizenship on attitude formation. In contrast to citizens, non-citizens are likely

to have more personal experience with immigration and current immigration-related

policies and thus, are the most likely Latino subgroup to benefit from pro-non-citizen

related policies. In addition, because these individuals are not citizens, they may

face direct personal costs as a result of harsh immigration enforcement measures.

In making such predictions however, I do not assume that all Latino citizens are

more likely to oppose more liberal immigration policies and policies to benefit non-

citizens, nor do I assume that attitudes are uniform across the entire Latino citizen

population. Rather, I continue to draw on existing literature to make the prediction

that as Latino citizens become further removed from the process of immigration or

experiences where they themselves lacked citizenship status, they will be less likely

to see personal benefits from more relaxed immigration policies and policies that

benefit non-citizens and therefore, will be less likely to support these policies. This

prediction falls in line with existing studies of Latino public opinion which show that

as generational status increases, Latinos become less inclined to support more liberal

polices related to immigration and the immigrant population (Miller, Polinard and

Wrinkle, 1984; Polinard and de la Garza, 1984; Binder, 1997; Hood and Shirkey,

1997; Branton, 2007; Rouse, Wilkinson and Garand, 2010).17

17 In addition to finding that generational status affects Latino attitudes, many scholars have
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By assessing policy preferences across the Latino population, my hope is to 1)

expand on existing analyses of Latino public opinion and 2) consider how preference

diversity is affecting policy outputs. My argument, which is developed more thor-

oughly in later chapters, is that attitudinal differences across generations matter to

lawmakers and thus, the generational make-up of the Latino population across leg-

islative districts has significant consequences for non-citizen political representation.

2.8 Measurements and Results: Latino Citizens and Non-Citizens At-
titudes

In conducting my analysis of Latino attitudes, I begin by examining differences be-

tween citizens and non-citizens. As in the section above on Latino, White and Black

attitudes, I focus on questions on issues such as opening a path to citizenship/legal

status for illegal immigrants, guest worker programs, and increasing immigration

enforcement measures. Given the nature of the LNS and the NSL, I am also able to

include additional questions on measures classified as benefiting non-citizens specifi-

cally.

One of the key issues that was seen as dividing Latinos, Blacks and non-Hispanic

Whites was the issue of providing a path to citizenship/legal status for undocumented

immigrants. Using the 2010 CCES and the 2006 LNS, I have the ability to assess

attitudes on this issue within the Latino community. Again, the 2010 CCES question

on this issue asks what Congress and the President should do about immigration,

determined that the process of acculturation, or acquiring “American” cultural traits, also influences
policy attitudes. The argument is that as Latinos adopt American culture or become socialized in
American traditions (i.e. they begin to speak English, identify as American and express support
for American symbols), they begin to take up policy positions that mirror those of the majority
population, which on the issue of immigration, are far more conservative and restrictive (Binder and
Wrinkle, 1997; Branton, 2007). The underlying logic is that as a result of adopting American traits,
Latinos become involved in social networks that provide uniquely “American” political information
and as a result, they begin to adopt native political values that are different from values drawn from
their country of origin (Tam Cho, 1999). While my primary concern is generational differences in
attitudes, I consider this acculturation argument, using measures of cultural acquisition, specifically
those assessing language dominance, in a variety of robustness checks.
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giving respondents the option of selecting all responses that apply, one of which is

to ”grant legal status to all illegal immigrants who have held jobs and paid taxes

for at least three years, and not been convicted of any felony crimes.” Using the

dependent variable generated using this question, I estimate a logit model with the

key independent variable of interest being the citizenship status of the individual

respondent, which is coded as a “1” for citizen Latinos and a “0” for non-citizen

Latinos.18

Through my analysis, I find that even when controlling for key socioeconomic and

demographic factors (income, education, gender, age, political partisanship, and reli-

gious affiliation), citizenship status remains a significant factor affecting preferences

on this issue (for results, see Table A.2 of the Appendix). As seen in Figure 2.3, it is

clear that non-citizen Latinos are significantly more likely to support granting legal

status to illegal immigrants than citizen Latinos, Blacks, and Whites.

Looking at a similar question in the 2006 Latino National Survey, I am able

to further examine Latino citizen and non-citizen preferences on this topic.19 On

the LNS, respondents were asked about their “preferred policy on undocumented

or illegal immigration” with one of four options being the “immediate legalization

of current undocumented immigrants.” Although this option is less detailed and

perhaps more lenient than the one provided on the 2010 CCES, it remains comparable

as it addresses the same issue of legalization. Unlike the CCES, however, the LNS

does not allow respondents to choose all responses that apply. Instead, individuals

can favor “immediate legalization of current undocumented immigrants,” “a guest

worker program leading to legalization eventually,” “a guest worker program that

permits immigrants to be in the country but only temporarily,” or “an effort to seal

18 In the CCES sample, there are 3,586 citizen Latinos and 188 non-citizen Latinos.

19 This survey included only Latino respondents. The sample of citizen Latinos was 4,260, while
the sample of non-citizen Latinos was 3,474.
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Figure 2.3: Probability of Support: Path to Citizenship/Legal Status (Including
Non-Citizen Latinos)

or close the border to stop illegal immigration.” Due to the nature of the question

wording, I assess all responses to this question in one model, using a dependent

variable coded from “0” (most restrictive, i.e. sealing the border) to “3” (least

restrictive, i.e. immediate legalization).

Estimating an ordered logit model using this variable, I find, as in the previous

model, that citizenship significantly affects attitudes. As seen in Figure 2.4, non-

citizen Latinos are much more likely than citizen Latinos to favor the immediate

legalization of undocumented immigrants. Holding all else equal, being a citizen

as opposed to a non-citizen decreases one’s probability of support for immediate

legalization of undocumented immigrants by 0.20 (from 0.52 for non-citizens to 0.31
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Figure 2.4: Probability of Supporting Various Policies on Illegal Immigration (LNS
2006)

for citizens).20

Overall, non-citizen Latinos were more likely to select the legalization option

while citizens were more likely to select the option to allow for a “a guest worker pro-

20 Other factors having a significant affect on responses to this question include income, education,
gender, age, party identity (with Republicans being much more likely to favor more restrictive mea-
sures), ethnic identity (with Puerto Ricans being more likely to favor more restrictive measures) and
a measure of linked fate (Dawson, 1994) The measure of linked fate, developed using a question on
whether that respondent felt that their “doing well” depended on whether other Latinos/Hispanics
were also “doing well,” was positively associated with more liberal/less restrictive policy choices.
This result falls in line with those found in the literature on African American policy attitudes,
which shows that group interests are closely linked to both racial and economic policy preferences.
For a table showing full results, see see Table A.3 in the Appendix.

45



gram leading to legalization eventually.”21 On the whole, compared to non-citizens,

citizens were also more likely to choose the option of creating a temporary guest

worker program.22 As noted above, when assessing attitudes across the different

racial/ethnic groups, the issue of guest worker programs seems to trigger very dif-

ferent responses depending on whether the program in question addresses legal or

illegal workers. However, using the LNS I am only able to gauge levels of support for

guest worker programs for illegal immigrants and perhaps to a detriment, the choice

to support such programs is made relative to other policy options. Unfortunately,

this is the only question I am able to use to gauge Latino citizen and non-citizen

attitudes on the issue of guest worker programs, as the sample of Latinos responding

to the related question on the 2010 CCES is too small. That said, it is expected

that response patterns on questions concerning legal guest worker programs would

mirror those found across racial/ethnic groups, with citizen and non-citizen Latinos

expressing equal levels of support for these programs. However, in order to make

this claim with certainty, additional survey questions, with large Latino citizen and

non-citizen responses, would need to be asked and examined.

The final issue area seen as dividing Latino, White and Black attitudes in the

section above concerned immigration enforcement measures, such as increasing bor-

der security and allowing police to question anyone they think may be in the country

illegally. The question on preferred policies on undocumented immigration from the

LNS gives respondents the option of selecting a policy to “seal or close the border to

stop illegal immigration.” As shown in Figure 2.4, although overall support for this

response was quite low,23 citizen Latinos are found to be significantly more likely to

21 Of the sample, 32% (1,358) of citizen Latinos and 65% (2,245) of non-citizens selected the option
of immediate legalization. 44% (1,880) of citizens and 24% (834) of non-citizens selected the option
of work to legalization.

22 15% (651) of citizens and 10% (350) of non-citizens respondents in my sample selected this
option.

23 With 8.7% (371) of citizen respondents and 1.3% of non-citizen respondents in my sample
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favor this option when compared to non-citizen Latinos (with predicted probabilities

at 0.07 and 0.03 respectively). In contrast, my assessment of Latino responses on the

2010 CCES question on immigration enforcement policies reveals no significant dif-

ferences between citizen and non-citizen Latino opinions, as both groups are equally

likely to oppose both increasing border patrol and allowing police to question anyone

they think may be in the country illegally. One potential reason for this result may

be the small sample size of non-citizen Latinos, as they only made up about 5% of the

Latino respondents in the CCES. However, it is also possible that such policies are

triggering equal levels of opposition because they are presenting costs to both citizen

and non-citizen Latino individuals. Policies to allow “police to question anyone they

think may be in the country illegally,” for instance, may result in a form of racial

profiling in which all Latinos, regardless of their citizenship status, are more likely

to be stopped and questioned by authorities. This has reportedly become a concern

among all Latinos with the passage of recent state-level immigration policies, most

notably, Arizona’s SB 1070 (Barreto, Segura and Sanchez, 2012).

Confirmation of this shared level of opposition among both citizen and non-citizen

Latinos to such policies is provided by the National Survey of Latinos (2007) which,

like the 2010 CCES, includes a question on whether local police should work to

identify undocumented immigrants.24 A first cut analysis of Latino attitudes on

this question again reveals no significant difference between citizens and non-citizen

attitudes (see column 1 of Table 2.3).25 Estimating a model with a binary dependent

variable (with a “1” reflecting support for police taking an active role in identifying

undocumented immigrants and a “0” reflecting support for ”enforcement to be left

supporting this option.

24 The exact question wording is: “Should local police take an active role in identifying undocu-
mented or illegal immigrants, or should enforcement be left mainly to the federal authorities?”

25 Of the sample, 8.7% (65) of non-citizen Latinos and 18% (196) of citizen Latinos supported this
policy.
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up to federal authorities”) and assessing the results, I find that among both groups,

the probability of supporting this measure remains less than 0.14.

Factors that do distinguish individuals, as seen in Table 2.3, are party identity,

as Republicans are significantly more likely to support this policy. I also find that

feelings of discrimination against Latinos are significantly related to attitudes on

this issue. I include this indicator of discrimination (measuring whether respondents

feel discrimination against Latinos/Hispanics is a major problem, minor problem or

not a problem at all) in an effort to tap into Latino group consciousness, which has

been found to condition opinions on Latino salient issue areas (Sanchez, 2006).26

In line with the existing literature (Sanchez, 2006; Rouse, Wilkinson and Garand,

2010), my results show that those who feel discrimination against Latinos is a major

problem are more likely to oppose local police taking an active role in identifying

undocumented or illegal immigrants.

While no differences between citizens and non-citizens were found on the issue

of local police involvement in immigration enforcement, there are other enforcement

measures, asked about on the NSL, that do trigger different responses from these

groups. One question on the NSL asks respondents whether they approve or disap-

prove of “states checking for immigration status before issuing drivers licenses.” Of

the sample, almost half (49.2%) of the citizen Latinos stated that they approved of

this policy, while only 25% of non-citizen Latinos said the same. Estimating a logit

model using this question as a dependent variable (coded as “1” if the respondent

approves of states checking for immigration status before issuing drivers licenses and

“0” if they disapprove), it is clear that the differences between these two groups are

in fact significant, even when accounting for other key controls (see column two of

Table 2.3). On the whole, it is consequential that such a large portion of the citizen

26 Ideally, I would have also included a measure of linked fate (noted above), however, such questions
were not asked on this particular survey.
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Table 2.3: Citizen and Non-Citizen Latinos Attitudes: Enforcement Measures (NSL)

Variable Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
(Std. Err.) (Std. Err.) (Std. Err.)

Local Police Driver’s License Workplace Raid
Citizen 0.355 0.741˚˚ 0.858˚˚

(0.243) (0.124) (0.228)

Income 0.162 0.203˚ 0.185
(0.135) (0.099) (0.118)

Education 0.005 0.038 0.037
(0.048) (0.037) (0.045)

Female -0.227 -0.356: -0.297:

(0.195) (0.050) (0.177)

Age -0.204 -0.036 -0.069
(0.144) (0.103) (0.124)

Democrat 0.162 -0.046 0.089
(0.215) (0.160) (0.208)

Republican 1.521˚˚ 1.180˚˚ 1.063˚˚

(0.273) (0.240) (0.257)

Cuban 0.510 1.042˚˚ 0.033
(0.436) (0.303) (0.364)

Puerto Rican 0.448 0.816˚˚ 0.577:

(0.322) (0.269) (0.297)

Other Ethnic Group 0.005 0.625˚˚ 0.235
(0.217) (0.168) (0.210)

Discrimination (Latinos) -0.886˚˚ -1.232˚˚ -0.964˚˚

(0.332) (0.241) (0.271)

Constant -1.571˚˚ -0.554: -1.779˚˚

(0.459) (0.312) (0.347)

N 1497 1510 1504
Pseudo R2 0.1042 0.1421 0.1149
:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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Latino population remains in favor of these driver’s license checks. The implication

of this is that in any policy debates on this issue, a sizable segment of this group

may side with the non-Latino population (particularly Whites), perhaps encouraging

lawmakers to pass more restrictive policy.

Another question on the NSL that concerns enforcement measures addresses the

issue of workplace raids. The question asks respondents whether they approve or

disapprove of “workplace raids to discourage employers from hiring undocumented

or illegal immigrants.” Analysis of this question again reveals significant differences

between citizen and non-citizen individuals. Calculating predicted probabilities using

the results of the logit analysis presented in column three of Table 2.3, I find that

the probability of a citizen approving workplace raids is 0.2327 while for non-citizens,

it is only 0.10.28 Overall while support levels remain low among both groups, there

again is reason to expect that a significant portion of the citizen population would

actually support this policy and perhaps even side with the non-Latino population

to pressure lawmakers to pass it into law.

A final policy area, that I was not able to explore in my assessment of Latino,

Black, and White attitudes, concerns issues which I define as specifically benefit-

ing non-citizen Latinos. Above, I addressed policies to open a path to citizen-

ship/legalization for undocumented immigrants and policies to expand guest worker

programs, but with the aid of the Latino National Survey, I also have the ability

to examine questions on other salient policies, including those addressing in-state

tuition rates for undocumented students and the use of foreign identification cards.

The design of each of these relevant questions on the LNS asks respondents whether

they strongly oppose, oppose, support, or strongly support each policy. The first

question asks for responses in regard to the follow statement: “undocumented im-

27 With 95% confidence intervals of 0.16-0.30

28 With 95% confidence intervals of 0.06-0.15
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migrants attending college should be charged a higher tuition rate at state colleges

and universities, even if they grew up and graduated high-school in the state.” Al-

though this question asks about charging higher rates to undocumented students,

I am able to use responses to gauge support for the implied alternative, which is

equal tuition rates for these students (i.e. a benefit to non-citizen individuals). The

second question asks for feelings on the “use of matricula consular- an ID issued by

foreign countries-as an acceptable form of identification for immigrants in the US.”

This policy is seen as beneficial to non-citizens as use of these foreign IDs can help

non-citizens set up bank accounts, rent homes, and prevent unnecessary deportations

(Ekstrand, 2004).

Upon looking at the descriptive statistics for these questions, I find that large

numbers of both citizen and non-citizen Latinos fall on the same side of these is-

sues. On the question regrading in-state tuition rates, approximately 81% of citizen

Latinos oppose or strongly oppose charging higher rates to undocumented immi-

grants while 89% of non-citizens feel the same. On the question concerning the use

of matricula consular, there is more division between the two groups however, large

majorities of each remain in favor of these more relaxed policies, with 66.5% of cit-

izens either supporting or strongly supporting this policy and 88% of non-citizens

doing the same. That said, in estimating ordered logit models using each of these

questions, it is found that these differences between citizen and non-citizen Latinos,

small as they may seem, remain significant. Breaking down support levels, I find

that non-citizen Latinos are significantly more likely to say that they “strongly op-

pose” higher tuition rates for undocumented students than citizen Latinos. In this

instance, the predicted probability of a citizen Latino strongly opposing this policy

is approximately 0.56 while for non-citizens, it is significantly higher at 0.65. On the

question concerning the use of the matricula consular, I find even greater differences,

as the probability that a citizen Latino strongly supports this policy is approximately
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0.40, while the probability that non-citizens strongly support such policy is around

0.60. Overall, I would argue that these preference intensities may matter in terms of

policy outputs, either because they are affecting lawmaker incentives directly,29 or

they are affecting political participation rates (Kiousis and McDevitt, 2008), which

in turn spark legislative attention (Griffin and Newman, 2005; McCarty, Poole and

Rosenthal, 2006). This point will be considered further later on in this chapter.

2.9 Measurements and Results: The Effect of Generational Status on
Latino Attitudes

From the results presented above, it is evident that in many cases, citizenship has

a significant effect on Latino attitudes on policies related to non-citizen interests.

Yet, as mentioned previously, it cannot be assumed that all citizens have the same

attitudes on this set of policies. Instead, I argue that generational status within the

citizen population will influence opinions and specifically, that those who are in later

generational categories (in this instance, who are second-generation or higher), will

be less likely to support policies to benefit non-citizen immigrants and more likely to

favor restricting non-citizens or tightening immigration enforcement measures. It is

these generational differences that I see as being key to understanding Latino atti-

tudes and especially to understanding who in society supports non-citizen interests

and who does not.

In my analysis of Latino attitudes across generations, I assess many of the ques-

tions discussed in the section above (excluding those from the 2010 CCES, as the

sample size of first-generation immigrants in this survey in particular, is much too

small). To reiterate, these questions are as follows:

29 This is an argument drawn out of the literature on public issue priorities and legislative activity
(Jones and Baumgartner, 2004, 2005; Jones, Larsen-Pricea and Wilkerson, 2011). Such research
suggests that what the public finds to be important is more likely influence legislative agenda-setting
and decision-making.
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• LNS: What is your preferred policy on undocumented or illegal immigration?

• NSL: Should local police take an active role in identifying undocumented or ille-

gal immigrants, or should enforcement be left mainly to the federal authorities?

• NSL: Do you approve or disapprove of states checking for immigration status

before issuing drivers licenses?

• NSL: Do you approve or disapprove of workplace raids to discourage employers

from hiring undocumented or illegal immigrants?

• LNS: Do you strongly support, support, oppose or strongly oppose the following

statement: Undocumented immigrants attending college should be charged a

higher tuition rate at state colleges and universities, even if they grew up and

graduated high-school in the state

• LNS: Do you strongly support, support, oppose or strongly oppose the use of

matricula consular-as an ID issued by foreign countries-as an acceptable form

of identification for immigrants in the US.

Key to this portion of my analysis are measures of generational status. I generate

three new independent variables: non-citizen, which takes the value of “1” if the

respondent is not a citizen of the United States and a “0” if otherwise; first-generation

citizen, which takes that value of “1” if the individual is a foreign-born Latino citizen

and “0” if otherwise; and second-plus generation citizen, which takes the value of “1”

if the individual is a native-born Latino citizen and a “0” if otherwise30

30 As an additional robustness check, I also examine whether acculturation, or the adoption of
American culture, is influencing attitudes on these policies. To do so, I re-estimate all of my models
with a measure of language preference (a key variable included in previous models of Latino policy
attitudes). For analysis using the LNS, this variable is generated using a question asking respon-
dents whether they rely more heavily on Spanish-language television, radio, and newspapers, or on
English-language TV, radio, and newspapers for information about public affairs, with responses
coded as “1” for English, “0” for both, and “-1” for Spanish. In my analysis of the NSL, the
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Starting with responses to the question on one’s preferred policy on illegal im-

migration (LNS), I immediately find clear differences across the three generational

groups.31 The largest difference concerns the selection of the option of “immediate

legalization of current undocumented immigrants.” As seen in Figure 2.5, there are

significant differences between non-citizens, first-generation and second-plus gener-

ation citizens in the probability of selecting this option. While the probability of

a non-citizen favoring this option is greater than 0.50, for second-plus generation

Latinos, it falls under 0.25.

Overall, the most favored option among second-plus generation Latinos among

those provided was “a guest worker program leading to legalization eventually,” as

more than half of these respondents (52%) selected this option. However, nearly

17% selected the option of establishing a temporary guest worker program and more

than 11% said they favored “an effort to seal or close the border to stop illegal

immigration.” In comparison, only 1.2% of non-citizens selected this most restrictive

option while 4.6% of first-generation Latinos did the same.32

In moving to look at additional restrictionist policies, I examine questions from

the National Survey of Latinos on local police involvement in immigration enforce-

ment, immigration status checks when issuing driver’s licenses, and workplace raids.

Together, analysis of these questions provides some intriguing results, which are

shown in Table 2.4. What becomes immediately apparent upon looking at this table

is that while significant differences exist on all three policies between second-plus

measure is based on a combined response to a series of questions regarding language ability, includ-
ing whether the respondent carries out conversations in English or Spanish and whether he reads
newspapers or books in Spanish or English. This variable is coded as “1” for English dominant, “0”
for Bilingual, and “-1” for Spanish dominant. While additional analyses show that these factors do
have a significant affect on attitudes, their inclusion in the models does not alter my key results.
For the most part, I find that these language measures are strongly correlated with generational
status variables, and for this reason, I opted to exclude them from the presented results.

31 For regression outputs, see Table A.4 in Appendix A.

32 All differences between groups are statistically significant.
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Figure 2.5: Probabilities of Preferring “Legalization of Undocumented Immi-
grants”

generation Latinos and the non-citizen out-group, no significant differences exist

between non-citizens and first-generation citizens. This means that while the prefer-

ences of first-generation and non-citizen Latinos align on these issues (with very low

levels of support), the preferences of the later generational group remain distinct.33

In Figure 2.6, I clearly show these distinctions, focusing on the question con-

cerning support for “states checking for immigration status before issuing drivers

licenses.” Here we see that while the probability of non-citizen and first-generation

citizen Latinos supporting these status checks is very low (around 0.25), the prob-

ability of support among second-plus generation Latinos is much higher (close to

33 For descriptive statistics on these questions, see Table A.5 in Appendix A.

55



Table 2.4: Latino Attitudes Across Generations: Enforcement Measures (NSL)

Variable Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
(Std. Err.) (Std. Err.) (Std. Err.)

Local Police Driver’s License Workplace Raid
First-Gen -0.058 0.194 0.255

(0.301) (0.201) (0.290)

Sec-plus Gen 0.578˚ 1.098˚˚ 1.184˚˚

(0.259) (0.184) (0.239)

Income 0.104 0.190: 0.179
(0.137) (0.099) (0.122)

Education -0.010 0.021 0.018
(0.049) (0.037) (0.047)

Female -0.229 -0.362˚ -0.296:

(0.197) (0.143) (0.178)

Age -0.135 0.056 0.026
(0.145) (0.106) (0.124)

Democrat 0.153 -0.060 0.071
(0.215) (0.162) (0.213)

Republican 1.520˚˚ 1.186˚˚ 1.080˚˚

(0.277) (0.238) (0.253)

Cuban 0.707 1.277˚˚ 0.285
(0.445) (0.292) (0.351)

Puerto Rican 0.282 0.816: 0.339
(0.330) (0.277) (0.301)

Other Ethnic Group 0.098 0.742˚˚ 0.374:

(0.216) (0.171) (0.215)

Discrimination (Latinos) -0.812˚ -1.159˚˚ -0.882˚˚

(0.337) (0.247) (0.272)

Constant -1.732˚˚ -0.749˚ -2.000˚˚

(0.472) (0.323) (0.359)

N 1497 1510 1504
Pseudo R2 0.1107 0.1565 0.1305
:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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Figure 2.6: Latino Support for Immigration Status Checks: Issuing Driver’s Li-
censes

0.50).

What these results demonstrate is that the difference between citizen and non-

citizen Latino attitudes (described in the section above) are not so clear cut. While

first-generation citizens would likely be highly opposed to legislative proposals to

increase immigration enforcement (which provide disproportional costs to the non-

citizen population), the second-plus generation cohort may show more support for

these policies.

To conclude my analysis of attitudinal differences between non-citizen, first-

generation, and second-plus generation Latinos, I assess responses to two questions

57



on the LNS concerning the provision of benefits to non-citizen Latinos; the first of

which asks about in-state tuition rates for undocumented students and the second of

which addresses the acceptability of using foreign identification cards. As mentioned

above, support for charging higher tuition rates to undocumented students remains

quite low among the broader Latino population, however significant differences across

generational groups remain (for regression estimations, see Table A.6 in Appendix

A). Overall, non-citizens and first-generation Latino citizens are significantly more

likely to oppose higher tuition rates for undocumented students than the second-

plus generation population. Of the sample of second-plus generation Latinos, 23%

actually said that they either support or strongly support increasing these tuition

rates.

On the question of whether the matricula consular should qualify as an acceptable

form of identification for immigrants in the US, I find even larger differences across the

generational groups. Of the sample of second-plus generation Latinos, more than 40%

stated that they either “opposed” or “strongly opposed” the use of these foreign IDs.

Estimating an ordered logit model using the dependent variable generated from this

question, I find that the differences between the second-plus generation population

and non-citizens are in fact significant. Looking more carefully at degrees of support

for this proposal, I find that while the probability that a non-citizen Latino “strongly

supports” the use of these foreign IDs is 0.60 (with 95% confidence intervals of 0.54-

0.66), the probability of strong support from a second-plus generation Latino is

only 0.36 (with 95% confidence intervals of 0.30-0.42). First-generation citizens, like

non-citizens, show higher levels of support for this policy, as the probability that a

first-generation Latino strongly supports the use the matricula consular is 0.50.3435

34 95% confidence interval: 0.43-0.57

35 For regression for the question on the use of the matricula consular, see column 2 of Table A.6
in Appendix A.
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As mentioned above, the intensity of preferences on these policies may be relevant,

especially when considering how constituent attitudes translate into policy outputs.

2.10 Summary of Public Preferences and the Connection to Policy
Outputs

Taken together, this analysis of public opinion on policies addressing the ‘specific’

interest of non-citizen Latinos provides some interesting results, all of which have

important implications for the larger focus of this project. Comparing across racial

groups in the United States, I find significant differences in policy preferences, with

non-Hispanic Whites and Blacks being significantly less likely to support measures

to benefit non-citizens (especially those who are undocumented) than Latinos. And

while Latinos are highly unlikely to favor restrictionist immigration proposals, such

as those to increase border security and allow local police to take an active role in

immigration enforcement, in many cases, both Blacks and non-Hispanic Whites show

much higher levels of support for these policies.

Further analysis reveals that while aggregate Latino preferences are often distinct

from the rest of the population, significant differences remain within this population.

First, I find that compared to non-citizens, citizens as a whole are less likely to fa-

vor certain policies to benefit non-citizens (including those to legalize undocumented

immigrants), and are more likely to favor restrictionist measures. Looking across

generational groups, however, I find that Latino citizen attitudes are not simply

monolithic. In line with my predictions, results reveal that first-generation Latino

citizens, or those who are closer to the immigration experience, hold attitudes that

are often indistinguishable from those held by non-citizens themselves. While signif-

icant portions of the second-plus generation Latino population prefer policies that

conflict with non-citizen interests, by in large, first-generation Latinos support poli-

cies to benefit non-citizens and oppose measures that produce particularized costs
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for this group. Importantly, these differences remain significant even when account-

ing for other key attitudinal predictors including income, education, party affiliation,

ethnic identity, and measures of group consciousness and linked fate. Together, these

group and subgroup differences suggest that when lawmakers generate or vote for

policies to benefit non-citizens, they are not working in line with the preferences of

all constituents but rather, are most distinctly working in line with the preferences

of both non-citizens themselves and first-generation Latino citizens.

In connecting these policy preferences to policy outputs, however, there are a few

additional points to consider. One factor, that was mentioned previously, centers

on the intensity of preferences held by certain groups and how these intensities are

affecting policy development. On questions that reveal preferences intensities, I found

that non-citizen and first-generation citizen Latinos were more likely to be strongly

in favor of policies to benefit non-citizen Latinos than the second-plus generation

cohort. Although I am unable to determine exactly whether or how these preference

intensities are translating into legislative behavior, it is at least probable that groups

with stronger preferences will gain more attention from lawmakers in debate on

these issues than groups with weaker preferences (Jones and Baumgartner, 2004,

2005; Jones, Larsen-Pricea and Wilkerson, 2011). Those with stronger preferences

may be more likely to become politically involved, for example either by petitioning,

lobbying etc., and thus may become increasingly important to reelection-minded

officials. While non-citizens may be unlikely to participate in such activities (as

described in further detail below), this is a way in which the first-generation Latino

citizen population may become relevant.

Related to this discussion of preference intensity is the question of issue priorities.

Along the same lines, it is expected that groups who view a certain issue as being

more important will be more likely to influence legislative views on that issue, all else

being equal. Unfortunately, available survey data makes it difficult to gauge group
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priorities on policies directed at the non-citizen Latino community. In an attempt

to examine variation in priorities across Latinos, Blacks and Whites, I am able to

draw on some questions asked in the 2008 ANES and the 2006 CCES. On the ANES,

in follow-ups to both the question on whether the “U.S. government should make it

possible for illegal immigrants to become U.S. citizens” and the question on whether

we should allow “illegal immigrants to work in the United States for up to three

years, after which they would have to go back to their home country,” respondents

were asked to rate the importance of these issues (with options ranging from “not

at all important” (0) to “extremely important” (5)). Overall, while there are no

significant differences in importance levels between Whites, Blacks, and Latinos on

the question concerning temporary work programs for illegal workers, the issue of

providing citizenship to illegal immigrants was seen as significantly more important

to Latino respondents than respondents from all other groups. Of the ANES sample,

50.4% of Latino respondents ranked this issue as “very important” or “extremely

important,” while only 42.5% of Whites and 39.6% of Blacks did the same.

Another question, asked on the 2006 CCES, did not focus on the importance of

specific policies to benefit/restrict non-citizens, but rather, asked about what respon-

dents saw to be “the most important problem facing the country,” with one option

being “immigration.” Looking at the breakdown of responses across racial/ethnic

groups, I find that Blacks are significantly less likely to say that immigration is the

most important problem when compared to Latinos, however between Latinos and

Whites, no significant differences emerge. A similar ‘most important problem’ ques-

tion also appears on the Latino National Survey, thus allowing for further analysis

of priorities within the Latino community. In response to the question what is the

“one most important problem facing the Latino/Hispanic community today?” I find

that while 35.5% of non-citizen Latinos and 30% of first-generation citizens in the

sample said immigration was the most important problem, significantly fewer, 22.6%,
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of second-plus generation Latinos said the same.36 Overall, while differences in issue

priorities across the larger population remain slight in many cases, there is at least

some evidence to suggest that Latinos find issues tied to non-citizens and immigra-

tion to be somewhat more important, with non-citizen and first-generation citizen

Latinos being most likely to see these issues as priorities.37

Taken together, these preference intensities and priorities, slight as they may be,

may suggest that on these issues (i.e. those related to immigration and non-citizen

benefits and restrictions), non-citizen and first-generation Latino citizens would be

seen as more important to the lawmaker. That said however, other factors continue

to block these groups from having their voices heard in government. In working to

understand whose policy preferences are represented by elected officials, scholars have

discovered a number of factors that work against non-citizens and first-generation

Latino citizens who share similar preferences. Many studies have found, for instance,

that factors such as wealth (Weakliem, Shapiro and Jacobs, 2005; Gilens, 2005; Bar-

tels, 2008) and organizational capacity (Truman, 1951; Schattschneider, 1960; Dahl,

1961; Olson, 1965; Walker, 1991; Baumgartner and Leech, 1998; Lowery and Brasher,

2004) significantly affect representational outcomes. Given that Latinos as a whole

have lower levels of income, particularly compared to non-Hispanic Whites38 and, as

a result of having inadequate political resources, including these financial resources,

are more likely to lack organizational capacity, one would expect their political influ-

ence to be much lower than other racial/ethnic groups. Further, it is expected that

those Latino groups showing the most support for non-citizen interests (non-citizens

36 Conducting an empirical analysis of this question, I find that these differences are in fact signif-
icant. For regression outputs, see Table A.7 in Appendix A.

37 It is also worth noting that the lack of variance across groups may also be due to the nature of
the question wording, as scholars have found that these ‘most important problem’ questions often
confuse different characteristics of issue salience (Wlezien, 2005).

38 According to the 2010 Census, the median family income of non-Hispanic Whites is$56,466 while
for Latinos it is $41,102.
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and first-generation citizens) would have even less power, given that compared to

later generational groups, these groups have even fewer resources (Fry and Gonzales,

2008; Passel and Cohn, 2009; Taylor, 2009).39

Coupled with, and perhaps related to the fact that Latinos lack resources, is the

reality that they also tend to participate in politics at lower rates than non-Hispanic

Whites (e.g. Verba, Schlozman and Brady (1995); McClain and Stewart (2010);

Lopez, Motel and Patten (2012)). Given results from existing literature, this may

also be contributing to lower levels of representation for this group as a whole (Verba

and Nie, 1972; Bartels, 1998; Griffin and Newman, 2005, 2013). Among Latinos,

however, participation rates have been known to vary and thus, may be influencing

relative representation rates across this group. While DeSipio (1996) finds that

first-generation and second-plus generation Latinos generally have comparable levels

of political and organizational activity,40 Pantoja, Ramirez and Segura (2001) find

that in certain contexts, newly naturalized first-generation Latinos are actually more

likely to turnout to vote than those who are native-born. This suggests that in some

cases, the influence of first-generation Latinos on political activity may be greater

than that of other citizen Latino subgroups.

Considering non-citizen participation and its relation to representation, it can be

assumed that there is little overall effect, especially given that non-citizens do not

vote and are found to be significantly less likely to engage in non-electoral political

39 According to recent Pew Hispanic Center reports, both legal and undocumented immigrant
Latinos are more likely to be living below the poverty line when compared to U.S.-born Latinos.
While the percent of U.S. born Latinos in poverty is around 10%, it is 13% for legal immigrants and
21% for undocumented immigrants (Passel and Cohn, 2009). In addition, second-plus generation
Latinos are more likely than both first-generation and non-citizens to enroll in high school or college
and are less likely to dropout of school. First generation and non-citizen Latinos are also more likely
to be employed in lower-skilled occupations than those who are native born (Taylor, 2009).

40 These results fall in line with results of my own analysis of Latino political activity, which was
done using both the National Survey of Latinos and the Latino National Survey. Comparing first-
generation and second-plus generation registration and voting rates, I find no significant differences
between these two groups.
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activities, such as signing petitions, wearing buttons and attending public meetings

(Leal, 2002). That said, if first-generation and non-citizen Latinos share the same

preferences, which they do on policies concerning non-citizens, then lawmakers may

be indirectly reflecting the interests of non-citizens as they respond to their first-

generation Latino voters. Beyond this, it is also possible that lawmakers are directly

appealing to non-citizens due to their future voting potential. These are points I

consider in much greater detail in subsequent chapters.

Taken together, there are many factors that are likely working against non-citizen

representation. Excluding preference intensities and priorities, the low income and

levels of political resources, coupled with low participation rates of first-generation

citizen and non-citizen Latinos (particular in relation to non-Hispanic Whites), sug-

gest that their representation, and specifically, non-citizen representation, may be

unlikely. That said, there is reason to believe that these groups will remain relevant,

especially in certain contexts. From the literature, it is expected that in districts with

small Latino populations, relative to White and Black populations, representational

outcomes for Latino subgroups groups will be lower. Further, findings on Latino

wealth, resources, and participation rates, suggest that even in districts with rela-

tively sizable Latino populations (which may be referred to as ‘influence districts’),

rates of representation will remain lower. However, given that Latinos as a whole

have become a more prominent political force and have been seen as a key swing

voting population (Taylor and Fry, 2007; Frey, 2008) and even a deciding factor in

recent elections (Segura and Barreto, 2012), it is likely that in certain cases, law-

makers will begin to favor the preferences of this group. Recent work by Griffin and

Newman (2013) suggests that the constituents with greater “voting power” or those

who are “likely to vote, swing voters and are members of larger groups in a district”

enjoy more political influence (52). Thus, if Latinos are categorized or perceived by

a lawmaker as holding a considerable degree of voting power, then representation of
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this group will be more likely.41

Overall, this argument on voting power suggests that Latino representation will

be greater in districts where voting-age Latinos make up large portions of the pop-

ulation and have greater potential to affect electoral outcomes. Given the results on

policy preferences specific to non-citizen Latinos however, it is likely that beyond the

size of the voting-age Latino population mattering to a lawmaker, the generational

make-up of this population will also be key. Directly tying to my research question,

my argument, which is tested in subsequent chapters, is that as the proportion of

the voting-age Latino population that is first-generation increases, a lawmaker will

become more likely to represent non-citizen interests. In addition, I claim that as a

potential future voting population, non-citizen Latinos themselves may also be in-

fluencing behavior. Specifically, I argue that as the size of the non-citizen Latino

population in a district increases, a lawmaker will become more likely to engage in

activities to benefit this population.

Given the importance of population distribution to my argument, I wish to first

take a closer look at the Latino population and relevant subgroups across the nation

and over time. This assessment, which follows in the next chapter, will provide

an important foundation for my reelection argument and will lead into the reasons

behind my state case selections, which are then used in the final empirical analyses

on voting and sponsorship (presented in chapters 4 and 5).

41 This also ties into the argument made by (Miler, 2010) that lawmakers pay attention to the
most visible constituents when making decisions on given issues.

65



3

The Latino Population: An Analysis of Population
Distribution and Discussion of Case Selection

3.1 The Latino Population in the United States

The Hispanic/Latino population in the United States has a long and diverse history.

Prior to the 1980s, the Census Bureau did not characterize Latinos as the pan-ethnic

group that they do today, but rather, classified these individuals according to specific

national origins.1 Historically and today, the largest of these national origin groups

are the Mexican, Cuban and Puerto Rican populations.

Of these three groups, the Mexican population is the oldest and largest, currently

accounting for nearly two-thirds (64.9%) of the total U.S. Hispanic population.2

Tracing its origins in the United States back as far as the sixteenth century, this

population has traditionally resided in the Southwest, in many areas which, at one

time, were part of Mexico.3 However, many recent waves of Mexican immigrants have

1 It was not until the 1980s that the term ‘Hispanic’ was used by the U.S. Census to classify
individuals from “Spanish-speaking countries and the Iberian Peninsula” and not until 2000 that
the term “Latino” was used, to incorporate a broader range of individuals of Latin American
descent.

2 This is approximately 13% of the total U.S. population.

3 Prior to the Mexican-American War, the present day states of California, Nevada, Utah and
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also started to settle in new locales, including states in the Midwest and Southeast.

According the 2010 Census, 52% of Mexicans continue to live in the West, mostly in

California (36%), while another 35% live in Southern states, mostly in Texas (25%).

As seen in Table 3.1, which shows the top five states with the largest populations of

each of three largest Latino groups in the U.S., California and Texas hold the largest

Mexican populations, followed by Arizona, Illinois and Colorado.

As a group, Mexicans are younger than the broader U.S. population and His-

panics overall, with a median age of 25 (compared to the U.S. median of 37.2).

Collectively, 63.2% of Mexican Americans are over the age of 18. Thinking about

political influence, such figures become particularly relevant, especially given the

fact that individuals must be 18 to vote in the U.S. In terms of political associations,

Mexican Americans have shown the most loyalty to the Democratic party over time.

In the 2012 presidential election, of the Mexican Americans that were able to vote

and made it to the polls, 78% backed the Democratic candidate, Barack Obama.4

Puerto Ricans make up the second largest Hispanic/Latino group, accounting

for 9.2% of the total U.S. Latino population. This group is unique among Latinos,

given that regardless of whether they are born in Puerto Rico or the U.S., they are

legally U.S. citizens.5 The first Puerto Ricans who immigrated to the U.S. settled

in New York, with the largest waves coming after World War II. Since this time,

they have increasingly chosen new destinations, including the South. Today, 52% of

the Puerto Rican population continues to live in the Northeast, mostly in New York

(23%), while another 30% live in the South (with 18% residing in Florida alone).

New Mexico and parts of Arizona, Colorado, Texas, Oklahoma, Kentucky and Wyoming belonged
to Mexico. After the signing of the Treaty of Guadalupe Hidaglo, this land was ceded to the U.S.
in return for approximately $18.2 million.

4 These statistics were collected from the ImpreMedia/Latino Decisions 2012 Latino Election Eve
Poll (http://www.latinovote2012.com/app/).

5 Beginning in 1917, with the passage of the Jones Act, all Puerto Ricans were granted restricted
U.S. citizenship. Today, Puerto Ricans on the island are represented in Congress by non-voting
delegates, yet cannot vote for a U.S. president.
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Table 3.1: Top Five States with the Largest Mexican, Puerto Rican and Cuban
Populations

State First Second Third Fourth Fifth

Mexican CA TX AZ IL CO
Population 11,423,146 7,951,193 1,657,668 1,602,403 757,181

Puerto Rican NY FL NJ PA MA
Population 1,070,558 847,550 434,092 366,082 266,125

Cuban FL CA NJ NY TX
Population 1,213,438 88,607 83,362 70,803 46,541

Source: 2010 Census Summary File 1

(See Table 3.1).

In 2010, the median age of the Puerto Rican population stood below the national

median (at 28 years) but compared to Mexicans, a larger percentage of this popu-

lation is over the age of 18 (66.6%). In terms of politics, Puerto Ricans trend to

strongly support the Democratic party and major Puerto Rican members of the U.S.

Congress have been strong Democrats (Casellas, 2011). Despite the fact that some

Republican candidates have been successful in capturing support from Puerto Rican

voters (including Former New York Mayor, Rudolph Guiliani who won 37% of the

Puerto Rican vote in his re-election campaign in 1997, and Former Florida Governor

Jeb Bush, who won a significant portion of the Puerto Rican vote in 2002), during

Presidential races, Puerto Ricans have shown overwhelming favor to the Democrats.

In the 2012 election for example, 83% of Puerto Rican voters backed Barack Obama.6

The third largest Hispanic/Latino group is the Cuban population, accounting for

3.7% of the total Latino population in the U.S. in 2010. Most Cuban Americans came

6 Again, these statistics were collected from the ImpreMedia/Latino Decisions 2012 Latino Election
Eve Poll (http://www.latinovote2012.com/app/).
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to the states following the Cuban Revolution of 1959 and settled primarily in Florida

(primarily in the Miami area). Today, nearly seven-in-ten (67%) continue to reside in

this state. Unlike Mexican and Puerto Rican groups, who have primarily migrated to

the U.S. for economic opportunities, Cubans have largely come as political refugees.

As Gann and Duignan state, “while many Mexican and Cuban intellectuals turned

to anti-establishment politics in the United States, most Cubans looked upon the

United States as a refuge against tyranny” (1986, 110).

The refugee status of many Cuban Americans has had significant consequences

in terms of politics and has led many to support the Republican party. Due to the

fact that the Republican party has historically supported more punitive measures

against the Cuban government (such as trade embargoes), and was seen as the more

anti-communist party during the Cold War, many Cubans have found and continue

to find, this party to be more supportive of their interests. Today, approximately

48% of Cuban Americans classify themselves as Republicans and of the seven Cuban

American members of Congress, four are Republican. In 2012, while large majorities

of every other Latino group backed Barack Obama in the presidential race, a majority

of Cubans (54%) supported the Republican candidate, Mitt Romney.

Together, these three groups, along with many others of Latin American origin,7

are now included under the umbrella term “Latino/Hispanic.” As of January 2003,

this broader, pan-ethnic group surpassed African Americans to become the largest

minority group in the United States. Between 2000 and 2010 alone, the nation’s

total Latino population increased by 15.2 million (or 42%) accounting for over half

of the 27.3 million increase in the total U.S. population. Given what we know about

the three main Hispanic groups in the U.S., it is no surprise that today, many of the

7 Which include, in order from largest to smallest in population size: Salvadorians, Domini-
cans, Guatemalans, Colombians, Hondurans, Spaniards, Ecuadorians, Peruvians, Nicaraguans,
Argentineans, Venezuelans, Panamanians, Chileans, Costa Ricans, Bolivians, Uruguayans, and
Paraguayans.
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Table 3.2: States with Largest Latino Populations: 2010

State Latino Population

California 14,013,719

Texas 9,460,921

Florida 4,223,806

New York 3,416,922

Illinois 2,027,578

Arizona 1,895,149

New Jersey 1,555,144

Colorado 1,038,687

New Mexico 953,403

Georgia 853,689
Source: 2010 Census Summary File 1

states with the largest Hispanic populations are in the Southwest (see Table 3.2).

However, as noted above, both Mexican and Puerto Rican populations especially,

have recently chosen new destinations. Since 2000, Southern states have experienced

a 57% growth in their Latino populations while Midwest regions have seen a 49%

jump in Latino population size. In Table 3.3, I provide a list of the states with the

largest Latino population growth between 2000 and 2010.

3.2 The Foreign-Born Latino Population

In addition to the U.S. Latino population being made up of many different national

origin groups, it is diverse on a variety of other dimensions. For the purpose of this

study, it is particularly important to note the variation within this population in
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Table 3.3: States with Largest Latino Population Growth: 2000-2010 (%)

State % Growth Latino Population
(2000-2010) 2010

South Carolina 148 231,001

Alabama 145 182,792

Tennessee 134 287,505

Kentucky 122 131,063

Arkansas 114 182,674

North Carolina 111 804,826

Maryland 106 473,721

Mississippi 106 73,435

South Dakota 103 20,444*

Delaware 96 73,842

Georgia 96 856,924

Virginia 92 630,112
Source: Pew Hispanic Center

Source: 2010: ACS, Table S0201: Selected Populations Profile

* ACS 5-year estimates: Table DP02: Selected Populations Pro-
file

terms of generation and immigration status. As seen in Table 3.4, in 2000, 21.3%

of the Latino population in the United States was foreign-born and of this foreign-

born population, 25.1% were naturalized citizens (what I refer to throughout this

paper as first-generation citizens) and 74.5% were non-citizens (which includes both

legal immigrants and undocumented immigrants). By 2010, the nation’s foreign-born

Latino population had jumped to just over 18.8 million and accounted for more than
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Table 3.4: Make-up of Foreign Born U.S. Latino Population: 2000 and 2010

Population 2000 2010

Total Foreign Born 21.3% 37.1%
(% of total Latino Pop.)

Naturalized Citizens 25.1% 29.4%
(% of Foreign-Born Latino Pop.)

Non-Citizens 74.9% 70.6%
(% of Foreign-Born Latino Pop.)

Source: 2000: US Census, Table PCT43: Sex by Place of Birth by
Citizenship

Source: 2010: ACS, Table S0201: Selected Populations Profile

37% of the total Latino population residing in the U.S. Of this foreign-born cohort

in 2010, a slightly higher percent were naturalized (29.4%), while close to 70% were

non-citizens. While naturalization rates for Latinos in the U.S. have been on the rise

since the 1990s, climbing from 38% of the foreign-born population naturalizing in

1990, to 47% in 2000, up to 56% in 2011, the absolute size of the non-citizen Latino

population has continued to increase (Taylor et al., 2012). In fact, since 2000, the

size of the non-citizen population has more than doubled, rising from 5.6 million to

13.3 million.8

Beyond these aggregate trends in generation and immigration status of Latinos, it

is important to note the variation in these trends across the states. Figure 3.1 shows

the make-up of the Latino population, broken down by native-born, naturalized, and

non-citizens, across the states with the largest Latino populations in 2010. Among

these states, the average percent of the Latino population that is non-citizen is

8 According to estimates provided by the Pew Hispanic Center, approximately 68% of the non-
citizen Latino population in the United States is undocumented. This is approximately 9 million
people in total or less than 3% of the total U.S. population.
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Figure 3.1: Make-Up of Latino Population: States with Largest Latino Popula-
tions: 2010

25.7%, while the average percent of naturalized citizens is 10.8%. As seen from the

figure, Georgia has the highest portion of non-citizens (42.4%), while New Mexico

has the lowest (12.1%). Florida has the largest naturalized Latino population across

these ten states, with close to one million Latinos (21.5%) fulfilling naturalization

requirements. Given that such a large portion of Florida’s Latino population is

Cuban, it no surprise that many of the Latinos who are naturalized in Florida (50%

or 453,878) are of Cuban descent.

As seen in Figure 3.2, among the states with the largest Latino growth since 2000,
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Figure 3.2: Make-Up of Latino Population: States with Largest Latino Growth:
2000-2010

there are higher proportions of non-citizens and lower proportions of naturalized

Latino citizens overall. On average across these states, 37% of Latinos are non-

citizen and 8.3% are naturalized. South Dakota has the largest percent of native-born

Latinos (74.3%), although the overall Latino population in this state is quite small

(around 20,000). The state with the largest percent of its Latino population being

non-citizen is Alabama. In 2010, Alabama’s total Latino population was 182,792, of

which 43% were non-citizens. In terms of absolute numbers of non-citizens, Georgia

and North Carolina have the largest populations with 363,432 and 334,652 non-citizen
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Latinos, respectively.

3.3 Case Selection

Given that the larger project at hand concerns the representation of non-citizen

Latinos, statistics on this population are of the utmost importance for subsequent

analyses. In addition, drawing from results presented in the previous chapter, in-

formation on the distribution and size of the naturalized (or first-generation) Latino

population also become important, given that these individuals share preferences

with the non-citizen subgroup. While I would ideally use all 50 states in my analysis

of representation and specifically, in my analysis of legislative activity on policies

concerning non-citizens, time and data restrictions prevent me from doing so. Thus,

for the remainder of this project, it is necessary to choose a selection of cases.

Again, I elected to conduct my analysis of non-citizen representation at the state

level, and thus my cases are a selection of states. One reason I decided to assess

state legislative behavior is that lower levels of government generally deal with more

issues that directly affect the lives of minorities (including education, housing, public

safety, etc.). In addition, as previously noted, the states in particular have become

increasingly active on the issue of immigration and immigrant interests, thus making

for a large number of individual cases of active engagement with the issue. Finally,

a factor which will become important later on, especially when assessing the ‘good

public policy’ theory of behavior, is that there is much more variation at the state

level in terms of the ethnicity of the lawmakers themselves. While as of 2011 there

were only two Latino senators and 24 Latino representatives at the federal level,

there were a total of 249 Latino elected officials serving at the state level (181 in the

lower chambers and 68 in the upper chambers).9

9 These statistics are drawn from data provided by the National Association of Latino Elected
Officials.
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The process of selecting states for my analysis was done with a great deal of

caution, as to avoid selection bias. I did not select cases on my dependent vari-

ables, measures of representation (Geddes, 2010),10 but rather, based my decision

on variation of my key independent variables, not only across states but also across

legislative districts within states. Following in the footsteps of foundational scholars

on the study of representation, particularly Richard Fenno (1978), I also sought to

ensure both regional and political representativeness (in terms of political climate,

as measured by partisan control within state legislatures and also presidential vote

choice by the state). In the end, for my analysis of both voting behavior and bill

sponsorship (which consists of the bulk of my empirical studies), I chose 4 states

to examine (Arizona, California, Florida and North Carolina), across at seven-year

time period (2005-2011). In 2011, I also sent a survey to current lawmakers in seven

states: Arizona, California, Colorado, Florida, New Mexico, New York and North

Carolina.

For my primary analysis of voting and sponsorship behavior, I chose Arizona,

California, Florida and, North Carolina because among the four, there is substan-

tial variation in the overall size of the Latino population, the ethnic make-up and

importantly, the generational diversity of this population across legislative districts.

I include both states with established Latino populations, such as California, and

states with new and growing Latino populations, such as North Carolina. Drawing

from literature on minority politics (Blalock, 1967; Bullock and Jr., 1976; Giles and

Buckner, 1993; McClain and Stewart, 1995), I found it important to include areas

where there are emerging Latino populations, as population changes in these areas

may be creating native backlash, which may be affecting the dynamics of policy ac-

tivity (particularly on policies that concern immigrants and non-citizens). In terms

of the ethnic make-up of the Latino population, between these four states, there are

10 Although legislative production at the state level remained a secondary consideration.
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large populations of each of the three main national-origin groups, with California,

Arizona, and North Carolina having large Mexican populations and with Florida

having a large Cuban, and growing Puerto Rican population.

Again, key to my analysis is the generation and citizenship status of Latinos across

state legislative districts within these four states. To give an idea of the variance

that exists across these indicators, I calculated summary statistics (including means

and standard deviation) for percent Latino (of the total district population), percent

voting-age Latino (of the total district population over 18), percent native-born or

second-plus generation (of the total district Latino population), percent naturalized

or first-generation (of the total district Latino population), and precent non-citizen

(of the total district Latino population) over all districts for each state in my sample.

These summary statistics are presented in Table 3.5. As one can see, there is a wide

variation in means across these states, as well as large degree of variance within

states.

On top of variation in the make-up of the Latino populations across these states,

they also vary in terms of ethnic/racial make-up of the non-Latino population, po-

litical climate and location; all factors of which were important to consider when

seeking sample variation. When discussing the political representation of any one

minority group, is to also important to assess which other groups in a district are

competing or perhaps cooperating with this group in order to obtain representational

benefits. In this instance, a relevant group to account for is the Black population,

as recent literature has found that in many cases, Blacks compete with Latinos for

both political and economic resources (McClain and Stewart, 2010). In my sample,

I include both states with small Black populations, Arizona and California (with

district black population averages across these states of 3.3% and 5.9% respectively),

and states with larger black populations, Florida and North Carolina (with district

black population averages across these states of 15.2% and 20.7% respectively).
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Table 3.5: Summary Statistics: Make-up Latino Population Across Legislative Dis-
tricts

State % Latino* % VA** % Native-ˆ % Natur- ˆ % Non-ˆ

Latino Born alized Citizen

(Std. Dev.) (Std. Dev.) (Std. Dev.) (Std. Dev.) (Std. Dev.)

Arizona 29.4 25.7 68.1 7.6 24.3
(19.6) (18.2) (9.7) (2.4) (10.1)

California 36.5 32.4 60.2 12.3 27.5
(19.7) (18.5) (7.5) (3.1) (6.6)

Florida 24.4 19.8 49.1 20.9 30.0
(21.4) (20.8) (14.0) (7.7) (9.9)

North Carolina 7.2 5.5 47.5 8.8 43.7
(4.1) (3.3) (10.0) (3.8) (11.3)

Source: 2009 American Community Survey 5-year estimates

* : Of total district population

** : Of total district population over 18

ˆ: Of total district Latino population

In terms of politics, my state sample is also very diverse. During the time I

analyze (2005-2011), the California legislative body was controlled by the Democrats,

while the Arizona and Florida legislatures were controlled by Republicans. North

Carolina was controlled by Democrats from 2005-2010, but both House and Senate

switched to Republican control in 2011. Interestingly, during this entire time period,

both California and Florida had Republican governors, while North Carolina had a

Democratic governor. Arizona had a Democratic governor from 2005-2009 and then

the post switched to Republican control in 2010. Finally, while both California and

Arizona voted solidly for opposing candidates in both the 2004 and 2008 presidential

elections (with California solidly backing the Democratic candidates and Arizona
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solidly backing Republicans), Florida and North Carolina proved more interesting,

voting for the Republican, George W. Bush, in 2004 and the Democrat, Barack

Obama, in 2008.

3.4 Summary

The purpose of this chapter was to provide an overview of the Latino population in

the United States in order to 1) provide insight into where certain subgroups may be

having the most political influence and 2) provide a rationale for the cases I chose

to analyze in the remaining chapters of this dissertation. Using legislative data from

my selected cases (Arizona, California, Florida and North Carolina) combined with

data from a survey of lawmakers from a larger sample of states, in the following

two chapters, I move to test my theory of legislative ambition. Applying my theory

directly to the question of non-citizen Latino representation, I work to uncover what

specific factors, both electoral and non-electoral, motivate lawmakers to represent

this non-voting subgroup.
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4

Representing Non-Citizen Latinos: An Assessment
of Legislative Voting Behavior

4.1 Introduction to Voting Analysis

As noted at the end of chapter 2, there are many factors that work against non-citizen

representation, including the fact that first and foremost, these individuals cannot

vote. However, there are reasons to believe that this group will remain relevant to a

lawmaker, especially in certain contexts. As seen in chapter 3, the size of the broader

Latino population and particularly, the non-citizen and first-generation subgroups

within this population, are continuing to grow across the nation and within certain

states. The question now becomes whether these populations are having an affect

on political activity and whether the presence of these groups in specific legislative

districts is enhancing the political representation of non-citizen Latinos in society.

In this chapter, I apply my theory of legislative behavior to begin answering this

question. Using results from public opinion data (presented in chapter 2), I develop

specific hypotheses to test whether short-term and/or long-term reelection popula-

tions may be motivating lawmakers to represent non-citizen interests. Specifically,
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I examine how first-generation Latinos (the short-term reelection constituency) and

non-citizen Latinos (the long-term reelection constituency) are affecting a specific

type of substantive legislative behavior: roll-call voting.

In addition, following the conclusions reached in extant scholarship, I test whether

factors beyond the electorate specifically, the identity of the lawmaker, may also be

influencing behavior. While my theory predicts that identity will have the clear-

est affect on more policy-driven activities, such as bill sponsorship, in this chap-

ter, I nonetheless find that among both Democratic and Republican lawmakers,

racial/ethnic identity significantly enhances the probability of voting in favor of non-

citizen interests as well.

4.2 Background Literature

Prior to moving forward with my hypotheses and analysis, I wish to consider previ-

ous studies on representation, many of which shed light on the research question at

hand. While no existing analyses (to my knowledge) consider the representation of

non-citizen Latinos specifically, much work has been done in the field of minority rep-

resentation more broadly. Collectively, scholars have found that both demographic

features of the district and characteristics of the lawmakers themselves contribute to

representational outcomes for both Black and Latino subgroups.

Many studies of minority representation conclude that the composition of the

district matters and particularly that the size of a given group in a district affects

legislative behavior. That said, disagreement remains on how large a given popula-

tion must be in order to ensure substantive outcomes in favor of that group. In the

literature on African American representation, some scholars have found that Black

voters have the largest influence on legislative outputs when they constitute a major-

ity of the population in a district (Canon, 1999), while others find evidence to suggest

that even if the Black population does not constitute a majority, there is still a posi-
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tive relationship between the percentage of Blacks in a district and representation of

Black interests (Lubin, 1997). Still others posit that there may be a threshold effect,

in which Blacks have no influence on legislative behavior until they reach a minimum

level of strength (McClain and Stewart, 1995). In some cases, scholars have noted

that until a minority population reaches a certain threshold, lawmakers will work

to address the concerns of White voters in their district who may be threatened by

an increasing minority presence.1 It is only when the minority population becomes

large enough to potentially affect a lawmaker’s reelection prospects that he or she

will become more engaged in minority interests and begin to view these interests

as a priority. This argument ties in with previous claims that context conditions

representational outcomes. Here we see that only when African Americans hold a

sufficient degree of voting power (Bartels, 1998) will they begin to affect legislative

activity.

Evidence concerning the effects of the size of the Latino population on political

representation of this group is less conclusive. While some have argued that the size

of the Latino population has no direct influence on legislative behavior (Hero and

Tolbert, 1995), others suggest that the size of the Latino population in a district does

matter. Kerr and Miller (1997) for instance, find that Democratic representatives

from districts that are at least 5% Hispanic vote more consistently in-line with Latino

preferences when compared to other lawmakers (as measured by SWVRI scores).2

What these studies do collectively conclude is that, regardless of the size of the

Hispanic population in a lawmaker’s district, a lawmaker’s race/ethnicity matters.

Lawmakers who are descriptively representative (i.e. who are themselves Latino)

1 The make-up of the white population, perhaps in terms of ideology, may matter in this instance.
While this is not directly addressed in the existing literature, it is something that I consider in my
conclusion and hope to address more thoroughly in future research.

2 Southern Voter Research Institute scores represent ”the extent to which votes [by members of
Congress] coincide with the Hispanic state legislators’ views on issues (SVRI, 1989).
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are more likely to vote in accordance with Latino preferences than their non-Latino

colleagues (Hero and Tolbert, 1995; Casellas, 2007; Preuhs, 2007). This is also true

of African American representation as Black lawmakers, when compared to White

lawmakers, have been found to better reflect the interests and viewpoints of Black

constituents (Canon, 1999; Mansbridge, 1999; Haynie, 2001; Minta, 2009).

Much of the research that has been conducted on the political representation of

African Americans and Latinos has analyzed the behavior of federal lawmakers, but

as noted in chapter 3, it is also important to examine minority representation at the

state and local level. This is because these levels of government are those that deal

with more issues that directly influence the lives of minorities. For instance, states

are responsible for education, public safety, housing, and implementing welfare and

other benefit programs that significantly affect Blacks and Latinos in particular. In

addition, across state and local legislative districts, there is much more variation in

the ethnic and racial make-up of the population. Also, there is more diversity in

terms of who serves in the legislature. This means that analyses at a lower level

of government allow for more nuanced conclusions to be drawn about the nature of

descriptive representation and its effect on substantive outcomes.

Although analyses of Latino political representation at lower levels of government

have been limited, there have been a handful of studies that assess how the local en-

vironment and demographics affect the behavior of state and local politicians. Some

studies have found that the presence of minorities at the local level can lead to posi-

tive benefits for these groups (Jones-Correa, 2004), while others have discovered that

a rapid growth in the minority population can lead to negative political backlash and

the creation of more restrictive policies (Esbenshade, 2007). New studies have also

looked into how the make-up of the legislature itself is affecting the representation

of minority groups at the state level. Findings from these analyses suggest that both

racial and gender diversity within state lawmaking bodies has significant implications
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for the substantive representation of women, Latinos and Blacks in society (Bratton

and Haynie, 2008; Haynie and Reingold, 2012).

In general, while the above-mentioned analyses shed light on the factors that drive

minority group representation more broadly, many do not examine what motivates

lawmakers to represent specific subgroups within these larger populations. For the

most part, these studies assume (although often tacitly) that all members of a given

group, for example, Latinos, have the same opinions on policies and thus when

represented in government, they are represented to the same degree (for instance,

see (Hero and Tolbert, 1995; Kerr, 1997; Lubin, 1997; Casellas, 2007)).3 However,

as seen in chapter 2, attitudes across minority groups are not uniform. Specifically

in the case of Latinos, attitudes not only vary between citizens and non-citizens,

but also across generational cohorts. It follows from these conclusions that in order

to thoroughly understand Latino political representation, one must consider which

Latino subpopulations are having their views represented by lawmakers and why.

In this and the following chapter, I move beyond existing analyses to examine

the factors that may be driving lawmakers to address the interests of a particularly

important and distinct subgroup of Latinos: non-citizens. Working to disentangle the

concept of Latino political representation, I address the larger theoretical question of

why at least some lawmakers are working to represent the needs of this non-voting,

non-citizen population.

4.3 Short-Term Reelection Incentives

In assessing the political representation of non-citizen Latinos in this chapter, I begin

by examining the immediate reelection incentives of lawmakers. In line with the

existing literature, I argue that in order to win an upcoming election, lawmakers will

3 While many of these scholars do acknowledge the variations that exist across different Latino sub-
groups, the measurements they employ in their analyses (and thus their results) do not sufficiently
account for these variations.
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engage in position-taking behaviors to appease their current electoral supporters. As

stated in chapter 1, applying this part of my theory to the question of non-citizen

representation presents a bit of a puzzle due to the fact that non-citizens are not

included in the pool of current voters. Thus, the question remains, if lawmakers

representing non-citizen Latinos are working to meet short-term reelection goals,

then who are they appealing to?

Drawing from public opinion results presented in chapter 2, it is clear that policies

addressing the specific interests of non-citizen Latinos do not receive equal levels of

support across the larger population. Looking at attitudes of White, Black and

Latino citizens, I find that as a whole, Latinos are the most supportive of non-citizen

interests. Following from this, it may initially be predicted that lawmakers voting in

favor of legislation to benefit non-citizens are working to appease their current Latino

voters, a group who is included in the short-term reelection constituency and has had

increased voting power in recent years. Drawing from the congressional literature,

it is expected that in general, larger groups within the pool of electoral supporters

will attract more of a lawmaker’s attention and have more influence on behavior

than smaller groups (Fiorina, 1974). Thus, at the very least, it is predicted that as

the size of the voting age Latino population in a district increases, a legislator will

be more likely to support the interests of all members of this population, including

non-citizens.

However, while this prediction may hold true in some instances, it remains in-

complete. For one, by only considering the influence of the Latino population on

lawmaker behavior, we may overlook the potential backlash effects that may occur

as a result of increases in the size of certain minority populations. As evidenced in

the literature on African-American and Latino representation, initial increases in a

minority population may stimulate negative reactions from White voters and thus

decrease a lawmaker’s short-term incentive to engage in behaviors to benefit certain
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minority subgroups (Blalock, 1967; Bullock and Jr., 1976; Giles and Buckner, 1993;

McClain and Stewart, 1995; Esbenshade, 2007). Thus, as the size of the Latino pop-

ulation within a district increases, a lawmaker may initially be hesitant to support

their interests for fear of losing short-term electoral support from White voters who,

as shown in chapter 2, are the least likely to support policies to benefit non-citizens

and the most likely to favor restrictionists measures directed at this group. This

suggests that legislative efforts to support the Latino population will be electorally

beneficial in the short-term only when the size of this population in a member’s

geographic district is large enough to outweigh potential backlash effects. For in-

stance, there may be a threshold effect or representation may require that the Latino

population constitute a majority of the entire district population.

Overall, it is possible that Latinos must constitute a majority of the district

population in order to gain attention from reelection-minded officials, especially given

recent evidence on the relative lack of voting power Latinos possess compared to

Whites (Griffin and Newman, 2013). However, the fact that Latino voters have

been the target of recent electoral campaigns and were seen as having a significant

affect on the results of the 2012 presidential election (Segura and Barreto, 2012) may

mean that their relative power in American politics is increasing and perhaps that

they may only need to be viewed as a swing voting population in order to receive

legislative attention.4

A further concern with the argument that lawmakers will be more likely to sup-

port non-citizen interests as the size of the voting age Latino population increases is

drawn from more careful analyses of Latino public opinion. Beyond discovering that

4 All of this is to suggest that Latino voter preferences will be most influential when a legislator’s
reelection prospects hinge on Latino voter support. Ultimately, representation of the Latino popu-
lation will depend on three things: the size of the voting age Latino population, the make-up of the
non-Latino population, and the expected vote (i.e. the probability a legislator has of winning the
next election). That said, in this dissertation, I am primarily focusing on the first factor, which is
the effect of the Latino population on behavior.
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Latinos as a whole are more supportive of non-citizen interests, I find that differences

remain across Latino subgroups. In many cases, citizen and non-citizen Latinos pref-

erences on policies directed at non-citizens are significantly different. Beyond this,

within the Latino citizen population, further distinctions remain. In assessing atti-

tudes on issues such as providing a path to citizenship for undocumented immigrants,

immigration enforcement measures, and programs to benefit non-citizens, I find that

while later generation Latinos (i.e. second-generation and higher) are more opposed

to policies directed at aiding non-citizens, first-generation Latino citizens hold more

favorable opinions, that are often indistinguishable from the opinions held by non-

citizens themselves. Thus, when lawmakers represent non-citizens, they are distinctly

working in line with the preferences of both the non-citizen and the first-generation

Latino citizen population.

Overall, what this suggests is that beyond the size of the voting age Latino popu-

lation, the generational make-up of this population will matter to the lawmaker and

condition decisions on non-citizen representation. Specifically, I claim it is the first-

generation Latino population that affects legislative decision-making in the short-

term and that indirect representation of non-citizens will occur as the size of the

first-generation population in a member’s district increases. In this case, as the size

of the first-generation citizen population increases, this group begins to make-up

a larger portion of the short-term reelection constituency, which means they have

increased voting power and in turn, will attract more attention from representatives.

Following this logic, the hypothesis drawn from the short-term reelection portion

of my theory is that:

H1: Lawmakers from districts with large voting age Latino populations will be more

likely to vote in favor of interests of non-citizen Latinos as the proportion of first-

generation Latino citizens in their district increases.
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4.4 Long-Term Reelection Incentives

Beyond the indirect representation of non-citizen Latinos, by way of first-generation

Latino citizen representation, I claim that direct representation of this group may

also occur. In line with my theory, I argue that lawmakers may directly appeal to

non-citizen Latinos in an effort to gain electoral support for the future. As previously

stated, over the past 30 years, we have seen as rise in number of career politicians

(Woods and Baranowski, 2006). This suggests that in many cases, lawmakers are

not only concerned about winning the most immediate election, and thus appealing

to a short-term reelection constituency, but are also thinking more long-term and as

a result, will work to address the needs and interests of prospective future voters.5

Because Latinos are becoming a growing political force in the United States (Tay-

lor and Fry, 2007; Frey, 2008; Segura and Barreto, 2012) lawmakers working to appeal

to future Latino voters, including non-citizens, may be acting strategically.6 Follow-

ing this argument, I propose that lawmakers from districts with large non-citizen

Latino populations will be more likely to support the interests of this population

than lawmakers from districts with small non-citizen Latino populations.

However, as previously stated, in making calculations about future electoral pay-

offs, a lawmaker cannot ignore her immediate reelection prospects. Because it is

risky to pursue policies to benefit future voting populations, I contend that lawmak-

ers will only act on these long-term reelection goals if it is not sufficiently costly in the

short-term. On one hand, if it is assumed that lawmakers are constantly “running

scared” (Jacobson, 1987), then they will only pursue long-term goals if these goals

work in tandem with short-term goals. Thus, a legislator will directly represent non-

5 This partially aligns with Monogan’s argument (2012) regarding the dynamic strategy of political
parties.

6 This is only true, however, if lawmakers believe that there is or will be a path to citizenship for
those who are currently not citizens.
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citizens in her district only if she is also reflecting the interests of a current voting

population, in this case, a first-generation Latino citizen population. On the other

hand, if a lawmaker is not “running scared,” she may be willing to incur some short-

term costs. Particularly when a legislator enjoys a comfortable degree of electoral

security, she may accept some short-term electoral losses in order to enhance the

chance of continuing her legislative career well into the future. Therefore, as long as

a lawmaker is safe (i.e. the potential long-term benefits of appealing to future voters

outweigh any potential short-term costs), I predict that she will directly respond to

the non-citizen Latino population in her district.

Tying these considerations together, I develop two additional hypotheses:

H2: Lawmakers7 from districts with large voting age Latino populations will be more

likely to vote in favor of non-citizen Latino interests as the proportion of first-

generation Latino citizens and the proportion of the non-citizen Latinos in their

district increase.

H3: Lawmakers will be more likely to vote in favor of non-citizen Latino interests as

their electoral safety increases and as the proportion of non-citizen Latinos in their

district increases.

To reiterate, I claim that both short and long-term reelection goals of lawmakers

will be most clearly reflected in legislative voting behavior, as voting is the least costly

way a lawmaker can appeal to electoral supporters. This entire reelection portion

of my theory, as it applies to legislative voting on policies concerning non-citizen

Latinos, is illustrated in Figure 4.1.

7 Who weigh both their immediate reelection prospects and the value of strengthening a base of
core supporters for the future
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Figure 4.1: Short-term and Long-term Motives: Voting on Non-Citizen Interest
Legislation

4.5 Competing Explanation of Voting Behavior: Legislator Identity

Thus far, I have focused on the contextual factors that are driving lawmaker’s to

address the needs and interests of non-citizens. I devote two chapters to explaining

public opinion and population distribution largely because such elements are crucial

for understanding and testing the primary, reelection-based portion of my theory

of legislative ambition. However, as outlined in the introduction, these contextual

considerations may not be the only factors weighing on the minds of legislators. In

addition to ensuring their reelection, I argue that lawmakers may also hold a personal

interest in generating good public policy and that, beyond electoral considerations,

these policy goals may also be driving non-citizen representation.

While I claim that policy goals will be most clearly reflected in sponsorship ac-
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tivities, it is possible that they are also revealed in legislative voting decisions. Thus,

in addition to testing whether short-term and long-term reelection constituencies are

motivating lawmakers to vote in favor of non-citizen interests, I test the alternative

explanation that policy goals also matter. Drawing from the good public policy

theory of behavior, I claim that of the numerous factors that may be driving pol-

icy interests, one key factor may be personal identity, and specifically racial/ethnic

group identity. In this instance, despite the fact that opinions differ across Latino

subpopulations (including across both citizen and non-citizen populations and across

different generational groups), I argue that Latino lawmakers will have more of a per-

sonal concern with the interests of Latino non-citizens than non-Latino lawmakers.8

Although there are currently no non-citizen lawmakers,9 those that are Latino con-

tinue to share an ethnic group identity with Latino non-citizens which, to an extent,

carries with it a shared sense of history and position in the American racial hierar-

chy. It is this shared identity that will motivate Latino lawmakers to take a deeper

interest in policies to benefit the non-citizen subpopulation.

Explicitly, I hypothesize that:

H4: Latino lawmakers will be more likely to vote in favor of non-citizen Latino

interests than non-Latino lawmakers.

Ultimately, Latino lawmakers, to a greater degree than all other lawmakers, be-

lieve that policies or programs to benefit non-citizens are good public policy and

they place value on achieving good policy, in addition to, or even in spite of, their

reelection prospects in the short- and long-term.

8 While Latino lawmakers may be more likely to identify with Latino citizens and even second-
generation or higher Latino citizens, they will still be more likely to take a personal interest in
policy to benefit non-citizens than non-Latino lawmakers.

9 While there are no current non-citizen lawmakers, under some state laws, there are no citizenship
requirements for candidates seeking state office.
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Again, I do not claim that voting is the strongest measure of policy-making.

However, given that many existing studies have found that identity, and particularly

racial/ethnic identity, has a significant affect on roll-call voting behavior (Hero and

Tolbert, 1995; Canon, 1999; Mansbridge, 1999; Haynie, 2001; Casellas, 2007; Preuhs,

2007; Minta, 2009), I deem it necessary to examine whether these affects also arise

in my roll-call voting analysis.

4.6 Data and Measurements

4.6.1 Roll-Call Voting Data

To test my theory and the hypotheses outlined above, the primary source I use is a

new, original dataset containing information on legislation that concerns the specific

interests of non-citizen Latinos. As described in the previous chapter, I selected four

states from which I collected these data: Arizona, California, Florida, and North

Carolina. Again, I choose these cases primarily because between the four, there is

substantial variation in terms of the size and make-up of the Latino population across

legislative districts, as well as significant variation in terms of location and political

climate.

For each of these four states, I collected legislative data across a seven-year time

span (2005-2011).10 In searching for relevant legislation (which I did using the Lexis

Nexis State Capital search engine and search engines provided on state legislative

websites),11 I considered both bills that provide specific benefits to non-citizen Lati-

nos and those that produce distinct costs for this group.12 Legislation coded as

10 I chose this time period due to the fact that the American Community Survey did not begin
collecting large enough samples to make inferences about state legislative district populations until
2005.

11 In order to find relevant legislation, I searched on the following key terms within the bill text:
non-citizen, undocumented, immigrant, immigration, alien, unauthorized, citizenship, naturalized,
permanent resident, legal status, in-state tuition, green card, legal resident, identification card,
identification document, illegal and human trafficking.

12 See chapter 2 for a more detailed description of non-citizen interest classification.
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benefiting non-citizen Latinos includes measures to: provide non-citizens with access

to benefits such as health care and education (including measures to grant non-

citizens access to in-state tuition rates), allow the matricula consular13 to serve as

an acceptable form of identification, remove citizenship requirements for access to

children’s benefits, prohibit the collection of immigration status information, provide

non-citizens who are victims of human trafficking access to protection and benefits,

and develop programs to assist non-citizens in the naturalization process. I also

consider any programs designed to protect the health, welfare and safety of migrant

workers or new (non-citizen) or illegal immigrants as specific non-citizen Latino in-

terests.

Measures I examine that produce clear costs or restrict non-citizen Latinos in-

clude policies that: require proof of citizenship in order to obtain a driver’s license

or vehicle title, prohibit non-citizens from receiving certain public benefits (includ-

ing welfare, health care and child care), exclude non-citizens from access to worker’s

compensation programs, require law enforcement or public housing authorities to

determine the immigration status of person, make it easier for law enforcement offi-

cials to arrest and transport unauthorized immigrants, ban the state from accepting

consular identification, or require employers to use the E-verify database (a feder-

ally run employment verification program) to determine the immigration status and

eligibility of their workers. For examples of bills that are considered beneficial and

those that are considered restrictive to non-citizen Latinos, see Appendix B.14

For all four states from 2005-2011, I collected a total of 170 bills that clearly

benefit non-citizen Latinos and 259 bills that clearly restrict this group. The break

down of each type of bill by state is shown in Figure 4.2. As one can see, most bills

13 The Mexican Consular Identification Card

14 If a bill contained portions to benefit non-citizens and portions designed to restrict non-citizens,
it was not included in this analysis. While such bills do exist, they make up a very small portion
of the total bills collected.
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Figure 4.2: Distribution of Non-Citizen Latino Interest Bills Across States

were produced in Arizona and California, with Arizona introducing more restrictive

bills and California introducing more beneficial bills overall.

I also collected the roll call voting data for each bill that received a vote in either

the lower or upper chamber of each state legislature.15 While very few bills actually

received votes in Florida (three in total) and North Carolina (seven in total), there

were a total of 68 votes taken on these bills in the Arizona state legislature and 86

votes taken in the California state legislature.

My first dependent variable (FavorVote), which is assessed in this chapter, was

15 I only include non-unanimous votes.
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generated by identifying votes on bills that either benefit or restrict non-citizen Lati-

nos. This variable is coded as a “1” if a bill was designed to advance non-citizen

Latino interests, there was a vote on the bill in the chamber, and an individual

legislator voted “yes.” In turn, it is coded as a “-1” if the legislator voted “no” on

such bills. This variable is also coded as a “1” if a bill was constructed to restrict

non-citizen Latinos, there was a vote on the bill in the chamber, and an individual

legislator voted “no.” Conversely, it is coded as a “-1” if the legislator voted “yes” on

these restrictive bills. If a lawmaker abstained from voting on any among this set of

bills, the variable is coded as “0.” Overall, across the seven-year time period, there

were a total of 3,653 votes coded as “-1” (i.e. in opposition of non-citizen Latino

interests) a total of 4,262 votes coded as “1” (i.e. in favor of non-citizen Latino

interests) and 651 coded as “0” (noting abstention). I include abstentions in my

analysis due to the fact that the choice of the lawmaker to abstain on this subset

of bills may be consequential. While Arnold (1990) suggests that abstaining does

not make sense for reelection-minded legislators, I claim that in some cases, such

as when there are conflicting pressures on an issue (for example from the district

or the party), abstention may be the least costly route. In this case, I argue those

who choose not to vote on issues concerning non-citizens may be doing so in order

to avoid having to choose between conflicting electoral or partisan pressures.16

Because reelection is the primary motive I assess in this analysis, my key inde-

pendent variables are those concerning the demographic make-up of a lawmaker’s

district. Of particular importance are variables accounting for the size of the first-

generation Latino citizen population (% first generation), the non-citizen Latino

population (% non-citizen) and the entire voting-age Latino population in a law-

maker’s district (% VA Latino). To collect these data for each state legislative

16 I do however, conduct robustness checks which exclude abstentions. Results of these analyses
do not significantly deviate from those using my ordered measure of voting. One of these checks is
presented in Table B.5 of Appendix B.
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district in my analysis (including both lower and upper chamber districts), I relied

on the 2009 American Community Survey 5-year estimates.17 To measure the size of

the first-generation Latino citizen population in a given district, I used Census Table

B05007 (Place of Birth by Year of Entry by Citizenship Status for the Foreign-Born

Population) and calculated the number of foreign-born citizens (those who have nat-

uralized) by place of birth. For my measure of percent of the Latino population

that is first-generation, I include all naturalized citizens from Latin America, other

Central American countries,18 and South America.19 Using the same Census table

(B05007), I also calculate the total number of non-citizen Latinos in a given legisla-

tive district.20 In order to determine the percent first-generation and the percent

non-citizen Latino, I take both the total number of foreign-born citizens and the

number of foreign-born non-citizens divided by the total number of Latinos in a

given district.21

The total number of voting-age Latinos in a district was calculated using Table

B01001I (Sex by Age (Hispanic or Latino)) from the 2009 American Community

Survey 5-year estimates. To generate my variable (% VA Latino), I divide the number

of VA Latinos by the total district population over the age of 18. By including this

variable in my analysis, I am able to determine whether the overall size of the Latino

population in a district affects legislative decisions on whether to represent certain

17 I use 5-year estimates because these are the only publicly provided estimates for smaller areas
or populations, including state legislative districts. In the future, I will be generating one-year esti-
mates that contain even more detailed information on the Latino population within state legislative
districts. These estimates will be generated using ACS micro-data files.

18 This includes the countries of Belize, Costa Rica, El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua
and Panama.

19 While Brazil is not considered a Hispanic or Latino origin country, there is no way to parse out
Brazilians from the rest of the South American population using the Census files.

20 This includes both undocumented and documented non-citizens.

21 I calculate the total number of Latinos in a district by adding together the number of foreign-
born citizen Latinos, the number of foreign-born non-citizen Latinos and the number of native born
Latinos (which is taken from Census Table B06004I: Place of Birth by Race (Hispanic or Latino))
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Latino subpopulations, in this instance, non-citizens.

In my analysis, I also include a measure for the size of the black population in a

given district (% black).22 The reason I include this variable is to control for possible

competition effects that may occur in districts as the size of the black population

rises. The extant literature leads me to predict that as the size of the black population

in a district increases, lawmakers will be less likely to vote for or sponsor legislation

to benefit any Latino subpopulation. This is because doing so may be seen as a

threat to black constituents.23

In addition to constituency variables, I also analyze factors unique to an indi-

vidual lawmaker that may be conditioning behavior. Tied to the reelection theory,

I account for a lawmaker’s electoral security (see H3) by using the percent of the

total vote share he or she received in the most recent election (% vote).24 I also

control for the number of candidates that an individual lawmaker competed against

in the most recent election (candidates).25 In addition, to test whether the ethnic

or racial identity of a lawmaker is motivating a deeper interest in policy concerning

non-citizen Latinos, I generate a variable denoting a lawmaker’s ethnicity (latino),

which identifies whether a lawmaker is Latino or non-Latino.26 Data on a lawmaker’s

race and ethnicity was collected using state legislative websites and state legislative

handbooks. This information was also cross-referenced with data provided by the

National Association of Latino Elected and Appointed Officials (NALEO). For the

distribution of Latino lawmakers by state and year, see Figure 4.3.

22 This was calculated using Table DP05: ACS Demographic and Housing Estimates: 2005-2009

23 See McClain (2010) for a review of this literature.

24 These data were collected and shared by Carl Klarner as a part of the State Legislative Election
Returns Project

25 For descriptive statistics of all of my variables, see Appendix B Table B.1.

26 I also identify African American lawmakers and include a dummy variable for these members in
robustness checks. Such checks assess whether, to paraphrase Suzanne Dovi (2002), “any [minority]
will do” in terms of representing minority interests, in this case, non-citizen Latino interests, or
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Figure 4.3: Latino Lawmakers by Year and State

Other individual lawmaker factors that are controlled for in my analysis include

gender (male), which I code as “1” for male and “0” for female, and party identifi-

cation (Democrat), which I code as a “1” for Democrat and “0” for Republican.27

I also control for state-by-state variation by including indicator variables for each

state in my analysis.

whether clear preference differences across minority lawmakers lead to divergent behaviors.

27 There were no lawmakers in my sample identifying as Independent or third party.
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4.6.2 Survey of Current State Lawmakers

In addition to relying on data on legislative activity to test my hypotheses, I draw

on data collected from an original survey of state lawmakers. This survey, conducted

January through February of 2012, was sent by both mail and email to elected

officials of both the upper and lower chambers of the state legislature in seven states

(Arizona, California, Colorado, Florida, New Mexico, New York and North Carolina).

The total survey sample was 934 lawmakers and the final number of respondents was

140 (15% response rate).

The survey was designed to obtain information on how state lawmakers view

their districts and how they make decisions on policies affecting certain popula-

tions, including the Latino population more broadly and the non-citizen Latino pop-

ulation more specifically. Lawmakers were also asked to provide information on

the demographics of their districts and their personal demographics, including their

race/ethnicity, ideology, age, gender, education, income, and the margin of victory

they had over their closest opponent in the most recent election.

While the number of responses from this survey is small, there remains sufficient

data to conduct some empirical analyses, including difference of means tests and

simple regressions. When possible, such analyses serve as additional checks of my

main results regarding voting behavior and sponsorship (presented in the following

chapter). In addition, the survey provides a great deal of useful qualitative informa-

tion. Given that the main question in this project centers on legislative ambition, or

what drives lawmakers to do what they do, information provided from open-ended

questions proves particularly insightful. By asking each individual to explain why

certain subpopulations, including non-citizen Latinos, are important to them and

why or why not they chose to vote for or sponsor legislation to benefit this group, I

am better able to unpack the thought processes behind certain actions.
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4.7 Analysis and Results

4.7.1 Testing Short-Term Reelection Effects

In the first stage of my analysis, I assess the effect of a lawmaker’s short-term re-

election constituency on roll-call voting behavior in particular. As revealed in the

introduction, the immediate reelection constituency, or current voters in a lawmakers

district, are the most important population to lawmakers. Results from my survey

suggest that relative to the interests of voters, the interests of non-voters are some-

what less important on average. Overall, 35% of respondents said non-voter interests

were somewhat or much less important than the interests of voters (see Table 1.2 in

the Introduction). And when asked about the importance of given groups to their

general voting patterns, lawmakers consistently reveal that the interests of citizen

voters are a top priority (see Figure 1.1 in the Introduction).

When asked directly about voting behavior on bills that address the non-citizen

Latino population, similar patterns emerge.28 The interests of citizen voters remain

the most important to lawmakers (with an average rating of 8.19 out of 10), while

the interests of non-voting citizens remain least important (with an average rating

of 5.7 out of 10).29 This result supports the general proposition that the short-

term reelection constituency matters, however the question remains whether certain

subgroups within this population have more affect than others on this set of issues.

To explore this question more throughly, I turn to my roll-call voting data. Using

an ordered logit model,30 I examine whether a distinct subpopulation within the

28 The exact question wording is: “When making a voting decision on a bill that concerns the
[documented/undocumented] non-citizen Latino population, how important are the interests of
each of the following groups to you?” With groups being: citizens who always vote, citizens who
sometimes vote, citizens who never vote, citizens over the age of 18, citizens under the age of 18,
immigrant non-citizens, immigrant citizens, interest groups, party leaders, members of my political
party, and members of my racial/ethnic group.

29 A t-test confirms the significance of this difference.

30 To test whether the dependent variable (Favor Vote), coded as “-1” (vote against non-citizen
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short-term reelection constituency, the first-generation Latino citizen population,

is affecting voting behavior on policies concerning non-citizens. Specifically, I test

whether lawmakers are more likely to vote in favor of non-citizen interests as the size

of the first-generation Latino citizen population in their district increases. Because

I argue that a substantial voting-age Latino population must be present in a district

before representation of any Latino subpopulation occurs, I also account for the size

of the overall voting-age Latino population in my analysis. As a direct test my first

hypothesis, I interact these two variables (% VA Latino and % first-generation) in

my model.31

Estimating the effect of just the key variables of interest and the interaction

between these variables,32 I find that both the size of the voting-age Latino population

and the percent of the Latino population that is first-generation significantly affect

voting decisions (See Table 4.1). While the interaction between these two variables

is negative, the collective effect, as revealed by calculating predicted probabilities, is

positive.33 In districts with both small VA Latino populations (5%)34 and small first-

interests), “0” (abstaining from voting), “1” (vote in favor of non-citizen interests, is ordered, I
estimate a multinomial logit model. Results of this analysis confirm the ordered nature of this
variable. In addition, these models support my prediction regarding abstentions, which is that law-
makers who abstain from voting on these issues are generally facing conflicting pressures. Overall,
I find that lawmakers who are mostly likely to abstain are Republicans who come from districts
with large VA Latino populations with higher proportions of first-generation citizens. In this sce-
nario, the lawmaker may feel pressure from her party, and perhaps other Republican supporters in
her district, to vote against non-citizen interests on one hand, yet may feel pushed by the Latino
population in her district to vote in favor of these interests on the other hand,. In this case, in
order to avoid electoral costs from either side, abstention may serve as a cost-effective solution.

31 I also ran this model, as well as all remaining models, with a variable for % total Latino
population in a district. Using this variable as opposed to % VA Latino did not significantly alter
my results.

32 Clustering standard errors at the district level

33 Because it is difficult to assess the substantive effect of interactions within logit models, scholars
such as Norton, Wang, and, Ai (2004) and Brambor, Clark, and Golder (2005) have suggested
useful methods for interpretation, including calculating predicted probabilities.

34 Two-standard deviations below the sample mean
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Table 4.1: Short-Term Reelection Motives: Voting in Favor of Non-Citizen Interests
(No Controls)

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
% first-generation 11.237˚˚ (4.248)
% VA Latino 4.559˚˚ (1.620)
% first-generation:% VA Latino -1.400 (14.188)
Intercept (Cut 1) 2.050˚˚ (0.499)
Intercept (Cut 2) 2.420˚˚ (0.502)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Pseudo R2: 0.1105; N: 8566

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01

generation Latino populations (3%),35 the probability of voting in favor of non-citizen

interests remains low, at around 0.14 (with 95% confidence intervals of 0.06-0.21.)

However, when the size of both the VA Latino population and the first-generation

Latino population rise, in this case, to two standard deviations above the sample

means (60% and 20% respectively), the probability of voting in favor of non-citizen

interests increases substantially, to over 0.92 (with 95% confidence intervals of 0.84-

0.99.)

While these results provide initial support for the argument that the short-term

reelection constituency is conditioning voting behavior on non-citizen interest leg-

islation, it is not certain whether these effects remain significant when additional

controls are included in the model. When I account for other theoretical predic-

tors of vote choice in my analysis, I find that both % first-generation and % VA

Latino remain positive and further that the coefficient on the interaction between

35 Two-standard deviations below the sample mean
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these two variables becomes positive and significant (See Table 4.2).3637 This result

suggests that even beyond the effect of party, both the overall size of the VA Latino

population and the proportion of this population that is first-generation continue to

have an added effect on behavior.38 I confirm the significance of this result using

a likelihood ratio test between the model including my main variables of interest

(% first-generation, % VA Latino, and the interaction between these terms) and the

nested model. This results in a significant test statistic (p<.01) in favor of the fully

specified, short-term reelection model.39

Using the variance-covariance matrix to simulate the coefficients of the model pre-

sented in Table 4.2, I calculate predicted probabilities of voting in favor of non-citizen

interests as both the % first-generation and % VA Latino in a member’s district in-

36 Here, it is important to note the difference in the functional form of the model with controls
(Table 4.2) and the previous model (Table 4.1), which excludes them. In the model with controls,
the coefficient on the interaction is of a different sign and is larger in absolute magnitude, while the
coefficients on % first-generation and % VA Latino are much smaller. What this may suggest is
that the effect of party is being picked up in the coefficients on % first-generation and % VA Latino
in the model presented in Table 4.1, but when party is included as a control, the real, significant
effect comes from the interaction term.

37 As an additional robustness check, I examine whether the size of the second-plus generation
population has the opposite effect on voting behavior. The prediction is that as the proportion of
the Latino population that is second-plus generation Latino increases, a lawmaker will become less
likely to support non-citizen interests. This is based on findings from the previous chapter, which
suggest that second-plus generation Latinos are much less likely to support non-citizen interests.
By estimating my model with a variable denoting % second-plus generation Latino, in line with my
expectation, I find that the coefficients on this variable and the interaction between this variable
and % VA Latino are indeed negative (for these estimations, see Table B.2 of Appendix B.)

38 Numerous robustness checks, which included additional controls noted as being potentially rele-
vant in other studies of minority representation, continue to support this result. Overall, including
year indicators (see Table B.3 in Appendix B), industry (percent of the district industry agriculture
and construction) and relative deprivation controls (black poverty and white poverty measures)
(see Table B.4 in Appendix B) does not substantively alter the effects of my key independent vari-
ables. Note that while the interactive effect in Table B.4 is insignificant at conventional levels,
the calculated effect of these variables remains substantive. I also conduct a further test excluding
abstention votes. Results of this analysis, presented in Table B.5 of Appendix B, show that even
when using an alternate measures of vote choice, the effects of my key variables remain positive.
Even though the interactive is insignificant (p=.107), again, the calculated effect of these variables
remains substantive.

39 For interested readers, both the baseline model and the fully specified model are presented
side-by-side in Table B.6 of Appendix B.
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Table 4.2: Short-Term Reelection Motives: Voting in Favor of Non-Citizen Interests

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
% first-generation 0.674 (1.829)
% VA Latino 0.895: (0.468)
% first-generation:% VA Latino 4.772: (2.748)
Democrat 3.288˚˚ (0.155)
male -0.260˚ (0.123)
% black -0.246 (0.662)
Arizona 0.931˚˚ (0.197)
California 1.656˚˚ (0.211)
Florida 1.090˚˚ (0.302)
Intercept (Cut 1) 2.725˚˚ (0.251)
Intercept (Cut 2) 3.358˚˚ (0.250)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Pseudo R2: 0.3555; N: 8566

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01

crease.40 Figure 4.4 and Figure 4.5 present the 3D plots of these calculations for

both Democratic and Republican lawmakers. Overall, what these figures demon-

strate is that while party has the largest effect on vote choice,41 my key independent

variables of interest remain important and actually work to explain differences be-

tween individual lawmakers, including those within the same party. For Democrats

(Figure 4.4), the probability of voting in favor of non-citizen interests is significantly

higher in districts with larger VA Latino populations and larger proportions of first-

generation citizens (as noted by the darker shading) than in districts with smaller

VA Latino and first-generation cohorts. For Republicans (Figure 4.5), the overall

probability of voting in favor of non-citizen interests is much lower however, among

this group, the make-up of the constituency still matters.

40 This is calculated for Californian, male lawmakers, with % black set at the sample mean.

41 All else being equal, being a Democrat as opposed to a Republican increases a legislator’s
probability of voting in favor of non-citizen interests by 0.67.
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Figure 4.4: Predicted Probability of Voting in Favor of Non-Citizens: Democrats

4.7.2 Testing Long-term Reelection Effects

Up to this point, my results provide support for my first hypothesis and fall in line

with standard reelection theories of behavior (Mayhew, 1974). But what about the

long-term reelection constituency and thus, the long-term electoral goals of lawmak-

ers? Are elected officials voting in favor of non-citizen interests also doing so to gain

electoral support for the future?

Evidence from my survey of current state lawmakers suggests that legislators do
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Figure 4.5: Predicted Probability of Voting in Favor of Non-Citizens: Republicans

think about more than the present and the interests of current voters. Drawing on

responses to open-ended questions on legislative priorities and the relative impor-

tance of different Latino subpopulations, I find that many individuals care about the

future of their districts and personal careers, and as a result, pay attention to what

the population in their district (in this case, the Latino population), might look like

in the long-run. In discussing current legislative goals, one lawmaker from my survey

stated that he/she considers the “next generation” of Latinos to be of the “highest
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priority” while another stated that Latino groups were important because they com-

prise a “growing population that will be a majority in the next 10 years.” A third

member stated that he/she is working to send a message directly to non-citizens

that “our state is NOT inhospitable or insensitive to their needs.”42 Further, this

same lawmaker said it was “smart” to address non-citizen interests because of the

possibility that these individuals are “potential future citizens.”

In an effort to test if this expressed interest in the future is reflected in current

legislative behavior, I again rely on my roll-calling voting data. Overall, my goal is

to determine whether the actual presence of a long-term reelection constituency, in

this case, non-citizen Latinos, is what is driving concern with the future, and thus

directly affecting legislative decision-making. Again, my prediction is that as the

size of the non-citizen Latino population in a district increases, a lawmaker will be

more likely to vote in favor of non-citizen interests. However, because I assume that

a representative cannot ignore her immediate reelection prospects when pursuing

long-term reelection goals, I argue that she will only pay attention to the non-citizen

Latino population if there is also a large first-generation Latino citizen population

in her district (H2) or if she is electorally secure (H3).

To test the first of these two predictions (H2), I estimate an ordered logit model

with the main independent variables of interest being the size of the entire VA Latino

population (% VA Latino), the size of the first-generation Latino citizen population

(% first-generation) and the size of the non-citizen Latino population in a lawmaker’s

district (% non-citizen), plus the interactions between these three variables. Estimat-

ing this model, I find that the three-way interaction is positive and nearly statistically

significant (p=.108). However, because of the complicated nature of this function

(with three two-ways and one three-way in total), it is difficult to determine exactly

42 Emphasis in original statement.
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Table 4.3: Long-Term Reelection Motives: Effect of % Non-Citizen on Voting

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
% non-citizen 2.069˚˚ (0.705)
% first-generation 1.297 (1.917)
% VA Latino 0.494 (0.509)
% first-generation:%VA Latino 5.473: (2.855)
Democrat 3.230˚˚ (0.161)
male -0.256˚ (0.121)
% black -0.497 (0.630)
Arizona 1.353˚˚ (0.249)
California 2.020˚˚ (0.228)
Florida 1.284˚˚ (0.303)
Intercept (Cut 1) 3.581˚˚ (0.381)
Intercept (Cut 2) 4.216˚˚ (0.375)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Pseudo R2: 0.3574; N: 8566

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01

how each of these three variables is operating to effect behavior.43 For this reason,

I estimate a set of simpler models with different two-way interactions between these

variables. Overall, I discover that while the interaction between % VA Latino and %

first-generation remains positive and significant, there is is no significant interactive

effect between either % first-generation and % non-citizen or between % VA Latino

and % non-citizen on voting behavior. Conducting likelihood ratio tests (with the

nested model being that presented in Table 4.2), I find that while including the vari-

able measuring the size of the non-citizen Latino population significantly improves

the predictive power of the model (with a test statistic of p<.01) its effect is not

conditional.44 Table 4.3 shows that overall, the size of the non-citizen Latino pop-

ulation stands as a positive and independent predictor of legislator vote choice on

non-citizen issues.

Overall I find that all else being equal, for Democrats, as the proportion of the

43 For model estimations, refer to Table B.7 of Appendix B.

44 Refer to Table B.6 of Appendix B for model comparisons.
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Latino population that is non-citizen increases from two-standard deviations below

the sample mean (9%) to two-standard deviations above the sample mean (47%),

the probability of voting in favor of non-citizen interests increases by 0.10 (from

0.80 to 0.90).45 For Republicans, the probability of voting in favor of non-citizen

interests goes from 0.14 in districts with smaller non-citizen populations (9% non-

citizen Latino), to 0.26 in districts with larger non-citizen Latino populations (47%

non-citizen Latino).46

These results provide initial support for the argument that the long-term reelec-

tion constituency, in this case, the non-citizen Latino population, is directly affecting

legislative behavior. Yet, counter to my second hypothesis, I find no evidence to sug-

gest that this effect is conditional on the make-up of short-term electoral constituency.

That said, it is possible that other factors innate to a lawmaker’s short-term electoral

security may matter. Moving to examine my third hypothesis, I test whether the

percent of the vote a lawmaker received in the most recent election affects behavior

and specifically, whether lawmakers are more likely to directly appeal to a future

voting population (i.e. non-citizens) as they become increasingly electorally secure.

To do so, I estimate an ordered logit model with the key variables of interest

being the size of the non-citizen Latino population in a lawmaker’s district (out of

the total district population), the percent of the vote a lawmaker received in the most

recent election (% vote) and the interaction between these two variables.47 Through

this analysis, I find that while both the size of the non-citizen Latino population

and electoral safety positively affect voting on non-citizen interest legislation, the

45 This is calculated holding % first-generation, % VA Latino and % black at the sample means
and setting gender equal to 1 (male) and the state as California. The calculated difference in
probabilities is significant at the p<.05 level.

46 Again, this calculated difference in probabilities is significant at the p<.05 level.

47 If electoral safety is allowing lawmakers to pay direct attention to future voters, then the short-
term reelection constituency should not matter in this case. This explains the new % non-citizen
variable, which is now calculated as a percent of the total district population rather than as a
percent of the overall Latino population.
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Table 4.4: Long-Term Reelection Motives: Effect of Electoral Safety on Voting

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
% non-citizen (of total population) 4.028˚˚ (0.856)
% vote 0.640: (0.379)
# candidates 0.065 (0.074)
Democrat 3.260˚˚ (0.160)
male -0.297˚ (0.121)
% black -0.716 (0.560)
Arizona 0.966˚˚ (0.187)
California 1.726˚˚ (0.198)
Florida 1.275˚˚ (0.224)
Intercept (Cut 1) 3.174˚˚ (0.391)
Intercept (Cut 2) 3.798˚˚ (0.384)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Pseudo R2: 0.3577; N: 8535

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01

interaction between these two variables is not significant.48 Overall, as shown in

Table 4.4, I again find, as in the previous model, that the size of the non-citizen

Latino population has an independent effect on behavior.

This effect is more clearly shown in the graphs presented in Figure 4.6, which

presents the predicted probability of voting in favor of non-citizen interests for both

Democrats and Republicans (and the 95% confidence intervals on these estimations)

as the size of the non-citizen Latino population in a legislative district increases. Re-

estimating the model presented in Table 4.4 with an interaction between Democrat

and % non-citizen (of total district population), I find that an increase in the size of

the non-citizen population has a larger effect on the behavior of Republicans. Among

my sample, the mean size of the non-citizen Latino population within Republican

districts is around 6%, and in these districts, the probability of voting in favor of non-

citizen interests is quite low (around 0.2). However, some Republicans in my sample

do have much larger non-citizen Latino populations. For example, Rene Garcia from

48 I also find by conducting likelihood ratio tests that the inclusion of this interaction does not
significantly improve the model fit.
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Figure 4.6: Effect of Size of Non-Citizen Latino Population on Voting Behavior:
Democrats and Republicans
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Florida served a House district that was 34% non-citizen Latino. Another Republican

lawmaker, Danny Gilmore from California, served a district that was 21% non-citizen

Latino. Overall, it is Republicans in these types of districts that have much higher

probabilities (above 0.4) of voting in favor of non-citizen interests. Taking Rep.

Gilmore’s voting behavior as a example, I find that while he did not always vote to

benefit non-citizens, he did vote in favor these interests about a third of the time.

Between 2009-2011, he voted in favor of non-citizen interests on 6 out of 18 bills,

which is more times, on average, than his Republican colleagues.

To summarize, I find that the effect of the long-term reelection constituency on

voting behavior is neither dependent on the make-up of the relevant short-term re-

election constituency nor on a lawmaker’s electoral safety. While both short-term

voters (first-generation Latino citizens) and electoral safety positively and signifi-

cantly affect voting on non-citizen interest legislation, these factors are not necessar-

ily a precursor for direct non-citizen influence.49

4.8 A Closer Look at the Effect of Party

Prior to moving forward to assess alternative explanations of voting behavior, I wish

to address one aspect of my voting models more closely: the influence of partisan

affiliation. As I have suggested, in terms of explaining voting behavior, it is obvious

that party holds the most predictive power. All else being equal, being a Democrat

as opposed to a Republican increases a legislator’s probability of voting in favor

of non-citizen interests by approximately 0.67.50 That being the case however, it is

possible that the party label itself is masking the true effect of other key predictors in

my models. In line with the argument presented by Herbert Weisberg (1978), I claim

49 Similar effects are also found using a binary dependent measure of vote choice, which excludes
abstentions.

50 This effect is calculated by taking the average effect of party across all voting models. In each
model, I calculate the influence of party while holding all other variables at their mean values.
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Table 4.5: Demographic Make-up of Districts by Party of Lawmaker

Party VA Latino % 1st Gen Latino % Non-Cit. Latino Frequency
(Mean) (Mean) (Mean)

Republican .200 .099 .249 3,709

Democrat .347 .117 .308 4,206

that while party serves as a simple and useful baseline for predicting vote choice, it

is important to consider what the party label actually stands for and what causes

members to affiliate with a given party in the first place. In this case, it may be that

part of the effect of party on voting can be explained by my key variables of interest,

i.e. those concerning the make-up and size of the Latino population in a lawmaker’s

district. In other words, there may be an indirect effect of the demographic make-up

of the Latino population on voting behavior that is being accounted for by party

affiliation.

To assess this possibility, I first examine the make-up of districts represented

by Republican and Democratic lawmakers in my sample. As shown in Table 4.5, I

find that on average, Democrats have larger voting-age Latino populations in their

districts and they tend to have a larger proportions of first-generation and non-citizen

Latinos. What this could suggest is that part of the differences in the voting behavior

of members of either party can be attributed to differences in the make-up of their

districts.

As a simple test of the indirect effect of these district characteristics on voting

behavior, I apply two related methods of estimating direct, indirect, and total effects

in logit models, both of which are outlined by Erikson et al.(2005).51 I find that

on average, the indirect effect of the demographic make-up and size of the Latino

51 I estimate this using the ldecomp function in STATA. For more information on this function see
Buis (2010).
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population in a lawmaker’s district (this includes size of the VA Latino population,

percent of the Latino population that is first-generation and percent of the popula-

tion that is non-citizen Latino) accounts for approximately 12% of the total effect of

party on voting behavior. In other words, 12% of the effect of party revealed in the

models above can actually be explained by the presence and make-up of the Latino

population in a member’s district. This provides even more support for the original

finding that both short-term reelection constituencies (first-generation Latino citi-

zens) and future reelection constituencies (non-citizen Latinos) are affecting voting

decisions on bills that pertain to the non-citizen Latino population.

4.9 Alternative Explanations: Testing the Effect of Legislator Iden-
tity

Thus far, my results have generally aligned with my predictions, with the exception

being that the effect of the long-term reelection constituency (non-citizens) was not

found to be conditional on either the size of the first-generation Latino citizen pop-

ulation or on a legislator’s electoral safety. That said, there may be other reasons,

beyond those currently explored, that explain why lawmakers are directly appealing

to non-citizen (and thus non-voting) populations in their districts. First, it is pos-

sible that other members of a lawmaker’s short-term reelection constituency (aside

from first-generation Latinos) also support non-citizen interests and thus, when a

lawmaker votes in favor of legislation to benefit this group, she is not voting against

the preferences of current voters. This may be the case in districts with more liberal,

educated, or morally tolerant individuals, for example.52 A further possibility is that

lawmakers are reaching out to non-citizen Latinos in their district (and even outside

of their district) for reasons beyond reelection. They may, for instance, be attend-

52 This conclusion follows from my public opinion analysis, which showed that in addition to race
influencing preferences on non-citizen related policies, partisan identification, education, and moral
tolerance also matter.
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ing to the preferences of this population not because it will ensure their electoral

security, but because it is a local or nationally salient issue or because it is meeting

a personal goal to create good public policy. As alluded to above, while many fac-

tors may be driving legislative commitment to generating good policy, one relevant

consideration is a legislator’s personal identity, and specifically, her racial or ethnic

identity. Again, while I claim that policy goals will be most clearly reflected in more

labor-intensive forms of substantive representation, including bill sponsorship, I still

wish to examine whether there is any evidence that they are also influencing voting

behavior. Explicitly, I test whether the ethnicity of the lawmaker, in this instance,

the Latino identity of the lawmaker, is affecting the probability of voting in favor of

non-citizen Latino interests.

In beginning to tackle the question of whether personal identity is affecting leg-

islative decision-making, I turn to my survey of current state lawmakers. While the

sample of Latino legislators in this survey was quite small (18 out of 107 respondents

who identified their race/ethnicity selected the Latino/Hispanic indicator), the re-

sponses of these individuals remain insightful. In line with my theory, as a group,

Latino lawmakers reported having more of a personal concern with the Latino pop-

ulation and the non-citizen subpopulation when compared to other lawmakers. As-

sessing survey responses, I find that while non-Latino lawmakers rank the interests

of the Latino population, on average as “somewhat important,” Latino lawmakers

rank the interests of this group as “very important.”53 In addition, when compared

to non-Latino lawmakers, Latino lawmakers rank the interests of non-citizen Latinos

significantly higher. While Latino officials rate the importance of non-citizen Lati-

nos as a 7.78 on a scale from 1 to 10 (with 10 being “very important”), all other

lawmakers rate the importance of this group much lower at 5.2 (which infers that

they view this population as “neither important nor unimportant”).

53 Using a difference of means test, I find the divide between these rankings to be significant.
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Beyond this, my survey reveals that when making voting decisions on bills that

concern both documented and undocumented Latinos, Latino lawmakers rate immi-

grant non-citizen interests significantly higher than other lawmakers. When asked the

question, “When making a voting decision on a bill that concerns the documented

non-citizen Latino population, how important are the interests of the [immigrant

non-citizen population] to you?”, Latino lawmakers rate this group much higher

than non-Latino lawmakers on average (see Figure 4.7). When asked about the

importance of immigrant non-citizens when making decisions on bills that concern

the undocumented Latino population, similar trends emerge. As seen in Figure 4.7,

while Latino lawmakers place immigrant non-citizens as an 8 out of 10, all other

lawmakers place these individuals as a 5.8.54

While it is possible that these interests of Latino lawmakers are drawn purely

from their electoral constituency, and are thus tied to their reelection goals, further

analysis reveals that this is not always the case. By estimating a set of simple re-

gressions, I find that even beyond electoral factors, Latino identity still matters and

positively affects attitudes on the importance of non-citizen subgroups.55 As seen in,

Table 5.3, when making voting decisions on both bills that concern the documented

non-citizen Latino population (column 1) and those that concern the undocumented

non-citizen Latino population (column 2), Latino lawmakers find non-citizen immi-

grants to be significantly more important when compared to other legislators, even

54 Again, the significance of these differences are confirmed using difference of means tests.

55 In this analysis, the dependent variable is continuous and goes from 0-10, with 10 representing
non-citizen immigrants as being extremely important. Latino identity is measured using responses
to the question: How would you describe your primary racial/ethnic background? In the model,
Latino/Hispanic identity is coded as a “1” and all others are coded as “0.” The % first-generation
is measured using responses to the question: Approximately what percent of the total Latino
population in your district is foreign-born citizens?, while the % non-citizen variable is measured
using responses to a similar question, asking about the percent of all Latinos that are non-citizen in
the district. Responses to each of these questions are coded on 1-4 scale, where 1 is less than 10%,
2 is between 10-25%, 3 is between 25-50% and 4 is more than 50%. The ideology variable in this
model is coded using a 1-7 scale with 1 being extremely liberal and 7 being extremely conservative.

116



8.11	 8	

5.54	
5.8	

0	

1	

2	

3	

4	

5	

6	

7	

8	

9	

Voting  on  Bills:  Documented	 Voting  on  Bills:  Undocumented	

Im
po
rt
an
ce
  o
f  I
m
m
ig
ra
nt
  N
on
-‐‑C
iti
ze
ns
	

Activity:  Latino  Population  Type	

Latino  Lawmakers	 Non-‐‑Latino  Lawmakers	

Figure 4.7: Importance of Immigrant Non-Citizens to Latino and Non-Latino Law-
makers

when controlling for the percent of the Latino population that is first-generation or

non-citizen and legislator ideology.

Responses to open-ended questions on this survey also confirm the added impor-

tance of Latino identity on legislative behavior and attitudes. As an example, when

asked why specific Latino subpopulations were important, one lawmaker stated that

this group mattered because it is a “growth sector in our population” and “increas-

ingly a majority of [his/her] constituents are Latino.” However, this individual also

stated that he/she was “of that ethnic background” and as a result has “long taken

a special interest in the well being of the Hispanic community.”
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Table 4.6: Importance of Non-Citizen Immigrants: Survey Results

Variable Coefficient Coefficient
(Std. Err.) (Std. Err.)

Bills on Bills on
Documented Undocumented

Latino legislator 2.163˚ 1.825:

(0.880) (0.972)

% first-generation 0.505 0.398
(0.484) (0.535)

% non-citizen -0.396 -0.221
(0.504) (0.541)

ideology -0.789: -0.801:

(0.408) (0.451)

Constant 5.364˚˚ 5.429˚˚

(0.925) (1.012)

N 82 78
Pseudo R2 0.1345 0.1006
:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01

Beyond assessing the importance of Latino identity using my survey, I also draw

on results from my roll-call voting dataset. Using these data, I conduct further tests

to determine whether Latino identity is influencing behavior, even in spite of primary

reelection considerations (specifically, in this instance, the % first-generation and %

non-citizen Latino populations in the member’s district). Results of this analysis,

presented in Table 4.7, suggest that Latino identity does matter and significantly

enhances one’s probability of voting in favor of non-citizen interests. Holding all

else equal,56 I find that among Democrats, being Latino significantly increases the

probability of voting in favor of non-citizen interests by approximately 0.06 (from

0.85-0.91), while among Republicans being Latino significantly increases the proba-

bility of voting in favor of non-citizen interests by 0.09 (from 0.17-0.26).57

56 This is holding all demographic variables (% first-generation, % non-citizen and %black) and
electoral safety measures (% vote and # candidates) at each party’s sample mean.

57 Conducting additional tests including an indicator for Black lawmakers (see Table B.8 of the
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Table 4.7: Good Public Policy Motives: Effect of Latino Identity on Voting

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
Latino 0.540˚˚ (0.142)
% first-generation 3.025˚ (1.515)
% non-citizen 2.466˚˚ (0.648)
% vote 0.432 (0.361)
# candidates 0.009 (0.076)
Democrat 3.150˚˚ (0.174)
male -0.277˚ (0.123)
% black -0.175 (0.636)
Arizona 1.700˚˚ (0.230)
California 2.306˚˚ (0.213)
Florida 1.385˚˚ (0.301)
Intercept (Cut 1) 4.214˚˚ (0.482)
Intercept (Cut 2) 4.839˚˚ (0.472)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Pseudo R2: 0.3594; N: 8535

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01

What these results suggest is that Latino members of both parties approach issues

concerning the non-citizen subpopulation differently then their non-Latino partisans.

This provides initial support for the competing argument that beyond reelection

considerations, policy goals, which are drawn from a member’s group identity, also

affect voting behavior. While I initially predicted that personal policy goals would

be most clearly reflected in more labor-intensive behaviors, such as bill sponsorship,

I find evidence here to suggest that they are also revealed in this less-costly form

of substantive representation. Overall, this result aligns with existing studies of

minority representation, which find that the racial/ethnic identity of the lawmaker

significantly affects legislative behaviors, including roll-call voting (Hero and Tolbert,

Appendix), I find that it not necessarily the case that simply being a minority makes one more
likely to vote in favor of non-citizen Latino interests. While being Latino significantly increases
an individual’s probability of voting in favor of non-citizen Latino interests, being Black has no
significant effect. Thus, it is not the case that “any [minority] will do” (Dovi, 2002) in terms of
enhancing the substantive representation of specific subgroups (in this case, non-citizen Latinos) in
society. This result has important implications for future studies, particularly those assessing the
benefits of descriptive representation for the many different minority subpopulations in society.
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1995; Canon, 1999; Mansbridge, 1999; Haynie, 2001; Casellas, 2007; Preuhs, 2007;

Minta, 2009).

4.10 Discussion of Voting Models

This chapter serves as a first step in assessing the political representation of non-

citizen Latinos in U.S. society. Focusing on roll-call voting behavior, I find that both

short-term and long-term reelection goals are driving lawmakers to vote in favor of

non-citizen interests. More broadly, my results provide support for the argument that

certain Latino subpopulations can positively affect legislative behavior, especially as

they begin make up larger proportions of a member’s district. Somewhat surprisingly,

I also find that factors beyond the electorate are conditioning behavior. In testing

the effect of good public policy goals, I discover that even when I account for key

district demographic factors, the ethnic identity of the lawmaker significantly affects

voting behavior on policies directed at the non-citizen population.

Beyond these key results, I also find interesting results regarding the influence

of my control variables. Aside from the effect of party, discussed above, other indi-

cators, including state and gender are also found to be relevant predictors of voting

behavior. All of my models show that the likelihood of voting in favor of non-citizens

interests is higher in Arizona, California, and Florida than in North Carolina. This is

perhaps due to the fact that the Latino population, and particularly the foreign-born

subpopulation in this state is fairly new and thus, legislative interest in the needs

and preferences of this group remains lower in the aggregate.

Aside from these state level effects, I also find that the gender of individual

lawmakers is significantly related to voting. In all of my models, it is shown that

men are significantly less likely to vote in favor of non-citizen interests than women.

Interestingly, many existing studies of Latino representation in particular do not

account for the role of gender on representational outcomes for this group (Hero
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and Tolbert, 1995; Griffin and Newman, 2007, 2008; Minta, 2009; Casellas, 2011).

Given that this result may have important normative consequences, this ought to be

explored further in future studies.

Finally, it is worth pointing out results concerning the effect of % black. I find

that this variable is negatively related to voting in favor of non-citizen interests, yet

does not reach conventional levels of significance. While the literature suggests that

increases in the size of the Black population may cause lawmakers to decrease their

support for Latinos, due to perceptions of competition (McClain and Stewart, 2010)

I find no strong evidence to support this in my analysis.
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5

Representing Non-Citizen Interests: An Analysis of
Bill Sponsorship Behavior

5.1 Introduction to Sponsorship Analysis

In continuing my assessment of non-citizen Latino representation, I examine a new

and very different form of substantive representation: bill sponsorship. Not only does

this analysis provide substantively valuable information on who is putting the time,

energy, and effort into developing legislation to benefit non-citizens, but it also allows

for a quite distinct, and hence important, test of my theory of legislative ambition.

In chapter 4, I found that both short-term and long-term reelection factors af-

fect legislative voting on policies concerning non-citizen Latinos. Here, I continue

my analysis of the reelection argument, testing whether current and potential future

voting populations are also motivating lawmakers to sponsor legislation to benefit

this group. First, I examine the effect of short-term reelection incentives, testing

whether lawmakers from districts with large voting-age Latino populations are more

likely sponsor legislation to support the interests of non-citizen Latinos as the pro-

portion of first-generation Latino citizens in their district increases (H1). Next, I
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examine long-term reelection motives, testing whether the probability of bill spon-

sorship increases as both the proportion of first-generation and non-citizen Latinos

in a member’s district increase (H2) or whether both electoral safety and the size

of the non-citizen Latino citizen population in a member’s district interact to affect

sponsorship behavior (H3).

In addition, I consider how bill production may be driven by factors beyond

the electorate. Specifically, I assess how policy interests derived from a lawmaker’s

personal identity are influencing sponsorship behavior. In testing the ‘good public

policy’ motive, I find that particularly in districts where the electoral motivations for

representing non-citizen Latinos are weak, Latino lawmakers are significantly more

likely than their non-Latino colleagues to sponsor legislation. This mirrors findings

in the previous chapter, which show that beyond electoral factors, personal identity

is positively contributing to representational outcomes for non-citizens.

5.2 Data and Measurements

To examine whether my theory of legislative behavior explains sponsorship activity, I

primarily rely on my legislative dataset. Again, this dataset contains information on

every bill concerning the specific interests of non-citizen Latinos introduced within

four states (Arizona, California, Florida, and North Carolina) across a seven-year

time period (2005-2011). Rather than examining the roll-call voting behavior of

legislators on this set of bills however, in this chapter I look at sponsorship and

co-sponsorship activity while focusing on legislation to benefit non-citizens. For my

primary analysis, I generate a dummy variable denoting sponsorship by legislative

session (Benefit).1 If a lawmaker sponsored or co-sponsored at least one bill to benefit

1 Because sponsorship and cosponsorship are so rare, I include both behaviors in my measure. That
said, I recognize that assessments of co-sponsorship in the US Congress have found this behavior
to be quite different than sponsorship (Kessler and Krehbiel, 1996; Wilson and Young, 1997). For
this reason, in future analyses, it might be useful to examine these two behaviors using separate
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non-citizen Latinos in a given term, this variable is coded as a “1.” If a lawmaker

did not sponsor any such legislation, this variable is coded as a “0.”2 Across all

states between 2005-2011, there were a total of 659 sponsorship occurrences out of

a possible 2,158. For a distribution of sponsorship across each state by session, see

Figure 5.1.3

As in the previous chapter, the key independent variables I use to test my reelec-

tion theory include % VA Latino, which measures the percent of the entire voting-age

population in a district that is Latino and over the age of 18; % first generation, which

measures the percent of the Latino population in a district that is foreign-born cit-

izens; and % non-citizen, which measures the percent of the Latino population in a

district that is non-citizen. Other key variables are also the same, including % vote,

which is used to test my third hypothesis, drawn from the long-term reelection theory

and latino, which is used to assess the applicability of the good public policy theory.

All control variables in the voting models are also included in my sponsorship models

(Democrat, male, % black and state indicators) as well as one additional measure,

majority, denoting whether a legislator was in the majority party during any given

term. I include this measure in the sponsorship models given that previous studies

have found majority status to be positively associated with legislative productivity

and even effectiveness (Volden and Wiseman, 2013).

As in my analysis of voting behavior, in this chapter, I also draw on results from

my legislative survey. On this survey, I asked legislators whether they had ever spon-

models.

2 To clarify, in the dataset an observation is included for each individual, for each bill, by each
chamber and state. Collapsing by session, I generate a count of bills sponsored by each individual
per session. This yields a total of 1,318 sponsorships between 2005-2011, of which 351 were primary
sponsorships. If the individual sponsored any bill during a given session my primary dependent
variable (Benefit) is coded as “1,” if he/she sponsored none, this variable is coded as “0.”

3 I use a dummy variable here because there are so few legislators who sponsored more than one bill
per legislative term. That said, I also estimate my models using a count variable, which measures
the number of bills sponsored by an individual in a given term. Analyses using this measure as a
dependent variable are presented as additional robustness checks of my primary results.
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Figure 5.1: Sponsorship of Bills to Benefit Non-Citizen Latinos by State and Ses-
sion

sored or co-sponsored a bill, resolution or memorial concerning either documented

and undocumented non-citizen Latinos (using two separate questions). I then fol-

lowed up by asking about the motivations behind their sponsoring of such legislation.

(For complete question wording, see Appendix C).

Overall, we know that sponsorship of this type of legislation is quite rare, how-

ever, I did find that many of my survey respondents either had sponsored or were

planing to sponsor these types of bills in the future. Figure 5.2 shows responses

concerning previous sponsor/co-sponsorship activity. This figure demonstrates that
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Figure 5.2: Sponsorship and Co-Sponsorship of Bills Concerning Documented and
Undocumented Non-Citizen Latinos: Survey Responses

co-sponsorship is the most common type of involvement when it comes to bills con-

cerning both documented and undocumented non-citizens, as over half of all respon-

dents claim to have been engaged in such activity. Another 29% said that they had

sponsored bills concerning documented non-citizens, while 25% stated that they had

sponsored bills related to undocumented non-citizens. On the whole, sponsorship

and co-sponsorship of resolutions and memorials was found to be the least frequent

activity by comparison.
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When asked about the future, I found that relatively few lawmakers had plans to

sponsor bills concerning documented or undocumented non-citizens. Overall, 28%

of respondents said they were planning to draft bills concerning the documented

population in the future, while 29.5% said they had plans to develop bills concerning

the undocumented population.

Using these data on sponsorship activity, as well as additional information on

district population and lawmaker identity provided in the survey, I am able to con-

duct some simple empirical tests that supplement those done using my legislative

dataset. In addition, qualitative information provided in response to open-ended

questions is drawn upon to buttress quantitative results. Responses to questions on

the motivations behind sponsorship prove particularly insightful, as they provide a

deeper understanding of the psychology behind decision-making while also raising

new questions to be addressed in future research.

5.3 Analysis and Results: Short and Long-Term Reelection Effects

I begin my analysis of sponsorship behavior by assessing the applicability of the

reelection theory. If, as Mayhew (1974) might suggest, sponsorship can be seen as

a form of position-taking, then perhaps, like those who vote in favor of non-citizen

interests, those who sponsor legislation to benefit non-citizen Latinos are also working

to appease their electoral supporters.

As a starting point for this investigation, I turn to my survey of current state law-

makers. As stated above, in this survey I asked lawmakers whether they sponsored

or co-sponsored legislation concerning non-citizen Latinos and then as a follow-up,

asked an open-ended question on what motivated them to do so. The question

did not prompt respondents to think about any specific factor that was motivating

their decisions, but overall, electoral and constituency related issues were a top re-

sponse. Out of the lawmakers that responded to questions on what motivated them
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to sponsor/co-sponsor legislation to address the concerns of the non-citizen Latino

population in their district or state, more than one-third mentioned something about

it being important their constituents and/or their voters. For instance, lawmakers

stated that such legislation was “in the interest of constituents” and such issues

were important to the “district [they] represent.” One individual stated that he/she

sponsored such legislation because non-citizens were “a large part of the district.”

Other lawmakers specifically stated that they were motivated by the interests of

their current voters. One responded that he/she sponsored such legislation because

non-citizens were “family members of [his/her] voting constituents” while another

said that he/she sponsored this legislation because non-citizens have “similar needs

and concerns to citizens.”

Together, these responses begin to suggest that the electorate matters, and specif-

ically, in the case with the last two statements, that short-term reelection consid-

erations are important to lawmakers when they are making sponsorship decisions.

Yet, in order to determine whether these concerns are shared across lawmakers and

are having a significant effect on behavior, I wish to turn to more quantitative forms

of analysis. Using my legislative dataset, I conduct further tests of the reelection

portion of my theory, specifically examining whether the presence of a specific set

of current voters (first-generation Latino citizens) and/or future voters (non-citizen

Latinos) in a member’s district, affects the probability of sponsoring legislation to

benefit the non-citizen subpopulation.

Assessing the short-term reelection argument, I start by testing my first hypoth-

esis, which is that lawmakers from districts with large voting age Latino populations

will be more likely to sponsor legislation to benefit non-citizen Latinos as the size of

the first-generation Latino citizen population in their district increases. To do this,

I estimate a logit model with Benefit as my dependent variable, and %VA Latino,

% first-generation and the interaction between these two variables as my key inde-
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pendent variables. Table 5.1 presents the results of this analysis. In line with my

prediction, I find that there is a significant relationship between my key short-term

factors and sponsorship, even when controlling for other key predictors of behavior.4

Table 5.1: Short-Term Reelection Effects: Sponsorship in Favor of Non-Citizen In-
terests

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
% first-generation 2.801 (1.779)
% VA Latino 0.285 (0.731)
% first generation: % VA Latino 5.242: (3.145)
Democrat 1.584˚˚ (0.150)
majority 0.332˚ (0.131)
male -0.151 (0.127)
% black -0.261 (0.510)
Arizona 1.880˚˚ (0.227)
California 1.163˚˚ (0.239)
Florida -0.098 (0.250)
Intercept -2.970˚˚ (0.304)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Pseudo R2: 0.1941; N: 2150

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01

Using the variance-covariance matrix to simulate the coefficients of this model,

I calculate predicted probabilities of sponsorship as both %VA Latino and % first-

generation in a member’s district increase. Figure 5.3 and Figure 5.4 present the 3D

plots of these calculations for both Democratic and Republican lawmakers.

What becomes apparent from these figures is that the proportion of the Latino

population that is first-generation has a large effect on the probability of sponsorship

for members of both parties. Even in districts with smaller VA Latino populations,

as the proportion of this population that is first-generation increases, the probability

of sponsorship increases significantly. However, it is when both of these variables

4 As in the previous chapter, I conduct a likelihood ratio test comparing the model including %VA
Latino, % first-generation and the interaction between these two variables to the nested model.
The test statistic of p<.01 favors the model that includes my variables of interest. The baseline
and the fully specified models are presented in columns 1 and 2 of Table C.2 of Appendix C.

129



Predicted Probability of Sponsorship: Democrats
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Figure 5.3: Predicted Probability of Sponsoring Legislation: Democrats (Short-
Term Reelection Motives)

increase consecutively that sponsorship becomes most likely. For Democrats (Fig-

ure 5.3), the probability of voting in favor of non-citizen interests is significantly

higher in districts with larger VA Latino populations and larger proportions of first-

generation citizens (as noted by the darker shading) than in districts with smaller

VA Latino and first-generation cohorts. For Republicans (Figure 5.4), the overall

probability of sponsorship is much lower, however, among this group, the make-up of

the constituency still matters. As both the size of the VA Latino population and the
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Predicted Probability of Sponsorship: Republicans
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Figure 5.4: Predicted Probability of Sponsoring Legislation: Republicans (Short-
Term Reelection Motives)

proportion of this population that is first-generation within a Republican lawmaker’s

district increase, so too does the probability of sponsorship.5

Thus far, the results of my sponsorship analysis fall in line with responses provided

5 As in the previous chapter, I conduct an additional robustness check of this finding, examining
whether the size of the second-plus generation population has the opposite effect on behavior. The
prediction is that as the proportion of the Latino population that is second-plus generation Latino
increases, a lawmaker will become less likely to craft legislation to support non-citizen interests. By
estimating my model with a variable denoting % second-plus generation Latino, I find, in line with
my expectation, that the coefficients on this variable and the interaction between this variable and
% VA Latino are indeed negative (see Table C.1 of Appendix C.)
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in my survey, and specifically those claiming that motivation for writing legislation

to benefit non-citizens is drawn from the interests of constituents who can provide

the lawmaker with immediate electoral support. In this case, by responding to the

preferences of first-generation Latino citizen population in their districts, lawmakers

are indirectly providing benefits to the non-citizen subpopulation. But what about

direct representation of non-citizen Latinos in society? Does bill sponsorship also

reflect a desire to appeal to this future voting population?

In my survey, some lawmakers did state that non-citizens affect their sponsor-

ship behavior, even in spite of the fact that they are not voters. One legislator said

that “I care about all constituents. [Non-citizen] constituents cannot vote but that

does not mean that they don’t count. Their voice should also be heard. All peo-

ple’s voices should be heard.” Another stated that non-citizens are “a vital part

of our community and need to be heard, acknowledged and appreciated for their

contributions.”

In an effort to examine whether this expressed concern with the non-citizen pop-

ulation is connected to the size of this group in one’s district and thus, is potentially

driven by future electoral considerations, I again turn to my legislative dataset. I

begin assessing the effect of long-term reelection incentives by testing my second

hypothesis, which states that lawmakers will directly appeal to non-citizen Latinos

in their districts only when doing so is also in the interest of a current voting pop-

ulation. My prediction in this case is that lawmakers will be more likely to sponsor

legislation to benefit the non-citizen Latinos population in their district when both

the proportion of non-citizens and the first-generation Latino citizens in their district

increase.

To conduct this analysis, I estimate a model with a three-way interaction between

% VA Latino, % first-generation and % non-citizen. However, because the effects

of these interactions are difficult to interpret, as in the previous chapter, I choose
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to step back to consider a set of simpler models with different two-way interactions

between these variables. Examining these less complex models allows me to get a

better sense of the true relationships that exist between different electoral popula-

tions and sponsorship activity. Through this examination, I find that there seems

to be no conditional relationship between either % VA Latino and % non-citizen

or between % first-generation and % non-citizen.6 That said, I do find a small in-

dependent effect of % non-citizen on behavior, as seen in column 3 of Table C.2

in Appendix C. Conducting a likelihood ratio test, I discover that not only is this

variable significant, but it significantly improves the explanatory power of my model

(with a test statistic of p<.01). What this suggests is that regardless of short-term

electoral considerations, the long-term reelection population seems to have an added

effect on the behavior of lawmakers. Controlling for numerous other variables, as

the proportion of the Latino population that is non-citizen increases, a lawmaker

becomes more likely to sponsor legislation to benefit this group.

Despite this finding however, it is possible that other factors are allowing law-

makers to respond directly to the non-citizen population in their districts. In line

with my third hypothesis, I predict that perhaps, beyond the short-term reelection

constituency, a legislator’s electoral safety will serve as a precursor for direct repre-

sentation of potential future voters. My argument is that as electoral safety increases,

a lawmaker will have more leeway in the short-term and thus, even if sponsoring bills

to benefit future voters results in some immediate electoral losses, the probability of

winning the most upcoming election remains unchanged.

To test my final reelection hypothesis, I estimate a logit model testing whether %

vote and % non-citizen (out of the total population) positively interact to influence

sponsorship behavior. In conducting this analysis, however, I actually find no support

6 Using likelihood ratio tests, I find that interactions between these variables (%VA Latino and
% non-citizen and % first-generation and % non-citizen) are neither significant nor does their
inclusion in the model enhance its explanatory power.
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Table 5.2: Long-Term Motives: Effect of Electoral Safety on Sponsorship

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
% non-citizen (of total population) 4.933˚˚ (0.871)
% vote 0.489 (0.521)
# candidates 0.208: (0.117)
Democrat 1.497˚˚ (0.146)
majority 0.389˚˚ (0.132)
male -0.164 (0.125)
% black -0.603 (0.518)
Arizona 1.575˚˚ (0.209)
California 1.037˚˚ (0.210)
Florida 0.338: (0.189)
Intercept -3.481˚˚ (0.582)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Pseudo R2: 0.1926; N: 2140

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01

for my prediction, as there is no significant interactive effect between these two

variables. While % non-citizen (of the total population) has a strong and positive

effect on sponsorship, % vote has very little effect and overall, it does not condition

direct non-citizen representation. As seen in Table 5.2, while the coefficient on %

vote is positive, its effect is small and insignificant.

In line with results from my voting models, this assessment of long-term reelection

incentives (H2 and H3) shows a significant, independent effect of the size of the

non-citizen Latino population on behavior. Re-estimating the model presented in

Table 5.2 with an interaction between Democrat and % non-citizen (of the total

district population), I find that even when controlling for other key predictors of

behavior, as the size of the district population that is non-citizen Latino increases,

the probability of sponsoring bills to benefit this group also increases for members of

both parties. This is more clearly shown in Figure 5.5, which presents the predicted

probability of sponsorship and 95% confidence intervals on these estimations for both

Democrats (shown in grey) and Republicans (shown in black).
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Figure 5.5: Effect of % Non-Citizen on Probability of Sponsorship: Democrats and
Republicans

Overall, I find that the reelection motives of lawmakers are not only affecting vot-

ing behavior on issues directly concerning non-citizens, as I originally predicted, but

are also driving sponsorship of legislation to benefit this group. Analyses presented

in Table 5.1, Table C.2, and Table 5.2 show that both first-generation and non-citizen

Latino populations positively influence bill sponsorship activity. This result holds

across multiple models, including those with additional time controls (see Table C.3

in Appendix C) and those using a count measure of bill sponsorship per term (see
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Table C.4 and Table C.5 in Appendix C).7

5.4 The Good Public Policy Goal and Legislator Identity

Despite the finding that reelection goals matter, even when it comes to explaining

who sponsors legislation to benefit non-citizens, it is possible that there is actually

more to the story. As outlined in my theory section in Chapter 1, I suggest that

in order to clearly understand the motivations behind sponsorship in particular, one

must consider alternative explanations. Again, this type of activity, to a greater

degree than roll call voting, reflects the intensity of a legislator’s preferences over

a particular issue. Further, lawmakers who are writing legislation are not simply

voicing an opinion, but are actually taking the time to develop legislation. For these

reasons, I claim that sponsorship is also driven by a second legislative goal: the goal

to generate good public policy. For this project, I focus on one factor that may be

contributing to policy goals: racial/ethnic identity. I argue that this group identity is

motivating a lawmaker’s conception of good public policy and that bill sponsorship

is a reflection of the effort to bring that conception into being.

Somewhat unexpectedly, in the previous chapter I found that policy goals are

actually influencing more than sponsorship behavior. In my analysis of voting, I

discovered that even when controlling for key electoral factors (% first-generation

and % non-citizen), legislator identity (specifically, latino) had an added effect on

the probability of voting in favor of non-citizen interests. The question now becomes

whether similar findings emerge when assessing the decision to propose new legisla-

tion. Given my original prediction, I expect that not only will identity matter, but

that it will have an even stronger effect on this activity.

To begin my assessment of the good public policy incentive and its applicability

to explaining sponsorship, I draw on results from my legislative survey. Through

7 These count models are estimating using negative binomial regression analysis.

136



this analysis, I find that identity is indeed influencing sponsorship of bills, resolu-

tions and/or memorials concerning both documented and undocumented non-citizen

Latinos. While no lawmaker in their responses to open-ended questions directly men-

tioned that their ethnicity was motivating behavior, results from results from simple

regression analyses reveal that it matters nonetheless. Using two binary dependent

variables, one denoting sponsorship or co-sponsorship of either a bill, resolution,

or memorial concerning documented non-citizens, and another denoting sponsorship

or co-sponsorship of either a bill, resolution, or memorial concerning undocumented

non-citizens, I estimate two logit models. Here my key independent indicators of

interest are Latino identity (“1” noting self-identified Latino lawmaker; “0” noting

non-Latino lawmaker), % first-generation, % non-citizen,8 and a measure of legisla-

tor ideology.9 Results of these models are presented in Table 5.3. Overall, what the

positive and significant coefficients on Latino legislator suggest is that self-identified

Latinos are more likely than all other lawmakers to say that they sponsored or co-

sponsored legislation concerning non-citizens, even when controlling for the make-up

of the Latino population in the legislative district and personal ideology.10

Turning to my legislative dataset, I find similar results concerning the effect of eth-

nic identity on sponsorship behavior. As seen in Table 5.4, while % first-generation

and % non-citizen remain positive and significant predictors of sponsorship, being

8 Both of which are coded on 1-4 scale, where 1 is less than 10%, 2 is between 10-25%, 3 is between
25-50% and 4 is more than 50% of the total Latino population in the district.

9 Again, ideology is measured on a 1-7 scale with 1 being extremely liberal and 7 being extremely
conservative.

10 Looking back at this question, I realize that it would have been better to ask whether lawmakers
sponsored bills, resolutions or memorials to benefit non-citizens as opposed to simply concerning
non-citizens. This more specific question wording, I believe, would have further strengthened the
results shown in Table 5.3. I know this after reviewing responses to open-ended questions, which
reveal that some of those who said they sponsored legislation concerning non-citizens did so in order
to restrict this group. In future surveys, I would like to be more specific with my question wording
while also asking additional follows-ups on motivations behind sponsorship of both beneficial and
restrictive types of legislation.
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Table 5.3: Effect of Identity on Bill Sponsorship: Survey Results

Variable Coefficient Coefficient
(Std. Err.) (Std. Err.)

Bills on Bills on
Documented Undocumented

Latino legislator 1.039: 1.996˚

(0.628) (0.812)

% first-generation 0.286 -0.253
(0.298) (0.329)

% non-citizen -0.107 0.530
(0.316) (0.354)

ideology -0.417: -0.679˚

(0.408) (0.451)

Constant -0.301 -0.444
(0.557) (0.585)

N 91 91
Pseudo R2 0.0589 0.1514
:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01

Latino also matters.11 Calculating predicted probabilities of sponsorship for both

Democrats and Republicans, I find, as expected, that Latino identity has an even

greater influence on sponsorship behavior than it did on voting. On average, I find

that among Democrats, being Latino increases the probability of sponsoring legisla-

tion to benefit non-citizens by approximately 0.127, while among Republicans, being

Latino increases the probability of sponsorship by approximately 0.144.12

Among my sample, I find that Latino lawmakers make up the largest proportion

of top sponsors. Of the top 12 sponsors in my sample (those who sponsored 13 or

more bills to benefit non-citizen Latinos between 2005-2011), 9 were Latino. This

11 This effect also holds when using a count of sponsorship occurrences as a dependent variable, as
shown in Table C.6 of the Appendix.

12 Including an indicator variable for Black lawmakers, I find that this effect of identity on the
development of bills to benefit non-citizens unique to Latinos. As seen in Table C.7 in the Appendix,
while being Latino significantly enhances ones probability of sponsoring legislation to benefit non-
citizens, Black identity has no effect.
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Table 5.4: Good Public Policy Motive: Effect of Latino Identity on Sponsorship

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
Latino 0.576˚˚ (0.180)
% first-generation 5.668˚˚ (1.206)
% non-citizen 1.770˚˚ (0.671)
% vote 0.258 (0.517)
# candidates 0.150 (0.118)
Democrat 1.458˚˚ (0.148)
majority 0.364˚˚ (0.130)
male -0.139 (0.125)
% black -0.369 (0.542)
Arizona 2.177˚˚ (0.236)
California 1.386˚˚ (0.226)
Florida 0.003 (0.248)
Intercept -4.346˚˚ (0.623)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Pseudo R2: 0.1986; N: 2140

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01

includes members such as Gil Cedillo, a Democrat, who served as a State Senator in

California’s 22nd district from 2002-2010 and state Assembly member in California’s

45th district from 2010-2012. During the time period I analyze, Cedillo sponsored

a total of 22 bills to benefit non-citizen Latinos, including bills to provide non-

citizens access to in-state tuition rates and provide non-citizens access to driver’s

licenses.13 Other top Latino sponsors include Tony Mendoza from California’s 56th

Assembly district and Steve Gallardo from Arizona’s 13th state Senate district, who

both sponsored 16 bills to benefit non-citizens.14 Of the top Republican sponsors,

many are Floridian Latinos, including Columbian-American House member Juan

Zapata (serving the 119th district), who sponsored 8 bills to benefit non-citizens

and Cuban-American House member Julio Robaina (serving the 117th district), who

sponsored 5 bills to benefit non-citizens.

13 After 15 years of working to pass his driver’s license bill (Assembly Bill 2189), it was finally
signed into law in 2012.

14 For a complete list of top sponsors, see the Appendix Table C.8
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Such findings provide initial support for my fourth hypothesis and the prediction

that the group identity of individual lawmakers contributes to the substantive repre-

sentation of non-citizen Latinos in society. However, in order to more thoroughly test

whether this is a clear reflection of the good public policy motivation, it is necessary

to take this analysis a step further. The goal is not only to determine whether Latino

identity matters ‘on average’ but more pointedly, whether it matters even in spite of

electoral concerns, i.e. even when the pressures to sponsor legislation from either the

short-term or long-term reelection constituency are low. Thus, I must work to es-

tablish whether Latino lawmakers (Democrats or Republicans) are more likely than

non-Latino lawmakers to sponsor legislation to benefit non-citizen Latinos even in

districts with smaller first-generation and/or smaller non-citizen Latino populations.

To do so, I first look at the likelihood of sponsorship for both Latino and non-

Latino lawmakers as the size of the first-generation Latino citizen population in a

district increases. Using the variance-covariance matrix to simulate the coefficients

of the model presented in Table 5.4, I calculate the predicted probabilities of spon-

sorship, and the 90% confidence intervals on these estimations for both Democrats

and Republicans. These results are presented in Figure 5.6. In these graphs, esti-

mated probabilities for Latino lawmakers are presented in black (with black dashed

lines denoting confidence intervals) and estimates for non-Latino lawmakers are pre-

sented in grey (with grey dashed lines denoting confidence intervals). From these

graphs, one can see that for both Latino and non-Latino lawmakers, as the size of

the first-generation population increases, so too does the probability of sponsorship.

Interestingly, however, while there is no significant difference in the likelihood of

sponsorship between Latino and non-Latino lawmakers when the % first-generation

is larger in a district (as noted by overlapping confidence intervals on the generated

estimates), there is a significant difference between these two sets of lawmakers when

the % first-generation is smaller (under 25%), or in other words, when the short-term
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Figure 5.6: Probability of Sponsorship as % First-Generation Increases (Latino
and Non-Latino Lawmakers
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electoral pressures are not as strong.

Examining predicted probabilities of sponsorship and the 90% confidence inter-

vals on these estimations for Latino and non-Latino lawmakers as the size of the

non-citizen Latino population increases, for the most part, I find that regardless

of the size of this population, Latino identity matters. Again, using the variance-

covariance matrix to simulate the coefficients of the model presented in Table 5.4

and then calculate predicted probabilities, I find that significant differences between

Latino and non-Latino lawmakers emerge even when the non-citizen population in a

district is smaller. As one can see in the top panel of Figure 5.7 for example, Latino

Democrats are significantly more likely to sponsor legislation to benefit non-citizens

when the size the non-citizen population in their district falls anywhere between the

sample minimum (0.8%) to around 55%. For Republicans, similar trends emerge.

What is intriguing upon looking at the results presented in Figure 5.7 more

closely is that for Latino lawmakers, the size of the non-citizen Latino population ac-

tually seems to have little significant effect on the probability of sponsorship. Taking

Democratic Latinos for instance, when the proportion of the Latino population that

is non-citizen increases from two standard deviations below the sample mean (13%)

to two standard deviations above the sample mean (61%), the probability of sponsor-

ship increases by about 0.10. However, the overlapping confidence intervals on these

estimations suggest that this increase is not significant. For both Democratic and

Republican non-Latino lawmakers however, an increase in the size of the non-citizen

Latino population does have a significant effect on behavior. Taking non-Latino

Democrats as an example, for these individuals, as % non-citizen Latino increases

from 13% to 61%, the probability of sponsorship increases significantly from 0.53

(with 90% confidence intervals of 0.45-0.61) to 0.72 (with 90% confidence intervals

of 0.63-0.81).

Collectively, the results presented in both Figure 5.6 and Figure 5.7 align with
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Probability of Sponsorship: Democratic Latinos and Non-Latinos
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the expectations of the good public policy argument and suggest that in order to

gain a complete understand legislative behavior, we must look beyond reelection

motives. I find that even when short-term and long-term electoral pressures are low,

other factors specifically, Latino identity, have a significant influence on legislative

decision-making.15

5.5 Discussion of Sponsorship Models

Taken together, what the above analyses reveal is that both reelection and policy

goals are motivating lawmakers to sponsorship legislation to benefit non-citizen Lati-

nos. In testing the reelection portion of my theory, I find that short-term and long-

term constituencies are having an effect on bill production. In all of my models of

sponsorship, evidence suggests that beyond the size of the current voting age Latino

population in a member’s district influencing her decision-making, the proportion of

this population that is first-generation citizens also matters. In addition, I find that

some lawmakers are also looking more long-term and as a result, are not only indi-

rectly representing non-citizens (by responding to the preferences of first-generation

citizens in their districts) but are also directly responding to these potential future

voters. While I initially predicted that the effect of the long-term reelection con-

stituency would be conditional on short-term factors, including the make-up of the

short-term electoral constituency and electoral safety, I actually find that this pop-

ulation has an independent effect on behavior. Overall, regardless of the size of the

first-generation Latino citizen population in the district and regardless of electoral

safety, the size of the non-citizen population in the district remains important and

significantly increases the probability that a lawmaker, and specifically, a non-Latino

15 In Figure C.1 and Figure C.2 in Appendix C, I estimate the effect of identity as the size of the
entire foreign born Latino population in a member’s district increases. These figures demonstrate
how even when both short and long-term electoral pressures are low in a district, i.e. the first-
generation population plus the size of the non-citizen population are smaller, the effect of Latino
identity remains significant.
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lawmaker, will sponsor legislation to benefit this group.

Turning to examine whether factors beyond the electorate are also conditioning

sponsorship behavior, I assess the effect of legislator identity, finding that Latino

lawmakers are significantly more likely to sponsor legislation to benefit non-citizens

when compared to their non-Latino colleagues. As a test of the good public policy

portion of my theory, I find that even when electoral pressures are low (i.e. when

there are small first-generation or small non-citizen Latino populations in a member’s

district) Latino lawmakers remain significantly more likely to sponsor pro-non-citizen

legislation than all other lawmakers. Tying to the literature on representation, this

finding suggest that descriptive representation, or ‘standing for’ constituents, matters

and more pointedly, that the identity link between Latino lawmakers and non-citizen

Latinos in society encourages behavior that is not fully explained by standard reelec-

tion theories.

Beyond the reelection and policy effects that emerge in my models, I find a number

of other intriguing results that ought to be discussed further. One consideration

worth highlighting again is the influence of party identification. As in my voting

models, party ID remains a significant factor in predicting sponsorship of legislation

to benefit non-citizens. All else being equal, Democrats are significantly more likely

to sponsor this type of legislation when compared to their Republican colleagues.

Normatively, this finding is important, as it suggests that having more Democrats

in government will enhance the representation of non-citizens in society. However,

the contribution of this project is that it highlights the fact that beyond party,

additional factors remain significant. While putting more Democrats in government

may increase representational outcomes to benefit non-citizens, it is also true that

increasing the number of Latinos in office will also have an effect. In addition, I

find that the demographic make-up of a district affects the behavior of member’s

of both parties. In terms of projections for the future, my findings suggests that if
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first-generation and non-citizen Latino populations continue to grow within the U.S.,

and continue to increase their voting power within legislative districts, it is expected

that for electoral reasons alone, members of both parties will begin to pay increasing

attention to the interests of these groups and overall, non-citizen representation will

continue to rise.

Another key result from my analyses concerns the effect of the state on the

likelihood of sponsorship. All else being equal, being in Arizona or California, as

opposed to Florida or North Carolina, significantly increases the likelihood that

a lawmaker will sponsor legislation to benefit non-citizen Latinos. This result is

perhaps due to the fact that the issue of immigration and/or the position of non-

citizens in society is more pronounced in Arizona and California than in either Florida

or North Carolina. Overall, this project would suggest that population changes may

alter the dynamics of legislative activity in each state, and possibly lead to more

activity in places like North Carolina, where the Latino population is growing at an

increasing rate. That being said, the institutional dynamics of each state may also

be playing a significant role in sponsorship dynamics and thus ought to be explored

further in future analyses.

As a final point, it is significant to note the relevance of other key control variables

in my models. For one, it is important to note that, as in my voting models, I

find no significant effect of the size of the black population on behavior. Thus,

while no direct competition effects (McClain and Stewart, 2010) are being revealed

through my analysis, there is also no evidence to suggest that the presence of this

one minority population in a district is at all enhancing representational outcomes

for other minority groups (in this case, non-citizen Latinos). In regard to the effect

of gender, while in my voting models I found that this variable did influence behavior

(as females were found to be more likely to vote in favor of non-citizen interests than

males), in the sponsorship analyses, I find that gender has no effect. Finally, I find
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that being in the majority party has a positive effect on sponsorship. This result

falls in line with conclusions reached in the extant literature (Volden and Wiseman,

2013) and suggests that perhaps the opportunity afforded by majority status makes

individual legislators more likely to introduce bills in general, regardless of which

population these bills concern.
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6

Conclusion

“We’ve been involved in this [comprehensive immigration reform] because we thought

it was the best policy, but now if people aren’t willing to do it for the policy, they may

be willing to do it for the politics.” -Arizona Senator, Jeff Flake (R)

6.1 Project Summary

In the aftermath of the 2012 election, politicians and pundits have heightened their

attention to the Latino community. The fact that for the “first time in US history,

Latinos [could] plausibly claim to be nationally decisive” (Segura and Barreto, 2012)

left many wondering if/how this population will affect political outcomes and policy

in the future. At the federal level, we have already seen a move to enact compre-

hensive immigration reform. While the proposed reform, as currently outlined, does

not provide across-the-board benefits to all Latinos, it does serve as a step toward

dealing with an issue that remains a top priority for this community.1 In discussing

1 An outline of the current reform plan can be found at:
http://apps.washingtonpost.com/g/page/politics/bipartisan-framework-for-immigration-reform-
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new momentum for this reform two of its proponents, Senators Jeff Flake (R-AZ)

and John McCain (R-AZ), raise some relevant arguments. In discussing his motive

for working with other Senators to pass immigration reform, Senator Flake referred

to Republican losses in November stating that, “there’s nothing like a bad election to

focus the mind. We’ve [he and Senator John McCain] been involved in this because

we thought it was the best policy, but now if people aren’t willing to do it for policy,

they may be willing to do it for the politics” (Parker, 2013). Along similar lines,

Senator McCain expressed the growing political need to address the immigration

issue. In response to a question on why we see a new push for immigration reform he

answered, “elections, elections.” In reference to the Republican party he said that it,

“is losing the support of our Hispanic citizens. We realize that there are many issues

which we think are in agreement with our Hispanic citizens, but this [immigration]

is a preeminent issue with those citizens.” He added that, “we cannot continue as a

nation with 11 million people residing in the shadows” (Bash and Cohen, 2013).

While McCain has centered his attention on the importance of the Hispanic

citizen community in particular, and attending to this group’s preferences over im-

migration, both his statement and the statement from Senator Flake speak to crux

of this project and the results presented in preceding chapters. The issue of im-

migration directly concerns the non-citizen community and, as highlighted by both

McCain and Flake, it is now gaining the attention of politicians for political reasons.

Senator McCain distinctly points to a push for immigration reform from a growing

constituency, whose electoral support is vital for Republican lawmakers seeking re-

election and for the party more broadly, which is looking to secure the presidency in

the future.

In this project, I go beyond the issue of immigration reform to consider a wider

report/27/.
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array of issues that address the interests of the non-citizen Latino community. That

said, the argument raised about the importance of politics and reelection when deal-

ing with these issues remains the same. In line with Senator McCain, I find that the

interests and preferences of the current voting population affect legislative behavior

on issues related to the non-citizen population. However, beyond this, the interests

of potential future voters also matter. Even though the representation of non-citizens

does not seem logical under standard reelection theories, I find evidence to suggest

that there are both short- and long-term electoral incentives for such behavior.

Drawing from my assessment of public opinion, I expand on the claim of Senator

McClain, arguing that beyond the size of the voting-age Latino population, the gen-

erational make-up of this population will be relevant to a lawmaker and will likely

condition legislative decision-making. Because first-generation Latino citizens share

preferences with the non-citizen cohort (as shown in chapter 2), I argue that the

first-generation Latino population in a member’s district is what is driving legisla-

tive behavior on non-citizen related issues in the short-term. Analysis of legislative

behavior presented in chapters 4 and 5 supports this claim, as evidence shows that

beyond the size of the voting age Latino population in a member’s district affecting

behavior, the size of the first-generation Latino population matters. Specifically, I

find that as the size of the first-generation Latino population in a member’s district

increases, her probability of both voting for and sponsoring legislation to benefit

non-citizens increases significantly.

Beyond this however, I also find that lawmakers care about more than appealing

to current voters. Expanding on existing reelection theories of behavior, I argue that

legislators are not only focused on winning the most immediate election, but are

also committed to staying in office for longer periods of time. For this reason, they

have an incentive to appeal to potential future voters, or their long-term reelection
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constituency. This means that when making decisions on legislation to benefit non-

citizens, lawmakers may appeal to first-generation Latino citizens, but may also

go further to consider the needs and opinions of non-citizens themselves. While I

initially claimed that lawmakers would directly respond to the non-citizen population

in their district only when 1) doing so also aligned with short-term electoral goals

or; 2) if they had a sufficient degree of electoral security, I actually find that in this

case, the long-term reelection constituency has an independent effect on behavior.

In both my analysiss of voting and that of sponsorship, I discover that regardless of

the size of the first-generation Latino citizen population in a member’s district, and

regardless of the electoral safety, the size of the non-citizen population in a district

has a positive, independent effect on behavior of most all lawmakers.2

Taken together, what this evidence demonstrates is that while many factors work

against non-citizen representation, such as lower levels of income, political resources

and political participation, the interests of these populations remain relevant to law-

makers in certain contexts. As first-generation and non-citizen Latino populations

grow, their current and potential voting power increases and they begin to garner

the attention of reelection-minded officials. As highlighted by both Senators Flake

and McCain, the “politics” matter to lawmakers and as shown here, they have a

significant effect, even on issues that concern a non-citizen, non-voting population.

However, aside from providing evidence to support the reelection theory, this

project reveals that there is more to the story. In line with Richard Fenno (1973),

I argue that beyond reelection goals influencing behavior on non-citizen related is-

sues, personal policy goals of lawmakers also matter. While numerous factors may

be contributing to a legislator’s policy goals, I examine one factor, a lawmaker’s

racial/ethnic identity, finding that it has a significant and positive effect. Initially, I

2 The exception here being that in my analyses of sponsorship, I find the size of the non-citizen
population has little added effect on the behavior of Latino legislators.
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claimed that policy goals would most clearly be reflected in sponsorship activities, as

sponsorship serves as a better reflection of a member’s dedication to and preference

intensity over a given issue. Yet, in my analysis, I find that these goals are also

apparent in a member’s vote choice.

Results presented in chapters 4 and 5 show that that even when controlling for

key electoral factors, ethnic identity and specifically, Latino identity, significantly

affects a legislator’s decision to vote for and sponsor legislation. In chapter 5, I

demonstrate that even when short- and long-term electoral pressures for non-citizen

representation are low, Latino lawmakers are significantly more likely than their non-

Latino colleagues to sponsor legislation in support of non-citizen interests. Overall,

this result supports the argument that the identity link between Latino lawmakers

and non-citizen Latinos enhances legislative commitment to non-citizen issues. Fur-

ther, it speaks to existing literature, which suggests that descriptive representation

increases the substantive representation of minority groups in society.

6.2 Project Implications

This project has a number of relevant implications. First of all, it is important in

terms of what it contributes to our theoretical understanding of political representa-

tion. While traditional theories assume that lawmakers respond only to the needs of

the citizen electorate, in this project, I show that the non-citizen population is often

included in a lawmaker’s perception of her constituency and significantly affects her

decision-making. By assessing both the short-term and long-term legislative motiva-

tions, I find that not only are non-citizens indirectly represented vis-a-vis a citizen

subpopulation (in this case, first-generation Latino citizens) but, they are also im-

portant on their own accord. As potential future voters, non-citizens provide their

own electoral pressures on legislators who are hoping to maintain their seat in office
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for an extended period of time.

A further contribution of this project is that it considers the dynamics of the

Latino population and how nuances within this population affect the representation

of one specific subpopulation: non-citizens. I do not assume that all Latinos are the

same and thus when they are represented in government, they are represented to

the same degree. Rather, I account for the fact that attitudes differ between citizen

and non-citizen subgroups and across generational groups within the Latino citizen

population. And perhaps most importantly, I consider how these differences matter

from the perspective of the lawmaker. Through my research, I find that it is not

simply the case that when lawmakers represent a specific Latino subgroup, they are

representing the interests of the entire Latino community. Instead, they seem to

identify the generational make-up of their population and respond accordingly.

These findings related to the effects of Latino population dynamics, have im-

portant substantive implications and offer insight into how shifting population de-

mographics may influence representational outcomes in the future. It is clear upon

assessing demographic trends within the past 10-12 years that the Latino population

overall, and the non-citizen subpopulation in particular, is growing and will continue

to grow in the future. It is projected that by 2050, 29% of the total U.S. Latino pop-

ulation will be Latino and that immigrants will make the up the largest proportion of

the Latino population growth between now and then (Passel and Cohn, 2008). This

suggests that issues surrounding immigration and the place of non-citizen Latinos in

society will remain relevant for lawmakers and will perhaps become even more pro-

nounced over time. Drawing on results from this project, it is predicted that political

activity in favor of non-citizens will likely increase, especially as Latino immigrants

begin to make up larger proportions of the reelection constituency within legislative

districts.
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Aside from the effects of demographic shifts on the trajectory of non-citizen repre-

sentation, it is also relevant to note the affect that changes in the federal immigration

laws, if passed, might have in this domain. While results presented here suggest that

non-citizen populations are having a direct affect on legislative behavior, it is likely

that this would become even more pronounced if certain provisions, especially those

providing a path citizenship for current undocumented immigrants and those to make

it easier for legal immigrants to become citizens, pass as a part of comprehensive im-

migration reform. If a path to citizenship becomes more attainable for the 13.3

million non-citizen Latinos living in the U.S., then their potential as ‘future voters’

becomes even stronger. As lawmakers become more convinced that non-citizens are

credible members of their long-term reelection constituency, it is likely that even

more direct attention will be paid to this group.

If a path to citizenship is included in the reform package, it will be especially

interesting to witness how members of both parties react. Evidence presented in

this dissertation shows that Democrats are far more likely than Republicans to both

vote for and sponsor legislation to benefit non-citizen Latinos. However, electoral

realities have already made it clear that Republicans must begin to pay attention

to the Latino community (as emphasized by Senators McCain and Flake). If reform

passes, making citizenship within reach, then the non-citizen Latino community in

particular will become even more relevant to Republican lawmakers and perhaps lead

them to shift their legislative strategy. Especially if individual Republican lawmakers

begin to see the support of non-citizens as a vital for meeting future reelection goals,

it is likely that we will begin to see them engage in more activities to address the

needs and interests of this population.3

3 Of course, the alternative is that the Republican party works to block any path to citizenship
in hopes of appeasing their current conservative (predominately white) voters, while also ensuring
that non-citizens do not become a part of their long-term reelection constituency.
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Beyond providing insight into how both demographic and policy changes may

affect non-citizen Latino representation in the future, my results may also help us

better understand the mechanisms that underlie the representation of other disen-

franchised groups in society. On a broader theoretical level, this project is aimed at

understanding why lawmakers would pay attention to groups outside of their imme-

diate reelection constituency. This not only includes non-citizen Latinos, but also

other non-citizen immigrant groups, individuals under the age of 18, disenfranchised

prisoners, and ex-felons. What my analysis suggests is that representation of these

groups is more likely when 1) there is a current short-term reelection constituency

in a member’s district who shares their interests; or 2) when the size of the disen-

franchised population grows in a district and lawmakers view this population as a

potential future voting block. In the case with prisoners or even ex-felons, only the

first of these conditions may apply. However, for other non-citizen immigrants and

individuals under the age of 18, it is possible that both apply, as both of these groups

have the potential to become voters in the future.

In seeking to understand broader trends in Latino representation, such conclu-

sions become particularly relevant. As mentioned in Chapter 1, the proportion of

Latinos under the age of 18 is large relative to other groups, which makes their fu-

ture voting potential quite significant. Drawing from the results of this project, I

predict that like the non-citizen population, the Latino youth population will have

both an indirect and a direct affect on lawmaker behavior. However, because it may

be more difficult to define specific Latino youth interests,4 clear effects of population

demographics on behavior in this instance, may be more difficult to determine.

A final contribution of this project is that it goes beyond standard reelection

theories to consider how non-electoral factors are also affecting legislative behavior.

4 For a number of reasons, including the fact that there is relatively little survey data assessing
the opinions of this group
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Examining the good public policy motive, I assess how one particular non-electoral

factor, personal identity of the lawmaker, may be contributing to representational

outcomes for certain groups. In this instance, I find that ethnic identity signifi-

cantly affects decision-making, even when electoral pressures for activity are low.

Interestingly, and contrary to my predictions, I find that this effect is present in

both labor-intensive behaviors, such a sponsorship, but also in less-costly legislative

behavior, specifically, voting. Thus even though voting happens only over a “cen-

sored sample” of issues (King, 1989), preference intensities drawn from a lawmaker’s

personal identity are nonetheless being revealed through this activity.

The broader implication of this result is that beyond the make-up of the district,

who is in the legislature matters and can significantly affect which groups are rep-

resented in society. Given my results, it is likely that as more Latinos are elected

to office, the representation of various Latino subpopulations, including non-citizens,

will increase substantially. That said, when assessing Latino interests more broadly,

it might be important to consider how diversity within this population, either across

generations or even across national-origin groups, may condition relations between

Latino lawmakers and their constituents. In this project, I find that simply being

Latino has a positive effect on non-citizen Latino representation however, on a dif-

ferent set of issues, the diversity of Latino officials may become more pronounced

and thus patterns of behavior may change.

6.3 Questions for Future Research and Project Extensions

This project answers many questions about the representation of non-citizen Latinos,

while also providing theoretical reasons for why other groups, who are also outside

of the immediate reelection constituency, may be represented in government. That

said, many issues remain and there is much room for further exploration of this topic.
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To begin, I wish to consider additional tests of my reelection theory. In this

project, I find that first-generation and non-citizen Latino populations motivate leg-

islative behavior on policies related to non-citizens. However, as alluded to in chapter

4, it may be the case that beyond these distinct populations, other groups within a

lawmaker’s district also matter. While I account for differences across the Latino pop-

ulation, I do not consider how variations across the broader reelection constituency

may also be influencing support levels for non-citizen interests. For instance, it may

be the case that within the short-term reelection constituency, other groups, includ-

ing those who are more ideologically liberal or morally tolerant, are also pressing

lawmakers to support and pass policies to benefit the non-citizen community. In

an effort to capture these effects, further assessment of public attitudes within each

legislative district is required. While it is difficult to assess group opinions across leg-

islative districts, due to the small population size, new measures have been generated

to account for state legislative district ideology (Shor and McCarty, 2011). While

such measures are currently not available for public use, when/if they do become

available, they may help to further illuminate the finer complexities of a lawmaker’s

electoral pressures.

Another test of the reelection argument would be to further unpack the long-term

electoral motives of lawmakers. In my current models, I do not account for legislators

who are retiring or who are term-limited. With these individuals, the long-term

reelection incentive either does not exist (especially for those who are retiring), or

at least, in the case of those who are term-limited, it is not as farsighted. Future

analyses ought to take this into consideration and examine how those who are leaving

office differ from those who stay. If those who are leaving continue to represent the

interests of a future electorate, one must explore what other mechanisms, aside from

those which are reelection driven, may be motivating this behavior.
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In addition to this, it would be interesting to explore how those with progressive

ambition may be viewing their long-term constituencies. It is likely that the current

behavior of these lawmakers may be explained by their potential future electorate,

which may or may not incorporate the same region as their current district. Along

the lines of this project, if the district a lawmaker seeks to represent in the future

includes many non-citizen Latinos, she may be working to represent the interests of

this group, even in spite of her current electoral pressures.

One additional thing that may be factoring into a lawmaker’s decision-making

calculus, that was not assessed in this project, is interest group pressure. Many

scholars, such as Baumgartner and Leech (1998) and Wright (2003) for example,

suggest that interest groups influence legislative activity on a variety of policies.

While some claim that those who are disadvantaged see less support from these

groups (Strolovitch, 2006), preliminary results from my survey of state lawmakers

suggest that groups concerned with non-citizen interests are active and are gain-

ing the attention of elected officials. In response to open-ended questions on my

survey regarding sponsorship, many lawmakers claimed that they were motivated

to support non-citizens by “interest groups,” “community groups,” and “immigrant

serving agencies.” Further, when asked about where they get information about

either the documented or undocumented Latino immigrant population, many said

they were frequently contacted by interest groups.5 Overall, respondents said that

they received more information on problems or issues facing the non-citizen popu-

lation from interest groups then they did from political parties, party leaders, and

5 The question asked “During the legislative session, how often do you learn about problems/issues
that concern the [documented/undocumented] non-citizen Latino population in your district by: 1)
being contacted by constituents; 2) personally contacting constituents; 3) being contacted by party
leaders; 4) personally contacting party leaders; 5) being contacted by interest groups; 6) personally
contacting interest groups; 7) being contacted by colleagues in the legislature; 8) personally con-
tacting colleagues in the legislature; 9) Reading the newspaper or watching television news.” The
response options were “never,” “once during the legislative session,” 2-3 times during the legislative
session,” and “every week during the legislative session.”
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from colleagues in the legislature. While this is only preliminary evidence, it suggests

that considering the effect of interest groups will help to further explain patterns of

non-citizen representation in society. Future research must more directly assess this

influence and work to uncover the mechanism(s) (be they campaign contributions or

otherwise) that are actually driving lawmakers to turn interest group pressure into

policy.

Aside from the influence of interest groups, there are a variety of additional

factors, not considered in this project, that may be motivating a lawmaker to act

on behalf of non-citizen interests. More directly in line with my good public policy

argument, it may be the case that aside from ethnic identity, factors such as a

lawmaker’s personal history, career, or even issue salience will influence behavior

on these issues. One specific extension of this project would be to consider how the

career choices of lawmakers may be influencing their decisions on whether to represent

non-citizens.6 Assessing how personal history or life experiences affect decision-

making may be more difficult to account for empirically, but perhaps by using a

more quantitative approach, including interviews, it will be possible to capture at

least some of these effects.7 Issue salience is also an important factor that may be

driving legislative commitment to non-citizen interests. Overall, I claim that either

national or local debate on the issue of non-citizen rights or the place of non-citizens

in society will also have an affect on behavior and in this instance, will motivate

lawmakers to create policy, even if such policy is not in the direct interest of their

6 I currently have data on the careers of all lawmakers in my legislative dataset, however, these
have yet to be coded and analyzed.

7 Statements made by federal officials regarding comprehensive immigration reform have hinted
that personal history matters and even that it directly affects conceptions of “the best policy.”
Senator Flake, for instance stated that for him, the issue of immigration “was personal.” In an
interview with the New York Times he said “I grew up on a ranch, on a farm, in Northern Arizona,
and I worked alongside mostly Mexican labor. And since that time, since I was a kid, Ive never been
able to lump all those who come across the border in the same class, in the criminal class”(Parker,
2013).
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constituents. In this case, the fact that legislation is “exciting” and “controversial”

alone will drive lawmakers to take a greater interest. In order to account for salience

effects in future analyses, further data collection is required.8

Additional extensions of this project may include a closer analysis of legislative

opportunity and bill success. This is especially relevant when testing the affect of

the good public policy motive, which assumes that lawmakers are not only interested

in position-taking, but actually care about seeing legislation through to passage.

For instance, it might be the case that lawmakers are more likely to act on their

policy goals when they perceive a greater opportunity for success. Majority party

status measures, included in my sponsorship models, may serve as one measure of

opportunity, however, additional factors, such as those related to the make-up of the

legislative body, should also be considered.

Overall, this project would be greatly improved by adding additional cases to the

sample. Given the difficult nature of the data collection process, I was limited to four

states for my analysis. However, in the future, it would be beneficial to include even

more to heighten variation, both in terms of population make-up and location. Other

tests of my theory may also be conducted at the federal level. Because congressional

data is more widely available, it is possible that through these analyses, I would be

able to cover behavior within all 50 states.

6.4 Concluding Remarks

While V.O. Key argued that “politicians and officials are under no compulsion to pay

much heed to classes and groups of citizens that do not vote,” in this dissertation,

I find that representation of even a group of non-voting, non-citizens, is nonetheless

occurring. While standard reelection theories fall short in explaining this behavior,

8 Such data may be collected from local or national news sources.
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my expanded theory of legislative motivations offers an explanation. Deconstructing

the electoral constituency, I find that both current and potential future voters are

affecting legislative decision-making and further, by assessing a lawmaker’s good

public policy goals, I find that personal identity also matters. Although there is

much room to expand this project, it nonetheless serves as an important first step

in assessing the political representation of non-citizens in society. Not only does

it provide insight into why representation of this particular group occurs, but it

also provides a foundation for understanding the representation of a host of other

disenfranchised groups in society. Conclusions drawn here may help us to better

understand the dynamic nature of representation and how changes, both at the

level of the constituency and within the legislature itself, may alter representational

outcomes in the future.
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Appendix A

Additional Public Opinion Tables (Chapter 2)

Table A.1: Descriptive Statistics: Support for Path to Citizenship/Legal Status

Group (ANES 2008) (CCES 2006) (CCES 2010)
(Total) (Total) (Total)

White 284 3282 14993
(561) (9495) (41624)

Black 110 339 3527
(256) (868) (6524)

Latino 182 642 2296
(275) (1127) (3774)

162



Table A.2: Latino Citizen and Non-Citizen Attitudes: Path to Citizenship (CCES
2010)

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
Citizen -0.619˚ (0.289)
Income 0.024 (0.021)
Education -0.036 (0.046)
Female 0.258˚ (0.130)
Age -0.377˚˚ (0.088)
Democrat 0.156 (0.151)
Republican -0.798˚˚ (0.185)
Catholic 0.169 (0.131)
Intercept 1.606˚˚ (0.354)
R2: 0.0467; N: 3453

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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Table A.3: Preferred Policy on Undocumented Immigration: Latino Citizen and
Non-Citizen Attitudes (LNS)

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
Citizen -0.853˚˚ (0.071)
Income -0.061˚˚ (0.017)
Education -0.143˚˚ (0.029)
Female 0.218˚˚ (0.058)
Age -0.064: (0.041)
Democrat -0.032 (0.064)
Republican -0.438˚˚ (0.097)
Catholic 0.077 (0.067)
Cuban 0.077 (0.133)
Puerto Rican -0.342˚˚ (0.128)
Other Ethnic Group -0.015 (0.074)
Linked Fate 0.238˚˚ (0.026)
Intercept (Cut 1) -3.363˚˚ (0.156)
Intercept (Cut 2) -1.873˚˚ (0.149)
Intercept (Cut 3) 0.053 (0.142)
R2: 0.0660; N: 5379

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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Table A.4: Latino Attitudes Across Generations: Preferred Immigration Policy
(LNS)

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
First-Gen -0.437˚˚ (0.083)
Second-plus Gen -1.268˚˚ (0.082)
Income -0.054˚˚ (0.017)
Education -0.116˚˚ (0.029)
Female 0.227˚˚ (0.058)
Age -0.104˚ (0.041)
Democrat 0.034 (0.065)
Republican -0.407˚˚ (0.098)
Catholic 0.022 (0.065)
Cuban -0.151 (0.140)
Puerto Rican -0.101 (0.130)
Other Ethnic Group -0.161˚ (0.076)
Linked Fate 0.199˚˚ (0.027)
Intercept (Cut 1) -3.592˚˚ (0.160)
Intercept (Cut 2) -2.090˚˚ (0.154)
Intercept (Cut 3) -0.124˚˚ (0.145)
R2: 0.0754; N: 5379

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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Table A.5: Latino Attitudes Across Generations: Support for Restrictive Measures
(Descriptive Statistics)

Group (Local Police) (Driver’s License) (Workplace Raid)
(Total) (Total) (Total)

Non-Citizen 65 195 72
(747) (783) (792)

First-Gen 53 170 71
(443) (447) (442)

Second-plus Gen 139 368 187
(643) (646) (635)
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Table A.6: Latino Attitudes (Generations): Support of Non-Citizen Interests (LNS)

Variable Coefficient Coefficient
(Std. Err.) (Std. Err.)

In-State Tuition Matricula Consular

First-Gen -0.034 -0.411˚˚

(0.080) (0.114)

Second-plus Gen -0.503˚˚ -0.982˚˚

(0.083) (0.124)

Income -0.003 -0.087˚˚

(0.018) (0.026)

Education 0.089˚˚ -0.089˚

(0.031) (0.044)

Female 0.179˚˚ -0.040
(0.060) (0.084)

Age -0.285˚˚ -0.001
(0.043) (0.059)

Democrat 0.114: 0.121
(0.067) (0.095)

Republican -0.296˚˚ -0.024
(0.101) (0.148)

Catholic -0.078 -0.093
(0.068) (0.096)

Cuban -0.098 -0.456˚

(0.123) (0.225)

Puerto Rican -0.226 -0.402:

(0.157) (0.217)

Other Ethnic Group -0.055 -0.424˚˚

(0.079) (0.106)

Linked Fate 0.051: 0.187˚˚

(0.027) (0.040)
Intercept (Cut 1) -2.846˚˚ -2.603˚˚

(0.154) (0.217)
Intercept (Cut 2) -2.086˚˚ -1.725˚˚

(0.152) (0.209)
Intercept (Cut 3) -0.738˚˚ -0.149

(0.148) (0.206)

N 5540 2533
Pseudo R2 0.0151 0.0520
:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01



Table A.7: Importance of Immigration to the Latino population (Generations)

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
First-Gen -0.258˚˚ (0.085)
Second-plus Gen -0.587˚˚ (0.092)
Income 0.009 (0.019)
Education 0.027 (0.032)
Female 0.179˚˚ (0.064)
Age -0.142˚˚ (0.047)
Democrat 0.093 (0.072)
Republican 0.036 (0.111)
Catholic 0.031 (0.068)
Cuban 0.031 (0.072)
Puerto Rican -0.729˚˚ (0.224)
Other Ethnic Group -0.263˚˚ (0.082)
Linked Fate 0.057˚˚ (0.030)
Constant -0.687˚˚ (0.156)
R2: 0.0195; N: 5825

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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Appendix B

Additional Voting Tables/Data (Chapter 4)

Sample of bills Sample of bills that are considered beneficial to non-citizen

Latinos

• From Florida, 2005 : HJR 245: Proposes an amendment to Section. 2, Art. I

of the State Constitution, relating to basic rights, to delete a provision stating

that the ownership, inheritance, disposition, and possession of real property by

aliens ineligible for citizenship may be regulated or prohibited by law.

• From California, 2006 : SB 1569: Extends eligibility for state and local public

benefits to non-citizen victims of trafficking, domestic violence and other serious

crimes.

• From Arizona, 2005 : HB 2568: Deletes parts of Arizona revised Statutes on

driver’s licenses that require individuals to submit proof of authorized presence

in the US, and deletes sections that state that Arizona can deny a driver’s

licenses or non-operating ID to a person who has been deported; also allows
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for individual to apply for a driver’s license even if they do not have a social

security number; allows a foreign ID card to be used to meet requirements for

instruction permit or driver’s license.

Sample of bills that are considered restrictive to non-citizen Latinos

• From Arizona, 2006 : HB 2068: A person who is not a citizen of the United

States, who is without lawful immigration status and who is enrolled as a

student at any university under the jurisdiction of the Arizona Board of Regents

or at any community college under the jurisdiction of a community college

district in this state is not entitled to tuition waivers, fee waivers, grants,

scholarship assistance, financial aid, tuition assistance or any other type of

financial assistance that is subsidized or paid in whole or in part with state

monies.

• From Florida, 2011 : HB 691: Requires every employer to use Employment

Authorization Program to verify employment eligibility of each employee on or

after specified date; provides that business that does not use federal E-Verify

system to verify employment eligibility of employee shall lose its license to do

business in state until business has registered with E-verify system; prohibits

employer from employing unauthorized alien; requires every public employer to

register with and participate in E-Verify system for specified purposes; prohibits

public employer, contractor, or subcontractor from entering into contract for

physical performance of services in this state unless contractor or subcontractor

registers and participates in system.

• From North Carolina, 2011 : SB 205: An act to clarify that illegal aliens are

not eligible for public benefits.
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Table B.1: Descriptive Statistics: All Variables (Legislative Dataset)

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min Value Max Value

% VA Latino 27.7% 19.3% 1.3% 89.7%

% first-generation 10.8% 4.2% 2.2% 39.6%

% non-citizen 28.0% 9.7% 8.1% 63.8%

% black 6.6% 8.5% 0.5% 69.4%

% vote 63.8% 19.4% 23.2% 100%

# candidates 2.4 .91 1 7
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Table B.2: Voting in Favor of Non-Citizen Interests: Robustness Check (Second-plus
generation Latino)

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
% second-plus generation -1.630˚ (0.709)
% VA Latino 2.303: (1.247)
% second-plus generation:%VA Latino -2.013 (2.210)
Democrat 3.229˚˚ (0.159)
male -0.263˚ (0.122)
% black -0.545 (0.625))
California 1.963˚˚ (0.210)
Arizona 1.259˚˚ (0.234)
Florida 1.305˚˚ (0.238)
Intercept (Cut 1) 1.792˚˚ (0.445)
Intercept (Cut 2) 2.427˚˚ (0.450)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Pseudo R2: 0.3572; N: 8566

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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Table B.3: Voting in Favor of Non-Citizen Interests: Robustness Check (Year Indi-
cators)

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
% first-generation 0.679 (1.854)
% VA Latino 0.917: (0.473)
% first-generation:%VA Latino 4.802: (2.780)
Democrat 3.328˚˚ (0.161)
male -0.271˚ (0.124)
% black -0.284 (0.668))
California 1.296˚˚ (0.214)
Arizona 0.592˚˚ (0.204)
Florida 0.831˚˚ (0.315)
2005 0.384˚˚ (0.120)
2006 -0.311˚ (0.142)
2007 0.474˚˚ (0.129)
2008 -0.366˚˚ (0.127)
2009 0.237: (0.125)
2010 0.268: (0.143)
Intercept (Cut 1) 2.549˚˚ (0.262)
Intercept (Cut 2) 3.190˚˚ (0.260)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Pseudo R2: 0.3619; N: 8566

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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Table B.4: Voting in Favor of Non-Citizen Interests: Robustness Check (Economic
Indicators)

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
% first-generation 0.527 (2.056)
% VA Latino 0.579 (0.789)
% first-generation:%VA Latino 4.523 (3.046)
Democrat 3.121˚˚ (0.174)
male -0.245˚ (0.120)
California 1.741˚˚ (0.185)
Arizona 0.996˚˚ (0.163)
Florida 1.157˚˚ (0.322)
% agriculture -2.461 (1.538)
% construction -5.191˚ (2.294)
% white poverty 4.140: (2.262)
% black poverty 0.134 (0.887)
Intercept (Cut 1) 2.674˚˚ (0.314)
Intercept (Cut 2) 3.309˚˚ (0.317)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Pseudo R2: 0.3573; N: 8566

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01

Note: % black is removed from
this model due to high collinear-
ity with % black poverty
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Table B.5: Voting in Favor of Non-Citizen Interests: Robustness Check (Excluding
Abstentions)

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
% first-generation 0.821 (2.200)
% VA Latino 1.153: (0.671)
% first-generation:%VA Latino 5.688 (3.528)
Democrat 3.756˚˚ (0.197)
male -0.367˚˚ (0.141)
% black 0.276 (0.714))
California 2.134˚˚ (0.264)
Arizona 1.350˚˚ (0.237)
Florida 1.475˚˚ (0.393)
Intercept -3.715˚˚ (0.301)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Pseudo R2: 0.5055; N: 7915

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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Table B.6: Nested vs. Fully Specified Voting Models

Variable Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
(Std. Err.) (Std. Err.) (Std. Err.)
Baseline Model 1 Model 2

Short-Term Long-Term

Democrat 3.461˚˚ 3.288˚˚ 3.230˚˚

(0.063) (0.155) (0.161)

male -0.255˚˚ -0.260˚ -0.256˚

(0.063) (0.123) (0.121)

% black -0.107 -0.246 -0.497
(0.427) (0.662) (0.630)

Arizona 1.281˚˚ 0.931˚˚ 1.353˚˚

(0.149) (0.197) (0.249)

California 2.132˚˚ 1.656˚˚ 2.020˚˚

(0.139) (0.211) (0.228)

Florida 1.659˚˚ 1.090˚˚ 1.284˚˚

(0.192) (0.302) (0.303)

% first-generation 0.674 1.297
(1.829) (1.917)

% VA Latino 0.895: 0.494
(0.468) (0.509)

% first-generation:% VA Latino 4.772: 5.473:

(2.748) (2.855)

% non-citizen 2.069˚˚

(0.705)

Intercept (Cut 1) 2.778˚˚ 2.725˚˚ 3.581˚˚

(0.160) (0.251) (0.381)

Intercept (Cut 2) 3.404˚˚ 3.358˚˚ 4.216˚˚

(0.162) (0.250) (0.375)

N 8566 8566 8566
Pseudo R2 0.3508 0.3555 0.3574
Stnd. err. clustered by district

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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Table B.7: Voting in Favor of Non-Citizen Interests: Test of H3 (3-Way Interaction)

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
% non-citizen 3.238˚ (1.365)
% first-generation 4.877 (4.610)
% VA Latino 3.059 (1.928)
% first-generation:%VA Latino -18.738 (15.306)
% first-generation:% non-citizen -10.473 (13.051)
% non-citizen:% VA Latino -7.815 (5.771)
% first-generation:% non-citizen:% VA Latino 74.187 (46.130)
Democrat 3.228˚˚ (0.163)
gender -0.259˚ (0.123)
% black -0.575 (0.606))
California 2.034˚˚ (0.228)
Arizona 1.376˚˚ (0.234)
Florida 1.256˚˚ (0.321)
Intercept (Cut 1) 3.985˚˚ (0.584)
Intercept (Cut 2) 4.620˚˚ (0.583)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Pseudo R2: 0.3576; N: 8566

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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Table B.8: Voting in Favor of Non-Citizen Interests: Latino and Black Lawmakers

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
Latino 0.546˚˚ (0.143)
Black 0.185 (0.471)
% first-generation 2.948: (1.546)
% non-citizen 2.433˚˚ (0.654)
% vote 0.420 (0.359)
# candidates 0.009 (0.076)
Democrat 3.152˚˚ (0.173)
male -0.278˚ (0.123)
% black -0.584 (1.131)
Arizona 1.632˚˚ (0.272)
California 2.252˚˚ (0.233)
Florida 1.362˚˚ (0.304)
Intercept (Cut 1) 4.122˚˚ (0.552)
Intercept (Cut 2) 4.748˚˚ (0.547)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Pseudo R2: 0.3595; N: 8535

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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Appendix C

Additional Sponsorship Tables/Data (Chapter 5)

Survey Questions on Sponsorship

• (Two questions) As a legislator, have you ever sponsored a BILL to address

the concerns of the UNDOCUMENTED/DOCUMENTED non-citizen Latino

population in your district or state? (Yes/No)

• (Two questions) As a legislator, have you ever co-sponsored a BILL to address

the concerns of the UNDOCUMENTED/DOCUMENTED non-citizen Latino

population in your district or state? (Yes/No)

• (Two questions) As a legislator, have you ever sponsored a RESOLUTION or

MEMORIAL to address the concerns of the UNDOCUMENTED/DOCUMENTED

non-citizen Latino population in your district or state? (Yes/No)

• (Two questions) As a legislator, have you ever co-sponsored a RESOLUTION or

MEMORIAL to address the concerns of the UNDOCUMENTED/DOCUMENTED

non-citizen Latino population in your district or state? (Yes/No)
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• (Two questions) What motivated you to sponsor/co-sponsor legislation to ad-

dress the concerns of the UNDOCUMENTED/DOCUMENTED non-citizen

Latino population in your district or state? (Open-ended response)

• (Two questions) Do you have plans to sponsor legislation to address the con-

cerns of the UNDOCUMENTED/DOCUMENTED non-citizen Latino popula-

tion in the future? (Yes/No)
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Table C.1: Sponsoring Bills to Benefit Non-Citizens: Robustness Check (Second-plus
generation Latino)

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
% second-generation -0.915 (0.832)
% VA Latino 4.222˚˚ (1.121)
% second-generation : % VA Latino -6.303˚˚ (2.246)
Democrat 1.535˚˚ (0.152)
majority 0.318˚ (0.132)
male -0.156 (0.124)
% black -0.510 (0.518)
Arizona 2.149˚˚ (0.248)
California 1.518˚˚ (0.236)
Florida 0.287 (0.193)
Intercept -2.236˚˚ (0.500)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Pseudo R2: 0.1955; N: 2149

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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Table C.2: Nested vs. Fully Specified Sponsorship Models

Variable Coefficient Coefficient Coefficient
(Std. Err.) (Std. Err.) (Std. Err.)
Baseline Model 1 Model 2

Short-Term Long-Term

Democrat 1.692˚˚ 1.584˚˚ 1.532˚˚

(0.141) (0.150) (0.151)

majority 0.342˚˚ 0.332˚ 0.341˚˚

(0.131) (0.131) (0.131)

male -0.129 -0.151 -0.137
(0.126) (0.127) (0.125)

% black -0.470 -0.261 -0.465
(0.517) (0.510) (0.521)

Arizona 1.939˚˚ 1.880˚˚ 2.202˚˚

(0.202) (0.227) (0.264)

California 1.501˚˚ 1.163˚˚ 1.449˚˚

(0.194) (0.239) (0.272)

Florida 0.658˚˚ -0.098 0.068
(0.180) (0.250) (0.264)

% first-generation 2.801 3.119:

(1.779) (1.781)

% VA Latino 0.285 -0.018
(0.731) (0.742)

% first-generation:% VA Latino 5.242: 5.522:

(3.145) (3.151)

% non-citizen 1.562˚

(0.722)

Intercept -2.741˚˚ -2.970˚˚ -3.611˚˚

(0.263) (0.304) (0.408)

N 2150 2150 2150
Pseudo R2 0.1746 0.1941 0.1964
Stnd. err. clustered by district

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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Table C.3: Sponsoring Bills to Benefit Non-Citizens: Robustness Check (Session
Indicators)

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
% first-generation 3.634: (1.963)
% VA Latino 0.082 (0.822)
% first-generation: % VA Latino 5.763: (1.963)
% non-citizen 1.807˚ (0.802)
Democrat 1.611˚˚ (0.161)
majority 0.293˚ (0.137)
male -0.145 (0.137)
% black -0.533 (0.571)
Arizona 2.441˚˚ (0.293)
California 1.645˚˚ (0.301)
Florida 0.076 (0.297)
session1 1.532˚˚ (0.168)
session2 2.033˚˚ (0.158)
session3 0.876˚˚ (0.156)
Intercept -5.089˚˚ (0.462)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Pseudo R2: 0.2612; N: 2149

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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Table C.4: Sponsoring Bills to Benefit Non-Citizens: Robustness Check (Negative
Binomial)

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
% first-generation 1.637 (1.312)
% VA Latino 0.314 (0.408)
% first-generation: % VA Latino 4.352: (2.264)
% non-citizen 0.653 (0.593)
Democrat 1.500˚˚ (0.122)
majority 0.287˚˚ (0.109)
male -0.073 (0.090)
% black -0.350 (0.425)
Arizona 1.667˚˚ (0.205)
California 1.129˚˚ (0.207)
Florida -0.001 (0.225)
Intercept -2.992˚˚ (0.322)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Wald Chi2: 615.61; N: 2149

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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Table C.5: Sponsoring Bills to Benefit Non-Citizens: Negative Binomial (Long-Term
Reelection)

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
% non-citizen (of total population) 3.255˚˚ (0.577)
% vote -0.177 (0.367)
# candidates 0.007 (0.074)
Democrat 1.479˚˚ (0.124)
majority 0.340˚˚ (0.109)
male -0.099 (0.091)
% black -0.513 (0.435)
Arizona 1.409˚˚ (0.178)
California 1.043˚˚ (0.167)
Florida 0.316 (0.156)
Intercept -2.486˚˚ (0.404)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Wald Chi2: 647.00; N: 2140

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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Table C.6: Sponsoring Bills to Benefit Non-Citizens: Negative Binomial (Identity)

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
Latino 0.533˚˚ (0.111)
% first-generation 3.930˚˚ (0.967)
% non-citizen 1.023: (0.539)
% vote -0.301 (0.366)
# candidates -0.023 (0.075)
Democrat 1.419˚˚ (0.129)
majority 0.317˚˚ (0.108)
male -0.068 (0.089)
% black -0.188 (0.434)
Arizona 1.766˚˚ (0.188)
California 1.205˚˚ (0.180)
Florida 0.001 (0.211)
Intercept -3.057˚˚ (0.446)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Wald Chi2: 694.52; N: 2140

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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Table C.7: Sponsoring Bills to Benefit Non-Citizens: Robustness Check (Black Iden-
tity)

Variable Coefficient (Std. Err.)
Latino 0.576˚˚ (0.180)
Black -0.002 (0.285)
% first-generation 5.668˚˚ (1.214)
% non-citizen 1.770˚˚ (0.671)
% vote 0.258 (0.517)
# candidates 0.150 (0.118)
Democrat 1.458˚˚ (0.148)
majority 0.364˚˚ (0.130)
male -0.139 (0.126)
% black -0.365 (0.797)
Arizona 2.177˚˚ (0.240)
California 1.386˚˚ (0.232)
Florida 0.003 (0.246)
Intercept -4.346˚˚ (0.629)
Stnd. err. clustered by district

Pseudo R2: 0.1964; N: 2150

:p ă 0.10, ˚p ă 0.05, ˚˚p ă 0.01
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Table C.8: List of Top Sponsors: Bills to Benefit Non-Citizen Latinos

Name (Party) State Race/Ethnicity Number of Bills

Gil Cedillo (D) CA Latino 22

Krysten Sinema (D) AZ White 17

Tony Mendoza (D) CA Latino 16

Phil Lopes (D) AZ White 16

Steve Gallardo (D) AZ Latino 16

David Lujan (D) AZ Latino 15

Joe Coto (D) CA Latino 14

Kevin deLeon (D) CA Latino 14

Tom Prezelski (D) AZ Latino 13

Gloria Romero (D) CA Latino 13

Mike Eng (D) CA Asian American 13

Alberto Torrico (D) CA Latino 13
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Figure C.1: Probability of Sponsorship as % Foreign-Born Increases (Latino and
Non-Latino Democrats)
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Figure C.2: Probability of Sponsorship as % Foreign-Born Increases (Latino and
Non-Latino Republicans)
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