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To: H. George Frederickson (July 17, 1934 to July 24, 2020)

We dedicate this book to our friend H. George Frederickson. George was born and raised in Twin Falls, Idaho, educated at BYU, UCLA and USC, became president of Eastern Washington University, and toward the end of his academic career was awarded the Edwin O. Steen Distinguished Professorship in Public Administration at the University of Kansas.

George was widely viewed as a pathbreaking and distinguished scholar of ethics in public administration, noting the critical need for all public administrators to promote social equity in their ongoing work of protecting and enhancing democratic values. While at the University of Kansas, he was a gracious colleague and valued friend to the authors. George provided counsel, grounding knowledge, and collegial support to both the conceptualization and subsequent development of this book. His insight into Twin Falls most certainly guided the case study herein, but as well shaped the contours of the entire work. We are grateful for his life, his friendship, and for his service to his discipline and academe.
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Foreword

This book is needed for many reasons. First, there is a paucity of literature that investigates why some areas in the nation are more welcoming of immigrants than others. There are even fewer studies that use a mixed-methods approach combining quantitative data with in-depth interviews among residents representing pro- and anti-sanctuary communities. In it the authors ask a difficult, yet often overlooked question in the immigration debate: Why are some state and local areas of the U.S. more welcoming of immigrants—especially Latino immigrants—while others are not? To help answer this, in chapters 8 and 9, they conduct in-depth studies of two communities: one in Hazleton, Pennsylvania, representing anti-Latino settlement local actions and policies which were developed and replicated in many other areas around the country, and the other in Twin Falls, Idaho, representing a more immigrant-welcoming environment which has been recently established.

The authors ask three core questions of these residents: (1) What is it like to live in this town as it deals with the influx of Latinos? (2) What are the reasons for this response to the presence of a large and growing Latino population? and (3) What do you see as the long-term future of this community? This valuable book provides an analysis of these questions in light of the quantitative analyses in previous chapters.

Second, this book provides readers with a rational, empirically based analysis that is counter to the current polemic, hostile, and toxic barrage of misinformation about immigrants and especially Latino immigrants, found in the mass media and espoused by many politicians. There are too many daily examples, particularly since the 2016 presidential election. Yet, despite the recent increase in xenophobic attitudes, it is helpful to remind ourselves of the reality that many industries are aware of the major contributions immigrants have made and continue to make to American society and our economy. For just one example, apple growers in Eastern Washington have relied upon migrant workers from Mexico for many decades. Many of these apple growers know that most of their work force is undocumented. So the challenge of aligning immigration policies with pragmatic and humane solutions is much more attainable with a rational discussion of important aspects of the immigration debate such as the sanctuary movement. However, this is increasingly difficult to do with so much misinformation brought on by The Latino Threat Narrative (Chavez, 2013).1 This is why social science research such as found in this book is so important.

Finally, if we are to understand American society—now and in the future—we must include an understanding of important aspects of contemporary immigration issues being debated in our nation. An understanding of why some communities adopt sanctuary policies is a critical piece of the current immigration debate. Indeed, the authors of this important and timely book painstakingly explore many variables behind the sanctuary movement in America providing a contemporary example of the national duality Americans have exhibited around immigration.

This dualistic view around immigrants has been around from our nation’s founding. Americans have had dualistic sentiments regarding immigrants and with that, immigration policies that swing back and forth in the political winds. One direction is represented by Benjamin Franklin’s xenophobia regarding German immigrants, and the other in George Washington’s proclamation that America was to be a home for the “persecuted of the earth.” While historians may debate whether Washington’s proclamation would or would not include the immigrants of today, this is beside the point. These two perspectives represented by two of the Framers have been at the heart of the immigration debate from the very beginning of our nation.

In sum, this book provides varied reasons why some areas in the nation are more welcoming of immigrants than others by exploring contextual sources and actions in U.S. counties that adopt practices and policies to protect undocumented persons through “sanctuary” policies, while others discourage settlement by denying public services to undocumented persons and working closely with federal agencies to target undocumented immigrants. Other chapters investigate a variety of variables at the county level, including political culture, social capital, cultural assets, demographics, religious denominational presence, economic conditions, and crime rates, to predict where pro- and anti-sanctuary actions have occurred across the United States. The authors collected citizen survey data from a cross-national sample to investigate individual-level attitudes on immigration and sanctuary practices.

We are at a moment where we, as a nation, have an important choice to make—to be open or closed; to be embracing or mean-spirited. Will we move closer toward being a nation welcoming of immigrants, or will our future continue to create an America that is dominated by xenophobia? As this book underscores, different communities are making very different choices in this regard.

Maria Chávez, PhD
Lacey, Washington

NOTES

1. Chavez, Leo R. 2013. The Latino Threat: Constructing Immigrants, Citizens, and the Nation. Stanford: Stanford University Press.
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Chapter 1

The Recurring Debate

America for Americans, or a Nation of Immigrants

Introduction

Why are some American cities and counties pro-sanctuary while other local communities are not? What distinguishes those communities that are actively anti-sanctuary from those that are not? The volatility, visibility, and centrality of the sanctuary policy domain were first brought into prominence in the 2016 presidential election campaign, and it is again being focused upon in the approach to the 2020 national election (Cuing, 2019; Denvir, 2020). The historical and sociological context for the active engagement of individual and community differences in attitudes, beliefs, values, cultural heritage, local demographic dynamics, community religious denominational composition and religious beliefs, and public policy perspectives is most certainly present in the current decade. Do these various types of cross-jurisdictional and individual-level differences actively structure contemporary citizen attitudes and behavior in responding to choices in the sanctuary policy domain, producing differences in public policies adopted in present-day American communities? This book explores these core questions from multiple perspectives. It makes use of quantitative analyses of a rich array of types of archival data on the 3,000+ U.S. counties, and it undertakes a detailed analysis of a nationwide public opinion survey and three associated targeted local surveys in counties varying markedly in their respective approaches to immigrants. These survey data represent a primary data source collected specifically for this book.

In addition, this book features two case studies of immigrant welcoming versus immigrant exclusionary reactions of local communities documented while experiencing a similar major influx of Latino settlement. The two case studies were carried out in Hazleton, Pennsylvania, and Twin Falls, Idaho. Hazleton was the site of the first manifestly anti-Latino settlement local ordinance adoption and has been convincingly characterized as a case of moral panic (Longazel, 2016). Twin Falls is a city where major Latino in-migration has been a long-pursued goal of civic leaders and the business community, community leaders with a rich history of sympathetic concern for outsiders arising from a capacity for engaging in a sustained moral dialogue (Etzioni, 2000, 2018; Lovrich, 2018). The purpose of those two case studies was to capture the “lived experiences” of key actors residing in those communities as they came to take diametrically opposed public policy actions with respect to Latino settlement. The various community-level traits and individual perspectives of direct analytical concern are shown to have concrete, articulable meaning for people experiencing a major influx of Latino settlement. The mixed-methods analysis presented here provides multiple streams of evidence on why a large number of local communities in the United States have chosen either an openly welcoming or an exclusionary stance in reaction to experiencing Latino settlement. The mixed-methods approach to social science inference development and hypothesis testing employed in this study is derived from the foundational work of Gary King et al. (1993, 1994), scholarship which has been greatly expanded and deepened in sophistication over the course of the past three decades by many researchers in the social sciences and applied policy studies disciplines (Lieberman, 2005; Morgan, 2007, 2013).

The historical record of the United States with respect to immigration policy writ large reflects alternating periods of open invitation and virulent rejection, particularly in the case of Mexicans (Balderrama and Rodriguez, 2006). Such behavior and policy also obtained in the case of Asians (Lew-Williams, 2018) and Catholics (Billington, 1938) and Eastern Europeans (Higham, 2011). That history is well documented in Erika Lee’s America for Americans: A History of Xenophobia in the United States (2019). The effective study of the contemporary sanctuary ordinance issue is particularly well facilitated by use of the narrative policy framework (McBeth and Lybecker, 2018). That approach focuses attention on the triggering conditions that bring a specific public policy issue to center stage at some point while it ordinarily would percolate somewhat remote from the primary prevailing policy agenda. That framework reflects the values in ongoing conflict perspective on public policy scholarship about which Deborah Stone has written. She has observed in this regard, “Policy is potentially a sphere of rational analysis, objectivity, allegiance to truth, and pursuit of the well-being of society as a whole. Politics is (likewise) the sphere of emotion and passion, irrationality, self-interest, shortsightedness, and raw power” (Stone, 2002: 376).

The specific domain of immigration policy is productively viewed as a historically protracted two-sided moral policy debate (Tatalovich and Daynes, 2011). That debate has taken periodic renewed center stage presence in American politics at varying times as the United States in due course rose to become a world power. In their foundational work on moral policy disputes, enjoying the active assistance of their mentor Theodore J. Lowi and generating four editions as new moral policy issues came to political prominence, Raymond Tatalovich and Byron W. Daynes drew upon the prior work on morality policy of Christopher Z. Mooney (2001) to observe the following:

Morality policy is grounded in political debate over “first principles,” where at least one side to the controversy, or both, portrays the issue in moral terms and uses moral arguments (e.g., capital punishment, homosexual rights, pornography, physician-assisted suicide, sex education).xxxi

Such issues share the same three fundamental traits

(1) are technically simple to understand so everybody has an opinion, (2) are highly salient to the general public, and (3) therefore provoke a higher than normal rate of citizen participation . . . this characterizes controversies over church-state relations and gun control.xxxi

Kenneth J. Meier (1994) rightly notes that in some historical cases of moral policy disputes, a clear winner emerges, such as seen in the enactment of laws penalizing impaired driving and the enforcement of meat inspection and food preparation requirements and obeyance of public health practices. These one-sided moral policy issues are interesting topics of study to be sure, but immigration policy is clearly a two-sided moral policy in both its core fundamental nature and in how it has manifested itself across American history. As such, its centrality in American political life has ebbed and flowed, with the current period being one in which heightened and sustained controversy obtains over questions about first principles—namely, is America the land of the American Dream and nation of immigrants, or a place where nativism and exclusion of outsiders prevails?

Three works on this very topic have been published in recent years which follow a similar approach to understanding. These books all combine quantitative and qualitative elements to explore sanctuary ordinance adoption in numerous U.S. cities. These books present the evidence called for in the policy narrative framework to signify that a specific policy controversy has come to occupy a position near the political center stage. In Policing Immigrants: Local Law Enforcement on the Front Lines (University of Chicago Press, 2016), Doris Marie Provine, Monica W. Varsanyi, Paul G. Lewis, and Scott H. Decker provide a detailed account of how many prominent local law enforcement officials have come to favor a policy of downplaying the enforcement of federal immigration law in favor of building bridges with immigrant communities. Melvin Delgado’s Sanctuary Cities, Communities, and Organizations: A Nation at a Crossroads (Oxford University Press, 2018) documents meticulously the evolution of a national discourse on the sanctuary cities movement and provides case illustrations of Boston, Los Angeles, and San Francisco. In Sanctuary Cities: The Politics of Refuge (Oxford University Press, 2019), Loren Collingwood and Benjamin Gonzalez O’Brien explore public opinion data, media coverage, and the case law evolution of sanctuary policies from the 1980s up to the 2010s. They focus on a comparison of the development of local government practices in California and Texas. Very different outcomes take place in these two states differing rather profoundly in their political cultures and historical experiences with immigration from Mexico. Collingwood and Gonzales O’Brien illustrate how the sanctuary ordinances issue has been politicized, falsely connected to violent crime, and come to reflect the kind of first principles opponents taking opposite sides with scant from middle ground characteristic of two-sided moral policy controversies.

This present book builds upon those three major prior studies by expanding the analysis to explain the occurrence of both the pro-sanctuary and the anti-sanctuary actions of the leaders of local communities. Moreover, this book expands the geographic range and local government jurisdictional diversity of analysis by using the universe of all counties in the continental United States and their respective municipalities. In addition, this book includes survey research-based evidence on how American citizens are processing the arguments made by the pro-sanctuary and anti-sanctuary policy advocates. That survey evidence was collected both in the form of a national cross-section sample and three target surveys conducted in San Francisco County, Maricopa County (Phoenix), and Tulsa County. Those counties range from strongly pro-sanctuary to strongly anti-sanctuary in their local government policy positions. Finally, this book also features two case studies based in quantitative analyses of county-level archival data and personal interview data of people in Hazleton, PA, and Twin Falls, ID.

The audiences for this book are several. We have written this book to serve the interests of five specific intended audiences. First, we sought to contribute new observations and data of interest to the academic researchers endeavoring to explain the patterns of adoption of sanctuary ordinances across the country. These scholars are concentrated in the social sciences, primarily sociology, political science, community psychology, urban anthropology, and history. Second, the scholars and advocacy groups associated with Latino Studies and Latino politics are a principal audience for us; we hope to provide insight to aid in the advancement of their critical work. Third, the tens of thousands of local government practitioners—elected officials, nonprofit community-based organizations, and those working in the planning, public management, and social services professions were utmost in our minds as we designed and carried out this study. Fourth, the thousands of persons who would be considered the attentive public for public affairs relating social justice are a target audience for us. Finally, of special interest to us are the leaders of the hundreds of county and municipal law enforcement agencies and the policing scholars in Criminal Justice and Criminology who seek to inform best practices and promote evidence-based practices associated with policing in a democratic society.

The Outline for the Book

This book is composed of ten chapters, the next eight of which focus on substantive aspects of the core questions being explored in this work. This first chapter provides a broad setting for the study conducted, and then sets out the major elements of each of the eight substantive chapters. The reporting of major chapter elements briefly summarizes the type of analyses undertaken and notes the principal findings reported. The final chapter brings together the findings from the quantitative elements of the study along with the qualitative elements of the study based on interviews with key actors in Hazleton, PA, and Twin Falls, ID. That final chapter demonstrates how a funnel of causality construct, the relevance of pro-social attitudes, the moral dialogue process, and the concept of path dependence serve to promote our understanding of the dynamics underlying sanctuary ordinance adoption and exclusionary barrier erection in local government jurisdictions in the United States.

Chapter 2: The Sanctuary Landscape

Chapter 2 examines three sets of potential sources/correlates of pro-sanctuary status among U.S. counties in considerable detail. These three sets reflect a temporal funnel of causality, with historic path-dependent cultures interacting with both the contemporary sociodemographic influences and the presence of trigger conditions present in contemporary politics and society (Hofferbert, 1974; Simeon, 1976; Eger and Marlowe, 2006). The funnel begins with historic path-dependent forces that structure an environment within which the effects of more contemporary individual and aggregated sociodemographic attributes may provide a propellant for specific political choices. In the context of these path-dependent and sociodemographic forces, policy and political conditions in the public sphere may provide an affective structure within which immediate forces (candidates, policy consequences, and population attributes) may trigger the crystallized activization of support for pro-sanctuary policy propositions. That collective activity itself can recycle as an influence on subsequent sanctuary-related public actions in a type of feedback loop process. The analysis in this chapter features the multivariate predictive modeling of the occurrence of local community sanctuary actions.

The answer(s) to the question of what conditions contribute to communities taking sanctuary actions in defiance of federal directives are multiple and complex. First, and perhaps most important, is the observation that even though our nation’s immigration policy and current politics are suffused with contemporary political debate and acrimonious conflict, our present circumstances have clear historical roots. Not only is there a long historical record of periodic discord about immigrants and immigration, there is also conceptual evidence of path dependence, noted by some scholars as the “history matters” argument (Mahoney, 2000). Perhaps the best example of path dependence is the significance of the historic political cultures identified by Daniel Elazar (1984) (moralistic, individualistic, and traditionalistic). Elazar identified these cultures based in patterns of beliefs and behavior related to public affairs in American communities that persisted long after the original settlers and societal dynamics that gave original rise to them (Elazar, 1987).

In this study, moralistic counties are decidedly more pro-sanctuary even when controlling for all of the other independent variables in the multivariate regression analyses; likewise, those counties with individualistic historical legacies are also significantly more pro-sanctuary under the same conditions of controlled comparison. And, in the bivariate analysis of variance results, elite-driven traditionalistic counties are decidedly anti-sanctuary. But it is also the case that some contemporary cultural aspects enter this funnel of causality leading to sanctuary actions on the part of local U.S. local community leaders. Thus, contemporary indicators of and current levels of creative vitality in the counties also contribute to pro-sanctuary actions. Likewise, the specific mix of organizational networks present in contemporary civic society life also has an independent effect on sanctuary actions. In this regard, a greater presence in a county of civic organizations and religious organizations tends to lead to a lower likelihood of sanctuary actions, while political network prevalence contributes slightly to the occurrence of pro-sanctuary actions.

Though a variety of contemporary sociodemographic forces are shown here to be significant sources of variations in sanctuary actions in U.S. counties, they clearly enter into the path-dependent cultural crucibles already shaping those actions taken by local government authorities acting in clear conflict with federal government directives. Thus, in this regard, when all of the other variables are controlled for, violent and property crime levels have no independent relationship with sanctuary actions, as was strongly argued using different types of evidence by Collingwood and Gonzalez O’Brien (2019). The greater the level of economic distress in a county, the more likely is the county to be pro-sanctuary. Sanctuary status is also related to progressive politics (percentage of vote Dem in 2016), the presence of greater numbers of Latino officeholders, the presence of a high percentage of college graduates among the adult citizenry, the presence of higher levels of ethnic diversity, the higher percentage of foreign born, and greater dependence on a service economy. Several of those variables in combination may lead to support for the familiarity breeds trust of undocumented immigrants protected by sanctuary ordinances rather than a perception of a threat from them.

Chapter 3: The Anti-Sanctuary Response

Chapter 3 turns attention to patterns and explanations for anti-sanctuary actions and policies arising in local communities in some U.S. counties. That is, chapter 2 identifies the attributes of those counties with pro-sanctuary status, focusing on their differences from counties without sanctuary actions being taken. There may be a noteworthy difference between counties that have desisted from anti-sanctuary actions and those that contain local governments which have taken overtly anti-sanctuary actions such as actively supporting federal authorities in locating and arresting undocumented persons. In their analysis of major U.S. cities (250,000+ in population), Steil and Vasi (2014) reported that a different set of factors was leading to pro-sanctuary and anti-sanctuary outcomes in U.S. cities; a key question arises as to whether this same pattern of distinct causes for pro-sanctuary and anti-sanctuary actions is in evidence as we expand our scope to all 3,000+ counties in the continental United States (Capps et al., 2011).

Chapter 3 also investigates the important question as to whether anti-sanctuary local community actions are related to cross-county variations in pro-sanctuary status. In a sense, this latter effort provides some insight into the possible provoking role of perceived threat from pro-sanctuary actions in a community giving rise to an anti-sanctuary reaction in a nearby local community located within the same county. Thus, are some counties anti-sanctuary as a response to pro-sanctuary actions within those counties, are they anti-sanctuary for reasons exogenous to pro-sanctuary actions or perceptions, or do the county’s anti-sanctuary local community actions appear to rise independent of response to either that county’s pro-sanctuary actions or exogenous actions?

Finally, chapter 3 also investigates state ballot initiative outcomes in order to determine the extent to which the variables in our postulated funnel of causality featuring path-dependent variables and contemporary socioeconomic and political factors explain variations in county-level voting results. The California voting case represents a more historical test, and the Oregon voting represents a contemporary test for the purposes of chapter 3. If these several contextual variables can be shown to be correlated to both long-past and contemporary political controversies on immigrants and immigration policy, weight is added to the foregoing multivariate analyses of pro-sanctuary and anti-sanctuary outcomes in U.S. counties. Similarly, if in both states, the path dependency-related sociocultural measures used in chapter 2 and in chapter 3 show firm connections to the initiative voting outcomes and the sanctuary and immigrant oppositional local government actions alike, confidence is enhanced in our choice of factors to be considered in the comprehensive study of contemporary American nativism and xenophobia.

The setting for the Prop 187 campaign resembled the conditions present in Hazleton, PA (see chapters 7 and 8) when then-mayor Lou Barletta articulated the Latino Threat Narrative nativistic theme. This narrative held that the economic and social problems being experienced by the residents of Hazleton where largely the result of Latino immigrants moving into the area, supposedly bringing in tow gangs, rampant drug use, diffuse criminality, and creating a major drain on public services (Longazel, 2016). Similar arguments were used in California decades previous by proponents of Prop 187 (1994), a ballot measure which called for the denial of access to many state-provided public services by undocumented residents (primarily immigrants from Mexico) (Jacobson, 2008). Proponents named the initiative SOS— “Save our State”—with the clear cause for concern being Mexicans coming to California to take advantage of the state’s relatively generous social services. Just as with the Hazleton ordinances, the ACLU and other civil rights organizations challenged Prop 187 in federal court, and as in the Hazleton case, they ultimately prevailed. Chapter 3 makes use of the California county-level votes for Prop 187 (n = 59 counties) to assess the degree to which some of the major contextual variables we believe to be at the base of nativism versus openness to immigrant settlement are associated with archival voting outcomes registered in 1994.

The broader setting for the Oregon Measure 105 voting analysis is the 2018 mid-term election in which immigration policy played a rather central role in both national politics and in many local-level political contests. Advocacy of the Trump agenda—building a wall along the Mexican border, denial of asylum to the “caravan” coming from Central America, moving U.S. troops to the border, cracking down on local governments which had enacted sanctuary laws, and the promotion of mass deportation—led to a number of local-level challenges to established pro-immigrant policies. Primary among these challenges was the active assault on Oregon’s thirty-year state sanctuary statute by Trump supporters in Oregon, with campaign funds coming from out-of-state in substantial amount from the Federation for American Immigration Reforms (FAIR) (which the Southern Poverty Law Center has categorized as a hate group). Ballot Measure 105 called for rescinding that long-standing statute, and for permitting Oregon’s local governments and their respective municipal and county law enforcement agencies to collaborate actively with ICE in the enforcement of federal immigration laws.

Chapter 3 implies first that the politics of both sanctuary ordinances and anti-immigrant local government actions are rooted deeply in the complex causal structures of both the historical legacy of political cultures and the contemporary demographics, economic conditions, and prevailing politics of local communities. Contemporary conflict surrounding the interconnected undocumented/immigrant/sanctuary issues currently at play typically is contextualized in terms of specific dramatic issues or symbolic events, for example, “the wall,” the separation of young children from asylum-seeking parents, the export of jobs to other countries, and the search for electoral campaign advantage. But the diverse mix of explanatory sources of variations in that conflict also is quite identifiable in the systematic differences in the beliefs, social networks, established patterns of behaviors, and sociodemographic attributes of the local communities where that conflict emerges. Chapter 3 shows that the Steil and Vasi (2014) findings based on larger U.S. cities also applies to our data from all 3,000+ counties in continental United States—namely, pro-sanctuary action predictors are notably different than anti-sanctuary action predictors. Importantly, we found that even within pro-sanctuary counties some local communities have taken anti-sanctuary actions in clear reaction to those pro-sanctuary policies. It is clear that
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