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ABSTRACT 

 

 Traditionally a responsibility of the federal government, immigration 

policymaking has become more common in state legislatures. The majority of new state 

laws addressing immigration have been restrictive in the sense that they limit immigrants’ 

economic, legal, social or cultural opportunities within their new American communities. 

Other laws are permissive, which is to say that they enhance those same opportunities. 

Advocates of restrictive legislation argue that such laws help protect communities by 

empowering law enforcement and discouraging violent criminals from entering the 

United States. Opponents of restrictive legislation argue that these laws alienate 

immigrant communities and thus increase violent crime. Using city and state level panel 

data from 2005 - 2012, this paper utilizes a fixed effects specification to study the 

relationship between restrictive and permissive state immigration laws and violent crime 

rates in big cities. The results suggest that there is no evidence of a relationship between 

state immigration legislation and violent crime. These findings contradict much of the 

current literature on the state immigration legislation and violent crime. The results 

emphasize the need for further research on the causes of immigrant-committed violent 

crime. The lack of evidence as to the effectiveness of state immigration legislation also 

calls into question its utility as a short term solution to immigration-related issues.  
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Introduction 

 

For over a decade, comprehensive immigration reform has evaded the pen of the 

President of the United States. Although an immigration deal was an objective of the 

Bush administration’s second term, its prospects faded as the Senate failed to bring the 

Secure Borders, Economic Opportunity, and Immigration Reform Act of 2007 to a vote 

(United States Senate, 2007). Also framed as a top priority during Barack Obama’s first 

campaign for the presidency, immigration reform was initially marginalized as the 

Obama administration focused in its first term on passing healthcare legislation, drawing 

down two foreign wars, and addressing the economic downturn in 2008 (White House, 

2012). 

The call for action on immigration is not a new phenomenon. Since the founding 

of America, politicians such as Benjamin Franklin and Thomas Jefferson expressed 

concerns over immigration and how to handle influxes of immigrants to America 

(Schrag, 2010). The push for federal immigration reform and proactive legislating by 

states is the latest of a long history of American immigration reform movements.  

Desire for immigration reform can also be found on both ends of the political 

spectrum. A post 9-11 fear of terrorists infiltrating the United States and concerns over 

undocumented migrants taking American jobs have driven some citizens to demand more 

restrictive policies that would limit foreigners’ ability to enter and remain in the United 

States. On the other hand, citizens concerned with the rights and welfare of immigrants 

have demanded policies that are more permissive of immigration (Johnson and Trujillo, 

2007). Congress and presidents from both political parties have been unable to find a 

middle ground and pass immigration reform.   
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State legislatures sought to fill this lawmaking vacuum, and the number of state 

bills concerning immigration rose sharply from 2005 to 2011 (Johnston and Morse, 

2013). The most controversial of these bills originated partially in response to a violent 

crime. On March 27, 2010, Richard Krentz, a prominent Arizona rancher, was found 

murdered on his property (Cochise County Sheriff’s Dept., 2011). The proximity of 

Krentz’s property to the Mexican border and footprints leading back to Mexico led some 

to believe that the crime was committed by an illegal alien (Center for Immigration 

Studies, 2009). 

In response to the murder, Arizona lawmakers passed SB 1070 on April 23, 2010.  

This legislation gave Arizona law enforcement officials the authority to verify the 

immigration status of any lawfully contacted person who is reasonably suspected of being 

an illegal alien. The bill also contains several penalties for individuals who assist illegal 

aliens (Arizona Senate, 2010).  

Supporters of restrictive immigration legislation argue that, as a southern border 

state receiving little federal support for immigration issues, Arizona took appropriate 

steps to empower its law enforcement officials (Su, 2010). The expanded name of SB 

1070, Support our Law Enforcement and Safe Neighborhoods Act, suggests that the bill 

supports crime fighting and promotes the safety of its communities. Furthermore, the 

Department of Homeland Security (DHS) estimates that legal and illegal immigrants 

made up 20 percent of inmates in prisons and jails in 2009 (DHS, 2009). 
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Since the passage of SB 1070, several states have attempted to enact their own 

restrictive immigration bills.1 Alabama, Georgia, Indiana, Michigan, Minnesota, 

Missouri, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, South Carolina, and Utah have all attempted to 

enact restrictive immigration legislation similar to SB 1070, and some of these efforts 

have succeeded (Kim, et. al., 2013).    

What effect does immigration-related state legislation have on violent crime? 

Does restrictive legislation empower officers and thus reduce violent crime? Or does such 

legislation suffocate economic opportunities for immigrants and thus incentivize criminal 

activity? Conversely, do states that enact bills which are more permissive experience an 

increase in violent crime? Or does permissive legislation help prevent violent crime?2 

This thesis utilizes immigration-related state-level legislative information from 

the National Conference of State Legislatures (NCSL) and violent crime data from the 

Federal Bureau of Investigation’s (FBI) annual Uniform Crime Reports (UCR) from 

2005 to 2012 to determine whether there is a relationship between immigration-related 

state legislation and violent crime in the most populous U.S. cities. In some analyses, 

immigration-legislation variables are lagged by one or more years to account for the 

possibility that these bills’ effects were not detectable for a period of time.  Cities 

consistently ranking in the top one hundred in population during the period of analysis 

are included in this study. The analyses suggest that there is no convincing evidence of a 

convincing relationship between state immigration legislation and violent crime. 

                                                 
1 When describing immigration policy, the term “restrictive” is defined as limiting immigrants’ economic, 

legal, social or cultural opportunities within their new American communities. Restrictive policies can 

come in several forms (i.e. law enforcement, economic, regulation, public benefits, etc.). 
2 When describing immigration policy, the term “permissive” is defined as enhancing immigrants’ 

economic, legal, social or cultural opportunities within their new American communities. 
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Background 

The U.S. Department of Homeland Security granted 1,062,040 immigrants lawful 

permanent residence status in the United States in fiscal year 2011 (DHS, 2011). 

Additionally, since 1990, an average of about 1 million immigrants obtained lawful 

permanent status in the United States annually (DHS, 2011). A Pew Research Hispanic 

Trends Project estimate reports that, as of 2012, an additional 11.7 million immigrants are 

unlawfully present in the United States. The Pew report suggests that this number may 

again be on the rise (Passel, Cohn, and Barrera-Gonzalez, 2013).  

 Over the same time period, the violent crime rate in the United States has fallen 

from about 7.25 reported offenses per 1,000 people in 1990 to about 4 reported offenses 

in 2010 (Immigration Policy Center, 2013). The FBI defines violent crime as murder and 

non-negligent manslaughter, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault (FBI, 2013). 

When comparing the consistent increase in the total immigration population (lawful and 

unlawful) to the steady drop in the violent crime rate, one might conclude that there is a 

negative relationship between the size of an area’s immigrant population and violent 

crime rates. However, this relationship may simply be correlational or may only exist at 

the aggregate level. Moreover, media and local politicians continue to be concerned with 

spillover violence from the Mexican border and the suspected link between crime and 

immigration (Finklea, 2013).  
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Figure 1. New State Immigration Legislation Enacted 2005 – 2012 

 

 
Data points courtesy of NCSL Immigration Database, 2013 
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laws address domains that plausibly have implications for violent crime. More 

specifically, these bills address issues related to human trafficking, law enforcement, 

employment, and identification/licensing. The chart above illustrates the number of new 

immigration bills enacted across the fifty states from 2005 to 2012 (NCSL, 2013). 

In the absence of comprehensive immigration reform at the federal level, state 

legislatures began to focus more on immigration. From 2005 to 2011, the number of 
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number tapered down to 63 new bills (NCSL, 2013).3 These numbers suggest that, in the 

years in which the federal government did not place a priority on immigration reform, 

state legislatures may have sought to fill that void.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
3 The very small number of immigration bills enacted in 2008 may be an outlier due to the 2008 

presidential elections. 
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Literature Review 

 

 While basic statistics may provide a cursory overview of the raw correlation 

between immigration policy and violent crime, a review of the existing academic 

literature sets the stage for a more sophisticated analysis. Despite media coverage, 

political attention, and advocacy efforts, empirical research concerning the effect of 

restrictive immigration legislation on violent crime, specifically in big cities, is not 

abundant. This review of past studies identifies analyses that are relevant to my central 

research question and provides a glimpse of the academic progress that has been made in 

the broader study of crime and immigration policy.  

Effects of Immigration Legislation  

State and local governments have faced increased pressure to enact immigration 

laws as immigrants have begun to move to areas that are unaccustomed to foreign 

nationals (Singer, Hardwick, and Brettell 2008). When urged by their constituencies to 

take action, state policymakers have used a mix of permissive, restrictive and neutral 

measures. The term restrictive is defined as limiting immigrants’ economic, legal, social 

or cultural opportunities within their new American communities. The term permissive is 

defined as enhancing those opportunities. Bills described as neutral are presumed to have 

a negligible or no effect on an immigrant’s prospects. Research suggests that a powerful 

determinant of the orientation of state immigration laws (permissive or restrictive) is the 

general ideology or political leanings of the voting public (Chavez and Provine, 2009).  

The majority of state and local governments that have taken action have done so 

with restrictive legislation (Ramakrishnan and Wong 2007). Interestingly, this has 

occurred despite studies that cast doubt on the effectiveness of this type of legislative 
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response. An analysis of the 2007 Legal Arizona Workers Act (LAWA) and SB 1070 

suggests that these restrictive laws may be associated with a weakening of Arizona’s 

economy. On the federal level, the same analysis suggests that the E-Verify program also 

may be correlated with an increase in hiring costs and regulatory uncertainty among 

employers (Nowrasteh, 2012).4  

Research conducted in the Netherlands suggests that the passage of exclusionary 

legislation may be associated with increased crime rates (Leerkes, Engbersen, and van 

der Leun, 2012). Engbersen and van der Leun’s marginalization thesis (1998) suggests 

that excluding immigrants from the formal labor market and denying them public benefits 

may force them to search for other means of subsistence, most notably, violence and 

crime. The authors use multiple regression analysis to show that marginalization is 

associated with a substantial increase in the number of criminal suspects who are 

immigrants. If these findings are applicable across the Atlantic, they would suggest that 

restrictive immigration laws in the United States may not have the desired effect on 

violent crime. 

Research conducted in the United States suggests that restrictive legislation may 

have encouraged the use of criminal prosecutions for immigration violations that were 

once considered civil in nature. Despite the fact that they are utilized more often, 

questions remain regarding the effectiveness of arrests, deportations, and imprisonment 

as deterrents to crimes committed by immigrants (Chacon, 2009). 

Research using 2002 survey data of New York City suggests that restrictive laws 

may also weaken law enforcement’s ability to protect residents. Kirk, et. al. use 

                                                 
4 E-Verify is a government-run, Internet-based program that determines the work eligibility of potential 

employees. States have the ability to mandate the use of the E-Verify program by employers. 
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regression results to argue that restrictive legislation may lead immigrant communities to 

become mistrustful of the justice system. They argue that this cynicism undercuts public 

safety as crimes go unreported due to immigrants’ fears that they will be treated unfairly 

(Kirk, et. al, 2012).   

While previous research and case studies examine the implications of restrictive 

legislation for immigrant-committed crime, other research explores the relationship 

between pro-immigrant political environments and immigrants’ propensity to commit 

violent crime. Opportunities to hold leadership positions and provide input on community 

decisions and the responsiveness of political actors to the needs of immigrants have been 

found to be negatively associated with the incidence of violent crime, particularly murder 

(Lyons, Velez, and Santoro, 2013). These results suggest that encouraging immigrants to 

become politically involved in their new communities may enhance cohesion and thereby 

lessen the risk of violent crime.  

Immigration and Crime in the Community 

Research has also been conducted on the relationship between community 

characteristics and the prevalence of immigrant-committed crime. Evidence suggests that 

pre-established ethnic communities often provide new immigrants with access to 

legitimate labor markets. Small businesses run by individuals of the same ethnicity 

provide opportunities for immigrants to make an honest living, thus eliminating 

subsistence based justifications for crime (Portes and Zhou, 1992). Harris and 

Feldmeyer’s (2012) research considers the change in recent migration patterns in which 

immigrants settle in areas that are, and are not, traditionally accustomed to a significant 

immigration population. They find that immigration increases in traditional immigrant 
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destinations are not associated with an increase in crime. They also find that there is a 

small, positive correlation between immigration rates and crime rates in areas where 

immigration has historically been uncommon.  

Other research suggests that increased immigration is associated with a decrease 

in crime. Controlling for the characteristics of immigrant-friendly neighborhoods, Davies 

and Fagan’s (2012) analysis suggests that an increase in immigration is negatively 

associated with crime rates. The authors also find that, despite reductions in crime, 

immigrant neighborhoods contend with a disproportionately higher level of police 

enforcement and thus a sense of marginalization within the community. This finding is 

relevant to Leerkes, Engbersen, and van der Leun’s (2012) research regarding the 

possible undesired side effects of restrictive immigration legislation and enforcement. 

“Crimmigration” may be one such side effect. A term coined by Juliet Stumpf in 2006, 

crimmigration describes the growing integration of criminal and immigration law. 

Immigration violations are increasingly being treated as criminal rather than civil 

offenses (Stumpf 2006).  

   An interesting hypothesis seeking to explain the association between 

immigration populations and immigrant-committed crime rates is Tim Wadsworth’s 

“healthy immigration thesis” (Wadsworth 2010). In his thesis, Wadsworth describes 

immigration as a selective process. He argues that immigrants who choose to migrate to 

the United States are motivated to contribute to their new communities. The difficulty of 

immigrating, legally or illegally, means that immigrants have more to risk and are 

generally averse to committing crime.   
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Implications for this Study  

The research reviewed above focuses on two general topics: the effects of 

immigration based state laws and the relationship between immigration and local crime 

rates. While current literature provides insight into possible marginalization effects and 

“crimmigration”, there have been no studies that examine the effect of state immigration 

laws on violent crime more generally (native and non-native crime). Furthermore, this 

study focuses on the most populous cities in the United States from 2005-2012, thus 

offering a more recent look at how state immigration laws are affecting individuals 

(citizens and immigrants) in densely populated areas. This thesis separately studies 

restrictive and permissive state laws, which allows for a comparison of the effects of the 

two types of laws. I also study the effectiveness of such legislation in cities within 

southern border states (Arizona, California, New Mexico, and Texas) as compared to 

other cities. Cities within southern border states are of interest to this study due to the fact 

that the vast majority of immigration enforcement actions occur along the southwest 

border. According to the DHS Annual Report on Immigration Enforcement Actions 

2012, 98% of all Border Patrol apprehensions occurred along the southwest border (DHS, 

2013). 
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Conceptual Framework and Hypothesis 

 

 As was discussed in the Literature Review, immigration policy can be grouped 

into two categories; permissive and restrictive.5 Permissive policies enhance immigrants’ 

economic, legal, social or cultural opportunities within their new American communities. 

Restrictive policies limit these opportunities.  

Several factors contribute to the passage of permissive and restrictive laws and are 

also plausibly related to crime rates in cities.6 These factors include the political, 

demographic, economic, social, cultural, educational, public health characteristics of 

cities. Figure 2 illustrates characteristics that may contribute to the orientation of an 

immigration-based state law. These characteristics are also plausibly correlated to violent 

crime rates. 

Figure 2. Factors affecting violent crime rates 

 

 

            
      

 

 

 

 

In terms of demographic characteristics, I control for the percentage of a city’s 

residents who are male, Hispanic, U.S.-born, non-U.S. citizens, and who primarily speak 

Spanish and speak English poorly. My economic controls account for state 

unemployment rates and the percent of residents who are in poverty. In terms of 

                                                 
5 For the purpose of this study, neutral bills will be combined with permissive bills. Neutral bills may not 

have a direct impact on immigrants’ opportunities, but they are intended to benefit the public in general. 

Therefore, rather than ignoring bills considered neutral, they are combined with positive bills. 
6 All claims in this section are supported by research highlighted in the Literature Review. 
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education, I control for state-level high school graduation rates. I account for social and 

cultural factors with a variable measuring the number of single-parent families per capita 

in each state. The party affiliation of states’ governors and the affiliation of the 

controlling party in state legislatures are also controlled for, as these variables are 

plausibly correlated with both immigration state laws and violent crime totals. I also 

control for the number of full-time police officers for each city-year observation. More 

specific information on the controls used in my analysis can be found in the Data and 

Methods section.  

 I hypothesize that permissive and restrictive state-level immigration laws have 

different effects on violent crime.  According to the literature review, there is no evidence 

that restrictive legislation effectively addresses the problem of violent crime. 

Furthermore, the literature review provides no evidence that lawful or unlawful 

immigrants are more prone to violent behavior when compared to native born Americans.   

According to the literature, restrictive immigration laws may marginalize immigrant 

populations and stifle their economic opportunities. Therefore, I hypothesize that the 

enactment of restrictive laws is associated with an increase in violent crime rates. I also 

hypothesize that permissive laws have the opposite relationship with crime rates, as 

removing economic barriers and providing access to public benefits may provide 

immigrants with legitimate alternatives to violent crime.  
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Data and Methods 

 

Sources 

 My analyses combine city and state-level data from several sources for the years 

2005 – 2012.7 American cities whose populations ranked in the top 100 in each of the 

years between 2005 and 2012 are included in this study. A total of 91 cities meet this 

criterion. State-level data are used where city-level data are not available for all 91 cities. 

The initial sample size for my combined data set is thus 728 observations (91 cities 

observed over 8 years).  

City-level data on violent crime were collected from the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation’s (FBI) Uniform Crime Report (UCR). Four types of violent crime were 

included: murder, forcible rape, robbery, and aggravated assault.8 Tabulations of each 

type of crime were summed by city and year and those sums were divided by a given 

city-year’s population size in order to create my violent crime rates dependent variable. 

The National Conference of State Legislatures’ (NCSL) Immigration Database 

and supplemental annual reports were utilized to gather data on state immigration laws 

that have been enacted since 2005. Each enacted bill has been recorded and categorized 

as corresponding with a specific issue area by the NCSL.9 For the purposes of this study’s 

analysis, the types of state immigration legislation have been limited to those involving 

human trafficking, law enforcement, employment, and identification/licensing.10 I then 

                                                 
7 All data correspond to this time period unless otherwise specified. 
8 The FBI combines data in the incidences of nonnegligent manslaughter with murder totals for each city. 
9 Bills in the NCSL’s immigration database and supplemental annual reports are organized into several 

categories: budgetary, education, employment, health, human trafficking, identification/licensing, law-

enforcement, omnibus, public benefit, resolutions, voting, and miscellaneous. 
10 Many types of bills regarding immigration are enacted annually. I account here for legislation that could 

plausibly be considered to correspond to the four topics most relevant to violent crime (as opposed to other 

topics such as budgets, health, and voting).  NCSL places bills into different categories. Some fall into 

multiple categories. Despite this possibility, bills used in this study are counted only once. 
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categorized these bills as either restrictive or permissive, based on bill summaries 

provided by NCSL. The table below provides the standards I used to define the 

orientation of each bill. An example is also provided directly below each standard. A 

comprehensive list of each state immigration bill used in this study and its assigned 

orientation can be found in Appendix I.  

Table 1. General Standards for Determining the Orientation of a State Bill11 

 

Considered Permissive Considered Restrictive 
Bills decreasing funding for or 

authority of law enforcement programs 

or policies addressing immigration. 

Bill increasing funding for or authority 

of law enforcement programs or 

policies addressing immigration 
DE SB 190: prohibits use of restraints on arrested 

immigrants who are pregnant. 
AZ HB 2286: allows police to immobilize or 

impound a car that is being used to transport, 

harbor, or conceal illegal aliens. 

Bills enhancing immigrant access to 

economic, social, political or 

educational opportunities 

Bills blocking immigrant access to 

economic, social, political, or 

educational opportunities 
CA AB 2189: allows deferred action recipients to 

obtain a driver’s license.12  
OK HB 2367: requires aliens to renew driver’s 

license in person and every four years.13 

  

Data on demographic and family characteristics were obtained from the U.S. 

Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS) 1-year series. Data on economic 

factors were collected from the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ annual average rankings of 

unemployment. Data on educational attainment were collected from the Department of 

Education’s National Assessment of Educational Progress. Due to missing data for some 

                                                 
11 The general standard for a neutral bill is an enacted bill that neither limits nor enhances immigrants’ 

opportunities. Neutral bills are grouped with permissive bills in this study. An example of this standard is 

Virginia’s HB 771. This bill exempts retired immigration and customs officers from the concealed handgun 

permit’s application fee.  
12 Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) is a memorandum written by the Obama administration 

that allows for individuals who, among other requirements, entered the United States before reaching their 

16th birthday to remain in the United States for up to two years. Deferred action recipients may also apply 

for employment authorization.  
13 As opposed to citizens who are allowed to renew their licenses by mail.  
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specific cities, demographic, economic, and educational data were all collected at the 

state level.14   

Model 

 I estimate a multiple regression model using city and year fixed effects to analyze 

the relationship between enacted immigration based state laws and violent crime rates in 

highly populated cities. City fixed effects control for differences between cities that 

remain fixed over time. Year fixed effects control for characteristics that change over 

time and are common to all big cities at any given point in time. I thus estimate the 

following model: 

 

ViolentCrimeRateit = β0 + β1restrictivelawsit + β2permissivelawsit + β3(X)it + αi + γt + µit  

 

 where i and t represent the state and year indices respectively. αi represents city 

fixed effects and γt represents indicator variables for each year from 2005 – 2012. My key 

independent variables (restrictive laws and permissive laws) measure the number of 

restrictive and permissive laws, respectively, that have been enacted since 2005 for a 

given city-year.15 The term Xit is a vector of control variables and µit is the error term. The 

models above are estimated with the city-year as the unit of analysis. 

The table below describes all variables included in the analysis. Each control 

variable listed below is plausibly correlated with state immigration laws and violent 

                                                 
14 City level data could not be used for the control variables due to the fact that data for all 91 cities could 

not be found for any of the control variables from 2005 – 2012.  
15 To clarify, if City A enacted 2 and n restrictive laws in 2006 and 2007 respectively, then the value of 

permissive laws for City A in 2006 would be 2 and 2007 would be 2+n. The same principle applies for 

restrictive laws.  
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crime totals. These controls have also been used in other relevant studies highlighted in 

the Literature Review. 

Table 2. Variable Descriptions 

 

Variable Description 

Dependent Variable 

Violent Crime Rates This continuous variable measures the combined rate of murders/non-

negligent manslaughters, forcible rapes, robberies, and aggravated 

assaults known to local law enforcement. These data are collected 

from the FBI Uniform Crime Report and divided by the city-year’s 

population to determine the violent crime rate. 

Independent Variables of Interest 

Restrictive State 

Immigration Laws 

This continuous variable measures the number of restrictive state 

immigration laws enacted since 2005 that are categorized as being 

related to Human Trafficking, Law Enforcement, Employment, or 

Identification/Licensing by the National Conference of State 

Legislatures.  

Permissive State 

Immigration Laws 

This continuous variable measures the number of permissive state 

immigration laws enacted since 2005 that are categorized as being 

related to Human Trafficking, Law Enforcement, Employment, or 

Identification/Licensing by the National Conference of State 

Legislatures.  

Independent Variables (Controls) 

Demographic Controls 

Police Officers This continuous variable measures the number of full-time police 

officers hired by a city agency divided by the city’s population that 

year. This variable does not include civilian employees. Data are 

collected from the FBI Uniform Crime Report.  

Percent Male This continuous variable measures the percent of a state’s population 

that is male.  Data are collected from the ACS’ 1 year estimates. 

Percent Hispanic This continuous variable measures the percent of a state’s population 

identified as Hispanic.  Data are collected from the ACS’ 1 year 

estimates. 

Percent U.S.-Born This continuous variable measures the percent of a state’s population 

who were born in the United States. Data are collected from the ACS’ 

1 year estimates. 

Percent Non-U.S. 

Citizen 

This continuous variable measures the percent of a state’s population 

who are non-citizens.  Data are collected from ACS 1 year estimates. 

Social/Cultural Controls 



18 

 

Percent Primarily 

Spanish Speakers 

This continuous variable measures the percent of a state’s population 

who primarily speak Spanish at home and speak English “less than 

very well”.  Data are collected from the ACS’ 1 year estimates. 

Single Parent 

Homes 

This continuous variable measure the percentage of homes in a state 

that are run by a single parent. This variable does not include children 

who live with step parents or in a group home. Data are collected 

from the ACS’ 1 year estimates. 

Economic Controls 

Percent Poor This continuous variable measures the percent of a state’s population 

that is under the poverty line.  Data are collected from the ACS’ 1 

year estimates. 

State Unemployment 

Rate 

This continuous variable measures the annual percentage of a state’s 

labor force that was unemployed. Data are collected from the Bureau 

of Labor Statistics’ annual average rankings.  

Education Controls 

High School 

Graduation Rate 

This continuous variable measures the percentage of children in a 

state who attained a high school diploma. Data collected from the 

Department of Education’s National Assessment of Educational 

Progress. 

Political Controls 

Democratic 

Governor 

This indicator variable identifies the political affiliation of a state’s 

governor for that year. Data collected from National Governors 

Association’s (NGA) Governors Roster.  

Republican 

Legislature 

This indicator variable identifies whether or not Republicans hold a 

majority in both chambers of a state legislature. Data collected from 

National Conference of State Legislatures.  

Democratic 

Legislature 

This indicator variable identifies whether or not Democrats hold a 

majority in both chambers of a state legislature. Data collected from 

National Conference of State Legislatures. 

Split Legislature This indicator variable identifies whether neither major party holds a 

majority in a state legislature. Data collected from National 

Conference of State Legislatures. 
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Descriptive Statistics 

 

Tables 3 provides descriptive statistics for the dependent, key independent, and 

control variables for all city-year observations included in the data set and Table 4 

provides t-tests comparing the characteristics of southern border states and non-southern 

border states. 16 Table 3 shows that, among the cities included in my analysis, an average 

of about 8.1 violent crimes are committed per 1,000 people and that, on average, states 

enact more restrictive laws than permissive laws. Table 4 shows that, when compared 

with all other cities, cities in southern border states average about two fewer violent 

crimes per 1,000 people annually. This slight difference is somewhat surprising due to 

the prevalence of poverty and unemployment’s prevalence in southern border states (see 

Table 4).  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
16 City-level data for violent crime per capita were not available for eighteen observations. For six of these 

observations, data were interpolated using the year before and after, under the assumption that for all such 

years “n”, the annual trend in violent crime from (n-1) to n was the same as the annual trend observed 

between n and (n+1). Four of the eighteen missing observations occurred at the beginning or end of the data 

set’s year range (either 2005 or 2012).  For these observations, data were interpolated using the two years 

immediately before or immediately after, under the assumption that the trend between those three years 

remained constant. Chicago, Illinois was missing rape data for all eight years. Therefore, Chicago’s eight 

observations were dropped from the data set. City-level data for population size were missing for Wichita, 

Kansas in 2005. This value was interpolated using data from 2006 and 2007 using the previously described 

approach. City-level data for the number of police officers per capita were not available for eight 

observations. For six of these observations, data were also interpolated using data from the years 

immediately before and after. Columbus, Ohio was missing police data for 2007 and 2008. For these 

consecutive years, data were imputed using data from other variables in Columbus, Ohio during 2007-

2008. Other than violent crime per capita, police officers per capita, and population, there were no other 

missing values in my dataset. My dataset contained 20 variables and 728 city-year observations (91*8), for 

a total of 14,560 data points. Eight observations (Chicago) contained data that could not be imputed, 

resulting in a final sample size of 720 city-year observations and 14,400 data points. While Chicago may be 

a major city, the dropping of its observations only reduced my sample size by about one percent. 
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Table 3. Dependent, Key Independent and Control Variables, All Cities 

 

VARIABLES MEAN MIN MAX STD DEV 

Violent Crime Per 1000 People17 8.1 1.3 24.8 4 

Restrictive Laws 4.2 0 27 5.3 

Permissive Laws 2.5 0 17 2.9 

Police Officers Per 1000 People18 2.6 .1 6.8 1.1 

Percent Male 49.3 46.8 52.3 .7 

Percent Hispanic 21.5 1.7 79.7 13.6 

Percent U.S. Born 82.7 71.6 97 8.3 

Percent Non U.S. Citizen 8 1.4 15.5 4.3 

Percent Spanish Spoken at Home19 7.4 .3 13.9 4.6 

Percent Poor20 7.1 7.8 21.5 2.5 

Percent Unemployed 7 2.5 13.8 2.5 

Percent Single Parent Home 33.8 25 65 4 

Percent High School Degree 83.9 8.5 92.5 4.3 

Population Size 2,043,982 204,749 8,400,907 2,704,788 

Democratic Governor21 41.5 0 1 49.3 

Democratic Legislature22 37.6 0 1 48.5 

Republican Legislature 37.9 0 1 48.5 

                                                 
17 Known occurrences of violent crime per 1,000 people. 
18 Full-time police officers per 1,000 people.  
19 Percentage for whom Spanish is spoken at home and English less than “very well”. 
20 Percentage of families and people whose income in the past 12 months is below the poverty level.  
21 Percentage of city-year observations with a Democratic governor. 
22 Legislature is Democratic or Republican if the party controls both chambers of the legislature. 

Legislature is split if control is shared or if neither party controls a chamber of the legislature (i.e. 

Nebraska) 
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Split Legislature 24.5 0 1 43.1 

N = 720     

 

Immigration-related state legislation is also more prevalent in southern border 

states. Since 2005, southern border states average slightly under nine immigration laws 

on the books per year (5.5 restrictive and 3.3 permissive). All other states average about 

5.5 immigration laws on the books per year (3.5 restrictive and 2 permissive). These 

numbers, particularly with respect to the restrictive law totals, are to be expected given 

that immigration policy has been a politically charged issue in southern border states.  

Table 4. Means and T-Statistics, Dependent, Key Independent and Control 

Variables, Cities in Southern Border States and All Other States 

 

VARIABLES 
SOUTHERN 

BORDER STATES 

ALL OTHER 

STATES 
T-STATISTIC 

Violent Crime Per Capita 6.9 9 8.9*** 

Restrictive Laws 5.5 3.5 -5.1*** 

Permissive Laws 3.3 2 -5.2*** 

Police Officers Per Capita 1.9 3.1 13.5*** 

Percent Male 49.8 49 -12.9*** 

Percent Hispanic 36.1 11.8 -49.3*** 

Percent U.S. Born 77 85.9 19.8*** 

Percent Non U.S. Citizen 12.5 6.6 -29.5*** 

Percent Spanish Spoken at Home 12.2 4.2 -42.8*** 

Percent Poor 15.8 13 -10.6*** 

Percent Unemployed 7.5 6.8 -3.1*** 
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Percent Single Parent Home 33.6 33 -0.5 

Percent High School Degree 80.9 85.9 17.3*** 

Population Size 1,432,601 2,459,232 -1.3 

Democratic Governor 20.5 55.6 6.6*** 

Democratic Legislature 49.1 29.9 -4.3*** 

Republican Legislature 50.9 29.1 -3.8*** 

Split Legislature 0.0 41 10.7*** 

Sample Size 264 456 N/A 

*Indicates significance at the p<.1 level. 

**Indicates significance at the p<.05 level. 

***Indicates significance at the p<.01 level. 
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Results 

 

 Regression results are summarized in Tables 5 and 6. Model 1 of Table 5 reports 

the raw correlation between the two key independent variables, the restrictive and 

permissive state immigration measures, and violent crime rates. Model 2 of Table 5 

shows the results of an OLS regression that includes time varying controls but does not 

contain fixed effects. Model 3 shows the results of an OLS regression with time varying 

controls and interactions between the two types of state immigration laws and a southern 

border indicator. These interactions are also used in several of the subsequent regression 

analyses. Models 4 and 5 contain results that include state and year fixed effects. Table 6 

includes three pairs of fixed effects regressions. Each pair’s key coefficients are lagged 

by one, two, and three years respectively. Each pair’s left column omits the 

aforementioned interactions and the right column includes the interactions.  

In both tables, I report robust standard errors for each coefficient and all 

regressions are weighted by state population size. The coefficients for the key 

independent variables indicate the change in the number of violent crimes committed per 

1,000 people in a given city that is associated with a one unit increase in the number of 

restrictive or permissive state immigration laws enacted since 2005.  

The coefficient for the permissive law variable in model 1 of Table 5 is negative 

and significant at the .01 level. Nonetheless, little emphasis should be placed on the 

coefficients in model 1 due to substantial omitted variable bias. There are a variety of 

factors omitted from the model that may be correlated with both state immigration laws 

and violent crime rates. Therefore, the remainder of the discussion focuses on results 
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shown in models 2 through 5. I begin with a discussion on results for permissive laws and 

then follow with a discussion on the results for restrictive laws across all models. 

Model 2 reports the results of an OLS regression that includes time varying 

controls but does not contain fixed effects. The key coefficient for permissive laws is 

negative and statistically significant at the .01 level. However, model 3 reveals that for 

cities in non-border states, the relationship between violent crime rates and permissive 

laws is more negative compared to the results in model 2 and is also statistically 

significant at the .01 level. For cities in border states, the same relationship is also 

negative but the magnitude of the coefficient is smaller. The difference in relationships 

between violent crime rates and permissive laws in border and non-border states is also 

statistically significant at the .01 level. A joint significance test indicates that the 

relationship between permissive laws and violent crime rates in cities within southwest 

border states is statistically significant at the .01 level.  

When state and year fixed effects are included and interactions omitted in model 

4, the magnitude of the coefficient for the permissive laws variable reduces and the 

variable’s relationship with violent crime rates becomes positive. The coefficient is also 

no longer statistically significant at conventional levels. Retaining state and year fixed 

effects and reintroducing interactions in model 5 produces mixed results depending on 

geographic location. For non-border states, the relationship between violent crimes rates 

and permissive laws is negative but much smaller compared to regressions that did not 

include state and year fixed effects. The relationship is also not statistically significant. 

For cities in border states, this relationship is positive and statistically significant at the 
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.05 level.23 The difference in relationship between violent crime rates and permissive 

laws in border and non-border states is also statistically significant at the .10 level.  

In discussing restrictive laws, I return to model 2. The coefficient for restrictive 

laws is positive and statistically significant at the .05 level. Model 3 introduces 

interactions between restrictive and permissive laws and a southern border indicator. The 

interaction variables allow us to study difference in the relationships between violent 

crime rates and state laws for cities in southwest border states versus cities in all other 

states (hereafter referred to as non-border states).  Model 3 shows a positive relationship 

between restrictive laws and violent crime rates in cities located in non-border states. The 

relationship is statistically significant at the .01 level. For cities located in states on the 

southwest border, the relationship between restrictive laws and violent crime rates is 

slightly negative.24 The difference in relationships between violent crime rates and 

restrictive laws in border and non-border states is statistically significant at the .01 level. 

Results from a joint significance test reported at the bottom of the table indicate that the 

relationship between restrictive laws and violent crime rates in southwest border states is 

statistically significant at the .01 level.  

Model 4 omits these interactions but introduces state and year fixed effects. The 

coefficient for restrictive laws, (which now reverts to representing cities in border and 

non-border states) becomes negative and has a smaller magnitude compared to the 

coefficient in Model 2. The coefficient is no longer statistically significant at 

conventional levels (.1, .05, and .01). Retaining the fixed effects and reintroducing the 

                                                 
23 To estimate the relationship between violent crime rates and permissive laws in cities within southern 

border states in model 5, I calculate PermissiveLaw + (PermissiveLaw*SBS) = -0.156. 
24 To estimate the relationship between violent crime rates and restrictive laws in cities within southern 

border states in model 3, I calculate RestrictiveLaw + (RestrictiveLaw*SBS) = -0.096.  
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interactions in model 5 does not yield any statistically significant results. The relationship 

between violent crime rates and restrictive laws for cities in non-border states is now 

negative. The equivalent relationship for cities in border states is slightly more negative.25  

Results from Table 5, notably models 3 and 5, suggest that the relationship 

between violent crime rates and restrictive state laws vary by state. Reports from model 3 

suggest that restrictive laws might have a desirable (negative), minor effect in cities 

within southern border states. On the other hand, restrictive laws may have an 

undesirable (positive) effect in cities in non- border states. Permissive laws seem to have 

a desirable (negative) relationship regardless of the cities’ geographic location (though 

the magnitude of the association is smaller for cities in southern border states).  Once 

fixed effects are added to the models, not much evidence exists of a relationship between 

state immigration legislation and violent crime rates. 

Table 5. OLS and Fixed Effects Regression Results, Restrictive and Permissive State 

Immigration Laws 

 

 (1) 

Violent 

Crime Rate 

(2) 

Violent 

Crime Rate 

(3) 

Violent 

Crime Rate 

(4) 

Violent 

Crime Rate 

(5) 

Violent 

Crime Rate 

Key Independent Variables 

Restrictive 

Laws 

-.025 

(.043) 

    .090** 

(.042) 

      .253*** 

(.053) 

-.038 

(.032) 

-.019 

(.053) 

Permissive 

Laws 

   -.534*** 

(.083) 

    -.528*** 

(.077) 

    -.714*** 

(.087) 

.050 

(.046) 

-.035 

(.071) 

Geographic Controls and Interactions 

Southern 

Border State 

(SBS) 

----- 
.302 

(.535) 

.882 

(.663) ----- ----- 

Restrictive 

Law*SBS 
----- ----- 

    -.349*** 

(.079) 
----- 

-.042 

(.056) 

                                                 
25 To estimate the relationship between violent crime rates and restrictive laws in cities within southern 

border states in model 5, I calculate RestrictiveLaw + (RestrictiveLaw*SBS) = -0.061. 
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Permissive 

Law*SBS 
----- ----- 

     .567*** 

(.177) 
----- 

  .191* 

(.101) 

Demographic Controls 

% Male ----- 
.196 

(.289) 

.127 

(.291) 

-.175 

(.500) 

-.08 

(.477) 

% Hispanic 
----- 

    -.069*** 

(.021) 

      -

.066*** 

(.02) 

 -.015* 

(.008) 

 -.015* 

(.009) 

% U.S. Born ----- 
    -.362*** 

(.086) 

     -.382*** 

(.086) 

.092 

(.079) 

.078 

(.073) 

% Non - U.S. 

Citizen 

----- 
   -1.102*** 

(.234) 

    -

1.133*** 

(.24) 

.297 

(.274) 

  .461* 

(.272) 

Police per 

Capita 
----- 

    2.803*** 

(.220) 

    2.743*** 

(.216) 

    2.305*** 

(.587) 

    2.291*** 

(.587) 

Social/Cultural Controls 

% Spanish 

Spoken at 

Home 

----- .615*** 

(.158) 

.577*** 

(.163) 

-.447* 

(.243) 

-.435* 

(.241) 

% Single 

Parent Home 
----- 

    -.148*** 

(.048) 

-.085 

(.052) 

.048 

(.051) 

.03 

(.046) 

Economic Controls 

% Poor ----- 
.083 

(.118) 

-.065 

(.120) 

   -.308** 

(.144) 

  -.281** 

(.132) 

% 

Unemployed 
----- 

.061 

(.073) 

.037 

(.074) 

.020 

(.099) 

.036 

(.099) 

Educational Controls 

% High 

School Degree 
----- 

-.029 

(.036) 

-.027 

(.032) 

-.008 

(.006) 

-.006 

(.006) 

Political Controls 

Democratic 

Governor 
----- 

.304 

(.293) 

.313 

(.287) 

-.098 

(.205) 

-.166 

(.203) 

Democratic 

Legislature 
----- 

-.636 

(.464) 

  -.933** 

(.459) 

.049 

(.282) 

-.010 

(.3) 

Republican 

Legislature 
----- 

.183 

(.434) 

.001 

(.437) 

-.34 

.252 

-.43* 

(.249) 

Constant 
    9.423*** 

(.217) 

    35.729** 

(14.302) 

    41.17*** 

(14.199) 

8.696 

(23.904) 

3.94 

(22.968) 

City and Year 

Fixed Effects 
NO NO NO YES YES 

Observations 720 720 720 720 720 

Adjusted R-

squared 
.103 .425 .439 .448 .456 

Joint Significance Tests (p-values) 
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Restrictive 

Laws and 

Restrictive 

Law*SBS  

 

----- ----- 0.000 ----- 0.134 

Permissive 

Laws and 

Permissive 

Laws*SBS 

 

----- ----- 0.000 ----- 0.047 

 Robust standard errors are given in parenthesis. 

*Indicates coefficient is significant at the p<.1 level. 

**Indicates coefficient is significant at the p<.05 level. 

***Indicates coefficient is significant at the p<.01 level. 

 

Enacted laws may not always have an immediate effect on a population. Some 

laws require one or more years for a program to effectively implement the law. Other 

laws simply require time for an effect to become evident. As such, the key independent 

variables in Table 6 are lagged by one, two, or three years to account for these 

possibilities. Three pairs of fixed effects regressions are displayed. Within each pair, a 

model with no interactions and a model with interactions are included. As in Table 5, the 

interactions are between state laws (restrictive or permissive) and a southern border state 

indicator. When the key independent variables are lagged for any number of years, the 

coefficients for restrictive and permissive laws are not statistically significant. The results 

are also qualitatively similar from year one through year three.  

Table 6 reinforces the notion that the relationships between both restrictive and 

permissive laws and violent crime rates in major cities over lagged years is minimal. The 

coefficients for restrictive and permissive laws are not statistically significant. Moreover, 

the magnitudes of all key coefficients are small. For example, the key variable with the 

largest magnitude is permissive laws in model 3. That coefficient suggests that a one-unit 

increase in restrictive laws in cities within non-border states is associated with an 
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increase of about .09 violent crimes per 1,000 people. The average violent crime rate for 

cities included in this study is 8.1 per 1,000 people. This suggested increase would 

account for only about a one percent increase in the average violent crime rate. 

Table 6. State and Year Fixed Effects Regression Results with Years Lagged, 

Restrictive and Permissive State Immigration Laws 

 One Year Lag Two Year Lag Three Year Lag 

DV: Violent 

Crime Rate 

(A) (B) (C) (D) (E) (F) 

No 

Interactions 
Interactions 

No 

Interactions 
Interactions 

No 

Interactions 
Interactions 

Key Independent Variables 

Restrictive Laws 
-.031 

(.029) 

-.04 

(.042) 

-.049 

(.038) 

-.053 

(.038) 

-.08 

(.05) 

-.075 

(.056) 

Permissive Laws 
.025 

(.056) 

-.019 

(.066) 

.004 

(.055) 

-.03 

(.072) 

.076 

(.073) 

.092 

(.084) 

Geographic Controls and Interactions 

Restrictive 

Law*SBS 
----- 

.003 

(.052) 
----- 

.02 

(.089) 
----- 

.007 

(.066) 

Permissive 

Law*SBS 
----- 

 .125 

(.103) 
----- 

 .066 

(.118) 
----- 

.049 

(.130) 

Demographic Controls 

% Male 
-.547 

(.564) 

-.438 

(.568) 

-.421 

(.651) 

-.44 

(.664) 

-.152 

(.626) 

-.17 

(.623) 

% Hispanic 
   -.124*** 

(.037) 

    -.127*** 

(.039) 

-.307 

(.226) 

-.363 

(.246) 

-.286 

(.203) 

-.261 

(.241) 

% U.S. Born 
.064 

(.076) 

.059 

(.075) 

.009 

(.08) 

.006 

(.08) 

.418 

(.314) 

.458 

(.318) 

% Non – U.S. 

Citizen 

.155 

(.263) 

.273 

(.269) 

.216 

(.350) 

.256 

(.342) 

.168 

(.446) 

.202 

(.475) 

Police per 

Capita 

   1.953*** 

(.628) 

   1.947*** 

(.636) 

   2.131*** 

(.634) 

   2.124*** 

(.645) 

1.924* 

(1.043) 

1.941* 

(1.054) 

Social/Cultural Controls 

% Spanish 

Spoken at Home 

-.438 

(.287) 

-.41 

(.288) 

-.554 

(.409) 

-.454 

(.481) 

-.272 

(.392) 

-.328 

(.46) 

% Single Parent 

Home 

-.033 

(.052) 

-.061 

(.05) 

-.009 

(.061) 

-.013 

(.058) 

-.044 

(.063) 

-.046 

(.065) 

Economic Controls 

% Poor 
   -.339** 

(.161) 

 -.31** 

(.155) 

  -.405** 

(.171) 

-.404** 

(.17) 

-.161 

(.154) 

-.178 

(.161) 

% 

Unemployment 

-.005 

(.103) 

.013 

(.103) 

.069 

(.112) 

.098 

(.125) 

.092 

(.099) 

.088 

(.102) 
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Educational Controls 

% High School 

Degree 

  -.345** 

(.173) 

 -.36** 

(.177) 

  -.332** 

(.157) 

   -.358** 

(.164) 

 -.197 

(.188) 

-.198 

(.187) 

Political Controls 

Democratic 

Governor 

-.059 

(.198) 

-.112 

(.199) 

-.035 

(.208) 

-.055 

(.201) 

-.081 

(.225) 

-.069 

(.226) 

Democratic 

Legislature 

.016 

(.231) 

-.056 

(.25) 

.070 

(.243) 

.041 

(.246) 

-.065 

(.239) 

-.043 

(.243) 

Republican 

Legislature 

-.250 

(.242) 

-.256 

(.239) 

-.217 

(.234) 

-.211 

(.234) 

-.198 

(.242) 

-.2 

(.243) 

Constant 
  64.824* 

(36.886) 

  60.508* 

(36.316) 

65.362 

(41.39) 

 68.752 

(43.534) 

1.919 

(49.806) 

.624 

(51.102) 

City and Year 

Fixed Effects 
YES YES YES YES YES YES 

Observations 630 630 540 540 450 450 

Adjusted R-

squared 
.469 .473 .461 .461 .364 .362 

Joint Significance Tests (p-values) 

Restrictive Laws 

and Restrictive 

Law*SBS 

----- .353 ----- .383 ----- .284 

Permissive Laws 

and Permissive 

Laws*SBS 

----- .44 ----- .837 ----- .545 

Robust standard errors are given in parenthesis. 

*Indicates coefficient is significant at the p<.1 level. 

**Indicates coefficient is significant at the p<.05 level. 

***Indicates coefficient is significant at the p<.01 level. 

 

In summary, Tables 5 and 6 indicate that there is little evidence that restrictive or 

permissive state laws have an effect on violent crime rates in big cities. Results from 

model 3 of Table 5 include statistically significant relationships between state laws and 

violent crimes rates for all cities, cities in southern border states, and cities in non-border 

states. But when fixed effects are included into this model, these relationships are no 

longer statistically significant. Table 6 includes lagged immigration measures in addition 

to city and year fixed effects. Nonetheless, no coefficients for key variables in Table 6 
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were statistically significant. Furthermore, coefficients of key variables in both Table 5 

and 6 were small in magnitude. 
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Discussion 

 

  In the last decade, many state legislatures have struggled with the decision to 

enact restrictive or permissive state immigration laws. This study was motivated by two 

opposing arguments about the effects of such laws on violent crime rates. Using both 

OLS and fixed effects regressions, this study estimated the change in violent crime rates 

in big cities associated with the enactment of restrictive and permissive state immigration 

laws. Six of the eleven regressions lagged key coefficients by one or more years to 

investigate the possibility of a delayed effect. None of the eleven regressions provided 

convincing evidence of an effect. While some of the coefficients on the key independent 

variables were statistically significant, in certain specifications, those regressions in 

question did not account for city and time fixed effects. None of the coefficients for the 

key independent variables in fixed effects regressions were statistically significant.   

 While other studies have found restrictive legislation to be detrimental to a state’s 

economy (Nowrasteh, 2012), these findings suggest that one cannot not assume that 

detrimental effects will also be evident for violent crime rates. My findings also suggest 

that the results of studies on restrictive laws and violent crime rates conducted in other 

countries, for instance the Netherlands (Leerkes, Engbersen, and van der Leun, 2012), do 

not necessarily apply to the United States. The results of studies conducted on the effect 

of permissive laws are also inconsistent with my findings. Lyons, Velez, and Santoro 

(2013) concluded that increases in beneficial programs and opportunities for immigrants 

also decreased violent crimes rates. My results somewhat contradict those of Lyons, et al. 

by suggesting that there is no evidence of a negative relationship.  
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 When considering the external validity of this study, there are some limitations. 

My analysis sample is drawn from cities that consistently ranked among the most 

populous from 2005 to 2012. Most U.S. cities do not meet this criterion and were not 

included in the study. Therefore, these findings may not be relevant for smaller cities. 

Secondly, this study analyzed state immigration laws only. The use of these results to 

draw conclusions regarding either national or more localized policies may not be 

appropriate. In addition, this study’s definitions of restrictive and permissive state 

immigration laws may differ from those used by other immigration studies. My 

definitions were based on whether or not law enforcement capacity and individual 

opportunities were diminished or enhanced (see Table 1). To some degree, my definitions 

are necessarily subjective.  

Several demographic, economic, social, and political controls were included in 

my models. Controls were chosen due to their use by other relevant studies examining the 

relationship between immigration legislation and crime and/or are plausibly correlated 

with both immigration legislation and crime. However, other variables that may be 

associated with both immigration legislation and violent crime are missing. Excluding 

these variables may have distorted the magnitude or statistical significance of the 

coefficients for the study’s key independent variables. City unemployment rates were 

replaced with state unemployment rates due to inconsistent reporting from cities within 

the sample. While state unemployment rates may serve as a reasonable proxy for many 

cities’ unemployment situations, this is not always the case. For example, Fresno’s 

unemployment rate in early 2014 is 12.5%, but California’s overall unemployment rate 

was just 8.1% in early 2014 (Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2014). It is unclear how 
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replacing state unemployment rates with city unemployment rates would have affected 

my estimate of the relationship between immigration laws and violent crime rates.  

I did not control for how vigorously state immigration laws are enforced due to 

the difficulty in creating a proxy variable that would have accurately measured the 

intensity of enforcement. Data on the strength of law enforcement would have been 

valuable, particularly for restrictive laws, to the extent that city governments which 

disagree with state laws may place less emphasis on enforcing them. The correlation 

between strength of enforcement and the existence of immigration legislation is unclear, 

as is the relationship between the strength of enforcement’s and violent crime rates. 

Therefore, predicting the effect of including a proxy variable for strength of enforcement 

is difficult.  

Due to a lack of city level data, city minimum wages and city health spending 

were also not controlled for in the study. City-mandated minimum wages are probably 

negatively correlated with violent crimes rates and positively correlated permissive 

legislation. Therefore, failing to account for a city’s minimum wage may have resulted in 

a downward bias in my estimates of the relationship between permissive laws and violent 

crime rates. Thus, my estimates may be understating this relationship. City minimum 

wages are probably negatively correlated with restrictive laws, which would result in an 

upward bias in the estimated relationship between restrictive laws and violent crime rates. 

Therefore, my estimates for this relationship may be overstated.  

 City health spending is likely negatively correlated with violent crime rates and 

positively correlated with permissive legislation. If that is the case, then the omission of 

this variable may cause me to overstate the negative relationship between permissive 
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legislation and violent crime rates due to a downward bias in my estimates. City health 

spending is probably negatively correlated with violent crime rates and negatively 

correlated with restrictive legislation. This would mean that the omission of city health 

spending may cause me to understate the relationship between restrictive legislation and 

violent crime rates due to an upward bias.  

 Thus, it seems that the bias introduced by the omission of state minimum wage 

data may have been somewhat offset by the bias created by the omission of a control for 

state health spending levels. It is possible that the net of these two sources of bias is 

minimal.  

 Overall, the results from this study suggest that further analysis of the relationship 

between state immigration legislation and violent crime is needed. Given that I found 

little evidence that restrictive laws encourage immigrants to commit violent crimes, 

further testing of the robustness of my results is important. Also, for immigrants who do 

commit violent crimes, qualitative work identifying reasons why they did so (sustenance, 

lashing out, previous violent behavior, etc.) could shed light on the likely effectiveness, 

or lack thereof, of restrictive immigration legislation as a deterrent. More research on 

other impacts of permissive immigration legislation may also be illuminating. Future 

studies may explore whether and how permissive immigration legislation affects 

immigrant unemployment, graduation rates, child mortality, and other measures of well-

being.  

 Advocates of both restrictive and permissive laws have made arguments claiming 

that their proposed legislative approaches would reduce violent crime. However, no 

convincing evidence in support of either hypothesis was uncovered in this study. My 
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study underlines the importance of seeking rigorous evidence when analyzing 

immigration legislation. Advocates have often sought to support their claims by 

highlighting the benefits of their chosen form of legislation and/or by noting the dangers 

of the legislation that they oppose. When considering both restrictive and permissive state 

immigration laws, it is essential that policymakers make their decisions based on sound 

judgment and careful analysis.  
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Appendix – Selected Orientation of State Immigration Bills 

2005 
 Considered Restrictive Considered Permissive 

Alaska  HB 102 

Arizona  HB 2592, HB 2259 SB 1372 

Colorado HB 05-1278 HB 1143 

Kansas  SB 72 

Kentucky  HB 275 

Louisiana  HB 56 

Missouri HB 353  

New Jersey  A 2730 

Tennessee HB 698  

Texas  HB 1137 

Washington  HB 5127 

 

2006 

 Considered Restrictive Considered Permissive 

Colorado HB 1014, HB 1343, HB 1001, 

HB 1009, HB 1015, HB 1017, 

SB 90, SB 110 

HB 1306, SB 206, SB 207, SB 

004, SB 005 

Florida HB 7079 SB 250 

Hawaii  HB 2051 

Kansas HB 2157  

Louisiana SB 753  

Michigan  HB 5747 

Missouri SB 1001  

North Carolina  HB 1896 

New Jersey   SB 2007 

New York  SB 6504 

Ohio SB 9  

Pennsylvania HB 2319  

Tennessee HB 111  

Virginia HB 1046 SB 291 

Washington SB 6885 SB 6194 

 

2007 
 Considered Restrictive Considered Permissive 

Arizona HB 2779, HB 2391, HB 2181, 

HB 2781, HB 2787, HB 2016, 

SB 1291, SB 1265 

HB 2474 

California SB 997  

Colorado HB 1073, HB 1286, HB 1040  

Florida SB 2114 HB 7181 

Georgia HB 321, SB 184, SB 5  



38 

 

Hawaii HB 1379, HB 1750  

Indiana  HB 1042, SB 463  

Kansas SB 83, SB 235, SB 9  

Kentucky  SB 43 

Louisiana  HB 766, SB 352  

Maryland  HB 876, SB 606 

Michigan HB 4348, SB 229  

Minnesota SF 167  

Missouri HB 780, SB 272, SB 308  

Nebraska LB 463  

North Carolina SB 229 SB 1079 

New Mexico HB 247  

Nevada AB 584 AB 383 

New York  AB 3286 AB 8975, SB 2100, SB 4083, 

SB 5902 

Oklahoma HB 1618, SB 920  

Oregon HB 2247, HB 2334, SB 447 SB 202, SB 578 

Pennsylvania  HB 842, HB 1254 

Tennessee HB 729, HB 600, SB 1604, SB 

903, SB 2334 

HB 1827 

Texas HB 1196, HB 2783, SB 1260, 

SB 1470 

HB 1121, SB 11 

Virginia HB 1867 HB 1921, HB 2923, SB 815 

 

2008 

 Considered Restrictive Considered Permissive 

New Jersey AB 1942 SB 16 

Virginia HB 1587, HB 2126, HB 2580, 

HB 2672 

HB 2016, HB 2624 

 

2009 

 Considered Restrictive Considered Permissive 

Alabama HB 60, HB 95  

Arizona HB 2306, HB 2426, SB 1188, 

SB 1282 

HB 2569, SB 1281 

California  AB 99, AB 1191 

Colorado SB 93 HB 1123 

Florida HB 123, SB 1744 SB 168 

Georgia HB 2, SB 82  

Hawaii HB 643, HB 1362  

Indiana  HB 1130, SB 391 

Kansas HB 2343, SB 237  

Kentucky HB 444  

Louisiana HB 621  

Maryland HB 387, HB 731, HB 964  
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Minnesota HB 988 SB 2082 

Missouri HB 361, HB 390, SB 296  

Nebraska LB 403  

North Carolina  SB 202 

Nevada SB 217 AB 124 

New York  AB 6394 

Oklahoma SB 1102, SB 2245  

Oregon HB 3508, SB 128  

Tennessee HB 218, HB 1354, SB 294, SB 

2162 

SB 1745 

Texas HB 2730, HB 2774, HB 3666 HB 3674, HB 4009, HB 4353 

Washington HB 1052 SB 5850 

 

2010 

 Considered Restrictive Considered Permissive 

Alabama HB 213, SB 136, SB 145 HB 432, HB 684 

Arizona SB 1027, SB 1070 HB 2149, HB 2162, HB 2612, 

SB 1059 

California SB 1080, SB 1489 AB 12 

Colorado  HB 1260, SB 140 

Florida HB 787  

Georgia HB 1055, SB 136, SB 308, SB 

447 

 

Hawaii HB 134, HB 2897  

Indiana SB 222, SB 407  

Kansas HB 2668 HB 2506, SB 353 

Kentucky HB 428 HB 38, SB 4 

Louisiana HB 22, HB 702, SB 780 HB 870 

Maryland HB 936 HB 65, HB 283, SB 484 

Michigan SB 1153 SB 1001 

Minnesota SB 525  

Missouri HB 2226  

Nebraska LB 563, LB 788, LB 950, LB 

1020 

LB 579 

North Carolina HB 1260  

New Mexico  HB 144 

New York SB 6888, SB 8314  

Oklahoma HB 2704, HB 2837, HB 2934, 

SB 1280, SB 2258 

HB 2983 

Pennsylvania  SB 1074 

Tennessee HB 670, HB 2822, HB 2995, 

SB 2712, SB 2724, SB 3092 

 

Virginia HB 737, HB 918, HB 1121, SB 

486 

HB 210, HB 761, SB 610 

Washington  SB 6332 
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Wisconsin AB 757  

 

2011 

 Considered Restrictive Considered Permissive 

Alabama SB 296  

Arizona HB 2353, HB 2191, HB 2102, 

SB 1046, SB 1117, SB 1225, 

SB 1398, SB 1406, SB 1465 

 

California AB 109, AB 809 AB 1236 

Florida  HB 7209 

Georgia  HB 200 

Indiana SB 528  

Kansas SB 37  

Louisiana HB 342, HB 646  

Massachusetts  HB 3808, HB 3737 

Michigan HB 4408, SB 189, SB 494  

Missouri HB 163 HB 214 

Nebraska LB 215, LB 509 LB 178 

North Carolina HB 36  

New Jersey SB 12  

New Mexico  HB 322, SB 9 

Nevada SB 323  

New York  SB 5672 

Oklahoma SB 131, SB 408, SB 416, SB 

952 

 

Oregon HB 2094, HB 2139, HB 2743, 

SB 68 

 

Tennessee HB 1378  

Texas HB 2734, SB 150, SB 315, SB 

1010, SB 1124 

SB 24 

Virginia HB 2318, HB 2330, HB 1434, 

HB 1651, HB 1857, HB 1859, 

SB 827, SB 1049 

HB 2401, HB 2520, SB 1471 

Washington HB 1091, HB 1547, HB 1923 SB 5023, SB 5168 

 

2012 

 Considered Restrictive Considered Permissive 

Alabama HB 121, SB 115  

Arizona HB 2286, SB 1149 HB 2606, SB 1184 

California  AB 53, AB 2015, AB 2189, SB 

1021 

District of 

Columbia 

 B 797, B 897 

Florida HB 1223, HB 1097 HB 7049, SB 524 

Georgia HB 865, H 868, HB 1027  
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Indiana SB 26, SB 262  

Kansas HB 2568  

Louisiana HB 138, HB 620, HB 996  

Massachusetts HB 4238, SB 2342  

Michigan HB 4075, HB 4076  

Minnesota SB 2224  

Nebraska  LB 1145 

Ohio SB 337  

Oklahoma HB 2367 HB 2518 

Oregon SB 1528  

Pennsylvania SB 100, SB 637  

Virginia SB 515 HB 771, HB 1188, HB 1200, 

SB 259 
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