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This study develops and tests a group conflict model as an explanation for 

international immigration beliefs in the United States and Canada. Group conflict is 

structured by evaluations concerning group relationships and group members. At a 

conceptual level group conflict explains a broad range of policy beliefs among a large 

number of actors in multiple settings. Group conflict embodies attitudes relating to 

objective-based conditions and subjective-based beliefs. 

Three dimensions comprise objective-based group conflict. First, perceptions of 

incompatible group interests concern the extent to which one's group is viewed as having 

conflicting interests and objectives with other groups. The second group conflict 

dimension involves an evaluation of one's group status relative to the status of other 

groups. This viewpoint involves an expression of satisfaction or dissatisfaction for the 

position of one's group along some dimension, such as wealth, relative to another group. 

The third group conflict dimension embraces perceived threats or challenges to one's 

group interests by another group. This viewpoint concerns reactions to the actual sources 

of social change. 

The primary data source for this study is the 1992 American National Election 

Studies survey. This study subjects the data to a variety of testing procedures in the belief 

that providing the data ample opportunity to reject the hypotheses fosters confidence in 

the findings to the extent that they are consistent. A variety of estimation methods are 



used including OLS regression, logistic regression, multinomial logistic regression and 

structural equation modeling. Each procedure uses a different though closely related 

dependent variable. The group conflict variables perform consistently in each of the 

estimation methods. 

The results can be summarized in the following manner. Concerns about the 

impact of immigrants on culture and jobs are the largest predictors of opposition to 

immigration. The U.S. public expresses moderately different views about Asian and 

Hispanic immigrants. Concerns about cultural effects have the largest impact in the 

Hispanic model whereas concerns about employment effects are the largest in the Asian 

model. Beliefs that immigrants are violent, lazy, or unintelligent are not statistically 

significant. Political factors, such as party membership and ideology are not important 

predictors. Hispanic and Asian population size are not related to immigration opposition. 

The results of this study suggest that the U.S. and Canadian public will continue to 

oppose immigration to the extent they believe immigrants adversely affect culture, labor 

markets, or economic conditions. The majority of immigrants are culturally unique and 

inspired by economic aspirations and it will be difficult for political actors to reconcile 

liberal policy outcomes with public opinion. 
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION TO THE STUDY 

The United States' and Canada's development as nation states has been inexorably 

influenced by migration. Historically, the large scale movement of people from one nation 

or region to another tends to stimulate political, economic, and social changes in both 

sending and destination jurisdictions. At the present time, the movement of people and 

goods across international borders continues unabated. Despite the many steps toward 

global integration, conflict has intensified over the consequences and desirability of 

permitting large numbers of foreign born people to enter and remain in maturing industrial 

democracies. 

Immigration is one the three demographic processes that causes population change 

and it accounts for an increasing portion of population change in the United States and 

Canada. Immigration concerns the politics of identification, the pursuit of economic 

prosperity, and group competition. The immigration process presents the framework that 

seemingly pits one set of people, who exercise sovereignty over a territory and its markets, 

against another set of people who seek admission into that territory and markets. This 

does not mean that immigration necessarily results in conflict, but that it is a process that 

tends to facilitate conflict between the residents of one country and foreign bom 

newcomers. 



Increasing levels of civic and social fragmentation may threaten the unifying 

strength of citizenship as a political institution in western industrialized democracies such 

as the United States and Canada. Immigration is hypothesized to be one of the factors 

that exacerbates the erosion of citizenship (Hollifield 1992; Heer 1996; Fitzgerald 1996; 

Jalali and Lipset 1993; Williamson 1996; Olzak et al. 1996; Olzak 1992). Currently, 

immigration policy occupies an important place on the political agenda in both the U.S. 

and Canada (Gurr 1993; Olzak et. al 1996). 

Immigration policy is seen as one of the primary catalysts in the transformation of 

the U.S. and Canada's population (Link and Oldendick 1996; Brotz 1980; Murdock 

1995). There are increasing concerns about some immigrants' apparent antipathy to 

assimilating into the mainstream culture as did earlier immigrants from Europe (Brubaker 

1992; Fitzgerald 1996). In particular, bilingualism, affirmative action, and 

multiculturaJism have been portrayed as policies that reinforce civic and social 

fragmentation (de la Garza et al. 1996). Throughout the world racial and ethnic diversity 

is increasingly associated with civic disintegration, violence, and military conflict (Rystad 

1992; Gurr 1993). The changes in immigrant characteristics raise additional health-related 

concerns because of the risk of new diseases, low insurance coverage rates for recent 

arrivals, and the difficulty of reaching diverse communities (Murdock 1995). 

Immigration is a diverse multifaceted policy issue. In the U.S. the issues 

surrounding legal immigration are influenced by persistent, large, illegal entries (Stark and 

Taylor 1989; Fernandez and Robinson 1994; Hood and Morris 1998). Immigration policy 

outcomes seem to be a result of the interaction between political, economic, and 



humanitarian interests. In the U.S. and Canada, some facets of immigration policy 

function as a subtle foil to the tenets of liberal theory. On the other hand, there are 

examples of humanitarian and compassionate immigration policy that allowed many people 

to escape religious and political persecution and join the U.S. or Canada during the 20th 

century. 

Immigration policy is not a high priority in public opinion surveys, but the issue has 

a place on the political agenda and it is a symbolic issue for some electoral and interest 

group actors. Immigration has economic consequences and it is a fulcrum for competing 

visions of citizenship and liberal democratic practices. At the present time, there is 

substantial opposition towards policies that permit large numbers of immigrants to enter 

the U.S. and Canada. Perhaps in response to public sentiment, the federal governments in 

both nations have implemented an array of policies designed to more carefully screen 

immigrant applicants and diminish the availability of benefits to noncitizen residents. Yet, 

immigration policy in both nations continues to permit large numbers of people to enter 

and acquire a panoply of political and legal rights (Tichenor 1994). 

Purpose of the Study 

King et al. (1994) suggest that scientific research should pose questions that have 

real world significance and form part of an existing scholarly literature. They describe 

several different methods for researchers make to meaningful contributions to a research 

literature. Evidence gathered during a systematic testing process that supports or rejects 

specific hypotheses makes a contribution to the literature. In this study, I test hypotheses 

relating to the determinants of public opposition to immigration. 



The general purpose of this study is to examine the factors that influence the 

expression of immigration policy preferences of several surveys from the U.S. and Canada 

during the 1990s. The primary focus of this study is to develop an explanation for 

immigration opposition in the U.S. Canadian data are used to assess the generalizability of 

the U.S. results (King et al. 1994). These large immigration destinations share many 

characteristics and it is expected that the results from the U.S. survey data should be 

observed from Canadian survey questions administered specifically for the study. The 

study is designed to achieve four specific goals. 1) describe immigrant settlement patterns 

in the U.S. and Canada; 2) describe the nature of immigration policy preferences in the 

U.S. and Canada; 3) examine factors that influence the expression of immigration policy 

preferences in the U.S. and Canada; 4) develop and test a group conflict model as an 

explanation for immigration opposition. 

Organization of the Study 

Chapter Two begins with a brief discussion of the principal theoretical 

explanations for international migration because some of these factors may help to explain 

some of the expression of immigration policy preferences in destination countries. The 

next part of Chapter Two focuses on the immigration and public opinion literature. Much 

of this research relies on anecdotal evidence or media polls. However, in the past few 

years, several studies estimate the structure and determinants of immigration policy 

preferences using individual level data from national surveys. Collectively, this research 

suggests that group conflict may constitute a plausible explanation for immigration policy 

beliefs and attitudes. Group conflict models are based on perceptions of group relations 



and actual objective conflict between competing groups. 

Chapter Three sets forth the research design for this study. The chapter begins by 

delineating the specific questions that form the basis for this study. These research 

questions require me to use several types of data. The first represents the size of the legal 

immigrant populations in the U.S. and Canada. The immigrant population data for the 

were obtained from the U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) and 

Citizenship Canada. The second type of data was collected from the 1990 U.S. Census 

and 1992 Current Population Study (CPS). The third type measures individual beliefs and 

attitudes towards immigration policy and immigrants. This study uses data from the 

American National Elections Studies (ANES), General Social Survey (GSS), and 

Canadian Post Referendum Survey (CPRS). 

The next part of Chapter Three describes the statistical methods employed in this 

study, including ordinary least squares (OLS) regression, logistic regression, multinomial 

logistic regression, and structural equation modeling. Despite the interpretative clarity of 

OLS regression the data used in the analyses make it unwise to assume that further testing 

procedures are not required. Each statistical approach tests a substantively different 

outcome and taken together they provide a means to partially validate the statistical results 

and develop a greater level of confidence in the observed relationships. The final part of 

Chapter Three operationalizes the variables in a group conflict model and specifies the 

hypothesized relationships between the group conflict variables and immigration 

opposition. 
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In Chapter Four, I discuss the descriptive statistics for the variables from each data 

set. The first part of the chapter describes immigration policy in the U.S. and Canada. 

The remainder of Chapter Four reports the descriptive statistics according to 

state/provincial residence, and group membership. 

In Chapter Five, immigration opposition is regressed on group conflict, economic 

evaluation, political orientation, and socio-economic variables in a series of OLS 

regression models using the 1992 ANES, and 1994 GSS samples. Logistic Regression is 

used for all the samples to test the effects of expressing immigration opposition. In the 

next part of the analysis multinomial logistic regression is employed to test the effects of 

the explanatory variables on each category of immigration policy support in the 1992 

ANES, 1994 GSS, and 1996 CPRS. In the final portion of Chapter Five, a structural 

equation model is developed and tested in the 1992 ANES data. 

In Chapter Six, the results of the study are discussed in the context of immigration 

research, group conflict theory, and immigration policy. The limitations of the study and 

suggestions for future research end the chapter. 

Contribution of the Study 

It is important to understand the structure of the factors underlying the expression 

of immigration beliefs and attitudes and the study contributes to a small but growing body 

of research that focuses on public opinion towards immigrants and immigration policy. It 

advances the state of knowledge about the factors that influence immigration policy 

beliefs. Historically, large scale immigration has been associated with ethnic conflict in 



7 

receiving nations where newly arriving immigrants are generally seen as a threat to the 

prevailing cultural hegemony and limited number of jobs (Heer 1996; Olzak et al. 1996; 

Olzak 1992). The growing racial and ethnic diversity in North America reinforces the 

necessity of developing a more thorough understanding of the factors that affect 

immigration policy preferences in the United States and Canada. 

This analysis provides more than a description of U.S. and Canadian immigration 

policy beliefs. First, it develops and tests a group conflict model using three national 

samples from the two largest immigrant destination countries in the world. Second, in the 

U.S., survey questions representing beliefs about Hispanics and Asians are specified. 

Third, the study examines immigration beliefs in Canada where little research with 

contemporary data has been reported. Fourth, the study furthers knowledge about group 

conflict by using immigration data that have not been used in recent studies. 



CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

Overview 

The purpose of this chapter is to describe the immigration literature, the principal 

theoretical approaches tested, and the state of knowledge about the expression of 

immigration policy preferences. Massey et al. (1994) conduct a comprehensive and 

insightful review of immigration research literature and identify two fundamental 

shortcomings. First, they criticize immigration studies for failing to carefully test 

theoretically based models. This lack of theoretical clarity is exacerbated by studies that 

operationalize seemingly similar concepts in substantially different ways. Second, they 

comment that there are few individual-level immigration data specifically designed to 

measure group-based attitudes. Accordingly, they suggest that immigration research can 

improve by using national level data and more sophisticated methodological approaches. 

This chapter begins with a description of the theoretical explanations for 

immigration. The second part describes the immigration-public opinion literature that 

tests hypotheses from an eclectic array of research traditions (Hood and Morris 1997; 

Citrin et al 1997; Simon 1989; Simon and Alexander 1993; Hollifield 1992). However, 

much of the existing research is largely exploratory and many important questions remain 

unanswered. The third part of the chapter concentrates on the group conflict literature 

8 
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because it has been hypothesized and tested as an explanation for immigration policy 

beliefs. Although group conflict models were developed to explain racial policy attitudes 

in the United States (US), they may be well suited to explain immigration policy 

preferences. Two varieties of group conflict are hypothesized to exist. Objective group 

conflict concerns the actual relationship and distribution of resources between different 

groups. Subjective group conflict exists at the individual level and consists of perceptions 

relating to objective-based and affect-based factors. 

Immigration Theory 

International immigration is the movement of people from one country to another 

across a formal border (Murdock 1995; Word 1992). This study is restricted to 

international immigration alone. At a general level, explanations for immigration can be 

classified according to whether they account for push or pull influences. Push factors are 

present in those nations that supply the pool of immigrants. They are the catalysts or 

causal mechanisms that prompt individuals and families to depart their homes and enter a 

migratory stream. At the same time, push factors should cause migrants from other 

nations to select destinations other than a country where push factors are present. Push 

factors may include rapid population growth, poor economic conditions such as high 

unemployment or low wages, and catastrophic events such as war, human rights abuses, 

and environmental disasters. 

Pull factors generally operate to cause migrants to choose a particular country or 

region. Several different varieties of pull factors exist in the nations that are potential 

destinations for immigrants. Greater job opportunities and higher wages are some of the 
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key factors that lure people across borders. Ethnic enclaves are pull factors to the extent 

that they foster self-sustaining influxes of immigrants due to the presence of family and 

social networks that facilitate and lessen cultural, linguistic and economic adjustments 

(Fuchs 1992; Massey et al. 1994). Finally, pull factors may include such factors as the 

political environment. For example, liberal rights-based policies enhance the desirability of 

a destination country to potential immigrants by providing them with legal rights and 

social welfare benefits such as pubic education. Hollifield (1992) argues that immigration 

has grown in size because of the expansion of individual liberal rights beyond property 

rights to include principles of legal equality and due process. In the context of non-citizen 

immigrants, the extension of legal rights serves as a substantial constraint on the ability of 

governments to conveniently deport immigrants. Moreover, according to Hollifield, the 

extension of liberal rights to foreign born residents entices prospective immigrants from 

other nations. 

The push-pull typology is limited in developing causal explanations for 

immigration, but it helps to identify the potential source of causal factors. Theoretical 

explanations for international immigration can be organized in four categories. First, 

economic factors in source and destination countries have been accorded the greatest 

weight in promoting immigration (Stark and Taylor 1989). A combination of limited jobs 

and low wages in a source nation coupled with a robust supply of higher paying jobs in 

another country constitutes an irrepressible lure for potential immigrants. Thus, improving 

economic circumstances in source nations and declining economic circumstances in 

destination countries should result in less migration between any two nations. 
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Second, stratified labor markets in destination countries serve as a catalyst for 

migration by fostering a reliance on inexpensive immigrant labor (Salt 1992). This type of 

labor market structure is readily apparent in agricultural, construction-related businesses, 

and other low wage service industries. This perspective is distinctive because the need for 

immigration should remain relatively constant over time and it can be sustained with illegal 

immigration (Chiswick 1984; Dickens and Long 1985; Boniach 1992; Massey et al. 1993). 

Third, ethnic enclaves are spatially defined residential and business communities 

that are characterized by a large racial or ethnic group. These largely homogeneous ethnic 

communities help to minimize some of the costs associated with relocating to a foreign 

country for other group members. Furthermore, these communities help to organize 

specific labor and consumer markets that facilitate immigrant economic advancement 

(Chaddin 1973; Portes and Jensen 1987; Portes and Manning 1986; Boyd 1989). 

Fourth, the political environment in destination countries is a factor in promoting 

migration. Public opinion constitutes part of the political environment and it contributes 

to the formation of immigration policies that partially define the number and 

characteristics of immigrants. Immigration beliefs influence the overall environment that 

greets newcomers in neighborhoods, workplaces, schools and civic spaces. 

For the most part, both push and pull factors are triggered by individual level 

choices made by prospective migrants (Todaro 1969). Of course, forced resettlement or 

ethnic cleansing are examples of circumstances where individual choices are very narrowly 

prescribed. Hatton and Williamson (1994) hypothesize that the 19th century European 
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migration to North America is explained by the differences in wages between European 

source nations and the U.S. and Canada. According to this approach, individuals use 

cost-benefit analysis to maximize their income earnings. In essence, migration occurs 

because "countries are poor, underdeveloped, and consequently lack economic 

opportunity; they migrate to wealthy, developed nations to seek greater opportunities for 

employment at higher wages" (Massey 1988:383). 

The principal catalyst for immigration involves a combination of labor market 

factors in both source and destination countries. The actual number of immigrants that 

enter a nation is the result of policy instruments because they establish the formal number 

of immigrants and refugees allowed to enter. Additionally, destination countries enforce 

border control procedures and determine the extent to which undocumented immigrants 

are pursued within its borders (Freeman 1992; Kossoudji 1992; Tichenor 1994; Jacobson 

1997). 

Immigration Policy 

The contemporary policy environment in the U.S. and Canada is briefly described 

in this part of the chapter. Several criteria can be used to classify immigration policy such 

as the number of immigrants permitted to enter a country, whether the foreign born are 

treated equally in the allocation of benefits, whether controls are placed on the movement 

of the foreign born population, and whether a country admits immigrants for family 

reunification (Martin and Houston 1989). Hollifield (1992) describes immigration policy 

such as that found in the U.S. and Canada as liberal in that relatively large numbers of 

immigrants are permitted to enter both nations. Furthermore, immigrants acquire a limited 
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though valuable bundle of political and economic rights once admitted into the U.S. or Canada. 

A liberal consensus in "post-war Europe and the U.S. can only be understood in the 

context of the spread of market relations... and in terms of the ongoing extension of rights to 

individuals who are not full members of the societies in which they reside" (Holffleld 1992: 

216). It represents an implicit agreement among political and judicial actors on the principle of 

limited government regulation of transnational labor markets coupled with political and judicial 

recognition of individual rights for non-citizen members. 

Despite controversy and consistent long-term public antipathy, U.S. and Canadian 

immigration policy remains preponderantly liberal and expansionist. Moreover, 

immigration is expected to make a substantial contribution to future U.S. and Canadian 

population growth (Fitzgerald 1996). 

Holffield observes that the political elite (if not always public opinion) regard 

immigration as a legitimate feature of America's society and economy (Hollifield 1992). 

However, the case for a liberal consensus should not be overstated as it primarily accounts for 

immigration policy since the 1960s, and it is regularly subjected to attack in the U.S. and 

Canada. Hollifield (1992) develops a political-economy model for immigration policy 

outcomes that hypothesizes three explanatory dimensions: group politics, public opinion, and 

state activity. It is beyond the scope of the study to examine all three causal dimensions, but it 

is important to note that there is a significant level of substantive interaction among the three 

dimensions. Although the influence of public opinion in the policy process varies, the 

preponderance of public policy outcomes are congruent with public preferences (Page and 

Shapiro 1992, Monroe 1997). However, immigration policy outcomes generally do not reflect 
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policy preferences.. 

Public Opinion and Immigration 

Typically, immigration studies use survey data to analyze opposition to immigration. 

Espenshade and Hempstead (1996) conclude that it has increased since the 1970s, and 

U.S. public opinion has entered an era of neo-restrictionism. Hollifield (1992) reinforces 

the breadth of this issue noting that it is possible to measure public beliefs toward 

immigration in several different forms such as discrimination, hate crimes, and institutions 

like political parties. 

There is little support for increasing immigration levels in the U.S. and Canada. In 

the past few years, a number of studies focus on empirically identifying and measuring the 

structure and determinants of immigration attitudes. Despite 20 years of research into 

immigration attitudes "we are still at the earliest stages of being able to account 

satisfactorily for the waning tolerance toward U.S. immigration" (Espenshade and 

Hempstead 1996:541). 

Since 1945 U.S. public opinion has consistently opposed both legal and illegal 

immigration (Heer 1996; Williamson 1996; Reimers 1996; Simon 1993; Simon 1985). 

Simcox (1988:4) reports that public opinion polls conducted during the late 1970s and 

early 1980s find that a majority of Americans "opposed illegal immigration, supported the 

notion of punishing employers who knowingly employed illegal aliens, and opposed 

amnesty for illegal aliens." Simon (1985) analyzes opinion poll data measuring public 

beliefs towards immigration policy and immigrants dating back to the late 1930s. A 

majority of respondents express opposition to immigration in all but two of sixteen 
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national polls gathered from a variety of sources. Owing to the aggregate nature of the 

data, Simon does not model the determinants of immigration public opinion, but she 

observes that lower socioeconomic status respondents were overwhelmingly opposed to 

immigration in a 1980 Gallup poll. Additionally, she finds that higher educational status is 

associated with greater support for immigration (Simon 1989). On the other hand, once 

immigrants arrive and establish themselves, many U.S. residents view them as a positive 

addition to the country and express pride in the fact that the U.S. has been a destination 

for immigrants (Simon and Alexander 1993). 

A trio of studies recently estimated the determinants of immigration policy 

preferences (Citrin et al. 1997; Hood and Morris 1997; Espenshade and Hempstead 1996). 

These studies are important in that they depart from the traditional descriptive research by 

employing advanced statistical methods using national level data. This body of research 

demonstrates the various theoretical approaches that may be applied as explanations for 

immigration policy preferences. Nonetheless, these studies suffer similar shortcomings. 

The primary weakness of each study is the emphasis on testing variables present in 

the 1992 ANES rather than developing and testing theoretically derived explanatory 

models. As a result, each study ascribes substantially different meanings to the same 

concepts, and this type of conceptual variation creates an undesirable level of ambiguity 

that needs to be resolved. 

Citrin et al. (1997) use ordered probit regression to test the effects of assorted 

economic attitudes and demographic characteristics on immigration opposition in the 1992 

ANES. They specify a basic model consisting of 20 independent variables measuring 
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objective factors including respondent's education, income, occupational status, political 

orientations, and economic assessments. The study finds that the objective factors are not 

statistically significant. To the preliminary model they add several subjective variables, 

and they sequentially estimate five separate ordered probit models. 

The measurement strategy of Citrin et al. (1997) raises several concerns. First, 

they combine the responses to each of the questions that ask about the likely impact of 

Hispanics and Asians on different elements of the U.S. This procedure results in three 

variables that range from zero to eight. They collapse the new variables into a 

dichotomous format by recoding values between five and eight as one and the remaining 

values as zero. This procedure results in three separate dichotomous variables measuring 

respondents' probability assessments that both Hispanics and Asians will adversely affect 

jobs, taxes, and culture. 

Second, Citrin and his colleagues construct an additional indexed variable by 

combining Hispanic and Asian thermometer ratings. Respondents expressing scores 

between 51 and 100 are coded zero and classified as intense like for Hispanics and Asians. 

Ratings between zero and 49 are coded one and the resulting category represents intense 

dislike for Hispanics and Asians. The parameter estimates for the Hispanic/Asian group 

conflict variables display the largest statistically significant coefficient estimates. The 

estimates for national level economic evaluations are also statistically significant, but they 

are smaller than the Hispanic/Asian impact variables. 

The Citrin et al. (1997) study is useful in that it approaches questions concerning 

immigration beliefs and attitudes in a relatively systematic framework. As previously 
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noted the Hispanic/Asian group conflict variables are specified as indicators of 

respondents' economic interests and these variables display the largest coefficient estimates 

in the regression analysis. However, the authors urge caution in interpreting results 

because it is unclear whether the Hispanic/Asian group conflict variables refer to individual 

economic interests or national economic interests. Therefore, they question the 

conceptual meaning of the Hispanic/Asian group conflict variables. 

There are several conceptual problems with the operationalization of these 

variables that extend beyond the issues articulated by the authors. First, the economic 

indexed variable is operationalized with two questions that ask about the impact of 

Hispanics/Asians on U.S. culture. This item does not relate to economic interests at the 

individual or national level, and the authors do not account for more appropriate 

alternative meanings. Second, no rationale is provided for their decision to collapse the 

explanatory variables into a dichotomous format. There is no specific empirical 

requirement for independent variables to be dichotomized when using probit or logistic 

regression. This step assumes that the Hispanic and Asian group conflict variables exert 

equal effects on the dependent variable. As a result, the study implicitly assumes that 

there is no variation between assessments about the effects of Hispanics and Asians, and 

there is some evidence that the public may distinguish between Hispanics and Asians 

(Lapinski et al. 1997). 

As part of an entire edition dedicated to immigration in the Social Science 

Quarterly. Hood and Morris (1997) use ordinary least squares regression, ordered probit 

regression, and 1992 ANTES data to estimate the relationship between immigration 
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opposition and the Hispanic/Asian group conflict variables, political orientations, 

economic assessments, and several demographic variables. They develop and test the 

effects of two indexed independent variables representing an affect scale and a cultural 

scale. The affect variable ranges between 3 and 21 and it is operationalized with 

stereotype items that ask whether respondents believe that Hispanics and Asians are lazy, 

unintelligent, or violent. The cultural scale ranges between 3 and 12, and this variable is 

operationalized with items concerning the impact of Hispanics and Asians on jobs, taxes, 

and culture in the U.S. 

In the first testing stage, Hood and Morris (1997) employ OLS regression to 

estimate the effects of several demographic variables on the affect and culture variables. 

The findings indicate that higher educational achievement and larger Hispanic and Asian 

populations are statistically significant and positively related to greater affect towards 

immigrants. The parameter estimates for the California residence dummy variable are 

negative and statistically significant and the coefficient estimates for sociotropic economic 

evaluations are positive and statistically significant. 

In the next part of the study, Hood and Morris fit an ordered probit regression 

model using immigration opposition as the dependent variable and they estimate the 

effects of several demographic variables, as well as the Asian and Hispanic affect variables. 

None of the economic evaluation variables are statistically significant. In descending size, 

the coefficient estimates for California residence and the Hispanic and Asian cultural 

variables are statistically significant and positive. The parameter estimates for the 

Hispanic affect variable are small, and moderately statistically significant, and the Asian 
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affect variable coefficient estimates are not statistically significant. 

Hood and Morris operationalize the Hispanic/Asian cultural variables in a 

problematic manner. Two of the questions they use relate to jobs and taxes and these 

items concern economic factors not cultural factors as they claim. They report Cronbach 

alpha statistics for the indexed variables but do not perform factor analysis or provide any 

further statistical or theoretical justification for the way they operationalize these variables. 

The ultimate effect of this operational arrangement is to assume that each group conflict 

variable contributes equally to the newly transformed variable and that the resulting 

variable is unidimensional. 

Espenshade and Hempstead (1996) test hypotheses relating to Americans' 

attitudes concerning immigration. They conduct a cross sectional, ordered probit 

regression analysis, using data from a CBS/New York Times national survey administered 

during 1993. They test many hypotheses relating to the effects of respondents' group 

memberships, economic assessments, alienation, and foreign policy attitudes on 

immigration policy support. 

Espenshade and Hempstead (1996) find that Asian respondents reveal less 

opposition to immigration than any of the other racial/ethnic groups they tested. The 

results indicate that a dummy variable representing black respondents exerts statistically 

significant, negative effects on immigration support. The findings suggest that pessimistic 

national level economic evaluations are negatively related to immigration support. The 

study also estimates the effects of six variables that measure respondents' social and 

political alienation. The coefficients for Ross Perot supporters are negative and 
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statistically significant. Beliefs that Bill Clinton is in touch with the average person display 

statistically significant and positive effects on increasing immigration. 

Finally, Espenshade and Hempstead estimate the impact of group conflict on 

immigration policy beliefs. Perceptions that immigrants positively contribute to the U.S., 

or that they do not take away jobs display positive and statistically significant parameter 

estimates. Beliefs that immigrants cause social problems have negative and statistically 

significant effects on immigration support. 

Espenshade and Hempstead (1996) test a large number of factors in an 

explanatory manner. Nevertheless, their study does not develop a multivariate explanatory 

model, and it would have been extremely useful had they combined competing theoretical 

explanations in a single model. This point is particularly noteworthy in light of the fact 

that it is difficult to compare parameter estimates from separate probit equations. 

Perhaps one of the noteworthy characteristics of immigration is that it appears to 

be an important international issue. In a Journal of Politics article, Leege (1996) tests 

symbolic racism and group conflict as explanations for immigration beliefs and attitudes 

using a structural equation modeling approach. Leege uses data gathered from in-person 

interviews in Germany during 1991, for Per Spiegel magazine. He finds a relatively weak 

negative relationship between economic satisfaction (group conflict model) and attitudes 

toward the foreign born population in Germany. On the other hand, the relationship 

between German identity (symbolic racism model) and attitudes toward the foreign born 

population is negative, statistically significant, and approximately seven times larger than 

the economic satisfaction variable. 
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Leege makes an engaging contribution to the immigration literature because he 

tests substantial theoretical approaches with a sophisticated methodology in a European 

setting. Nevertheless, Leege's findings should be accepted cautiously due to the way he 

operationalizes the symbolic racism and group conflict models. For example, he uses 

three observed indicators to build the economic satisfaction latent variable. Each of the 

economic items concerns evaluations of personal economic circumstances including 

income, employment, and overall economic situation. This operational arrangement only 

partially measures group conflict, and it seems to more aptly measure respondents' 

subjective economic assessments. At the same time, Leege constructs a German identity 

latent variable with two survey questions that more closely resemble prejudice or nativism. 

Leege draws on a rich theoretical tradition, but he should have elaborated on the 

implications of applying symbolic racism in a European setting. Symbolic racism was 

developed specifically within the U.S. political context, and part of its definition is based 

on respondents' expression of typical American values such as individualism and a strong 

work ethic. Even if one substitutes German elements into the basic model, the questions 

utilized by Leege bear little relation to traditional prejudice, nor do they reflect traditional 

German values. This is not to say that symbolic racism should not be tested in settings 

other than the U.S., but the model should be operationalized consistently with the 

underlying theory. 

Each of the preceding studies implement some variant of the group conflict 

approach. The racial and ethnic beliefs literature provides guidance in formulating a group 

conflict model, and four factors support the use of this approach in immigration research. 
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First, many of the explanatory approaches tested in the recent immigration literature were 

advanced to explain race-related beliefs. Katz and Taylor (1988) suggest that the black-

white relationship in the U.S. may constitute a prototype for other group relationships. 

Second, racial beliefs display a relatively high degree of constraint and some explanatory 

models should be effective in the immigration area (Converse 1964). Third, since the 

1960s, the geographic origins and racial/ethnic composition of the U.S. and Canadian 

immigrant populations have changed dramatically. As a result, individuals may rely on 

racial/ethnic beliefs when forming and expressing immigration related beliefs. Fourth, race 

and ethnicity have played a potent role in American and Canadian politics and will 

continue to do so in the future to the extent that assorted political and economic interests 

can be organized around racial and ethnic groups (Carmines and Stimson 1989; Sniderman 

et al. 1991; Conover 1984; Kinder 1986; Merelman 1994). 

Group Conflict Model 

In the next part of the chapter, the structure of a group conflict model is discussed. 

The group conflict approach is consistent with an emphasis on groups in political science 

(Conover and Feldman 1984; Gurin 1985; Jackson et al. 1994; Mutz and Mondak 1997). 

Group-based evaluations make sense because people are encouraged to think in group 

terms, groups help diffuse information, and groups serves as a proxy for self interest 

(Mutz and Mondak 1997). Conover and Feldman (1984) note that individuals have a 

natural tendency to react to others in terms of important group related criteria such as 

nationality, language, and religion, de la Garza et al. (1996) argue that some elites may 

use ethnicity to foster the development of resources such as group solidarity and political 
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organization to facilitate group participation in political and economic affairs. Groups are 

efficient and useful cueing tools that help people to compensate for limited political and 

economic information concerning their political or economic standing (Mutz and Mondak 

1997). Giles and Evans (1986) describe racial and ethnic groups as vehicles that help 

people acquire valuable resources in contemporary polities. Furthermore, it is relatively 

easy for people to receive information related to group interests when political elites frame 

specific policy issues around group interests (Conover 1984; Zaller 1992). 

The terms conflict and competition are used in the group conflict literature. In 

fact, the two concepts are not equivalent; conflict is an extreme case of competition. 

Competition involves two or more groups who struggle for similar though limited 

objectives. Blalock (1967) defines competition as the "idea that two or more individuals 

are striving for the same scarce objectives, so that the success of one implies a reduced 

probability that others will attain their goals" (Blalock 1967:73). Olzak (1992) describes 

competition as a rivalry, contest, or struggle between groups or individuals for markets, 

customers or clients. Coser (1971:15) defines conflict as "a struggle over values or claims 

to status, power, and scarce resources in which the aims of the conflicting parties are not 

only to gain the desired values but also to neutralize, injure or eliminate their rival." 

Clashing group interests originate from various political, economic, and social 

conditions that seemingly pit different groups against each other in some form of struggle. 

Bobo states that "group conflict involves a struggle over values or claims to status, power, 

and other scarce resources in which the aims of the conflict groups are not only to gain the 

desired values, but also to affect, change, or injure rivals" (Bobo 1988:91). Blalock 
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(1967, 1989) suggests that group competition and conflict are likely to the degree that 

objective level competition exists for scarce resources, there are a limited number of 

reasonable alternatives, and groups are characterized by different racial or cultural 

characteristics. 

Levine and Campbell (1972) outline several propositions relating to the nature of 

racial/ethnic group conflict and they can be summarized in the following form; 1) conflicts 

of interest cause threat; 2) threat stimulates hostility that is directed to the source of 

threat; and 3) threat promotes enhanced group identification and group cohesion. 

Schuman et al. (1985) assert that political threat may assume a personal dimension once 

issues have been framed in the context of conflict between racial or ethnic groups. 

There are different approaches to conceptualizing group influences on political 

behavior and policy preferences. Conover (1988) emphasizes concepts, such as group 

identification and group consciousness, which relate to an individual's relationship to 

various groups and how variations in those relationships affect their political beliefs and 

behavior. In contrast, group conflict theorists focus on an individual's perceptions of 

potential or actual competing groups, although this should not be interpreted to mean that 

the two concepts are unrelated. 

Subjective group conflict consists of two separate dimensions that have been 

previously defined as realistic group conflict and nonrealistic group conflict (Coser 1958). 

These awkward and somewhat normative terms contribute little to the substantive 

meaning of these concepts. In this study the two group conflict dimensions are labeled 
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according to the general origin of each. I name the one objective-based group conflict and 

the other affect-based group conflict. 

Group conflict hypothesizes that individuals view politics from a group based 

perspective in us-versus-them terms. Members of a group discern the possibility that their 

own group could lose valued goods to rival groups and as a result political behavior is 

influenced by perceptions of group conflict (Coser 1958; Blalock 1967,1989; Levine and 

Campbell 1972; Aberbach 1977; Bobo 1983; Conover 1984; Brody and Sniderman 1985; 

Sears and Kinder 1985; Giles and Evan 1986; Kinder 1986; Bobo 1988; Sears 1988; 

Glaser 1994). It is important to note that group conflict describes a relatively wide range 

of activities including rhetorical disputes, politics, and physical violence. 

In a seminal article in this area, Bobo (1983:1200) describes the essential nature of 

group conflict as involving "objective conditions of competition and conflict between 

individual group members, shifts in relative group status, and the subjective assessment of 

a threat posed by out-group members to individual and collective interests". 

Individual perceptions of objective group conflict involve beliefs that various 

racial/ethnic groups are engaged in some form of struggle. Members of one group believe 

that there is a likelihood that they may lose or gain valued resources to members of 

another group. The second individual level group conflict dimension involves relatively 

non-rational, affect driven attitudes. Affect-based group conflict involves perceptions of 

bigotry, anger, frustration or stereotypes. Group conflict is typically portrayed as a 

process that operates within a bipolar relationship between a dominant group that 

responds to a less powerful group's attempts to transform an existing relationship. The 
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actual organizing group structure may be based on gender, ethnic status, language, or 

religion. There is no reason why group conflict perceptions cannot exist among less 

powerful group members toward the powerful group. Further, the advent of multicultural 

societies in the U.S. and Canada demonstrates the need to expand the basic group conflict 

framework. As such, group conflict may occur between multiple groups such as whites, 

blacks, Hispanics, and Asians in a dyadic form where the various pairs of groups may 

experience unique patterns. 

Affect-based group conflict involves beliefs that do not revolve around the 

conflicting objectives of rival groups, but instead facilitates the release of tension or 

frustration (Coser 1958; Bobo 1988). Bobo (1988:92) defines affect-based group conflict 

as the "nonspecific release of hostility or aggressive psychological impulses." Bobo does 

not develop or test this dimension of the group conflict model but it resembles prejudice 

or nativism. Traditional racism involves bigotry, stereotypes, opposition to interracial 

contacts, and opposition to legally mandated equal access and equal opportunity for 

individuals of all races (Bobo 1988). This perspective is related to another race-based 

explanation for political behavior and beliefs. 

Symbolic racism theory was advanced as an alternative to traditional prejudice 

theory during the early 1970s for race related policy beliefs and political behavior. 

Recently, symbolic racism has been hypothesized as an explanation for immigration policy 

beliefs in several recent articles. This section briefly describes symbolic racism and 

explains why it suffers from several problems that render it an inappropriate explanation 

for immigration policy preferences. A basic flaw in symbolic racism is that it closely 
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resembles group conflict. Symbolic racism hypothesizes that U.S. racial attitudes have 

generally changed in the direction of greater support for equality, but some whites retain 

traditional prejudice (Sears et al. 1979; Kinder and Sears 1981; Kluegel and Smith 1983; 

Jacobson 1985; Sears and Kinder 1985; Kinder 1986). 

Kinder and Sears (1981:56) define symbolic racism as a "blend of antiblack affect 

and the kind of traditional American moral values embodied in the Protestant ethic". 

Symbolic racism was introduced by Sears and Kinder during the early 1970s to account 

for political support for black mayoral candidates in a Los Angeles election in 1969. 

Racial/ethnic beliefs and attitudes are hypothesized to be one of the earliest attitudes 

formed at the individual level and remain generally stable throughout one's lifetime. For 

the most part, newly formed racial/ethnic beliefs generally correspond to parental attitudes 

(McConahay and Hough 1976; Kluegel and Smith 1983; McClendon 1985; Sears 1988; 

Chong 1994; Link and Oldendick 1996). 

Apart from validity concerns associated with the symbolic racism model, it is 

hindered by several shortcomings. The model is not easily generalizable to other 

substantive policy issues or populations because it was advanced to account for the beliefs 

of a specific population and a relatively narrow issue domain. The symbolic racism model 

is comprised of prejudice and support for traditional American values. It was originally 

developed to explain the attitudes of white suburban Americans and it would be difficult to 

apply the model as an explanation for immigration beliefs without torturing the traditional 

American values component. Moreover, it is difficult to envision symbolic racism as an 

explanation for the policy beliefs of blacks, Hispanics, and Asians. 
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Summary 

In this chapter I outlined the theoretical research that examines the factors that 

influence the expression of immigration policy beliefs. Fundamentally, immigration is 

propelled by a combination of factors present in source and destination countries. Higher 

paying employment opportunities motivate people to leave their homes for other 

countries. Economic prosperity in destination countries such as the U.S. and Canada may 

promote migration and threaten the economic interests of some of the most vulnerable 

residents in those countries. Although it may be difficult to stem the diffusion of pull 

factors to the residents of other countries, governments in destination countries still 

control formal admission procedures and to varying degrees undocumented immigration. 

The number of immigrants permitted to enter a country is one of the primary 

immigration policy issues. For many years, U.S. and Canadian immigration policy has 

been characterized as a liberal consensus. This suggests that contemporary immigration 

policy permits large numbers of people to enter into each nation and accumulate political 

and legal rights. Three general factors account for immigration policy outcomes. These 

factors include organized group activity, institutional behavior, and public opinion. Public 

opinion appears to be the least important proximate determinant of immigration policy 

outcomes which is not surprising given the apparent gulf between public opinion and 

policy outcomes. Monroe (1997) suggests that policy outcomes and public opinion is 

more likely to correspond when an issue is salient for the public. Despite the seemingly 

moderate influence on immigration policy, public opinion nonetheless shapes the 
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environment that actually greets foreign born individuals in schools, workplaces, 

neighborhoods, and civic spaces. 

Political conflict over immigration has increased in the U.S. and Canada since the 

early 1980s. At the same time, many social scientists have endeavored to develop 

systematic explanations for immigration policy preferences. This burgeoning research 

field has benefitted from the presence of quality data. As a result, several recent studies 

use sophisticated estimation techniques to test the effects of a large number of explanatory 

variables. The group conflict approach has been hypothesized as a determinant of 

immigration policy support. 

Three dimensions comprise objective-based group conflict. First, perceptions of 

incompatible group interests concern the extent to which one's group is viewed as having 

conflicting interests and objectives with other groups. The second group conflict 

dimension involves an evaluation of one's group status relative to the status of other 

groups. This viewpoint involves an expression of satisfaction or dissatisfaction for the 

position of one's group along some dimension, such as wealth, relative to another group. 

The third group conflict dimension embraces perceived threats or challenges to one's 

group interests by another group. This viewpoint concerns reactions to the actual sources 

of social change. Another type of subjective group conflict involves affect-based 

assessments. 



CHAPTER 3 

DATA AND METHODS 

This chapter describes the research design for the analyses. The study uses 

multiple data sources and testing procedures provide a means to develop a comprehensive 

understanding of the relationship between immigration policy beliefs and a variety of 

explanatory factors. Although the regression techniques are closely related, their 

application serves as a partial method to validate the results (Johnson and Johnson 1995). 

It is expected that the explanatory variables will perform consistently in each of the 

samples and estimation procedures. Survey data from three sources helps to overcome 

some of the limitations associated with cross sectional data. Additionally, using survey 

data from two countries provides the means to assess the generalizability of the 

hypothesized model. 

Research Questions 

The fundamental goal of this study is to foster a thorough understanding of the 

factors that influence the expression of immigration policy beliefs in the United States 

(U.S.) and Canada. This study investigates the proposition that opposition to immigration 

result (ceteris paribus) from the interaction of factors relating to group interests, group 

standing, threat, and stereotypes. I expect each group conflict dimension to contribute to 

the expression of immigration policy beliefs, but the influence of each dimension varies 

among individuals and groups. The following questions are pursued in this study: 

30 
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1. What is the annual size of immigration and how is the immigration 

population distributed in the U.S. and Canada during the 1990s? 

2. What are the effects of immigration population size on state 

government spending in the U.S.? 

3. What are the effects of Hispanic and Asian foreign born population 

size on immigration opposition? 

4. What is the extent of immigration opposition in the U.S. and 

Canada? 

5. What are the effects of group conflict on opposition to immigration 

in the U.S. and Canada? 

6. What are the effects of the group conflict variables on each category 

of immigration opposition in the U.S. and Canada? 

7. To what extent does a group conflict structural equation model 

explain immigration policy attitudes and beliefs in the U.S. and 

Canada? 

Data 

At a fundamental level, the validity of any empirical analysis is contingent upon the 

quality of the data tested and even the best surveys are subject to error. The results of a 

cross sectional analysis may be vulnerable to the effects of random and instrument-specific 

errors. One method to build confidence in the results from cross sectional designs is to 

test more than one data source and determine whether the results are consistent (King et 

al. 1994). The public opinion portion of the analysis is estimated in data from three 

separate sources. The 1992 American National Election Studies survey (ANES) is the 
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primary source of data for the U.S. portion of the analyses. The ANES is administered 

every two years by the Survey Research Center and the Center for Political Studies of the 

Institute for Social Research at the University of Michigan. 

The 1992 ANES (N = 2487) consists of personal interviews conducted during the 

presidential election campaign. It contains questions that examine immigration policy 

beliefs, group conflict beliefs, racial and ethnic stereotypes, economic assessments, and a 

large number of demographic variables. 

The 1994 General Social Survey (GSS) supplements the ANES data. This U.S. 

national level survey began in 1972 and it is administered annually by the National Opinion 

Research Center (NORC) at the University of Chicago. The 1994 GSS includes a series 

of questions that focus specifically on immigration issues, although it lacks some question 

items that appear in the ANES. 

In order to compare the U.S. results and simultaneously test the application of the 

group conflict model to a non-U. S. setting I use data from Canada. A series of questions 

were developed that combine elements of the ANES and GSS immigration items and 

included in a national mail survey conducted in Canada during 1996. It includes questions 

concerning immigration opposition, beliefs about immigrant effects on the Canadian 

economy, jobs, taxes, culture, and French Canadian culture. The survey was administered 

by Canadian Facts Inc. under the direction of Dr. Harold D. Clarke at the University of 

North Texas. 

I report the annual number immigrants entering the U.S. with data from the 

Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) Annual Reports. Immigrant population 

data for Canada were obtained from Citizenship and Immigration Canada's annual reports. 
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Both immigration publications contain information concerning the number and 

characteristics of people entering the U.S. and Canada. These data relate to different 

areas that represent different elements of objective group conflict. The Census Bureau's 

Current Population Survey is the source of U.S. state government spending data for 1992, 

1994, and 1996. Data from the 1990 Census representing the number of foreign born 

individuals who identify themselves as Hispanic or Asian for each county that is 

represented in the ANES are included. The data were obtained from the 1990 Census. 

Research Methods 

The hypothesis testing process begins with ordinary least squares regression 

(OLS). The OLS regression provides baseline estimates for the magnitude and 

explanatory power for each independent variable. These findings can be compared to the 

estimates generated from the other estimation techniques. OLS regression can be 

interpreted in terms of a linear relationship and it offers a reasonable level of interpretive 

clarity. OLS regression is generally the most efficient estimator when the data are interval 

level, normally distributed, and satisfy other basic assumptions. OLS regression produces 

individual parameter statistics and goodness of fit statistics. The R2 statistic represents the 

amount of variance in the dependent variable that is explained by one's hypothesized 

model. 

The OLS regression output includes an intercept term which represents the value 

of the dependent variable when each of the independent variables equals zero. Individual 

coefficient estimates are provided for each of the independent variables included in a 

model. Individual beta coefficients are expressed in the metric of the variables and 

represent the change in the dependent variable for each one unit increase in the 
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independent variable. Standardized Beta (B) coefficient estimates are reported for each 

independent variable in the models. These estimates range between -1 and +1 and 

represent the amount of change in the dependent variable for each standard deviation unit 

increase in the independent variable holding the other independent variables constant. 

In the next part of the analysis the dependent variable is transformed into a 

dichotomous dependent variable. Linear probability models, probit regression models, and 

logitistic (or logit) regression models can be used to estimate dichotomous or ordered 

dependent variables. Linear probability models are vulnerable to several shortcomings. 

First, the predicted values for the dependent variable are not constrained to fall between 

zero and one. This can result in nonsensical estimates above one. Second, this type of 

model assumes that the relationship between the dependent and explanatory variables is 

linear. A linear relationship means that increasing values of an independent variable result 

in a corresponding increase in the value of a dependent variable. As a result of the 

limitations inherent in a linear probability model, the choice of estimation technique falls 

between a logit or probit model. There is no prevailing consensus governing the choice 

between logit and probit regression, and Long (1997) suggests that the choice is one of 

convenience and convention. I use logit regression in the study because it is somewhat 

easier to interpret the results of this procedure. 

Most statistical software tools produce model goodness of fit statistics and 

individual parameter estimates. A model goodness of fit, x2 and its associated probability 

level, permit one to test the hypothesis that the combined value of all of the coefficients in 

a model equal zero. A logit model estimates an intercept term and this represents the 

value of the log of the odds of the dependent variable equaling one when all of the other 
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independent variables equal zero. A Z statistic and its associated probability level can be 

used to test the hypothesis that a parameter estimate equals zero (Long 1997). 

The interpretation of logistic regression parameter estimates is not entirely straight 

forward because the estimates refer to the prediction of the log of the odds ratio of an 

event occurring. The Stata statistical software package is capable of producing an odds 

ratio for each independent variable. This is a multiplicative coefficient estimate and values 

over one represent positive effects, whereas values between zero and one represent 

negative effects. An odds ratio estimate represents the probability that the dependent 

variable equals one for each one unit increase in that independent variable while holding 

the other independent variables constant (Hamilton 1998). The odds ratio estimate 

enhances the interpretive clarity of the effects of the explanatory variables in a logistic 

regression model. One limitation associated with dichotomous logistic regression is that it 

requires an assumption that the effects of the explanatory variables are constant for each 

of the collapsed categories. 

Multinomial logistic regression is used to test the effects of the explanatory 

variables on each category in the dependent variable. This procedure can be 

conceptualized as a series of simultaneous binary logistic regression models that measure 

the effects of the independent variables on each dependent variable outcome category 

relative to the effects of another category (Long 1997). In Stata, the default comparison 

category is the one that has the greatest number of responses, although it is possible to 

select any dependent variable category as the comparison group. In the 1992 ANES, 

1992 GSS and the 1996 CPRS the mid- point dependent variable category — support for 

keeping immigration at the same level -- the comparison group. Thus, the effects of the 
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explanatory variables are estimated relative to respondents who express support for the 

same level of immigration. 

As an alternative approach, ordered logistic regression might have been employed 

instead of multinomial logistic regression. However, multinomial logistic regression offers 

an important advantage. If ordered logistic regression is estimated with nominal variables 

the resulting parameter estimates may be biased or nonsensical. Multinomial logistic 

regression can be used with ordinal or nominal data resulting in only a slight reduction in 

efficiency. 

The Stata statistical software package produces model goodness of fit statistics 

and individual parameter estimates. The x2 statistic and its associated probability level 

tests the hypothesis that the combined effects of independent variables equal zero. Similar 

to the logistic regression analysis output, a pseudo R2 statistic is reported for each model. 

Individual coefficient estimates and standard errors are reported for each explanatory 

variable. The resulting Z statistic and associated probability levels test the hypothesis that 

each individual parameter estimate equals zero. Multinomial logistic regression parameter 

estimates are not easily interpreted and as a result I include relative risk ratio estimates for 

the explanatory variables. These are similar to an odds ratio estimate in logistic regression 

in that values greater than one represent positive effects whereas estimates between zero 

and one represent negative effects. A relative risk ratio estimate equals the predicted odds 

that the dependent variable equals one, for each one unit increase in an independent 

variable (Hamilton 1998). 

In the final estimation procedure the group conflict approach is specified as a 

covariance structure model, sometimes described as a structural equation model (SEM) in 
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the 1992 ANES. This powerful estimation technique permits researchers to test the 

hypotheses that certain observed variables are structured by a smaller number of 

unobserved or latent variables. As an alternative to structural equation modeling, indexed 

variables corresponding to the three group conflict dimensions might have been 

constructed similar to the approach used by Citrin et al. (1997) and Hood and Morris 

(1997). Further, Cronbach alpha statistics could have been used to determine the 

correlational relationship among comprising the independent variable. However, a 

Cronbach alpha statistic does not provide a means to test the unidimensionality of the 

underlying variables. 

Structural equation modeling is a relatively recent methodological innovation and 

it is not as widely understood as OLS or logistic regression. As a result, it is worthwhile 

to elaborate on this estimation technique. This methodology was initially utilized in the 

psychology literature and is suited for the measurement of phenomena such as 

racial/ethnic attitudes (Hoyle 1995; Long 1983a; Long 1983b). 

A structural equation model is composed of two components. The first is a 

measurement model derived by specifying the composition and structure of the latent 

variables with confirmatory factor analysis. Confirmatory factor analysis provides a 

method to test whether observed variables validly measure the latent variables 

hypothesized to form a model. In statistical terms, any given latent variable is the result of 

the relationships between the observed indicators although the flow of causality is 

generally assumed to flow from the latent variables to the observed variables. The second 

component is a structural model that measures the relationship between the latent 
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variables and observed factors (Hoyle 1995). This portion of the model is estimated with 

simultaneous regressions. 

According to Hoyle (1995), the structural equation modeling process typically 

consists of several stages. The first step involves specifying an initial model based on 

theory in a particular issue area that provides the basis for defining constructs included in 

the model and how variables are related. In cases where one is testing data with a 

tentative theory or new data, it is appropriate to subject the data to exploratory factor 

analysis prior to conducting confirmatory factor analysis. 

Structural equation models may be vulnerable to problems during the estimation 

process. In particular, it is not permissible for a model's implied covariance matrix to be 

non-positive definite or the estimation process will fail. Non-positive definite matrices can 

result from a number of factors including multicollinearity, misspecification of the number 

of latent variables, incorrect starting values, the presence of outliers, failure to fix the scale 

of the latent variables, or the treatment of missing data. Specifically, pairwise-deletion of 

missing data may result in variables with different numbers of valid cases making it 

difficult to construct matrices that properly work during the estimation process. As such, 

it is desirable to use listwise or casewise missing because an equal number of cases results 

for each variable. 

During the second structural equation modeling stage the initially specified model 

must be at least just identified or more optimally overidentified. Overidentification means 

that values for one or more parameters can be solved in multiple ways. A necessary, but 

not sufficient, condition for identification is a model with positive degrees of freedom. 

Degrees of freedom are the dimensions in which data may differ from a hypothesized 
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model. Overidentification is a desirable property in SEM because it implies that a 

particular model may fit the data poorly, thereby fostering confidence in a model that does 

fit the data well. 

In the third structural equation model step, the fit of the initially specified model 

should be evaluated. A hypothesized model fits the data when it generates a covariance 

matrix that equals the observed covariance matrix. Several test statistics available in SEM 

software packages such as LISREL, SEPATH, and EQS provide varied approaches to the 

evaluation of model fit. The x2 statistic is the traditional and principal test of model fit. It 

actually measures the badness of fit implied by a model. In contrast to most other 

applications of the chi square statistic, a small statistically insignificant chi square is 

desirable in structural equation modeling. A statistically insignificant x2 indicates that the 

observed and implied covariance matrices are not statistically different. 

The goodness of fit index (GFI) and adjusted goodness of fit (AGFI) are also used 

to evaluate model performance. The GFI is based on the ratio of the sum of the squared 

differences between observed and reproduced matrices. The AGFI adjusts for bias caused 

by model complexity. Both of these measures range from zero to one with values closer 

to one suggesting a better fit (Schumaker and Lomax 1996). 

The root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) is increasingly used as a 

model goodness of fit measure in structural equation modeling. The RMSEA is computed 

from the minimum value of the fit function divided by the degrees of freedom. In effect, 

the RMSEA measures the amount of lack of fit per degree of freedom. The RMSEA 

operates on a null hypothesis that a hypothesized model does not fit the data. If a 

RMSEA measure is below a specific threshold such as .05 then it is appropriate to reject 
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the null hypothesis and conclude that the model fits the data. One advantage associated 

with the RMSEA statistic is that confidence intervals may be reported for a point estimate. 

If the upper confidence interval estimate is below a critical threshold value, such as .05, 

then one may reject the hypothesis of poor fit and conclude that the model fits the data. 

If the goodness of fit statistics indicate an acceptable fit then it is appropriate to 

examine individual coefficient estimates. Some parameter estimates may be unacceptable 

even when the goodness of fit statistics suggest an acceptable model so they should be 

examined to see whether they fall within acceptable bounds, possess the hypothesized 

sign, and are statistically significant different than zero. Negative and zero error variances, 

sometimes described as Heywood cases, suggest that a linear dependency may exist 

between some of the observed variables. In these cases the model must be respecified by 

dropping some of the offending variables (Maruyama 1997; Schumaker and Lomax 1996). 

Standardized and unstandardized parameter estimates can be generated by most 

structural equation software. Standardized parameter estimates represent the number of 

standard deviation units change in the dependent variable for each standard deviation unit 

change in an independent variable when all other independent variables remain at their 

mean. Standardized coefficient estimates do not retain any scaling information from the 

original variable. Unstandardized parameter estimates, expressed in the original scale of 

the variables, represent the change in the dependent variable for each unit change in the 

independent variable when the other independent variables remain at their mean 

(Schumaker and Lomax 1996). 

Structural equation models should be modified to the extent that such changes are 

theoretically driven (Hoyle 1995). In some instances, the modification indices or residuals 
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may suggest freeing correlations between error terms. The residuals provide information 

about potential problems in a hypothesized model. The residuals are the difference 

between the observed matrix and the fitted matrix. The standardized residuals should be 

examined for signs of model misspecification. It is inappropriate to link error terms simply 

for the purpose of obtaining better goodness of fit statistics. Nevertheless, it is permissible 

to correlate error terms for items that have been obtained from a time series study or 

similar questions present in a cross-sectional study. It may be reasonable to correlate 

error terms if one hypothesizes the effects of additional unspecified latent factors. 

One aspect of structural equation modeling that may present problems for 

researchers concerns the choice of estimation technique. Generally, the type of variables 

in a model dictate the specific estimation procedure that should be used. Maximum 

likelihood estimation is appropriate for normally distributed, continuous level data and it is 

reasonably robust in the face of minor violations of univariate and multivariate 

assumptions of normalcy (Mebane et al. 1995; Hoyle and Panter 1995). Further, Bentler 

and Chou (1987:87) recommend that "continuous methods can be used with little worry 

when a variable has four or more categories." 

Joreskog and Sorbom (1993) suggest that asymptotically distribution free (ADF) 

methods using weighted least squares estimation procedures should be used to estimate 

models specified with ordinal data, nominal level data or data that is not normally 

distributed. There is little consensus concerning the empirical consequences of using the 

various SEM estimation procedures. The 1992 ANES data are estimated with correlation 

matrices using weighted least squares (WLS) estimation. Due to the presence of ordinal 
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level variables in the 1996 CPRS, the models are estimated with polychoric correlations 

and asymptotic covariance matrices employing weighted least squares. 

In the hypothesis testing the critical probability level is .05. This represents the 

likelihood that the estimated coefficient estimates could be obtained as a result of chance. 

If a t value exceeds a critical value, such as 1.96 for a two tailed test of statistical 

significance, then the null hypothesis is rejected. A .05 significance level means that there 

is a 1/20 chance that the same results could be obtained due to mere chance. 

In the next part of the chapter, the explanatory variables from each of the data sets 

are operationalized in the functional form of a structural equation model and specific 

hypotheses are enumerated to account for the effects of each independent variable on 

immigration opposition. Organizing the variables in this manner helps to emphasize the 

notion that other unobserved concepts are seen as the primary causal factors for each of 

the indicators. Thus the relationships between each of the independent variables are 

important to interpret in addition to their effects on the dependent variable in order to 

understand the various relationships that simultaneously exist. The specific statistical 

results will provide a method to evaluate the hypotheses. 

The 1994 GSS variables are included in this organizational framework although 

they are not estimated in a structural equation model since it was not possible to 

operationalize a dependent latent variable because of the absence of survey indicators that 

relate to immigration policy or immigrants. Table 3.1 lists the general hypotheses for the 

relationships between the explanatory concepts and immigration opposition which serves 

as the dependent variable. For each hypothesis it is implied that the statistical relationship 

will be significant. 
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Table 3.1. Summary of Hypotheses 

Objective-Based Group Conflict 

Group Interests 

H, Beliefs that immigrants will increase unemployment, taxes, or harm the economy 
are positively related to immigration opposition. 

Group Standing 

H2 Beliefs that immigrants will not improve culture are positively related to 
immigration opposition. 

Group Threat 

H3 In the U.S. increasing Hispanic and Asian foreign-born population size is 
positively related to immigration opposition. 

H4 Beliefs that immigrants are violent are positively related to immigration 
opposition. 

Subjective-Based Group Conflict 

H5 Beliefs that immigrants are not intelligent or do not work hard are positively 
related to immigration opposition. 

Political and Demographic Variables 

H6 In the U.S. Republican identification positively related to immigration opposition. 
In Canada Conservative, Reform, and Bloc Quebecois identification is positively 
related to immigration opposition. 

H7 Increasing self identified conservatism is positively related to immigration 
opposition. 

Hg In the U.S. black identification is positively related to immigration opposition. 

H9 Increasing age is positively related to immigration opposition. 

H10 Greater educational achievement is negatively related to immigration opposition. 

Immigration Policy Beliefs 

Opposition to immigration is a widely used dependent variable in the immigration 

literature (Espenshade and Hempstead 1996). In each of the three surveys used in this 

study, respondents are asked whether they think the number of immigrants should be 
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increased, left the same, or decreased. In the ANES and GSS, responses range between 

zero and four where two represents support for maintaining the same level of immigration. 

In the Canadian data, the dependent variable ranges between zero and two where one 

represents support for keeping immigration at the same level. I use this variable as the 

principal dependent variable in the OLS regression, logistic regression and multinomial 

logistic regression analyses. I expect that a preponderance of respondents in each of the 

samples will oppose immigration. 

Another item may be hypothesized as an indicator for the latent endogenous 

variable. In the 1992 ANES respondents were asked whether "immigrants who come to 

the U.S. should be eligible as soon as they come here for government services such as 

Medicaid, food stamps, welfare, or should they have to be here a year or more?" 

Respondents were offered a dichotomous choice in their response to this item. Larger 

values indicate that immigrants should have to wait at least one year before they qualify 

for government benefits and services. It is hypothesized that a majority of respondents 

believe that immigrants should be required to wait for government services. 

For the purposes of the logistic regression analysis immigration opposition is 

collapsed into a dichotomous variable. This operationalization allows me to test the 

effects of group conflict variables on immigration opposition. These policy beliefs are 

particularly interesting since they depart from prevailing immigration policy in the United 

States and Canada. 

Group Conflict Model 

The individual level objective-based and affect-based group conflict dimensions are 

operationalized in the next section. I describe the question wording and outline the 
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hypotheses for the effects of the group conflict variables on immigration policy support. 

Group conflict models are tested in other studies (Citrin et al. 1997; Hood and Morris 

1997; Leege 1996; Glaser 1994), but there is little uniformity in the specification and 

operationalization of models. Part of the measurement variation is a result of the limited 

survey instruments that measure concepts in this research area. This situation is 

unfortunate, but not insurmountable, particularly if researchers treat the variation in 

question formats as an opportunity to test hypotheses relating to the measurement of the 

group conflict dimensions. 

Bobo (1988), Levine and Campbell (1972), and Sears and Kinder (1985) provide 

concise descriptions for the group conflict dimensions. According to these formulations, 

the nexus of group conflict is the competitive aspects of group relations and efforts to 

change those relationships by various groups. Group conflict results from the scarcity and 

differential distribution of desirable resources among various ethnic, racial or other salient 

groups. Efforts by groups or group members to alter existing political, economic, or 

cultural conditions may result in beliefs that can be categorized in three dimensions 

including; 1) perceptions of incompatible group interests; 2) perceptions and evaluations 

of one's group status relative to other groups has declined; 3) perceived threats or 

challenges to one's group interests by other groups. Affect-based group conflict is 

specified in the form of a single dimension that loads on the stereotype variables relating to 

the principle immigrant groups in the 1992 ANES. The group interests latent dimension 

and the group standing latent dimension consist of perceptions concerning the conditions 

and structural features of group relationships. The threat latent dimension is comprised of 

reactions to groups or group members that compete with one's own group (Bobo 1988). 
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At this juncture it is appropriate to discuss the validity of the operational 

arrangements implemented in the next section. One safeguard against committing type I 

errors is to pay careful attention to the measurement and operationalization of theoretical 

concepts. A second safeguard is to subject those measures to repeated testing procedures 

(Joreskog 1993). Citrin et al. (1997) and Hood and Morris (1997) attribute different 

conceptual meanings to the Hispanic/Asian impact questions present in the 1992 ANES 

and these operational arrangements are undesirable because they ignore the plain meaning 

of the survey questions. 

In this study, the Hispanic/Asian questions are hypothesized to be partial indicators 

of group conflict rather than economic interests or cultural interests. If the question 

wording identifies the well being of one's group or focuses on the effects of other groups 

then it is possible that the question measures a group conflict dimension. The introduction 

to these questions states in part "I'm going to read a list of things that people say may 

happen because of the growing number of Hispanic (Asian) people in the U.S." The 

questions specifically identify another group and ask for a statement of probability that a 

distinct type of event will result from the presence of another group. It is true the 1992 

ANES group conflict items do not explicitly refer to the well being of whites, blacks nor 

even United States residents. But, the ANES items explicitly focus on the probability that 

Hispanics and Asians will adversely influence jobs, taxes and culture in the U.S. a situation 

which can only affect people who are current residents. On their face these questions do a 

reasonable job of measuring the basic elements of the group conflict approach. 
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Group Interests 

The first group conflict latent variable I specify concerns the extent to which 

groups are thought to possess conflicting interests and objectives. Bobo (1988) borrows 

from Kluegel and Smith (1983) to suggest a general question format relating to conflicting 

group objectives that asks respondents to state their agreement with the statement "as 

blacks move ahead economically, more and more whites fall behind." This dimension 

reflects the perception that two or more groups are actually engaged in some form of 

competitive relationship. This question suggests the general framework for questions that 

represent group interests. In the case of immigration the question should refer to 

immigrants or groups that make up immigrant populations. 

Survey items used to operationalize group interests should identify attitudes that 

relate to the political and economic objectives of antagonistic groups (Bobo 1988). 

Appropriate questions should elicit respondent's beliefs about the likely beneficiaries 

(victims) of policies, such as school busing, affirmative action, or immigration policy, that 

have been designed to alter the balance of power or resources between antagonistic 

groups. Jobs and taxes represent some of the economic factors that concern large 

numbers of people, and some of that the most severe episodes of nativism and intolerance 

toward immigrants typically occurred during periods of economic decline (Schuck 1984; 

Simon 1989). 

The 1992 ANES includes a series of questions that focus on the effects of Hispanic 

and Asian immigrants. These questions embody some of the zero-sum features proscribed 

by Bobo (1983, 1988), Kluegel and Smith (1983), and Bobo et al. (1996). Respondents 

were asked in separate questions whether the growing number of Hispanics/Asians will 
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cause higher taxes, and whether growing numbers of Hispanics/Asians will take away jobs 

from current residents of the United States. Responses to each of these questions range 

from extremely likely to not at all likely along a four point scale (zero to three). 

Increasing values of these variables suggest that respondents associate immigrants with 

negative economic consequences for the U.S. I hypothesize that the parameter estimates 

for the aforementioned variables will be statistically significant and positively related to 

immigration opposition. 

The 1994 GSS contains a question that asks whether respondents believe 

immigrants will improve the economy and responses range from zero to two. An 

additional item asks whether respondents believe that immigrants will fuel unemployment 

and responses range from zero to three. Both questions are coded such that larger values 

indicate agreement that immigrants will harm the economy or contribute to 

unemployment. I hypothesize that the effects of both of these variables on immigration 

opposition will be positive and statistically significant. 

In the 1996 CPRS, I hypothesize that the group interests latent factor causes three 

observed variables. These questions focus on some zero-sum economic consequences 

associated with allowing more immigrants into Canada. Respondents were asked whether 

they think more immigrants will weaken the economy, cause higher taxes, or take away 

jobs from people already here. Responses to these three questions are formatted in a 

dichotomous agree/disagree style; agreement with each statement is coded one, and those 

that express disagreement are coded zero. It is expected that a majority of respondents 

believe that immigrants will weaken the economy, cause higher taxes, and hurt the job 
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situation. I hypothesize that these variables will display positive and statistically significant 

effects on immigration opposition. 

Group Standing 

The second latent group conflict dimension represents respondents' perceived level 

of satisfaction with the standing of their group in relative to other groups. Bobo (1988) 

states that 'group standing' relates to concerns about the position of one's group along 

some dimension of power, wealth, or status relative to an out-group. Sears and Kinder 

(1985) advise the use of question formats such as "do you feel the economic gains made 

by blacks come at the expense of the standard of living that whites have achieved?" or "do 

you feel that blacks economic gains threaten your own standard of living?" 

The 1992 ANES separately asks whether Hispanics, and Asians will improve our 

culture with new ideas and customs and responses range from "extremely likely" to "not 

likely at all" along a four point scale. Although there is a difference between the question 

format used in this study and the form recommended by Bobo (1988), the ANES items 

identify a component of the "group standing" variable that centers on respondents' 

satisfaction with the status of their group, specifically U.S. culture. I predict that a 

majority of respondents believe that immigrants will not improve the culture and the 

parameter estimates for whether Hispanics and Asians will improve U.S. culture will be 

statistically significant and positively related to immigration opposition. 

Several other 1992 ANES questions were hypothesized as indicators of group 

standing. They relate to the distribution of political and legal power. The first asks 

whether respondents agree or disagree we have gone too far in pushing equal rights in this 

country. The second question asks whether respondents believe that society should be 
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less concerned with equal rights. The final item asks whether society should do everything 

in its power to achieve equality and responses range from zero to four. Larger values 

indicate that respondents agreement for the first two questions and disagreement for the 

third indicator. It is hypothesized that the parameter estimates for these three questions 

will be statistically significant and positively related to immigration opposition. 

One item in the 1994 GSS asks whether immigrants should get help from the 

government. Responses range from zero to four and larger values indicate strong 

agreement that immigrants should not receive any help from the government. I predict 

that a majority of respondents believe that immigrants should not get any special help and 

that this variable will be positively related to immigration opposition. Two other questions 

in the 1994 GSS concern whether respondents agree or not that Hispanics and Asians get 

too much attention from the government. Responses range from zero to four and higher 

values indicate strong agreement. I hypothesize that a majority of respondents will 

express the view that Hispanics and Asians get too much attention from the government 

and that both of these variables will be positively related to immigration opposition. 

In the 1996 CPRS two questions provide information about the perceived cultural 

impact of immigrants on Canadian culture and Quebec's culture. Respondents indicate 

their agreement or disagreement with the statement that "allowing more immigrants from 

foreign countries will enrich Canada's culture with new ideas and customs." Agreement 

with the statement is coded zero and disagreement is coded one. The second item asks 

whether "new immigrants threaten the French language and culture in Quebec" and it is 

operationalized in the same manner as the previous variable. Notwithstanding the apparent 

acrimonious political relationship between anglophone and francophone Canadians it 
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might be that some Canadian respondents support Quebec's cultural aspirations within a 

Canadian federal system and recognize the potentially adverse consequences of 

immigration on French Canadian culture and language. If this is the case, some individuals 

may identify immigration as a particular menace to one of the quintessential characteristics 

of Canada-Quebec's distinct and unique society. I expect that the majority of Canadians 

believe immigrants will harm the Canadian and Quebecois culture. It is hypothesized that 

beliefs that increasing numbers of immigrants will harm the Canadian culture and Quebec 

culture will exert positive, statistically significant effects on immigration opposition. 

Group Threat 

The third group conflict latent dimension embodies the level of threat respondents 

associate with groups that seek to change political, economic and social conditions. Bobo 

(1988) argues that groups or social movements involved in change movements can be 

treated as attitude objects as long as there "is a group basis to such evaluations" (Bobo 

1988:96). While it is true that many individual immigrants are widely disparate and 

unrelated to other immigrants in any formal organizational sense, there are nonetheless 

organized groups operating in the immigration policy field representing both restrictionist 

and expansive interests. Moreover, all immigrants share a defining quality that binds them 

together and sets them apart from residents ~ immigrants are not natural born members of 

the dominant in-group. Thus, it is reasonable and appropriate to treat immigrants as a 

distinct group. According to Bobo, an appropriate survey question format for this 

variable should ask respondents about their reactions to groups such as the Ku Klux Klan, 

or anti-school busing groups. 
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In the ANES there are limited number of questions that relate to one form of threat 

posed by immigrants. Some research hypothesizes that higher concentrations of 

racial/ethnic populations at the county level tends to foster group conflict (Glaser 1994; 

Tolbert and Hero 1996; Hood and Morris 1998). Greater levels of conflict are thought to 

exist when groups are closer in size and possess different racial, ethnic, cultural 

characteristics (Blalock 1967; Fossett and Kiecolt 1989; Tolbert and Hero 1996; Olzak et 

al. 1996; Hood and Morris 1998). Hood and Morris (1998) use ordered probit regression 

to test the effects of foreign-bom population size, and illegal immigrant population size on 

immigration opposition using 1992 ANES and 1990 Census data. They find that foreign 

born population size has a negative statistically significant relationship on immigration 

opposition whereas the effects of increasing illegal population size has the largest, positive 

effects. However, it is important to note that the variable for illegal immigrant population 

size is actually an estimate of the illegal population for each state. The practical result of 

this measurement strategy is to create dummy variables for the largest immigration states 

since they also contain the largest number of illegal immigrants. 

Tolbert and Hero (1996) examine the impact of racial/ethnic diversity on county 

level support for Proposition 187. They define racial/ethnic diversity as the mixture of 

various groups for each California county. The findings indicate that black and Asian 

population size is negatively related to support for Proposition 187 whereas Hispanic 

population has a positive impact. 

I use 1990 Census data to create variables for the percentage of Hispanic and 

Asian foreign-born respondents for each county included in the 1992 ANES. I 
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hypothesize that larger Hispanic and Asian foreign-born populations will be positively 

related to immigration opposition. 

The 1992 contains an item that relates to perceptions of threat. Respondents were 

asked whether Hispanics, and Asians are violent or peaceful along a seven point scale. I 

predict that the coefficient estimates for the stereotype item will be statistically significant 

and positively related to immigration opposition. 

The 1994 GSS contains an item that relates to a form of political threat. The 

question asks whether immigrants push too hard for political rights. Responses range 

between zero and four and larger values indicate agreement that immigrants push too hard 

for rights. I hypothesize that this variable is statistically significant and positively related 

to immigration opposition. 

Affect-Based Group Conflict 

The fourth group conflict latent variable specified in this study measures U.S. 

respondents' stereotypes concerning other racial/ethnic groups. Bobo (1988) defines 

affect-based group conflict as "inaccurate and inflexible generalizations." Bobo (1988) 

hypothesizes this dimension as part of the group conflict model although he does not 

operationalize or estimate it. 

Two questions in the 1992 ANES examine the nature of stereotypes for the 

largest U.S. racial/ethnic groups. These items are constructed on a seven point scale and 

require respondents to rate Asian Americans and Hispanic Americans according to 

whether they are lazy, or unintelligent (Cummings and Lambert 1997; Link and Oldendick 

1996; Glaser 1994). Cummings and Lambert (1997:334) suggest that these questions are 

"consistent with established definitions of prejudice, whereby members of groups are 
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ascribed certain characteristics and viewed in collective rather than individual terms." I 

hypothesize that both stereotype items will be positively related to immigration opposition. 

Political and Demographic Variables 

In order to evaluate the explanatory power of the group conflict model I specify 

several variables representing alternative theoretical approaches. These variables are 

utilized in the same testing procedures used for the group conflict variables include 

education, age, income, party identification, and ideological self identification. 

In the 1992 ANES and 1994 GSS, dummy variables are created for both white and 

black respondents. It is predicted that the dummy variable for white respondents will be 

statistically significant and positively related to immigration opposition. I hypothesize that 

the dummy variable for black respondents will be statistically significant and negatively 

related to immigration opposition (Citrin et al. 1997; Hood and Morris 1997; Espenshade 

and Hempstead 1996; Cummings and Lambert 1997; Fitzgerald 1996). 

In both the United States and Canada, dummy variables for three age groups are 

created. The first variable represents young respondents aged 18 to 34 years of age who 

are coded one, and other ages are coded zero. For the second age dummy variable 

respondents aged 35 to 54 years are coded one, and all other respondents are coded zero. 

For the final age-based dummy variable respondents aged 55 years or more are coded one, 

whereas younger respondents are coded zero. I hypothesize that the coefficient estimates 

for young respondents will be negative and statistically significant. Additionally, it is 

hypothesized that the effects of the older, and middle aged dummy variables will be 

statistically significant and positively related to immigration opposition (Chong 1994; 

Glaser 1994; Espenshade and Hempstead 1996). 
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The effects of party identification and ideological self identification are tested. 

Each survey includes a seven point ideological self-identification scale that either ranges 

from left to right (CPRS) or extremely liberal to extremely conservative (ANES/GSS). In 

both question formats larger values indicate greater conservatism. There is a long-lived 

tradition of research that finds that the mass public is unfamiliar with and rarely uses 

ideological constructs (Converse 1964; Smith 1981; Sniderman et al. 1986; Sniderman et 

al. 1991). For the U.S. and Canada, it is hypothesized that conservative ideology is 

statistically significant and positively related to immigration opposition although ideology 

should not be a strong influence (Citrin et al. 1997; Glaser 1994; Bobo 1988; Zaller 1992; 

and Tichenor 1994). 

In the 1992 ANES and 1994 GSS dummy variables for Republican party identifiers 

are coded one, whereas Democratic Party and independent identifiers are coded zero. In 

the 1996 CPRS data dummy variables for each of the major national political parties — 

Liberal, Progressive Conservative, New Democratic, Reform and Bloc Quebecois ~ are 

created. 

In the 1992 ANES and 1994 GSS, Republican identification is expected to exert 

statistically significant and positive effects on opposition to immigration. However, the 

strength of the predicted relationship may be diluted by some inconsistencies within the 

Republican Party. There is a Buchanan restrictionist wing that opposes immigration, and 

there are libertarian free trade, free market enthusiasts who see immigration controls as 

unnecessary market interventions. The Democratic party is not immune to the effects of 

the divisiveness over immigration policy. Organized labor supporters to compete with 

human rights/civil rights supporters who view immigration restrictions as unnecessary 
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barriers. In Canada, the Liberal Party and NDP have pioneered multiculturalism policy for 

many years. As such, it is hypothesized that each of the Conservative Party, Reform 

Party, and Bloc Quebecois Party dummy variables will be statistically significant and 

positively related to immigration opposition. 

Several studies find that educational achievement is significantly related to 

increasingly tolerant views towards other racial and ethnic groups. Previous research 

notes that increasing education is associated with lower levels of opposition to 

immigration (Simon 1985; Simon 1989). However, Jackman (1978) counters the 

increasing education tolerance thesis, arguing instead that more educated individuals 

simply acquire greater familiarity with the prevailing acceptable positions concerning racial 

policy issues. Sniderman et al. (1991), Williamson (1996) and Simon (1985) suggest that 

higher education levels increase the probability that people will behave in a socially 

acceptable manner, and discontinue the socially undesirable practices. Bobo and Licari 

(1989) observe that greater education is associated with increased racial tolerance, even 

among respondents who oppose the objectives of other groups. Sniderman and Tetlock 

(1986, 1991) reason that the well educated are more familiar with socially acceptable, 

racially egalitarian principles and appreciate the social pressures that demand conformity 

with support for the principle of racial equality (Chong 1994; Jackman and Muha 1984; 

Schuman et al. 1985). Thus, for a variety of reasons educational achievement tends to be 

a strong predictor of support for increased immigration and greater racial tolerance. 

In the 1992 ANES and 1996 CPRS data I recode education into three dummy 

variables representing low education, medium education, and high education. The low 

education variable is comprised of respondents who did not complete high school. The 
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medium education variable is operationalized with respondents who have at least a high 

school diploma and some university or college experience. The high education variable 

includes respondents who graduated from university. In the United States and Canada, I 

hypothesize that increasing levels of education will be statistically significant and 

negatively related to immigration opposition. 

Summary 

The research literature tests various group conflict hypotheses as explanations for 

public opinion towards immigration. In this chapter I set out the fundamental research 

questions that form the basis of this study. Each question focuses on identifying the causal 

determinants for the expression of immigration beliefs and attitudes. Collectively these 

research questions are important for political, economic and scholarly reasons. All too 

often opposition to immigration is cast in terms of intolerance or outright bigotry (Citrin et 

al 1997; Hood and Morris 1997). This may indeed be an accurate reflection of the 

underlying motivations for some survey respondents, but it may also be true that some 

individuals oppose immigration for reasons unrelated to race, ethnicity, religion, or 

nationalism. Alternative rationales for immigration opposition may include environmental 

or economic factors. 

This study is designed to systematically assess competing explanations for 

immigration policy support and develop a group conflict model. The group conflict 

approach is useful because it is generalizable to nearly every nation, state or province that 

experiences migration. Group conflict models provide the potential to explain a wider 

number of cases than other explanatory approaches. However, there is little consensus 

over measurement strategies. 



CHAPTER 4 

DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS 

Overview 

Some of the rhetoric surrounding immigration policy portrays it as an issue of vital 

national importance. However, recent surveys suggest that only a small portion of the 

public ranks immigration as one of the most serious issues confronting the United States 

(U.S.) or Canada (Lapinski et al.1997). The apparent low saliency of the issue indicates 

that immigration is not a high concern for many respondents. Nonetheless, it is important 

to examine the nature of public beliefs concerning immigrants in order to develop a better 

understanding of the factors that influence economic growth, the policy process, and 

group relations. 

The data in this study provide five separate measures of the principal dependent 

variable, opposition to immigration, from different points in time, and different nations. 

As a result, it is possible to measure opposition to immigration during the 1990s in the 

U.S. and Canada. 

Contemporary Immigration Policy 

In the first part of this chapter I review immigration policy in the U.S. and Canada. 

The policy status quo forms the political and legal backdrop which structures debate and 

conflict over immigration policy. Qualitative policy data are difficult to measure but these 

58 
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supply important details that enrich quantitative explanations. In particular, examining 

these factors helps to identify conditions that exist when cross sectional data are gathered. 

The U.S. federal government exercises exclusive control over immigration policy. 

State governments may implement immigration policy to the extent that it does not 

encroach on federal constitutional powers or contradict existing federal immigration 

policies. Beginning in the 1970s many state governments responded to immigration with a 

variety of policy responses. Twelve states implemented employer sanctions during the 

1970s (Calavita 1989, 1983). A few states have vigorously confronted immigration. In 

November 1994, California voters approved Proposition 187, which restricts the provision 

of state funded services to illegal aliens. Conversely, Texas has not erected barriers to 

immigration, and New York seems to relish its diversity. Given the nature of the policy 

process, it is not unreasonable to assume that contemporary policy is a partial result of 

earlier policy arrangements. 

During the closing decades of the nineteenth century and prior to the outbreak of 

World War I the composition of the immigration population was not at all homogenous. 

There was substantial diversity in the national and religious origins of immigrants. 

Although public opinion data are not available from this period, the rise of anti-immigrant 

political organizations and restrictionist immigration legislation suggests that immigrants 

were not widely viewed as desirable and beneficial. 

The U.S. government formulated barriers against Asian immigrants during the 

1880s. In 1921, the federal government instituted the national origins policy. This policy 

limited the number of immigrant admissions from a particular country to a fixed 
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proportion of the U.S. population and remained in effect until 1965. The national origins 

policy effectively narrowed the pool of immigrants to Europe and Canada. This policy, 

because of its racial overtones, was contentious and highly objectionable to many people. 

Other restrictions remained in place that bar the entry of people with HIV, mental disease, 

and criminal backgrounds. 

In 1986, after 15 years of debate and conflict over immigration policy, the U.S. 

Congress passed the Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA). The legislation 

contains three objectives that focus on different elements of immigration. The first sought 

to increase the costs associated with the employment of illegal immigrants by instituting 

penalties for employers who hired illegal aliens. The second provided an amnesty program 

for certain types of illegal immigrants. The third objective provided increased funding for 

the Border Patrol and the Immigration and Naturalization Service. In many respects, 

IRCA represents a shifting of the burden for preventing unauthorized immigrants from 

working to the people who are seen to be in the best position to screen workers' 

qualifications (Bean et al. 1990), although the policy has a questionable effect on reducing 

the number of unauthorized immigrant workers (Hill and Pearce 1990; Perotti 1993; 

Lowell and Jing 1994; Tichenor 1994). 

The Immigration Act (1990) increased the number of admissions for skilled 

workers and their families members. In 1996, Congress instituted restrictions against alien 

residents who qualify for social security and other government benefits, although the 

breadth of the cutbacks was minimized in the summer of 1997. Recent labor shortages in 

the computer and information technology industries prompted the national government to 
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increase the number of highly skilled immigrants allowed to enter the U.S. Nonetheless, a 

majority of immigrants enter under family reunification provisions. 

The federal and provincial governments share jurisdiction for Canadian 

immigration policy. Since 1991, the Quebec government exercised control over the 

selection of non-refugee immigrants to that province. Canadian immigration policy has 

gone through several distinct stages that parallel the U.S. policy experience. Canada grew 

as a result of immigration from Europe during the late 19th and early 20th centuries. 

The national government sought to exclude Asians by instituting prohibitively 

expensive taxes on their admission. These exclusionary policies remained in place until 

1947. Canada substantially reformed its immigration policy in 1967 when it implemented 

a points system This policy rewards immigrant applicants who meet labor market needs 

based on their education, work experience, official language skills, age, and other criteria. 

Canada also created a new immigrant category for people willing to invest $250,000 in a 

Canadian business, recently increasing this to $350,000. A plurality of Canadian 

immigrants enter under employment provisions. 

The opening up of cross border labor markets is one of the unique developments in 

international migration. The European Union represents the largest cross-national open 

labor market although the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) contains 

several important immigration clauses. The NAFTA immigration provisions focus on the 

highly educated, highly skilled portions of the labor market. Workers who possess the 

necessary educational credentials are permitted to enter the NAFTA nations (Mexico, 

Canada and U.S.) and work without having obtaining typical employment visas. The 
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NAFTA provisions do not allow North Americans to move across borders as freely as 

Europeans but it institutes a novel phase in international labor management. Moreover, 

the dynamics of North American labor markets are bound to evolve, given the likely 

expansion of NAFTA to include several South American countries (Acevedo and 

Espenshade 1992). 

The Flow and Distribution of Immigrants 

In this section of the chapter I describe the annual immigrant population entering 

the U.S. and each state during the 1990s. To begin, the annual number and distribution of 

immigrants entering the U.S. is reported. These data are collected and distributed by the 

Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) in annual statistical reports and the agency's 

World Wide Web site. During the 1990s, the annual authorized immigrant population 

entering the U.S. fluctuated from a low of 720,461 in 1995 to a peak of 880,014 in 1993. 

Table 4.1 shows the number of immigrants and their state of intended residence at the time 

they enter the U.S. during the 1990s. 

The most populated states are the most appealing to immigrants, and it may be that 

some of the factors that influence the choice of domestic migrants also similarly affect 

migrants from outside of the U.S. These states exert a strong influence on natural politics. 

Additionally, the largest immigration population states are characterized by specific 

geographic and infrastructure factors that may reduce the costs for immigrants to enter the 

U.S. New York State shares a border with Canada and it is the principal east coast point 

of entry for people and goods. California and Texas each have a lengthy land border with 
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Mexico. Further, California contains the largest west coast international transportation 

terminus and Florida is located near Cuba and other Caribbean nations. 

Between 1992 and 1996 approximately 59% of U.S. immigrants chose to reside in 

California, New York, Texas and Florida. California remains the most popular destination 

for immigrants, although fewer immigrants have selected it since 1992. In 1992, nearly 

30% of immigrants chose California although its share was 23% in 1995. Even at this 

reduced level, over 150,000 immigrants move to California every year. New York is the 

second largest immigrant destination state and it receives approximately 17% of the annual 

national total. The most striking feature concerning New York's immigration population 

is that it remained relatively stable over time. Texas and Florida each accommodate 

slightly more than 7% of the annual immigrant influx. The percentage of immigrants 

choosing Texas declined since 1993, whereas Florida grew slightly more popular choice 

for newcomers during the same time. New Jersey is the next largest immigrant population 

state accepting approximately 5.5% of the annual total followed by Illinois. Each of the 

remaining states accounts for 2% or less of the annual immigration inflow. 

The U.S. experiences persistent problems with illegal immigration (Passel and 

Woodrow 1987). Although it is difficult to determine, the illegal immigration population 

is estimated between three and four million people and grows by an estimated 200,000 per 

year. Nearly half of the illegal immigrant population resides in California. Most of the 

remaining illegal immigrants are concentrated in New York, Texas, Florida, Illinois, and 

New Jersey (Fernandez and Robinson 1994). Concerns about illegal immigration have 

resulted in a greater percentage of respondents who believe that most immigrants arrived 
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in the U.S. illegally. Further, 75% of California residents believe illegal immigrants should 

not receive assistance under Aid to Families with Dependant Children (Lapinski et al. 

1997). 

Table 4.1. State Distribution of Legal Immigration, 1992-1995 

1992 1993 1994 1995 

Arizona 7771 9778 9141 7700 

California 238281 260090 208498 166482 

Florida 49634 61423 58093 62023 

Illinois 40500 46744 42400 33898 

Maryland 15038 16899 15937 15055 

Massachusetts 20774 25011 22882 20523 

Michigan 13976 14913 12728 14135 

New Jersey 46281 50285 44083 39729 

New York 141296 151209 144354 128406 

Pennsylvania 15989 16964 15971 15065 

Texas 57506 67380 56158 49963 

Virginia 17250 16451 15342 16319 

Washington 15001 17147 18180 15862 

Total 810635 880014 798394 720461 
Source: INS Annual Report various years. Cell entries represent the number of 
immigrants selecting each state during that year. 

One of the controversial aspects associated with U.S. immigration focuses on 

state, county, and local government spending (Beck 1996). These fiscal concerns are 

particularly salient in light of the fact that state and local governments may assume a 

preponderance of the costs and few benefits associated with certain types of immigrants 

such as children and the elderly. A preponderance of contemporary U.S. immigration is 

based on family reunification rather than employment-based skills. As such, it is possible 

that larger immigrant populations may stimulate government spending for assorted social 

welfare programs (Vernez and McCarthy 1997). 
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Despite the sometimes vitriolic debate over the fiscal effects of immigration, it has 

been challenging to effectively estimate the relationship between immigration and state 

spending. I partially address this shortcoming by conducting a regression analysis, pooling 

data from the 1992, 1994, and 1996 Census Bureau's Current Population Survey (CPS). 

Using OLS regression, I estimate the effects of annual per capita immigration on state per 

capita taxation and spending levels in various policy areas. This analysis helps to provide 

a partial assessment of the extent of objective level group conflict by testing the 

relationship between the size of the annual immigrant population, state taxation levels, and 

state government spending. This type of analysis was not used for Canada because the 

issue has not been the subject of much research interest and there are meaningful 

differences in how government spending data are reported. Moreover, the primary focus 

of the study is to examine public opinion in the U.S. 

The Census Bureau collects and distributes data reporting state government per 

capita expenditures in various policy areas. In order to achieve consistency in the 

measurement metric between the independent and dependent variables, the annual number 

of immigrants entering each state is transformed into per capita terms by dividing the 

number of immigrants by each state's population. The absolute size of the per capita 

number of annual immigrants entering U.S. states appears rather small ranging from a high 

of .007 in California to a low of .001 in Virginia. In other words, at most there are seven 

immigrants per 1,000 residents entering any state during the 1990s. The annual per capita 

number of immigrants is regressed on per capita expenditures in seven different policy 

areas including; total spending, taxation, education, welfare, health, police, jails and 
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prisons as the dependent variables. The results of the regression analysis are detailed in 

Table 4.2. 

The coefficient estimates between the annual per capita number of immigrants and 

total spending, welfare expenditures, and jail expenditures are positive, strong and 

statistically significant. The variation (R2) in state per capita spending accounted for by 

the annual per capita number of immigrants is .10 for per capita jail expenditures, and just 

under .30 for per capita welfare expenditures and per capita total spending. 

Other factors not included in the analysis may account for state government 

spending patterns. Immigrants tend to concentrate in the largest states that are 

characterized by large urban centers, high crime rates, low wages and concentrated 

poverty. In fact, the correlation coefficient between Hispanic and Asian county population 

size is positive, and statistically significant (r = .42). This is not to suggest that immigrants 

solely cause all of the undesirable conditions but that many factors including immigrant 

population size may stimulate government spending. 

Table 4.2. Bivariate OLS Models - State Spending as a Function of Immigration Size 

Beta t p level R2 r 

Total Spend .528 3.78 .00 .28 .53 
Taxes PC .293 1.86 .07 .09 .29 
Education PC .116 .715 .48 .01 .12 
Welfare PC .538 3.88 .00 .29 .54 
Health PC -.015 -.096 .92 .00 -.02 
Police PC -.092 -.565 .57 .01 -.09 
Jail PC .326 2.10 .04 .11 .33 
Source: 1992 Bureau of Census Current Population Survey N= 26. 
The independent variable is the per capita number of immigrants entering each state. 
The dependent variable is state per capita spending in different policy areas. 
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This section concludes with a description of the annual number and distribution of 

immigrants entering Canada and its provinces based on data acquired from Citizenship and 

Immigration Canada's annual reports. The absolute volume of the annual immigrant 

population entering Canada is nearly one third the U.S. total. The number of immigrant 

entries peaked in 1993 after having increased every year since 1988. The annual number 

of immigrants entering Canada, and their intended province of destination are reported in 

Table 4.3. 

The distribution of immigrants has been characterized by a concentration of 

immigrants moving to a small number of large provinces. Between 1988 and 1994 

Ontario was the destination of more than 50% of the immigrants entering Canada. British 

Columbia is the second most popular destination for immigrants, having supplanted 

Quebec in the 1990s. 

Table 4.3. Provincial Distribution of Immigration, 1988-1994 

1994 1993 1992 1991 1990 1989 1988 
British Columbia 49086 45712 36698 32023 28723 25335 23004 
Alberta 17986 18567 17689 16985 18944 16211 14025 
Saskatchewan 2253 2403 2510 2451 2361 2142 2223 
Manitoba 4123 4874 5082 5646 6637 6138 5009 
Ontario 117315 134370 138191 118782 113438 104799 88996 
Quebec 28025 44927 48377 51707 40842 34171 25789 
Prince Edward 160 164 151 150 176 159 153 
Island. 
New Brunswick 627 701 754 684 842 905 679 
Nova Scotia 3467 3019 2359 1504 1563 1473 1299 
Newfoundland 566 807 787 641 546 468 408 
Total 223875 255819 252842 230781 214230 192001 161929 
Source: Citizenship and Immigration Canada 1996. 
number of immigrants selecting each province. 

Cell entries represent the annual 
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Immigration Opposition 

Opposition to immigration has been extensively utilized in various survey 

instruments including the ANES, GSS, Gallup polls, and various U.S. media sources. 

Typically, this question asks respondents whether they believe the number of immigrants 

permitted to enter the country should be increased a lot, increased a little, remain the same 

as now, decreased a little, or decreased a lot. 

In the following discussion I focus on the distribution of responses for each 

category in the dependent variable arranged by state residence and group membership. 

Immigration opposition reached its zenith in the 1994 ANES when 67% of the sample 

opts for fewer immigrants. In the 1996 ANES just under 61% of respondents believe that 

immigration levels should be reduced. Tables 4.4 and 4.5 contain the descriptive statistics 

from the 1992 ANES. The first data column contains the proportion of respondents who 

believe the number of immigrants should be increased a lot. Column two contains the 

respondents who favor increasing the number of immigrants a little. The third column 

represents the category for keeping immigration levels at the same level. Columns four 

and five contain the percentage of respondents who believe that immigration levels should 

be decreased a little and a lot. 

Florida has the largest percentage of respondents (57%) who oppose immigration 

followed by Pennsylvania, Arizona and California. Texas, followed by Maryland and 

Michigan respondents convey the most support for maintaining immigration at the same 

level. 
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Table 4.4. State Opposition to Immigration, 1992 ANES 

Increase a lot Increase a little Same Decrease a little Decrease a lot 

Arizona 2.60 2.60 40.26 19.48 35.06 
California 2.16 2.47 42.90 19.44 33.02 

Florida 3.23 4.30 35.48 26.88 30.11 
Illinois 4.88 8.54 43.90 14.63 28.05 
Maryland 6.15 4.62 52.31 21.52 15.38 
Massachusetts 5.06 8.86 46.84 22.78 16.46 

Michigan 6.15 4.62 52.31 21.54 15.38 
New Jersey 1.20 12.05 38.55 24.10 24.10 
New York 5.10 5.10 50.51 21.43 17.86 
Pennsylvania 1.02 7.14 35.71 31.63 24.49 
Texas 4.50 7.21 55.86 16.67 15.77 
Virginia 3.39 7.63 43.22 22.03 23.73 
Washington 2.27 13.64 34.09 22.73 27.27 
Total Sample 2.47 5.53 44.04 24.43 23.53 
Source: 1992 ANES. Cell entries represent the percentage of the valid total. 

Table 4.5. Group Opposition to Immigration, 1992 ANES 

Increase a lot Increase a little Same Decrease a little Decrease a lot 

Conservative 2.59 4.01 42.43 25.36 25.61 
Liberal 2.56 8.09 42.77 24.28 22.96 
Republican 2.79 3.26 42.95 25.74 25.27 
Democrat 2.45 7.26 45.40 21.27 23.62 
Whites 2.26 4.45 42.19 26.29 24.81 
Blacks 2.48 9.50 42.15 19.42 26.45 
Low education 4.41 2.86 45.60 21.81 25.33 
Middle education 1.52 4.62 42.38 25.34 26.14 
High education 2.95 8.46 48.08 22.69 17.82 
Low income 3.05 7.18 42.55 26.75 20.47 
Middle income 2.01 5.18 39.96 24.84 28.01 
High income 2.23 4.96 47.84 24.09 20.85 
Youth 1.65 4.65 44.43 24.49 24.78 
Middle aged 3.26 7.02 43.03 25.23 21.46 
Older 1.98 5.02 44.90 23.74 24.35 
Source: 1992 ANES. Cell entries are percentage of valid total 
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For the most part, there is very little support for increasing immigration. Among 

the political and demographic groups the largest proportion of immigration opposition 

originates from middle income and middle education respondents. High education and 

high income respondents support current immigration levels. Blacks, followed by high 

education respondents are the most supportive of increasing immigration, although no 

more than 12% of any group expresses support for increased immigration. 

GSS DATA 

In this part of the chapter, I discuss the descriptive statistics for opposition to 

immigration in the 1994 GSS data. The GSS administers a series of questions that solicit 

information about immigration policy and immigrants. The first data column in Table 4.6 

contains the percentage of respondents who believe the number of immigrants should be 

increased a lot, and column two contains the respondents who favor increasing the number 

of immigrants a little. The third column represents the category for keeping immigration 

at the current level. Columns four and five contain the percentage of respondents who 

believe that immigration should be reduced a little and a lot. 

Table 4.6 shows that 65% of the respondents opposed immigration. Only 6.3% of 

respondents support increasing the number of immigrants permitted into the U.S. Female 

respondents are slightly more opposed to immigration than males. Republican party 

identifiers offer the most opposition to immigration. Liberal identifiers are the least 

opposed to immigration. Blacks (11%) and low income respondents (8%) are the most 

supportive of increasing immigration levels. 
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Table 4.6. Group-Based Opposition to Immigration, 1994 GSS 

Increase a lot Increase a little Same Decrease a little Decrease a lot 
All 2.51 3.79 28.27 29.13 36.29 
Male 2.36 4.25 28.82 27.24 37.32 
Female 2.62 3.41 27.82 30.71 35.43 
Democrat 2.44 3.51 29.73 29.42 34.91 
Republican 1.54 3.86 24.52 31.47 38.61 
Liberal 2.41 5.61 33.96 26.74 31.28 
Moderate 1.81 2.82 26.81 31.85 36.69 
Conservative 2.47 3.51 25.77 29.07 39.18 
Low income 4.01 4.70 25.61 28.57 37.11 
Middle income 1.34 3.36 30.24 30.51 34.54 
Whites 2.16 2.76 28.53 29.91 36.64 
Blacks 3.30 7.69 23.63 26.92 38.46 
Source: 1994 GSS. Cell entries are percentage of valid total 

1996 CPRS 

The 1996 CPRS asks whether the number of immigrants from foreign countries 

should be increased, decreased, or remain the same. Table 4.7 contains the percentage 

frequencies for this variable. The first data column contains the percentage of valid 

responses that support increased immigration levels. Column two represents support for 

maintaining current immigration levels. Column three presents the level of immigration 

opposition. 

For the entire sample, approximately 54% of the respondents support a decrease in 

the number of immigrants. Just under 9% of the sample support an increase in 

immigration whereas nearly 37% are content with current numbers of immigrants A 

plurality of Newfoundland respondents oppose immigration followed by Ontario, British 
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Columbia and Manitoba. In Table 4.8 opposition to immigration is organized according to 

gender, party identification, education and income. 

The level of support among men and women is relatively equal. Conservative 

party identifiers express the most opposition to immigration followed by Liberal and 

Reform Party identifiers. By a wide margin, New Democratic Party (NDP) identifiers 

provide the most support for increased immigration. Immigration opposition is greater 

among low education respondents compared to higher education respondents. Lower and 

middle income respondents express more opposition to immigration compared to their 

higher income counterparts. 

Table 4.7. Group Opposition to Immigration, 1996 CPRS 

Increase Immigration Same Decrease Immigration 

Men 10.46 34.95 54.60 
Women 7.64 39.12 53.24 
Liberals 8.66 40.43 50.92 
Conservatives 5.99 23.28 70.73 
NDP 23.10 37.66 39.24 
BQ 4.21 46.91 48.88 
Reform 2.21 45.30 52.49 
Low education 5.02 30.08 63.90 
High education 9.46 43.49 47.05 
Low income 2.05 42.82 55.13 
Middle income 5.11 38.14 56.75 
High income 14.92 34.72 50.36 
Source: 1996 CPRS. Cell entries are percentage of valid total. 

Summary 

In this chapter I described the size and distribution of immigrants in the U.S. and 

Canada; second, to examine the effects of immigration population size on state spending in 

the U.S. describe opposition to immigration in the U.S. and Canada. Both countries 
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accept large numbers of immigrants. At the same time, a plurality of Americans and 

Canadians oppose current immigration levels and agreement extends to all of the major 

demographic and political groups. 



CHAPTER 5 

REGRESSION RESULTS 

Overview 

In this chapter, I test the group conflict model as an explanation for immigration 

opposition in four separate regression procedures, including ordinary least squares (OLS) 

regression, logistic regression, multinomial logistic regression and structural equation 

modeling. The model is further tested in subsamples from each of the three data sets. The 

results should be consistent across methods, despite minor variations in the dependent 

variable tested in each method. In the following discussion only variables that showed 

evidence of explanatory power in the preliminary analyses were retained and statistically 

non-significant variables were set aside. It is worth stating that the county level Hispanic 

and Asian population variables did not perform as expected. Only the Asian foreign-born 

variable displayed statistically significant results and they had a small, negative impact on 

immigration opposition. 

OLS Regression 

The OLS regression constitutes a starting point for the empirical analyses. The 

interpretative clarity of OLS coefficient estimates clarifies the relationship between the 

explanatory variables and opposition to immigration. Moreover, the OLS parameter 

estimates serve as baseline estimates that can be compared to the findings from the other 

74 



75 

estimation techniques employed in this chapter. In some instances it may not be 

appropriate to estimate an OLS model with ordinal variables, but OLS regression has 

proven to be robust in many circumstances, especially when there are a minimum of five 

response categories in the dependent variable (Welch and Comer 1988; Bentler and Chou 

1987). Opposition to immigration has five categories in the 1992 ANES and 1994 GSS. 

But the Canadian variable has only three categories and as a result it is not included in the 

OLS testing. 

The individual parameter estimates can be interpreted in the following manner. 

For each one unit increase in an independent variable the dependent variable increases by 

the amount of the regression coefficient estimate. The Beta estimate represents the 

standardized change in the dependent variable for each one unit increase in an independent 

variable. The R2 represents the amount of the dependent variable that is explained by the 

model. 

The multivariate OLS regression results are reported in Tables 5.1 and 5.2. Each 

of the group conflict variables is statistically significant in both models. In the full sample, 

beliefs that Hispanics will change the U.S. culture are the largest followed by beliefs that 

Hispanics will increase unemployment. The standardized Beta estimate indicates that 

cultural concerns increase opposition to immigration by 21%. The model displays a 

reasonable amount of explanatory power, as the R2 is . 19. These two variables alternate as 

the largest in the subsamples. Job related concerns are the largest for conservative and 

Republican identifiers and the estimates for these two groups are larger in general. The 

estimates for the cultural variables are largest for liberals and Democrats. 
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Table 5.1. OLS Regression - Immigration Opposition as a Function of Hispanic Group 
Conflict Variables, 1992 ANES 

Full Whites Conservatives Liberals Republicans Democrats Female Male 

intercept 1.21* 1.26* 1.68* .961* 1.74* 1.28* 1.20* 1.23* 
(.107) (.141) (.318) (.129) (.244) (.170) (.142) (.152) 

Hispanics .149 .166 .086 .193 .111 .217 .152 .149 
taxes .167* .187* .094* .222* .125* .246* .167* .162* 

(.031) (.041) (.048) (.040) (.057) (.054) (.040) (.046) 
Hispanics .213 .194 .224 .204 .213 .150 .217 .213 
jobs .225* .203* .239* .213* .226* .152* .224* .224* 

(.028) (.038) (.046) (.036) (.054) (.049) (.038) (.042) 
Hispanics .189 .160 .163 .196 .127 .195 .201 .248 
culture .254* .220* .221* .264* .176* .255* .260* .033* 

(.018) (.046) (.052) (.041) (.065) (.055) (.043) (.050) 
Ideology .021 .045 -.016 .047 -.049 .039 .039 .021 

.015 .035 -.024 .051 -.043 .028 .026 .003 
(.018) (.023) (.059) (.033) (.040) (.031) (.023) (.027) 

State .029 .032 -.031 .067 .024 .005 .004 .029 
economy .045 .049 -.046 .107 .034 .008 .007 .084 

(.037) (.048) (.057) (.022) (.065) (.067) (.049) (.053) 
Too far .075. .079 .073 .063 .065 .005 .070 .075 

.054* .057* .059* .045* .052* .003 .049* .059* 
(.019) (.025) (.031) (.022) (.037) (.018) (.025) (.027) 

R2 .19 .18 .14 .24 .12 .19 .20 .18 
F 56.66 32.52 15.78 46.26 10.13 19.31 33.32 26.97 
p-value .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 
N 1403 849 615 909 434 511 795 728 
Source: 1992 ANES. * = statistically significant at .05 level. For each independent 
variable the top estimates represent the odds ratio, the second estimate is the 
unstandardized coefficient estimate, and the standard error is enclosed in parentheses. 

The results for the Asian model are slightly different than the Hispanic model. Each of the 

group conflict variables is statistically significant, although beliefs that Asians will harm 

employment are twice as large as the beliefs that Asians will affect culture. The R2 is .16 

and the results are consistent in each in the subgroups. Concerns about employment 
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increase immigration opposition by 25%. This variable remains the largest in each of the 

subsamples. 

Table 5.2. OLS Regression - Immigration Opposition as a Function of Asian Group 
Conflict Variables, 1992 ANES 

Full Whites Conservatives Liberals Republicans Democrats Female Male 

intercept 1.38* 1.21* 1.92* 1.12* 1.65* 1.51* 1.36* 1.41* 
(.103) (.107) (.317) (.130) (.241) (.169) (.144) (.151) 

Asians .107 .148 .077 .124 .087 .187 .098 .115 
taxes .116* .160* .081* .141* .094* .208* .106* .132* 

(.030) (.039) (.047) (.040) (.055) (.055) (.041) (.045) 
Asians .254 .208 .236 .265 .281 .179 .254 .253 
jobs .269* .218* .249* .280* .295* .180* .261* .275* 

(.028) (.037) (.045) (.036) (.051) (.049) (.038) (.042) 
Asians .125 .134 .107 .130 .149 .113 .151 ..094 
culture .160* .174* .134* .169* .184* .142* .190* .123* 

(.031) (.042) (.049) (.040) (.057) (.054) (.042) (.047) 
Ideology .048 .062 -.020 .083 -.032 .045 .055 .040 

.033 .044 -.031 .089 -.028 .032 .037 .030 
(.018) (.024) (.060) (.034) (.040) (.032) (.023) (.027) 

State .037 .025 -.023 .174 .030 .016 .010 .064 
economy .058 .040 -.035 .118 .043 .026 .014* .100 

(.018) (.048) (.058) (.047) (.065) (.067) (.050) (.054) 
Too far .103 .109 .091 .094 .087 .038 .096 .110 

.074* .078* .074* .066* .069* .027 .069 .080* 
(.018) (.025) (.031) (.023) (.037) (.033) (.025) (.027) 

R2 .19 .17 .11 .20 .15 .15 .170 
—v ^ .16 

F 49.30 29.60 12.69 38.14 12.10 14.39 26.55 23.19 
p-value .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 
N 1524 846 615 904 430 510 795 723 
U " U , W . — OIAUAUV/CUXY aigmiiuoin iu .UJ icvei. ror eacn maepenaent 
variable the top estimates represent the odds ratio, the second estimate is the 
unstandardized coefficient estimate, and the standard error is enclosed in parentheses. 
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The results of the 1994 GSS regression analysis parallel the ANES findings and the 

findings are contained in Table 5.3. Beliefs that immigrants push too hard for political 

rights display the largest standardized estimates and this variable increases immigration 

opposition by 25%. Employment concerns are the second largest coefficient estimates. 

Beliefs that immigrants will harm the economy are third largest. The R2 for the model is 

.24. 

Table 5.3. OLS Regression - Immigration Opposition as a Function of Group Conflict 
Variables, 1994 GSS 

Full Whites Liberals Republicans Democrats Female Male 

intercept 1.04 1.01 1.02 .915 1.09 1.05 1.13 
(.131). (.129) (.207) (.188) (.161) (.177) (.202) 

Economy .200 .217 .215 .245 .153 .228 .125 
.277* .244 .259 .288 .166 .262 .131 
(.029) (.032) (.059) (.042) (.041) (.045) (.051) 

Jobs .214 .220 .196 .233 .190 .202 .189 
.301* .299 .273 .324 .264 .284 .257 
(.038) (.040) (.071) (.052) (.005) (.055) (.071) 

Push too hard .232 .226 .188 .239 .234 .216 .287 
.211*) .200 .167 .228 .201 .200 .234 
(.129) (.028) (.050) (.038) (.036) (.039) (.045) 

Special help .068 .059 .093 .015 .116 .029 .135 
.080* .070 .100 .020 .121 .034 .132 
(.032) (.036) (.060) (.051) (.043) (.048) (.052) 

Ideology .001 .001 .004 .020 .006 .060 -.028 
.001 .014 .010 .026 .008 1.05 -.035 

(.031) (.034) (.031) (.046) (.048) (.177) (.062) 
Pseudo R2 .24 .25 .21 .26 .22 .24 .24 
F 76.52 70.07 23.41 45.04 33.14 36.78 21.74 
p-value .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 
N 1238 1036 353 636 589 583 335 
Source: 1994 GSS. * = statistically significant at .05 level. For each independent variable 
the top estimates represent the odds ratio, the second estimate is the unstandardized 
coefficient estimate, and the standard error is enclosed in parentheses. 
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Unfortunately, the 1994 GSS does not contain a question relating to the cultural effects of 

immigrants but the importance of job concerns is similar in both samples. 

Logistic Regression Analysis 

The dependent variable in the logistic regression analysis is operationalized by 

collapsing immigration policy support into a dichotomous variable. The resulting 

dependent variable specifically focuses on opposition to immigration. Responses that 

select decreasing immigration levels "a little" or "a lot" are coded one, and all other 

responses are coded zero. The logistic regression models are estimated in the full 1992 

ANES sample and eight subgroups consisting of whites, self-identified liberals, 

Democratic party identifiers, conservatives, Republican party identifiers, men, and women. 

The individual parameter estimates can be interpreted in the following manner. 

For each one unit increase in the independent variable the dependent variable increases by 

the amount of the regression coefficient estimate. The Z statistic and associated 

probability level allows one to test the hypothesis that the effects of the independent 

variables equal zero. The logistic regression odds ratio statistic represents the odds that 

the dependent variable will be selected for each one unit increase in an independent 

variable. 

In Table 5.4 the results of the multivariate logistic regression analysis correspond to 

the OLS results. Beliefs that Hispanics will harm the U.S. culture are positive, statistically 

significant in each of the subsamples and account for a 25% increase in opposition to 

immigration. 
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Table 5.4. Logistic Models - Immigration Opposition as a Function of Hispanic Group 
Conflict Variables, 1992 ANES 

Full Whites Conservatives Liberals Republicans Democrats Female Male 

intercept -3.14* -2.66* -.590 -4.20* -.720 -4.13* -2.84* -3.44* 
(-.459) (.651) (1.47) (.637) (.982) (.775) (.691) (.627) 

Hispanics 1.46 1.39 1.20 1.70 .951 2.06 1.43 1.51 
taxes .395* .310 .260 .532 .101 .684 .363 .432 

(.133) (.189) (.214) (.186) (.237) (.230) (.179) (.201) 
Hispanics 1.91 1.93 1.73 2.10 1.49 1.73 1.83 2.03 
jobs .709* .694* .533* .744* .443 .612* .685* .751* 

(.128) (.184) (.213) (.167) (.231) (.208) (.184) (.182) 
Hispanics 2.37 2.47 2.15 2.46 1.76 2.58 2.53 2.21 
culture .914* .773* .776* .907* .717* .976* .891* .947* 

(.137) (.198) (.220) (.183) (.270) (.222) (.192) (.199) 
Ideology 1.50 1.16 .895 1.46 .900 1.46 1.20 1.09 

.149 .184 -.073 .386* -.083 .398* .200 .076 
(.077) (.107) (.273) (.145) (.181) (.136) (.107) (.115) 

State 1.36 1.38 .785 1.85 1.24 1.62 1.22 1.53 
economy .256 .324 -.335 .612* .313 .349 .042 .462 

(.153) (.210) (.283) (.203) (.270) (.255) (.227) (.213) 
Too far 1.25 1.22 1.18 1.25 1.09 1.07 1.92 1.32 

.237* .203 .200 .227 .093 .149 .225 .279 
(.084) (.115) (.145) (.105) (.163) (-146) (.119) (.121) 

Pseudo R2 .21 .21 .11 .28 .05 .27 .20 .22 
LLR 620.33 332.75 235.79 352.43 179.85 224.7 303.77 314.01 
p-value .00 .00 .00 .00 .01 .00 .00 .00 
x2 186.72 143.03 32.87 139.19 16.44 91.31 83.19 105.87 
N 907 802 365 513 269 285 444 463 
Source: 1992 ANES. * = statistically significant at .05 level. For each independent 
variable the top estimates represent the odds ratio, the second estimate is the 
unstandardized coefficient estimate, and the standard error is enclosed in parentheses. 

The parameter estimates for beliefs that Hispanics will increase unemployment are 

statistically significant in each of the subgroups except Republican identifiers. The 

coefficient estimates for beliefs that Hispanics will cause taxes to increase are modest. 

The coefficient estimates for beliefs that society has gone too far in pushing equal rights 
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are statistically significant in the full sample, males, and liberals. The pseudo R2 is .21 and 

the correlation coefficient between the observed and predicted dependent variable ranges 

from .22 to .58. 

Table 5.5 contains the results of the logit regression analysis using the Asian group 

conflict variables and they are nearly the same as the Hispanic estimates. The parameter 

estimates for beliefs that Asians will increase unemployment are positive, statistically 

significant, larger than any of the other estimates. The coefficient estimates for this 

variable are not statistically significant in the Democratic party sample. The parameter 

estimates for beliefs that Asians will harm the culture are the second largest. The 

parameter estimates for beliefs that society has gone too far in pushing equal rights are not 

statistically significant in the conservative, liberal, and Democrat subgroups. The pseudo 

R2 for the model is .18. The correlations between the dependent variable and the 

predicted dependent variable range from a low of .23 in the conservative subgroup to a 

high of .56 in the liberal identifiers subsample. 

The results for the 1994 GSS logistic analysis are shown in Table 5.6 and they 

reinforce the findings from the ANES. The parameter estimates for beliefs that 

immigrants promote unemployment are positive and the largest. The coefficient estimates 

for beliefs that immigrants will harm the U.S. economy are the next largest. The parameter 

estimates for beliefs that immigrants push too hard for political rights are statistically 

significant and positive in the full sample. The pseudo R2 is .19. The correlation 

coefficient estimates between the observed dependent variable and the predicted 

dependent variable range from .40 to .56. 
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Table 5.5. Logistic Models - Immigration Opposition as a Function of Asian Group 
Conflict Variables, 1992 ANES 

Full Whites Conservatives Liberals Republicans Democrats Female Male 

intercept 2.36* -2.16* 1.04 -3.68* -.150 -2.95* 2.06* -2.71* 
(.451) (.651) (1.43) (.608) (1.09) (.734) (.633) (.660) 

Asians 1.40 1.37 1.16 1.60 .949 2.33 1.27 1.61 
taxes .337* .445* .159 .473 -.054 .853* .248 .473 

(.133) (.183) (.210) (.179) (.243) (.251) (.187) (.193) 
Asians 1.95 1.97 1.74 2.17 1.81 1.34 1.79 2.20 
jobs .676* .573* .564* .783* .592* .307* .583 .794 

(.124) (.178) (.204) (.166) (.237) (.199) (.177) (.180) 
Asians 1.66 1.55 1.34 1.85 1.90 1.67 1.77 1.57 
culture .517* .531* .298 .612* .641* .511* .572 .455 

(.131) (.188) (.211) (.174) (.253) (.214) (.182) (.190) 
Ideology 1.21 1.23 .821 1.53 .887 1.42 1.21 1.21 

.192 .221 -.201 .432* -.123 .357* .197 .191 
(.077) (.107) (.272) (.142) (.198) (.134) (.104) (.115) 

State 1.45 1.41 .825 1.92 1.26 1.58 1.32 1.21 
economy .372* .347 -.198 .651 .231 .462* .273 .459 

(.153) (.210) (.274) (.199) (.296) (.252) (.218) (.222) 
Too far 1.34 1.32 1.24 1.37 1.16 1.22 1.27 1.43 

.299* .248* .227 .317* .152 .204 .241 .362* 
(.082) (.114) (.142) (.103) (.176) (.137) (.114) (.118) 

Pseudo 
R2 

.18 .17 .08 .25 .08 .22 .03 .20 

LLR 627.88 333.10 247.47 363.23 162.93 223.80 313.44 310.84 
p-value .00 .00 .00 .00 .02 .00 .00 .00 
x2 133.94 113.96 20.47 123.38 14.74 61.88 83.19 79.45 
N 870 521 365 508 260 305 426 445 

variable the top estimates represent the odds ratio, the second estimate is the 
unstandardized coefficient estimate, and the standard error is enclosed in parentheses. 

A multivariate model is tested in the 1996 CPRS and the results can be found in 

Table 5.7. The results are consistent with the previous analyses that find employment 

factors are the strongest influence on opposition to immigration. In each of the sample 
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groups, the parameter estimates are largest for beliefs that immigrants will take away jobs. 

Table 5.6. Logistic Models - Immigration Opposition as a Function of Group Conflict 
Variables, 1994 GSS 

Full Whites Liberals Republicans Democrats Female Male 

intercept -1.89* -1.15 -1.89* -1.40 -2.42* -1.18 -2.47* 
(.698) (.856) (.698) (1.30) (.993) (.985) (1.04) 

Economy 1.92 2.24 2.02 2.31 1.88 2.22 1.96 
.731 .763 .737 .973 .662 .683 .805 

(.141) (.170) (.141) (.251) (.219) (.203) (.207) 
Jobs 2.06 2.14 2.25 2.16 2.13 2.07 2.24 

.790 .776 .792 .673 .825 .784 .734 
(.158) (.187) (.158) (.290) (.251) (.218) (.237) 

National .726 .687 1.10 .838 .728 .934 .717 
unity -.244 -.327 -.244 -.158 -.208 -.407 -.503 

(.148) (.179) (.148) (.281) (.227) (.206) (.223) 
Push too 1.25 1.35 1.03 1.20 1.32 1.39 1.20 
hard .277 .216 .272 .234 .344 .231 .336 

(.129) (.160) (.129) (.227) (.190) (.183) (.184) 
Special help 1.42 1.22 1.46 1.28 1.57 1.23 1.47 

.313* .227 .317 .197 .413* .397 .201 
(.146) (.190) (.146) (.299) (.199) (.200) (.218) 

Ideology 1.23 1.25 1.00 1.19 .953 1.31 .848 
.068 .145 .061 .187 .043 -.143 .286 

(.163) (.201) (.163) (.282) (.260) (.985) (.235) 
Pseudo R2 .19 .18 .14 .19 .20 .21 .18 
LLR 424.84 295.11 424.84 149.41 185.26 218.13 200.61 
JC2 52.43 50.57 25.61 56.56 51.26 53.38 50.27 
p-value .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 
N 902 733 230 349 414 466 417 
Source: 1994 GSS. * = statistically significant at .05 level. For each independent variable 
the top estimates represent the odds ratio, the second estimate is the unstandardized 
coefficient estimate, and the standard error is enclosed in parentheses. 

The estimates for these two variables are exceptionally large. The parameter 

estimates for ideology are not statistically significant in any of the sub groups. The pseudo 

R2 of .72 suggests that these factors account for a fair amount of the variation. The 
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correlation coefficients between the observed dependent variable and the predicted 

dependent variables vary between .80 and .89 suggesting some validity in the model's 

specification. 

Table 5.7. Logistic Regression - Immigration Opposition as a Function of Group Conflict 
Variables, 1996 CPRS 

Whole English Liberals Male P.C. Reform French 

intercept -1.70* -2.23 -2.11 -.743 -1.32 .967 .238 

(.830) (1.17) (1.25) (.942) (4.29) (1.85) (1.67) 

Taxes 4.07 5.99 3.08 8.65 7.57 4.93 3.87 
1.08 1.42 1.30 1.18 1.65 1.59 1.22 

(.615) (.777) (.892) (.839) (1.24) (1.35) (1.27) 

Jobs 34.24 24.66 25.84 25.41 19.23 16.29 14.73 
3.86* 3.52* 2.98* 3.86* 2.96 (1.98) (1.72) 

(1.10) (1.22) (1.13) (1.15) (1.81) (1.33) (1.17) 

Economy 13.67 21.68 8.26 21.28 462.22 6.13 5.91 
2.34* 3.37* 2.76* 3.20* 6.14* 1.81 1.78 

(.498) (.770) (.743) (.727) (2.41) (.762) (.662) 

Culture 6.23 5.53 6.77 4.16 77.65 8.72 7.07 
1.95* 1.84* 1.28 .880 4.35* 2.17 1.96 
(.557) (.706) (.686) (.721) (3.53) (1.24) (.926) 

Quebec culture 5.58 3.67 5.84 3.54 6.34* 5.65 8.10 
2.10* 1.78 1.70 1.45 1.85 1.73 2.09* 
(.589) (.968) (.911) (.750) (2.45) (.762) (.708) 

Ideology 1.22 1.31 1.26 1.08 3.76 1.06 1.05 
.270 .418 .295 .050 1.32 .058 .046 

(.164) (.244) (.292) (.201) (.728) (.264) (.227) 

Pseudo R2 .72 .75 .70 .72 .86 .55 .52 

LLR 139.33 71.30 74.62 87.11 -6.50 -26.15 -36.22 
p-value .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 
x2 383.13 272.61 1338.07 218.89 81.17 63.09 77.86 
N 587 502 517 428 72 91 117 
Source: 1996 Post Referendum Survey. * = statistically significant at .05 level. For each 
independent variable the top estimates represent the odds ratio, the second estimate is the 
unstandardized coefficient estimate, and the standard error is enclosed in parentheses. 
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Multinomial Logistic Regression 

In the ensuing portion of the analysis, I estimate the effects of the group conflict 

model on immigration policy support in a series of multinomial logistic regression models. 

This estimation technique produces a substantial volume of output that fundamentally 

resembles the output from a logistic regression model. Thus, the following models are 

estimated in the full sample from each data set. 

The model goodness of fit x2 statistic and probability level test the hypothesis that 

the effects on independent variable equals zero. The pseudo R2 describes the model's 

explanatory power; it ranges between zero and one. Multinomial logistic regression 

output also includes relative risk ratios for each variable. These parameter estimates 

represent the odds of the dependent variable being selected for each one unit increase in 

the independent variable. The multinomial logistic regression tables can be read in the 

same way as the logistic regression tables presented earlier. The additional statistical 

output provides information that helps to evaluate whether a dependent variable response 

arrangement performs in an predictable manner. Thus, in this context the size of the 

parameter estimates should be smallest for the immigration support and increase for 

immigration opposition. 

Table 5.8 contains the results of the Hispanic group conflict variables and Table 

5.9 contains the Asian group conflict variables. The absolute size of the coefficient 

estimates are very close for both versions of the model. However, the most powerful 

explanatory variables are different. Each of the group conflict variables has a positive 

statistically significant relationship on both categories of immigration opposition. The 
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results also indicate that there is greater consistency concerning the effects of Hispanic 

immigrants. 

Beliefs that Asians will increase unemployment have the largest effects in terms of 

increasing the odds of opposing immigration. The effects of the tax and culture indicators 

are much smaller in the Asian model. Beliefs that Hispanics will increase unemployment 

or harm the culture increase the odds of opposing immigration by 95%. The coefficient 

estimates are larger for decreasing immigration "a lot" for each of the group conflict 

variables. Beliefs that society has gone too far in promoting equal rights display positive, 

statistically significant coefficient parameter estimates for both categories of decreased 

immigration although they are smaller than the group conflict variables. The pseudo R2 is 

.08 for the Asian model and .09 for the Hispanic model. These statistics suggest that the 

models do not explain as much as the dichotomous would partially predict support for the 

same number of immigrants. 

In the next section I employ the explanatory variables from the 1994 GSS in a 

multivariate multinomial logistic regression model and Table 5.10 contains the results. As 

in the ANES portion of the analysis the dependent variable comparison category is 

support for the same number of immigrants. Each of the group conflict variables displays 

statistically significant effects on selecting decreased immigration. The coefficient 

estimates are largest for decreasing immigration "a lot," followed by decreasing 

immigration "a little." The results are consistent with the previous analyses. 

The 1994 GSS includes a question that sheds light on a political component of 

threat. Beliefs that immigrants push too hard for political rights display the largest 
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parameter estimates on opposition to immigration although job concerns are nearly the 

same size. The political rights variable reflects concerns about the acquisition of political 

power. Perceptions that immigrants will reduce the number of jobs reveal the next largest 

coefficient estimates. Beliefs that immigrants will harm the economy display the next 

largest estimates and thepseudo R2 for the model is .13. 

Table 5.8. Multinomial Logistic Model - Immigration Opposition as a Function of 
Hispanic Group Conflict Variables, 1992 ANES 

Increase a lot Increase a little Decrease a little Decrease a lot 

intercept -1.64* -.012* -2.80* -4.47* 
(.652) (.437) (.329) (.388) 

Hispanics taxes 1.08 .971 1.31 1.80 
.077 -.029 .270* .590* 

(.211) (.148) (.088) (.099) 
Hispanicsjobs .909 .900 1.46 1.95 

-.094 -.104 .382* .672* 
(.202) (.143) (.082) (.092) 

Hispanics culture .819 .665 1.58 1.95 
-.198 -.406* .458* .670* 
(.212) (.145) (.098) (.111) 

Ideology .840 .843 .967 .970 
-.174 -.170 -.033 -.029 
(.122) (.084) (.051) (.056) 

State economy .792 .822 1.13 .992 
-.232 .195 .127 -.007 
(.237) (.168) (.283) (.115) 

Too far 1.09 .863 1.14 1.16 
.091 -.146 .131* .155* 

(.128) (.093) (.052) (.058) 
Pseudo R2 .09 
LLR -1826.85 
p-value .00 
x2 377.88 
N 1524 
Source: 1992 ANES. 'Same' category is the comparison group. * = statistically significant 
at .05 level. For each independent variable the top row represent the relative risk ratio, the 
second row is the unstandardized coefficient estimate, and the standard error is enclosed in 
parentheses. 
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Table 5.9. Multinomial Logistic Model - Immigration Opposition as a Function of Asian 
Group Conflict Variables, 1992 ANES 

Increase a lot Increase a little Decrease a little Decrease a lot 

intercept -1.59* -.243 -2.38* -3.83* 
(.645) (.442) (.315) (.366) 

Asians taxes 1.16 .885 1.26 1.42 
.150 -.121 .237* .354* 

(.210) (.153) (.085) (.092) 
Asians jobs .773 .969 1.50 2.22 

-.256 -.030 .407* .799* 
(.201) (.153) (.080) (.091) 

Asians culture .851 .797 1.29 1.52 
-.160 -.226 .259* .421* 
(.208) (.143) (.089) (.100) 

Ideology .866 .827 .997 1.03 
-.143 -.188* -.002 .031 
(.122) (.084) (.050) (.055) 

State economy .753 .811 1.13 1.02 
-.283 -.208 .126 .027 
(.236) (.168) (.105) (.113) 

Too far 1.07 .845 1.17 1.22 
.072 -.167 .160* .198* 

(.127) (.092) (.052) (.057) 
Pseudo R2 .08 
LLR 627.88 
p-value .00 
x2 312.54 
N 1519 
Source: 1992 ANES. 'Same' category is the comparison group. * = statistically significant 
at .05 level. For each independent variable the top row represent the relative risk ratio, the 
second row is the unstandardized coefficient estimate, and the standard error is enclosed in 
parentheses. 
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Table 5.10. Multinomial Logistic Model - Immigration Opposition as a Function of 
Hispanic Group Conflict Variables, 1994 GSS 

Increase a lot Increase a little Decrease a little Decrease a lot 

intercept -1.99* -.475* -1.97* -4.70* 
(.938) (.724) (.455) (.536) 

Economy .785 .774 1.40 1.84 
-.241 -.255 .337* .614* 

(.211) (.182) (.094) (.097) 

Jobs .928 .718 1.44 2.13 

i ©
 4^
 

-.330 .368* .758* 
(.254) (.192) (.115) (.132) 

Push too hard 1.35* 1.29 1.37 2.15 
.304 .257 .318* .767* 

(.192) (.160) (.082) (.092) 
Special help .868 .718 1.06 1.15 

-.141 -.330 .066 .142 
(.211) (.166) (.097) (.109) 

Ideology .893 .881 1.03 1.13 
-.152 -.215 .091 .126 
(.209) (.198) (119) (.127) 

Pseudo R2 .13 
LLR -1409.54 
x2 426.50 
p-value .00 
N 1242 
Source: 1994 GSS. 'Same' category is the comparison group. * = statistically significant 
at .05 level. For each independent variable the top row represent the relative risk ratio, the 
second row is the unstandardized coefficient estimate, and the standard error is enclosed in 
parentheses. 

I estimate the group conflict variables in a multivariate multinomial logistic 

regression model using the 1996 CPRS. The parameter estimates for each of the group 

conflict variables are positive and statistically significant on opposition to immigration. 

Additionally, the parameter estimates are negative and statistically significant for increased 
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immigration. In Table 5.11 the results the group conflict variables are statistically 

significant. Concerns about the cultural effects and employment effects of immigrants are 

the largest although cultural concerns are substantially larger than employment related 

factors. The model displays a moderate level of explanatory power as revealed by the .30 

R2. 

Table 5.11. Multinomial Logistic Model - Immigration Opposition as a Function of 
Group Conflict Variables, 1996 CPRS 

Increase Decrease 

intercept -.487* 2.13* 
(.123) (.159) 

Jobs .094 2.83 
-2.36* 1.04* 
(.729) (.151) 

Taxes .349 1.60 
-1.05* .475* 
(.455) (.155) 

Economy .217 2.39 
-1.52* .872* 
(.375) (.173) 

Culture All 4.44 
-.738 1.49* 
(.384) (.153) 

Quebec culture .433 1.66 
-.836* .509* 
(.334) (.154) 

Pseudo R2 .30 
LLR -880.82 
p level .00 
x2 769.93 
N 1362 
Source: 1996 CPRS. 'Same' category is the comparison group. * = statistically significant 
at .05 level. For each independent variable the top row represent the relative risk ratio, the 
second row is the unstandardized coefficient estimate, and the standard error is enclosed in 
parentheses. 
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Structural Equation Modeling 

In order to develop and test a group conflict model, I test the 1992 ANES items 

with explanatory factory analysis followed by confirmatory factor analysis. The analysis 

culminates by testing a group conflict model in a structural equation model. I hypothesize 

that the eight group conflict variables in the 1992 ANES should result in three distinct 

group conflict dimensions. 

The results of the exploratory factor analysis, utilizing principal components 

method (varimax rotated) suggest three factors that correspond to the initially 

hypothesized structure and explain 66% of the variance. The first factor corresponds to 

the group interests dimension, with the four question items that relate to respondents 

concerns about Hispanics and Asians reducing the number of jobs and increasing taxes. 

Perceptions that increasing numbers of Asians and Hispanics will not improve the U.S. 

culture load on the second factor. The Hispanic and Asian thermometer ratings make up 

the third factor. In each dimension, the factor loadings are greater for items relating to 

perceptions about Hispanic immigrants. 

The measurement component of a structural equation model is first tested with 

confirmatory factor analysis. The initial model is specified as a three factor model loading 

on eight observed variables. I initially test the model in the sample of respondents who 

identify themselves as white or black. The first analysis results in ax2 of 110.44 {p = .00 

df= 19) and an adjusted goodness-of-fit index (AGFI) of .92. In structural equation 

modeling, contrary to most statistical analyses, a small statistically insignificant x2 is 

desirable in that it suggests that the model represents a plausible fit in the data. 
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Accordingly, the results for this specification of the group conflict model suggest a poor 

fit and it should be modified. Allowing the error terms for beliefs that increasing numbers 

of Hispanics and Asians will cause higher taxes to correlate results in substantial 

improvement in model fit, as indicated by the small statistically insignificant chi square (x2 

= 15.38 p = .49 AGFI = .96). The factor loadings between the latent variables and the 

observed variables are strong, statistically significant and signed in the anticipated 

direction. 

A three factor model is tested in the full sample, males, females, liberals, 

conservatives, Republican party identifiers, and Democratic party identifiers. The 

goodness of fit statistics do not provide any statistical justification to reject the three 

factor group conflict model. The individual parameter estimates are statistically 

significant in each of the sample groups. 

The parameter estimates for beliefs about Asian and Hispanic impact on the 

employment situation are the largest for the group interests factor. Beliefs that Hispanics 

will harm U.S. culture display the largest parameter estimates, and none of them are less 

than .89. Hispanic thermometer ratings display the largest parameter estimates, and none 

are less than .88 in any of the sample groups. In the structural component of the CFA 

model, all of the parameter estimates are statistically significant in each of the sample sub 

groups, and the estimates for the error terms are small and not statistically significant in 

any of the sample groups. 

In the next part of the analysis, the structural form of the group conflict factor 

model is estimated as an explanation for immigration policy beliefs in a structural equation 
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model and the results are contained in Tables 5.12-5.15. The structural equation model 

generates parameter estimates for the structural and measurement portions of the model. 

Each of the parameter estimates are statistically significant and signed in the hypothesized 

direction. Additionally, none of the parameter estimates fell beyond acceptable bounds. 

However, the overall fit of the model (x2 = 4.42 p >.05 AGFI = .84 RMSEA = .09) does 

not suggest an acceptable fit. The residuals indicate that the model might be improved by 

freeing the error terms between the variables. After several modifications the model 

achieved an acceptable fit (x2 - 33.64p = .14 AGFI = .95 RMSEA .03). All 

measurement parameters in the resulting model are statistically significant. No further 

modifications were suggested by the residuals. 

The chi square for the full sample is above the .05 level and provides evidence of 

adequate model fit. The probability levels associated with the reported x2 values fall in the 

acceptable range. Nonetheless, the RMSEA 90% confidence interval upper limit estimates 

are below the .05 level. Despite the acceptable model fit statistics some of the parameter 

estimates suggest problems in the model. 

The coefficient estimates for the Hispanic and Asian thermometer evaluations 

display negative signs and positive signs in several subgroups. The standard errors for 

these estimates are nonsensical. Furthermore, the logistic regression analysis indicates that 

the relationship between thermometer ratings and immigration opposition is weak. As 

such, I drop both variables from the analysis. The results of the modified model contained 

in Table 5.16 - 5.19 suggest that the alternative specification may be suitable. The 

goodness of fit statistics for the first permutation of the model are not acceptable (x2 = 
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96.64 p >.05 AGFI = .92 RMSEA = .08). After several modifications a satisfactory 

model results (x2 = 12.46 p = .33 AGFI = .98 RMSEA = .01). The measurement 

parameters in the final model are statistically significant and fall within acceptable bounds. 

The RMSEA point and upper 90% confidence interval estimates fall within 

acceptable bounds. After each model modification, the RMSEA point estimate declines. 

The individual parameter estimates are appropriate in that none are above one and there 

are no negative or zero error variances. Furthermore, each of the estimates is statistically 

significant and signed in the anticipated direction. The standard errors are consistent, do 

not bounce around erratically, and are not exceptionally large. The largest parameter 

estimates are for beliefs that Hispanics and Asians will harm jobs. Although there are 

several correlated error terms, the estimates for these freed parameters are the smallest in 

the estimated model. The estimates in the structural component of the model are 

reasonably strong. 

I test the final model in the full sample and several subsamples. The model does 

not fare well as the x2 is statistically significant, suggesting that the model does not fit the 

data. At the same time, the RMSEA 90% upper limit estimate is below the .05 level and 

the AGFI is .99. It is possible that the increase in x2 is partially a result of the larger 

sample size. The goodness of fit x2 statistics range between 10.31 and 14.06 and the 

probability levels fall in the appropriate non significant range indicating that the 

hypothesized model performs adequately. The estimates for concerns about the impact of 

Hispanics and Asians on the job situation are the largest in each of the sample groups and 

range between .85 to .91. These results fall in the direction of the previous regression 
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analyses and provides further evidence concerning the importance of economic beliefs. 

Compared to the other explanatory variables the group conflict indicators are superior. 

Table 5.12. Baseline Structural Equation Group Conflict Model, 1992 ANES 

Full Whites Liberals Conservatives 
Hispanics taxes <- Interests .591* .591* .593* .621* 

(.042) (.041) (.042) (.042) 
Asians taxes <- Interests .619* .620* .624* .650* 

(.043) (.042) (.043) (.043) 
Hispanics jobs <- Interests .839* .842* .835* .843* 

(.026) (.026) (.027) (.027) 
Asians jobs <- Interests .864* .858* .856* .844* 

(.028) (.027) (.029) (.031) 
Hispanics culture <- Standing .752* .718* .729* .742* 

(.083) (.081) (.073) (.083) 
Asians culture <- Standing .600* .653* .651* .660* 

(.065) (.072) (.065) (.068) 
Asians thermometer <- Threat .203* -.193* .194* -.200* 

(.057) (.057) (.058) (.059) 
Hispanics thermometer <- Threat .352* -.323* .329* -.338* 

(.059) (.058) (.059) (0.06) 
Immigration Opposition <- Immview .622* .621* .612* .564* 

(.069) (.070) (.070) (.071) 
Immigrant thermometer <- Immview .384* .387* .385* .381* 

(.055) (.054) (.056) (.058) 
Interests -> Standing .317* .308* .343* .357* 

(.075) (.074) (.074) (.075) 
Interests -> Threat .647* .634* .638* -.680* 

(.112) (.109) (.110) (.108) 
Standing -> Threat .514* .473* .448* -.415* 

(.105) (.103) (.104) (.100) 
Threat -> Immview .847* .912* .916* -.971* 

(.099) (.105) (.105) (.111) 
Source: 1992 ANES. * = statistically significant at .05 level. 
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Table 5.13. Baseline Structural Equation Group Conflict Model, 1992 ANES 

Female Male Republicans Democrats 

Hispanics taxes <- Interests .586* .616* .559* .598* 
(.043) (.040) (.040) (.041) 

Asians taxes <- Interests .609* .654* .603* .635* 
(.045) (.041) (.040) (.042) 

Hispanics jobs <- Interests .835* .848* .838* .856* 
(.028) (.025) (.025) (.025) 

Asians jobs <- Interests .845* .856* .848* .862* 
(.030) (.029) (.029) (.028) 

Hispanics culture <- Standing .751* .724* .735* .769* 
(.076) (.081) (.075) (.084) 

Asians culture <- Standing .636* .676* .624* .620* 
(.066) (.073) (.065) (.071) 

Asians thermometer <- Threat .196* -.196* .184* .165* 
(.060) (.058) (.054) (.058) 

Hispanics thermometer <- Threat .751 -.317 .322* .307* 
(.076) (.058) (.055) (.059) 

Immigration Opposition <- Immview .580* .611* .598* .586* 
(.066) (.077) (.062) (.074) 

Immigrant thermometer <- Immview .403* 361* .390* .362* 
(.056) (.057) (.052) (.056) 

Interests -> Standing .340* .355* .292* .302* 
(.075) (.073) (.068) (.075) 

Interests -> Threat .633* -.699* .616* .661* 
(.105) (.118) (.101) (.118) 

Standing -> Threat .459* -.360* .467* .421* 
(.101) (.102) (.096) (.106) 

Threat -> Immview .933* -.920* .896* .929* 
(.104) (.113) (.102) (.120) 

Source: 1992 ANES. * = statistically significant at .05 level. 

One method to foster confidence in a model is to test reasonable alternatives. I 

test five additional SEM models, and only a one factor model variable loading on six 

observed indicators shows promise. This model displays acceptable goodness of fit 
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statistics (x2 = 11.16 p =10 AGFI = .98 RMSEA = .03). The parameter estimates follow 

slightly different patterns than I observed in the two factor model. Beliefs that Asians will 

cause higher taxes possess the largest estimates. However, the estimates for the cultural 

effects of Hispanics and Asians are smaller than the other estimates. A single factor model 

would be useful from a modeling perspective, but it would not be consistent with the 

expectations generated by the group conflict theory. However, it is difficult to concisely 

capture the complex elements of the group conflict dimensions. It may be important to 

develop research designs that do not rely on individual surveys. 

Table 5.14. Baseline Structural Equation Model Goodness of Fit Statistics 

Full Whites Liberals Conservatives 

x2 31.67 30.47 29.64 36.237 

p level .20 .23 .28 .09 

GFI .979 .979 .979 .973 

AGFI .955 .955 .956 .943 

ECVI .201 .209 .211 .245 

RMSEA .022 .028 .018 .032 

LOW 90% CI rmsea .000 .000 .000 .000 

HIGH 90% CI rmsea .045 .45 .044 .054 

Table 5.15. Baseline Structural Equation Model Goodness of Fit Statistics 

Female Male Republicans Democrats 

x2 
30.77 35.81 39.269 38.739 

p level .24 .09 .05 .05 

GFI .978 .975 .978 .974 

AGFI .954 .946 .953 .944 
ECVI .216 .229 .185 .228 
RMSEA .021 .03 .031 .034 
LOW 90% CI rmsea .00 .00 .004 .000 
HIGH 90% CI rmsea .046 .052 .05 .055 
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Table 5.16. Modified Structural Equation Group Conflict Model, 1992 ANES 

Full Whites Liberals Conservatives 

Hispanics taxes <-Interests 533* .513* .510* .524* 
(.025) (.033) (.034) (.034) 

Asians taxes <- Interests .554* .561* .559* .556* 
(.025) (.032) (.033) (.034) 

Hispanics jobs <- Interests .885* .894* .896* .905* 
(.016) (.021) (.020) (.027) 

Asians jobs <- Interests .834* .828* .832* .816* 
(.017) (.021) (.021) (.023) 

Hispanics culture <- Standing .831* .787* .763* .755* 
(.052) (.072) (.067) (.071) 

Asians culture <- Standing .563* .568* .587* .577* 
(.039) (.055) (.054) (.056) 

Immigration opposition <- Immview .637* .663* .669* .652* 
(.040) (.049) (.050) (.051) 

Immigrant thermometer <- Immview .433* .465* .587* .483* 
(.033) (.041) (.067) (.042) 

Interests -> Standing .288 .269 .309 .305 
(.039) (.052) (.052) (.054) 

Interests -> Immview .382* .451* .353* .383* 
(.051) (.054) (.065) (.066) 

Hispanics taxes <- Interests .465* .451* .441* .431* 
(.045) (.054) (.056) (.057) 

Source: 1992 ANES. * = statistically significant at .05 level. 

Table 5.17. Modified Structural Equation Model Goodness of Fit Statistics 

Full Whites Liberals Conservatives 

x2 24.69 12.46 10.31 11.07 
p level .01 .33 .50 .45 
GFI .994 .995 .996 .995 
AGFI .981 .984 .986 .984 
ECVI .056 .076 .079 .085 
RMSEA .030 .013 .000 .003 
LOW 90% CI rmsea .014 .000 .000 .000 
HIGH 90% CI rmsea .047 .040 .036 .039 
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Table 5.18. Modified Structural Equation Group Conflict Model, 1992 ANES 

Female Male Republicans Democrats 

Hispanics taxes <- Interests .508* .524* .523* .509* 
(.034) (.033) (.035) (.033) 

Asians taxes <- Interests .544* .573* .554* .556* 
(.034) (.032) (.035) (.033) 

Hispanics jobs <- Interests .899* .899* .905* .903* 
(.021) (.020) (.021) (.020) 

Asians jobs <- Interests .816* .830* .816* .830* 
(.023) (.022) (.023) (.022) 

Hispanics culture <- Standing .773* .776* .763* .803* 
(.069) (.072) (.069) (.075) 

Asians culture <- Standing .576* .570* .574* .569* 
(.054) (.056) (.055) (.056) 

Immigration opposition <- Immview .641* .677* .641* .665* 
(.048) (.053) (.051) (.051) 

Immigrant thermometer <- Immview .479* .468* .485* .465* 
(.041) (.042) (.042) (.042) 

Interests -> Standing .287* .306* .330 .302 
(.053) (.053) (.053) (.075) 

Interests -> Immview .440* .444* .374* .255* 
(.057) (.056) (.068) (.052) 

Hispanics taxes <- Interests .401* .322* .433* .444* 
(.064) (.065) (.059) (.055) 

Source: ANES 1992. * = statistically significant at .05 level. 

Table 5.19. Modified Structural Equation Model Goodness of Fit Statistics 

Female Male Republicans Democrats 

x2 10.48 14.06 12.48 12.73 
p level .49 .23 .33 .31 
GFI .996 .994 .994 .995 
AGFI .986 .981 .982 .983 
ECVI .079 .084 .088 .080 
RMSEA .000 .019 .014 .014 
LOW 90% CI rmsea .000 .000 .000 .000 
HIGH 90% CI rmsea .036 .045 .043 .041 
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Summary 

In this chapter, I set out to estimate the effects of group conflict variables on 

opposition to immigration using a number of different estimation methods using data from 

the ANES. Two additional data sets were used to compare and assess the results from the 

1992 ANES. The results from three regression procedures using data from three samples 

are consistent to the extent that job and cultural concerns have the strongest effects on 

opposition to immigration. The OLS and logistic regression were conducted in both Stata 

and Statistica. In a few instances there were discrepancies in the results and those models 

were reestimated in both statistical applications. In every instance the subsequent results 

were consistent. The structural equation analysis suggests that the public tends to 

structure their group based thinking in terms of economic assessments relating to jobs. In 

particular, assessments about immigration policy and immigrant evaluations are structured 

by public perceptions that Hispanics and Asians will lead to fewer jobs. 



CHAPTER 6 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Review of Findings 

This study develops and tests a group conflict model as an explanation for 

immigration beliefs in the United States and Canada. Group conflict is structured by 

evaluations about group relationships and group members. At a conceptual level group 

conflict explains a broad range of policy beliefs among a large number of actors in multiple 

settings. Group conflict embodies attitudes relating to objective-based conditions and 

subjective-based beliefs. The ability of group conflict models to incorporate both types of 

beliefs allows it to be applied to a variety of circumstances. 

The group conflict approach can be operationalized in a parsimonious framework 

and provides a desirable level of generalizability. Group conflict may be applied to 

multiple groups, a wide range of issues, and settings within and outside of the U.S. 

Moreover, it is flexible because it allows beliefs about group relations to be modeled along 

a continuum ranging from overt conflict to peace. 

The U.S. and Canada share three characteristics related to contemporary 

immigration. First, they are the largest immigration destination countries in the world in 

absolute and relative terms. Second, immigrants tend to concentrate in a small number of 

regions within both countries. Third, both nations receive immigrants from diverse 



102 

national, cultural and linguistic backgrounds. These two countries share many 

characteristics that set them apart from many other countries (Riddell and Sharpe 1998). 

Respondents who prefer fewer immigrants are not necessarily saying that all 

immigration should be eliminated. On the other hand, support for more immigration does 

not necessarily connote liberal or altruistic motivations since one may desire more 

immigration in order to provide a large pool of low wage workers. Five separate 

measures of this question from three survey instruments are analyzed, and descriptive 

statistics for immigration policy support are presented according to state or provincial 

residence and other group memberships. In virtually every group a substantial plurality of 

respondents oppose current policies that allow the entry of large numbers of immigrants. 

In the 1992 ANES, blacks, self identified liberals, and high education respondents 

are the only respondents who express double digit support for increasing the number of 

immigrants. In the 1994 GSS only blacks and low income respondents express double 

digit support for increased immigration. 

The level of immigration opposition is consistent in both 1994 U.S. samples. This 

may be may be a partial result of the prominence immigration attained during the 1994 

U.S. midterm Congressional elections. Immigration gained further exposure due to 

California's Proposition 187 and the debate surrounding illegal immigration (Cain et al. 

1996). Perhaps greater political attention to immigration will reinforce a cautious, even 

skeptical view of increasing the immigrant population. 

This study subjects the data to a variety of testing procedures in the belief that 

providing the data ample opportunity to reject the hypotheses fosters confidence in the 

findings to the extent that they are consistent. The findings indicate that the group conflict 



103 

variables perform consistently in each of the estimation methods. Each procedure uses a 

different though closely related dependent variable. As a result, the actual size of the 

coefficient estimates vary, but the ordering of the parameter estimates was consistent. 

Some differences may have resulted from different versions of the dependent variable in 

each procedure which generated different sets of respondents. The findings can be 

summarized in the following manner. Concerns about the impact of immigrants on culture 

and jobs are the largest predictors of opposition to immigration. Respondents express 

modest differences concerning Asian and Hispanic immigrants. Concerns about cultural 

effects have the largest impact in the Hispanic model whereas concerns about employment 

effects are the largest in the Asian model. Beliefs that immigrants are violent, lazy, or 

unintelligent are not statistically significant. Political factors, such as party membership 

and ideology are not important predictors. Increasing Hispanic and Asian foreign born 

populations measured at the county level does not stimulate immigration opposition. 

Implications of the Study for Immigration Research 

The results of this study are placed in the context of four recent articles that seek 

to explain immigration beliefs (Citrin et al. 1997, Hood and Morris 1997, Espenshade and 

Hempstead 1996, and Leege 1996). The following discussion examines 1) the questions 

addressed in each article, 2) the research design, 3) the data, and 4) how this study 

corresponds to previous research. The results of the study are generally consistent with 

previous research although it is difficult to make direct comparisons because key variables 

are operationalized differently. 

Recent immigration studies seek to determine the factors that contribute to the 

formation and expression of immigration beliefs and attitudes. These largely exploratory 
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studies test a wide assortment of alternative theoretical approaches including group 

conflict, symbolic racism, economic perceptions, political orientations, and socioeconomic 

status. However, they test only a few variables representing the group conflict approach. 

Unlike these studies, I focus on developing and testing a group conflict model in addition 

to testing alternative theoretical approaches with data from multiple sources. 

Recent immigration studies use data from different sources, although all of them 

rely on individual level survey data. Citrin et al. (1997) and Hood and Morris (1997) use 

data from the1992 ANES. Espenshade and Hempstead (1996) obtain data from the 

CBS/New York Times, and Leege (1996) exploits data collected by the German periodical 

Per Speieel. Consistent with the distinction between objective and subjective group 

conflict this study uses aggregate level data from the U.S. Census and individual-level 

survey data from the 1992 ANES, 1994 GSS, and a 1996 self-administered mail survey 

from Canada. Immigration research uses different estimation methods such as probit 

regression, multinomial logistic regression and structural equation modeling. This study 

uses a variety of estimation methods including OLS regression, logistic regression, 

multinomial logistic regression and structural equation modeling. 

I operationalize the ANES group conflict variables differently than Citrin et al. 

(1997) and Hood and Morris (1997) yet the estimates are similar in all of the studies. 

Beliefs that Hispanics and Asians will harm U.S. culture and jobs exhibit the largest 

explanatory effects in all three studies. The results indicate that there are differences 

between Hispanics and Asians. In particular, cultural concerns are greater for Hispanics 

whereas job concerns are larger for Asians. Hispanic and Asian population size do not 
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predict immigration opposition. Finally, conservative ideology and low education display 

reasonably strong, positive parameter estimates. 

Implications of the Study for Group Conflict Theory 

In this section, I discuss the implications of this study for group conflict theory. 

This results suggest that the group conflict approach constitutes a partial explanation for 

immigration policy beliefs but the model's limited explanatory power leaves open 

considerable research opportunities for the future. At the outset of this discussion it is 

useful to reiterate the basic tenets of an individual level group conflict model. 

Group conflict is contains three dimensions relating to individual perceptions of 

objective conditions. The first, incompatible group interests describes whether one's 

group is viewed as having conflicting interests and objectives with other groups. The 

second factor represents group members' evaluation of their standing relative to the 

position of other groups. Essentially, this involves the expression of satisfaction or 

dissatisfaction with the position of one's group according to some dimension (power, 

wealth or status) relative to a competing group. Threat is the third group conflict factor. 

It concerns the reactions of individuals within dominant groups to members of competing 

groups that seek political, economic or legal changes. The other group conflict dimension 

centers on personal affect for other groups. Affect-based group conflict involves attitudes 

reflecting prejudice or stereotypes. 

Citrin et al. (1997) and Hood and Morris (1997) attribute different conceptual 

meanings to the Hispanic/Asian impact questions present in the 1992 ANES and these 

operational arrangements are undesirable because they ignore the plain meaning of the 

survey questions. In this study, the Hispanic/Asian questions are hypothesized to be 
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partial indicators of group conflict rather than economic interests or cultural interests. If 

the question wording identifies the well-being of one's group or focuses on the effects of 

other groups, it is possible that the question measures a group conflict dimension. The 

introduction to these questions states in part "I'm going to read a list of things that people 

say may happen because of the growing number of Hispanic (Asian) people in the U.S." 

The questions specifically identify another group and ask for a statement of probability 

that a distinct type of event will result from the presence of another group. It is true the 

1992 ANES group conflict items do not explicitly refer to the well being of whites, blacks 

nor even United States residents. But, the ANES items explicitly focus on the probability 

that Hispanics and Asians will adversely influence jobs, taxes and culture in the U.S. On 

their face these questions do a reasonable job of measuring the basic elements of the group 

conflict approach. 

The preponderance of international immigration, whether it is authorized or not, is 

theorized to be the result of individual choices based on expectations that better paying 

jobs are available outside of a prospective immigrant's national borders. Ultimately, 

newcomers represent additional labor that may result in lower wages or greater 

joblessness for resident workers. Simultaneously, new residents may stimulate larger 

government expenditures in an assortment of government programs. It is also true that 

many immigrants, particularly those who enter under employment provisions, help to 

produce wealth by filling labor market voids in the U.S. and Canada, and enrich their new 

homes with different ideas and different practices (Lowell and Zhongren 1994; Massey 

1987b; Cuthbert and Stevens 1981). In other words, these immigrants help to create 

wealth and diversity that might otherwise not exist except for their presence in many 
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countries. Additionally, many immigrants help to stimulate the economic systems in their 

former homes by sending a portion of their earnings to their families and relatives 

(Rubenstein 1992). 

For the purposes of subjective group conflict, it is not necessary for immigrants to 

actually increase unemployment, reduce wages, or stimulate greater government spending 

for perceptions of group conflict to be present. However, the presence of these conditions 

should serve as a catalyst for group conflict. 

Bobo hypothesizes that perceptions of threat should exert the most influence on 

group conflict beliefs, yet the results of this study fall short of explicitly supporting his 

hypothesis. Two explanations can be offered for the apparent discrepancy. First, it was 

extremely difficult to effectively operationalize threat with the survey items that were 

available. Second, given the structural form of the group conflict questions available in 

the data it is not unreasonable to suggest that threat may be embedded within the group 

conflict questions used in this study. 

It is possible that threat may be embedded as part of a probability assessment 

concerning the effects of Hispanics and Asians or immigrants on culture, economy or labor 

markets. If this is correct then it helps to explain why beliefs relating to culture and jobs 

display the strongest effects on immigration opposition. 

Implications of the Study for Immigration Policy 

It is difficult to predict future public opinion but the results of this study suggest 

that the U.S. and Canadian pubic will continue to oppose immigration to the extent they 

believe immigrants adversely affect culture, labor markets or economic conditions. The 

majority of immigrants are culturally unique and inspired by economic aspirations and it 
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will be difficult for political elites to assuage domestic concerns about the economic 

effects of immigrants. 

The results for both the U.S. and Canada suggest that federalism should not be 

overlooked as a factor in the politics of immigration. In the U.S. the four largest 

immigration states display some differences over immigration policy. California and 

Florida are the states with the largest percentage of respondents who believe the number 

of immigrants permitted into the U.S. should be decreased and dummy variables for both 

of these states are positively related to immigration opposition. On the other hand Texas 

and New York respondents tend toward supporting the current number of immigrants. 

However, it is important to note that the Asian and Hispanic population size does not 

affect immigration opposition. 

The largest immigration states have different experiences with immigration. 

Nonetheless, one common factor that stands out is the level of control over the 

immigration process. The two largest immigration states have received a substantial 

number of immigrants that bypassed official admission procedures. California has the 

primary destination for illegal immigrants and Florida has been the destination of several 

large refugee influxes from Cuba and Haiti. This tends to strengthen Hood and Morris 

(1998) who argue that legal and illegal immigration are tightly bound together and the one 

cannot be addressed in isolation of the other. 

In Canada, Quebec residents express a relatively benign view of immigration 

compared to the rest of Canada, yet in the aftermath of the 1996 Quebec independence 

referendum immigrants were blamed for the narrow defeat of the independence proposal. 

Quebec respondents, unlike other Canadians, are sensitive to the potential adverse 
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ramifications immigration may exert on French Canadian culture. This may be a partial 

result of the unique control that the Quebec government exercises over immigration 

policy. 

Limitations of the Study 

This section identifies the elements of the study that may limit its generalizability or 

weaken the findings. One limitation results from the reliance on cross sectional data. 

These data are a representation of attitudes and beliefs at a particular moment in time. As 

such, it is possible that some patterns observed in cross sectional data may be tied to 

specific events that occurring near the time the surveys were administered. During the 

1990s, political debate over immigration became particularly intense and visible in the U.S. 

and Canada. As a result, it is difficult to determine the nature of change for immigration 

policy support. 

The issue of social desirability may also influence this study's the findings since 

they are based on the results of individual level survey data. During surveys some 

respondents provide responses that are socially desirable or acceptable depending on the 

specific survey characteristics. This behavior may be more pronounced when respondents 

are confronted with questions that tap controversial or potentially offensive concepts. 

One other shortcoming in this study concerns the specification of the group 

conflict model. The meaning of the cultural effects question is ambiguous since it may be 

related to language, religion, customs, and traditions or other characteristics. 

Additionally, it is not clear what specific culture elements are salient for respondents in 

the U.S. and Canada. The survey questions I use do not unambiguously reflect the group 

conflict dimensions and there is room for improvement in future research. 
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Future Research 

The results of the study provide information about the expression of immigration 

policy beliefs and in the process raise many more questions than have been answered. 

Most of the proposals I suggest for future research are driven by the limitations identified 

in the previous section although a few of the suggestions are motivated by results from the 

study. Future research should be aimed at assessing the explanatory power of the group 

conflict approach not only for immigration beliefs, but also for policy beliefs related to 

other racial/ethnic issues. It is possible for group conflict to manifest in different areas 

such as political parties, the policy process, voting, and judicial behavior. Additionally, it 

will be worthwhile to test group conflict models with additional data gathered in the U.S., 

Canada and western European nations. 

The development of valid measures is a matter of constant concern for political 

science researchers (King et al. 1994). Future research should continue to develop and 

test alternate question formats for the group conflict dimensions. In general terms, the 

substantive meaning associated with employment and cultural concerns should be fully 

examined to determine the specific issues that concern respondents. Survey items should 

be administered that closely parallel the format proscribed by early group conflict 

researchers. As well, it might be fruitful to test the impact of question placement within a 

survey instrument to assess whether the placement of certain questions cues responses in 

other questions. Moreover, in the context of computer aided telephone interview (CATI) 

surveys it is relatively straightforward to randomly order questions and responses. 

Immigration time series data sets should be constructed for major immigration 

countries. This task will not be easy to accomplish because of periodic interest in 
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gathering data relating to immigration beliefs and attitudes. It may be possible to 

construct a data set from the occasional Gallup questions and assorted newspaper polls 

that asked about immigration policy during the past 30 years. Time series data permit 

investigators to test hypotheses relating to the influence of aggregate economic, political, 

and demographic factors on immigration opposition over time. 

Zaller (1992) hypothesizes that respondents make survey choices as a result of sampling 

from a potential range of responses present in an individual's decision making process. 

According to Zaller, the key factor in the survey response process is the manner in which 

political, social and economic elites frame an issue in the media and the extent to which an 

individual is attentive to the media. As such, it would be worth assembling a times series 

data set containing the volume and type of immigration reports in various media news 

reports and regress immigration policy support on media reports. 



APPENDIX A. 

1992 AMES QUESTIONS 

1 19 
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3524. Some people say that it is better for America if different racial and ethnic groups 
maintain their distinct cultures. Others say that it is better if groups change so that they 
blend into the larger society as in the idea of a melting pot. Which of these positions 
comes closer to your own opinion? 

l)Racial and ethnic groups should maintain their distinct cultures, 
3)Neither/both 
5)Groups should change so that they blend into the larger society? 

4207. I'd like to get your feelings toward some of our political leaders and other people 
who are in the news these days. I'll read the name of a person and I'd like you to rate 
that person using something we call the feeling thermometer. Ratings between 50 degrees 
and 100 mean that your feel favorable and warm toward that person. Ratings between 0 
degrees and 50 degrees mean that you don't feel favorable toward the person and that you 
don't care too much for that person. You would rate the person at the 50 degree mark if 
you don't feel particularly warm or cold toward the person. 

- Hispanic-Americans 
- Illegal immigrants 
- Immigrants 
- Asian-Americans 

6235. Do you think the number of immigrants from foreign countries who are permitted 
to come to the united States to live should be 

1) increased a lot 
2) increased a little 
3) same as now 
4) decreased a little 
5) decreased a lot 

6024. Our society should do whatever is necessary to make sure that everyone has an 
equal opportunity to succeed. 

6025. We have gone too far in pushing equal rights in this country. 

6026. This countiy would be better off if we worried less about how equal people are. 

6027. It is not really that big a problem if some people have more of chance in life than 
others. 

6028. If people were treated more equally in this country we would many fewer problems. 
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6129. Generations of slavery and discrimination have created conditions that make it 
difficult for blacks to work their way out of the lower class. 

Many different group of people have come to the U.S. at different time in our history. In 
recent years the population of the U.S. has been changing to include many more people of 
Hispanic and Asian background. I'm going to read a list of things that people say may 
happen because of the growing number of Hispanic people in the U.S. For each of these 
things, please say how likely it is to happen. 

Here is a list of groups. Please read over the list and tell me the letter for those groups 
you feel particularly close to—people who are most like you in their ideas and interests 
and feelings about things. 

6202. Asian-Americans 
6205. Blacks 
6212. Hispanic-Americans 
6215. Whites 

6236. How likely is it that the growing number of Hispanics will improve our culture with 
new ideas and customs? 

1) extremely likely 
2) very likely 
3) somewhat likely 
4) not at all likely 

6237. How likely is it to cause higher taxes due to more demands for public services? 

1) extremely likely 
2) very likely 
3) somewhat likely 
4) not at all likely 

6238. How likely is it to take away jobs from people already here? 

1) extremely likely 
2) veiy likely 
3) somewhat likely 
4) not at all likely 

How about Asians? 
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6239. How likely is it that the growing number of Asians will improve our culture with 
new ideas and customs? 

1) extremely likely 
2) very likely 
3) somewhat likely 
4) not at all likely 

6240. How likely is it to cause higher taxes due to more demands for public services? 

1) extremely likely 
2) very likely 
3) somewhat likely 
4) not at all likely 

6241. How likely is it to take away jobs from people already here? 

1) extremely likely 
2) very likely 
3) somewhat likely 
4) not at all likely 

Now I have some questions about different groups in our society. I'm going to show you 
a seven point scale on which the characteristics of the people in a group can be rated. In 
the first statement a score of 1 means that your think almost all of the people in that group 
tend to be hard-working. A score of 7 means that almost all of the people in the group are 
lazy. A score of 4 means that you think that most people in the group are not closer to 
one end or the other, and of course you may choose any number in between. 

6221. Where would you rate whites in general on this scale. 
1. Blacks 
2. Asian Americans 
3. Hispanic Americans 

The next set asks if people in each group tend to be unintelligent or tend to be intelligent? 
(1 = unintelligent 7 = intelligent) 

6225. Where would you rate whites in general on this scale? 

6226. Blacks 
6227. Asian Americans 
6228. Hispanic Americans 
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Do people in these; groups tend to be violent or do they tend to be peaceful? 

6229. Where would you rate whites in general on this scale? (1 = Violent 7 = Peaceful) 

6230. Blacks 
6231. Asian Americans 
6232. Hispanic Americans 

6233. Do you favor a law making English the official language of the United States, 
meaning government business would be conducted in English only, or do you oppose such 
a law? 

1. Favor 
3. Neither favor nor oppose 
5. Oppose 



APPENDIX B. 

1994 GENERAL SOCIAL SURVEY QUESTIONS 
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514. Do you think the number of immigrants from foreign countries who are permitted to 
come to the United States to live should be increased a lot, increased a little, left the same 
as it is now, decreased a little, or decreased a lot? 

1. increased a lot 
2. increased a little 
3. same as now 
4. decreased little 
5. decreased a lot 

515. Compared to 10 years ago do Hispanics and Asians make up a larger share of the 
population in your local community, the same share or a smaller share? 

1. larger share 
2. same share 
3. smaller share 

516. What do you think will happen as a result of more immigrants coming to this 
country? Is each of these possible results very likely, not too likely, or not likely at all? 

A. Higher economic growth 
B. Add to unemployment 
C. Making it harder to keep the country united 

1. very likely 
2. somewhat likely 
3. not too likely 
4. not at all likely 

517. Under current immigration law, immigrants who come from other countries to the 
United States legally are entitled, from the very beginning, to government assistance such 
as Medicaid, food stamps, or welfare on the same basis as citizens. But some people say 
they should not be eligible until they have lived here for a year or more. Which do you 
think? Do you think that immigrants who are here legally should be eligible for such 
services as soon a s they come, or should they not be eligible? 

1. yes, entitled 
2. no, not entitled 

518. Now I'm going to read you some statements and would like to get your reaction to 
them. After I read each statement, please tell me if you strongly agree, agree, neither 
agree nor disagree, disagree, or strongly disagree with the statement. 

A. Immigrants are getting too demanding in their push for rights. 
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B. The Irish, Italians, Jews, and many other minorities overcame prejudice and worked 
their way up. Today's immigrants should do the same without any special favors. 

1. strongly agree 
2. agree 
3. neither agree nor disagree 
4. disagree 
5. strongly disagree 

529. How about the economy. Would you say that over the past year the nation's 
economy has gotten better, stayed about the same, or gotten worse? 

1. gotten better 
2. stayed the same 
3. gotten worse 

530. What about the next 12 months? Do you expect the national economy to get better, 
get worse or stay about the same? 

1. get better 
2. stay the same 
3. get worse 
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11. We would like to get your opinion on some political issues people are talking about 
these days. On a scale of 0 to 100, where 0 means NOT AT ALL CONCERNED and 100 
means EXTREMELY CONCERNED, please indicate how concerned you are with each 
of the following issues. 

Creating more jobs 
Changing the immigration system. 

12. Which of the FEDERAL POLITICAL PARTIES do you think an best deal with each 
of the following issues? (circle one code beside each issue) 
Creating more jobs 

Changing the immigration system 
Liberal 
Conservatives 
NOP 
Reform 
BQ 
None of them 

14. Please think for a moment about a thermometer scale which runs from 0 to 100 
degrees. 50 is the neutral point. If your feelings are warm toward something, give it a 
score higher than 50, the wanner your feelings, the higher the score. If your feelings are 
cool toward something, give it a score less than 50, the cooler your feelings the lower the 
score. What score would you give...? 

Recent immigrants to Canada 

18. Here are some opinions you hear people saying. Please indicate if you AGREE or 
DISAGREE. 

Allowing more immigrants from foreign countries will enrich Canada's culture 
with new ideas and customs. 

Allowing more immigrants to live in Canada will cause higher taxes because they 
will increase demands for public services. 

Allowing more immigrants to come to Canada will strengthen the economy. 

Immigrants should be allowed the right to vote even if they are not Canadian 
citizens. 

If more immigrants come to Canada, they will take away jobs from people already 
here. 
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New immigrants threaten the French language and culture in Quebec. 

1) Agree 

2) Disagree 

19. Do you think the number of immigrants from foreign countries should be...? 

1) Increased 
2) Left the same as it is now 

3) Decreased 

20. Which level of government do you think should determine immigration policy? 

1) The federal government 
2) The provincial governments 
3) Both levels of government 

21. People often classify themselves as being on the left or on the right in politics. On a 
scale from 1 to 7 indicating left versus right, where would you place yourself. 

1 (left) 7 (right) 
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