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This‌ ‌research‌ ‌paper‌ ‌reviews‌ ‌the‌ ‌modern‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌‌               

debate‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.,‌ ‌looking‌ ‌at‌ ‌what‌ ‌has‌ ‌happened‌ ‌in‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌‌                       

comprehensive‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌reform.‌ ‌The‌ ‌main‌ ‌objective‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌do‌ ‌a‌‌                   

qualitative‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌of‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌federal‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌‌               

using‌ ‌the‌ ‌Advocacy‌ ‌Coalition‌ ‌Framework‌ ‌(ACF)‌ ‌to‌ ‌describe‌ ‌the‌ ‌major‌‌                   

policy‌ ‌changes‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌occurred‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌coalitions‌ ‌that‌ ‌surrounded‌‌                   

them.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌it‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌noted‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌is‌ ‌limited‌ ‌by‌ ‌both‌ ‌its‌‌                           

vague‌ ‌notion‌‌of‌‌policy‌‌brokers,‌‌with‌‌the‌‌concept‌‌being‌‌actually‌‌excluded‌‌                     

from‌ ‌the‌ ‌framework‌ ‌in‌ ‌more‌ ‌recent‌ ‌revisions‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌researchers‌ ‌often‌‌                     

being‌ ‌unable‌‌to‌‌identify‌‌brokers‌‌within‌‌a‌‌subsystem,‌‌and‌‌by‌‌its‌‌emphasis‌‌                       

on‌‌beliefs,‌‌as‌‌opposed‌‌to‌‌self-interest.‌‌Thus,‌‌supplementing‌‌the‌‌ACF‌‌with‌‌                     

theories‌ ‌around‌ ‌policy‌ ‌entrepreneurs,‌ ‌i.e.‌ ‌actors‌ ‌driven‌ ‌not‌ ‌simply‌ ‌by‌‌                   

beliefs‌ ‌but‌ ‌by‌ ‌material‌ ‌self-interest,‌ ‌will‌ ‌serve‌ ‌to‌ ‌address‌ ‌these‌‌                   
‌ 



‌ 

shortcomings‌ ‌and‌ ‌allow‌ ‌for‌ ‌a‌ ‌more‌ ‌robust‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy‌‌                     

subsystem.‌ ‌ ‌   

This‌ ‌goals‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌research‌ ‌were‌ ‌as‌ ‌follows:‌‌identification‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                     

sources‌‌of‌‌policy‌‌change,‌‌or‌‌combinations,‌‌responsible‌‌for‌‌changes‌‌noted‌‌                   

in‌ ‌the‌ ‌subsystem;‌ ‌identification‌ ‌of‌ ‌which‌ ‌actors‌ ‌were‌ ‌engaged‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌                     

immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌subsystem‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌coalitions‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌formed;‌ ‌                 

identification‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌beliefs,‌ ‌strategies,‌ ‌and‌ ‌resources‌ ‌of‌ ‌such‌ ‌coalition‌‌                   

actors;‌‌and,‌‌finally,‌‌identification‌‌of‌‌the‌‌characteristics,‌‌skills,‌‌and‌‌traits‌‌of‌‌                     

the‌ ‌policy‌ ‌entrepreneurs,‌ ‌while‌ ‌also‌ ‌identifying‌ ‌how‌ ‌these‌‌entrepreneurs‌‌                 

sought‌ ‌to‌ ‌influence‌ ‌policy‌ ‌change‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy‌ ‌subsystem.‌‌  

The‌‌paper‌‌is‌‌composed‌‌of‌‌five‌‌chapters.‌‌Chapter‌‌1‌‌is‌‌introductory‌‌                     

and‌ ‌describes‌ ‌the‌‌research‌‌background‌‌and‌‌objective,‌‌research‌‌scope‌‌and‌‌                   

scale,‌ ‌and‌ ‌research‌ ‌methodology.‌ ‌Chapter‌ ‌2‌ ‌examines‌ ‌the‌ ‌relevant‌‌                 

literature‌ ‌and‌ ‌theory‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF,‌ ‌and‌‌                     

policy‌ ‌entrepreneurship.‌ ‌Chapter‌ ‌3‌ ‌contains‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌of‌ ‌U.S.‌‌                   

federal‌‌immigration.‌‌It‌‌is‌‌subdivided‌‌into‌‌a‌‌section‌‌examining‌‌the‌‌external‌‌                     

factors‌‌to‌‌the‌‌subsystem,‌‌such‌‌as‌‌relatively‌‌stable‌‌parameters‌‌and‌‌external‌‌                     

shocks,‌ ‌and‌ ‌then‌ ‌proceeds‌ ‌to‌ ‌analyze‌ ‌the‌ ‌different‌ ‌phases‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy,‌‌                     

looking‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌competing‌ ‌advocacy‌ ‌coalitions‌ ‌makeup,‌ ‌their‌ ‌respective‌‌                 

beliefs,‌‌strategies,‌‌and‌‌resources,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌policy‌‌outputs‌‌that‌‌occurred‌‌and‌‌                     

what‌ ‌impacts‌ ‌they‌ ‌had.‌ ‌Chapter‌ ‌4‌ ‌reviews‌ ‌the‌ ‌entrepreneurial‌ ‌efforts‌ ‌of‌‌                     

the‌ ‌private‌‌prison‌‌industry‌‌in‌‌attempting‌‌to‌‌influence‌‌immigration‌‌policy,‌‌                   

looking‌ ‌specifically‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌industry’s‌ ‌attributes,‌ ‌skills,‌ ‌and‌ ‌strategies.‌‌                 

Conclusions‌‌will‌‌be‌‌drawn‌‌in‌‌Chapter‌‌5,‌‌with‌‌discussion‌‌and‌‌implications‌‌                     

of‌ ‌findings‌ ‌and‌ ‌notice‌ ‌of‌ ‌what‌ ‌limitations‌ ‌arose‌ ‌during‌ ‌the‌ ‌paper.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌debate‌ ‌around‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌positioned‌ ‌between‌ ‌an‌‌                 

expansionist‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌and‌ ‌a‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌coalition,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌former‌‌                 

believing‌ ‌generally‌ ‌in‌ ‌expanding‌‌alien‌‌admission‌‌opportunities‌‌while,‌‌on‌‌                 

the‌ ‌other‌‌hand,‌‌the‌‌latter‌‌believes‌‌in‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌such‌‌opportunities.‌‌                       

The‌ ‌makeup‌ ‌of‌ ‌each‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌is‌ ‌diverse:‌ ‌the‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌coalition‌‌                   

‌ 



‌ 

contains‌ ‌important‌ ‌business,‌ ‌labor,‌ ‌civil‌ ‌rights,‌ ‌ethnic,‌ ‌religious,‌ ‌and‌‌                 

pro-immigration‌ ‌groups,‌ ‌while‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌group‌ ‌contains‌ ‌not‌ ‌only‌‌                 

nativist‌ ‌and‌ ‌anti-immigration‌ ‌groups‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌ ‌specific‌ ‌business‌‌interests,‌‌                 

subgroups‌‌of‌‌the‌‌Republican‌‌party,‌‌certain‌‌labor‌‌groups,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌majority‌                     

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌American‌ ‌public.‌ ‌Both‌ ‌coalitions‌ ‌seek‌ ‌to‌ ‌leverage‌ ‌their‌ ‌access‌‌to‌‌                       

legal‌ ‌authority,‌ ‌support‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌public,‌ ‌ability‌ ‌to‌ ‌mobilize‌ ‌supporters,‌‌                   

financial‌ ‌resources,‌ ‌information,‌ ‌leadership,‌ ‌and‌ ‌institutional‌ ‌rules‌‌             

towards‌‌their‌‌advantage.‌‌This‌‌can‌‌mean‌‌promotion‌‌of‌‌a‌‌coalition’s‌‌policy‌‌                     

objectives,‌‌building‌‌relationships‌‌with‌‌governmental‌‌agencies‌‌so‌‌that‌‌they‌‌                 

can‌ ‌influence‌ ‌future‌ ‌policy‌ ‌initiatives,‌ ‌social‌ ‌mobilization‌ ‌and‌‌               

coordination‌ ‌strategies,‌ ‌negotiation,‌ ‌partnership‌ ‌and‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌building,‌‌             

aiming‌‌to‌‌influence‌‌and‌‌lobby‌‌at‌‌many‌‌different‌‌levels‌‌of‌‌government,‌‌and‌‌                       

other‌ ‌methods‌ ‌of‌ ‌increasing‌ ‌influence‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy‌ ‌process,‌ ‌but‌ ‌each‌‌                     

coalition‌ ‌utilized‌ ‌unique‌ ‌influence‌ ‌strategies‌ ‌as‌ ‌well.‌ ‌ 

To‌‌generally‌‌summarize‌‌the‌‌changes‌‌in‌‌policy‌‌over‌‌time,‌‌while‌‌the‌‌                     

Immigration‌ ‌Reform‌ ‌and‌ ‌Control‌ ‌Act‌ ‌of‌ ‌1986‌ ‌(IRCA)‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                   

Immigration‌ ‌Act‌ ‌of‌ ‌1990‌ ‌established‌ ‌an‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌policy‌ ‌regime‌ ‌in‌‌                   

terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌admissions‌ ‌that‌ ‌has‌ ‌remained‌ ‌to‌ ‌this‌ ‌day,‌ ‌the‌ ‌general‌ ‌drift‌ ‌in‌‌                         

immigration‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌and‌ ‌enforcement-only‌‌policy,‌‌particularly‌‌from‌‌             

the‌ ‌Clinton‌ ‌administration‌ ‌onward,‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌towards‌ ‌a‌ ‌restrictionist‌‌                 

regime.‌ ‌This‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌accompanied‌ ‌by‌ ‌record‌ ‌highs‌ ‌in‌ ‌deportations,‌ ‌a‌‌                     

fairly‌‌steady‌‌increase‌‌in‌‌the‌‌number‌‌of‌‌immigrants‌‌being‌‌held‌‌in‌‌detention,‌‌                       

the‌ ‌creation‌ ‌of‌ ‌various‌ ‌agencies‌ ‌under‌ ‌the‌ ‌DHS‌ ‌to‌ ‌replace‌ ‌the‌ ‌INS,‌‌                       

increasing‌‌militarization‌‌of‌‌border‌‌enforcement,‌‌and‌‌a‌‌continued‌‌failure‌‌to‌‌                   

pass‌ ‌comprehensive‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌reform.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌first‌ ‌policy‌ ‌phase‌ ‌(1986-1994)‌‌was‌‌characterized‌‌by‌‌general‌‌                 

subsystem‌‌stability‌‌following‌‌IRCA‌‌with‌‌the‌‌policy‌‌focus‌‌being‌‌primarily‌‌                   

on‌ ‌expansive‌ ‌admissions‌ ‌and‌ ‌with‌ ‌less‌ ‌attention‌ ‌paid‌ ‌to‌ ‌restrictionist‌‌                   

policy‌ ‌desires.‌ ‌The‌ ‌second‌ ‌phase‌ ‌(1994-2001),‌ ‌initiated‌ ‌by‌ ‌both‌ ‌the‌‌                   

short-term‌ ‌establishment‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌systemic‌ ‌governing‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌‌                 

‌ 



‌ 

Democrats‌‌and‌‌the‌‌quick‌‌loss‌‌of‌‌that‌‌coalition‌‌in‌‌the‌‌face‌‌of‌‌restrictionists’‌‌                         

rising‌ ‌influence‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌Republican‌ ‌party‌ ‌and‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌state/local‌ ‌level,‌‌                     

began‌ ‌the‌ ‌rise‌ ‌of‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌policy‌ ‌and‌ ‌a‌ ‌weakening‌ ‌of‌‌                     

immigrants’‌ ‌rights.‌ ‌The‌ ‌third‌ ‌phase‌ ‌(2001-2009)‌ ‌came‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌‌                 

establishment‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌systemic‌ ‌governing‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌for‌‌the‌‌Republicans‌‌and‌‌                   

the‌ ‌external‌ ‌crisis‌ ‌of‌ ‌9/11,‌ ‌which‌ ‌essentially‌ ‌eliminated‌ ‌discussion‌ ‌of‌‌                   

expansionist‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌and‌‌further‌‌solidified‌‌a‌‌linkage‌‌between‌‌                 

immigration‌‌and‌‌national‌‌security‌‌that‌‌benefited‌‌restrictionists.‌‌Finally,‌‌the‌‌                 

fourth‌ ‌phase‌ ‌(2009-2020)‌ ‌was‌ ‌defined‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌ ‌total‌ ‌lack‌ ‌of‌ ‌negotiated‌‌                     

agreement‌ ‌between‌ ‌parties‌ ‌leading‌ ‌to‌ ‌policy‌ ‌almost‌ ‌exclusively‌ ‌through‌‌                 

unilateral‌ ‌executive‌ ‌actions,‌ ‌undertaken‌ ‌by‌ ‌two‌ ‌different‌‌presidents‌‌with‌‌                 

differing‌‌visions‌‌on‌‌immigration,‌‌with‌‌expansionists‌‌having‌‌some‌‌of‌‌their‌‌                   

policy‌‌desires‌‌addressed‌‌during‌‌the‌‌Obama‌‌administration,‌‌but‌‌with‌‌much‌‌                   

of‌ ‌these‌ ‌gains‌‌contended‌‌during‌‌the‌‌Trump‌‌years‌‌while‌‌the‌‌restrictionists‌‌                     

were‌ ‌able‌ ‌to‌ ‌achieve‌ ‌policy‌ ‌victories‌ ‌under‌ ‌both‌ ‌administrations.‌ ‌ 

Finally,‌‌the‌‌policy‌‌entrepreneurship‌‌of‌‌the‌‌private‌‌prison‌‌industry‌‌                 

is‌ ‌noted‌ ‌in‌‌the‌‌policy‌‌debates‌‌around‌‌the‌‌housing‌‌of‌‌inmates‌‌detained‌‌by‌‌                         

ICE‌‌and‌‌regarding‌‌the‌‌Department‌‌of‌‌Homeland‌‌Security’s‌‌appropriations‌‌                 

budget‌ ‌that‌ ‌directly‌ ‌relates‌ ‌to‌ ‌private‌ ‌detention‌ ‌funding,‌ ‌immigration‌‌                 

detention‌ ‌bed‌ ‌quotas,‌ ‌and‌ ‌oversight‌ ‌exemptions‌ ‌the‌ ‌industry‌ ‌is‌ ‌granted.‌‌                   

These‌ ‌entrepreneurs‌ ‌displayed‌ ‌ambition,‌ ‌social‌ ‌acuity,‌ ‌sociability,‌‌             

credibility,‌ ‌and‌ ‌tenacity‌ ‌in‌‌these‌‌efforts,‌‌utilizing‌‌strategic‌‌thinking,‌‌team‌‌                   

building,‌ ‌negotiating,‌ ‌and‌ ‌trust-building‌ ‌skills‌ ‌while‌ ‌attempting‌ ‌to‌‌               

influence‌‌policy‌‌via‌‌problem‌‌framing,‌‌solution‌‌seeking,‌‌the‌‌utilization‌‌and‌‌                   

expansion‌ ‌of‌ ‌networks,‌ ‌venue‌ ‌shopping,‌ ‌and‌ ‌campaign‌ ‌donation‌‌               

strategies.‌‌ ‌  

In‌ ‌conclusion,‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌is‌ ‌adept‌ ‌at‌ ‌identifying‌ ‌macro-level‌‌                 

changes‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌policy‌ ‌subsystem,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌shift‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌Republican‌‌                       

party‌ ‌from‌ ‌being‌ ‌majority‌ ‌free-market‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌to‌ ‌majority‌‌               

restrictionist,‌‌the‌‌rise‌‌of‌‌strict‌‌enforcement‌‌policies‌‌within‌‌the‌‌Democratic‌‌                   

‌ 



‌ 

party‌ ‌in‌ ‌response‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌public‌ ‌and‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌gains‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌‌                       

state‌ ‌and‌ ‌local‌ ‌level,‌ ‌and‌ ‌comprehensive‌‌reform‌‌(and‌‌many‌‌expansionist‌‌                   

policy‌ ‌beliefs)‌ ‌being‌ ‌pushed‌ ‌aside‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌external‌‌crises‌‌such‌‌as‌‌9/11‌‌or‌‌                         

the‌‌Great‌‌Recession,‌‌the‌‌linkage‌‌of‌‌national‌‌security‌‌and‌‌immigration,‌‌and‌‌                     

the‌‌hurling‌‌stalemate‌‌that‌‌comprehensive‌‌reform‌‌has‌‌become‌‌in‌‌the‌‌face‌‌of‌‌                       

declining‌ ‌bipartisanship‌ ‌and‌ ‌restrictionists’‌ ‌reluctance‌ ‌to‌‌compromise‌‌on‌‌               

policy.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌numerous‌ ‌issues‌ ‌with‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌in‌ ‌trying‌ ‌to‌‌                     

understand‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌‌change:‌‌the‌‌theory‌‌offered‌‌relatively‌‌little‌‌                 

insight‌‌into‌‌the‌‌last‌‌phase‌‌of‌‌policy,‌‌where‌‌most‌‌actions‌‌came‌‌as‌‌a‌‌result‌‌of‌‌                             

executive‌‌order;‌‌the‌‌behavior‌‌of‌‌individual‌‌or‌‌collective‌‌entrepreneurs‌‌can‌‌                   

be‌ ‌easily‌ ‌lost‌ ‌in‌ ‌trying‌ ‌to‌‌categorize‌‌every‌‌actor‌‌by‌‌their‌‌beliefs,‌‌besides‌‌                         

the‌‌fact‌‌that‌‌such‌‌micro-level‌‌behavior‌‌can‌‌be‌‌easily‌‌pushed‌‌aside‌‌for‌‌the‌‌                         

sake‌ ‌of‌ ‌condensing‌ ‌individuals’‌ ‌behavior‌ ‌into‌ ‌coalitions;‌ ‌the‌ ‌framework‌‌                 

will‌‌almost‌‌always‌‌miss‌‌important‌‌aspects‌‌and‌‌debates‌‌around‌‌policy,‌‌such‌‌                     

as‌ ‌private‌ ‌prisons’‌ ‌efforts‌ ‌around‌ ‌bed‌ ‌quotas‌ ‌and‌ ‌attempts‌ ‌to‌ ‌block‌‌                     

phase-outs‌ ‌of‌ ‌private‌ ‌immigrant‌ ‌detention‌ ‌and‌ ‌removals‌ ‌of‌ ‌oversight‌‌                 

exemptions.‌‌ ‌  

Several‌ ‌implications‌ ‌are‌ ‌noted‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌concluding‌ ‌discussion.‌ ‌In‌‌                 

terms‌‌of‌‌the‌‌final‌‌phase‌‌of‌‌immigration‌‌policy,‌‌the‌‌courts‌‌figured‌‌heavily‌‌                       

in‌‌shaping,‌‌or‌‌altering,‌‌the‌‌policy‌‌intentions‌‌of‌‌these‌‌administrations,‌‌and‌‌                     

the‌‌impacts‌‌and‌‌future‌‌of‌‌policies‌‌undertaken‌‌as‌‌they‌‌have‌‌been‌‌in‌‌this‌‌era‌‌                           

(or‌‌the‌‌shape‌‌of‌‌policies‌‌to‌‌come)‌‌may‌‌ultimately‌‌be‌‌decided‌‌by‌‌the‌‌courts.‌‌                           

The‌‌current‌‌inability‌‌of‌‌the‌‌two‌‌parties‌‌(or‌‌either‌‌coalition)‌‌to‌‌bring‌‌about‌‌                         

negotiated‌ ‌agreement‌ ‌on‌ ‌comprehensive‌ ‌reform‌ ‌means‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌‌               

foreseeable‌ ‌future‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌‌will‌‌continue‌‌to‌‌be‌‌one‌‌defined‌‌                     

by‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌admissions‌ ‌policy‌ ‌and‌ ‌restrictionist‌‌             

enforcement‌ ‌policies.‌ ‌Inability‌ ‌to‌ ‌negotiate‌ ‌also‌ ‌points‌ ‌to‌ ‌executive‌‌                 

authority’s‌‌importance,‌‌enhanced‌‌by‌‌clashing‌‌parties‌‌and‌‌coalitions,‌‌to‌‌be‌‌                   

maintained‌ ‌going‌ ‌forward.‌ ‌Finally,‌ ‌there‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌a‌ ‌proliferation‌ ‌of‌‌                   

sanctuary‌ ‌and‌ ‌anti-sanctuary‌ ‌policies,‌ ‌as‌ ‌well‌ ‌as‌ ‌various‌‌federal‌‌policies‌‌                   

aimed‌ ‌at‌ ‌making‌ ‌local‌ ‌and‌ ‌state‌‌participation‌‌in‌‌enforcement‌‌mandatory,‌‌                   
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and‌‌it‌‌seems‌‌that‌‌both‌‌state/local‌‌policy‌‌innovations‌‌and‌‌federal‌‌utilization‌‌                     

of‌ ‌localized‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌policies‌ ‌will‌ ‌continue.‌ ‌ 
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Chapter‌ ‌1:‌ ‌Introduction‌‌ ‌  
‌ 
‌ 

1.1. Research‌ ‌background‌ ‌and‌ ‌objective‌ ‌ 

(1)‌ ‌Objective‌‌ ‌  

There‌‌has‌‌been‌‌a‌‌‌long-standing‌‌debate‌‌around‌‌immigration‌‌policy,‌‌                 

particularly‌ ‌regarding‌‌the‌‌issue‌‌of‌‌illegal‌‌immigration‌‌and‌‌undocumented‌‌                 

immigrants,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌United‌‌States‌‌for‌‌many‌‌years‌‌now.‌‌This‌‌research‌‌paper‌‌                       

would‌ ‌review‌‌the‌‌modern‌‌immigration‌‌policy‌‌debate‌‌in‌‌the‌‌U.S.,‌‌looking‌‌                     

at‌ ‌what‌ ‌has‌ ‌happened‌ ‌in‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌comprehensive‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌reform‌‌                   

and‌‌how‌‌such‌‌policies‌‌relate‌‌to‌‌past‌‌ones.‌‌The‌‌main‌‌objective‌‌is‌‌to‌‌conduct‌‌                           

a‌ ‌qualitative‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌of‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌federal‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌‌                 

using‌ ‌the‌ ‌Advocacy‌ ‌Coalition‌ ‌Framework‌ ‌(ACF)‌ ‌to‌ ‌describe‌ ‌the‌ ‌major‌‌                   

policy‌ ‌changes‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌occurred‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌coalitions‌ ‌that‌ ‌surrounded‌‌                   

them.‌ ‌The‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌is‌ ‌an‌ ‌ideal‌ ‌framework‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌its‌ ‌ability‌ ‌to‌ ‌incorporate‌‌                         

many‌ ‌policy‌ ‌actors‌ ‌and‌ ‌their‌‌beliefs,‌‌strategies,‌‌resources,‌‌and‌‌actions‌‌in‌‌                     

making‌ ‌a‌ ‌lucid‌ ‌narrative‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy‌ ‌change.‌ ‌It‌ ‌also‌ ‌allows‌ ‌for‌ ‌an‌‌                       

understanding‌‌of‌‌the‌‌groups‌‌pushing‌‌for‌‌and‌‌against‌‌such‌‌change,‌‌as‌‌well‌‌                       

as‌ ‌the‌ ‌events,‌ ‌belief‌ ‌changes,‌ ‌and/or‌ ‌shocks‌ ‌that‌ ‌brought‌ ‌about‌ ‌change,‌‌                     

making‌ ‌it‌ ‌an‌ ‌ideal‌ ‌method‌ ‌for‌ ‌approaching‌ ‌a‌ ‌complicated‌ ‌issue‌ ‌like‌‌                     

immigration‌ ‌policy.‌‌ ‌  

However,‌ ‌it‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌noted‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌is‌ ‌limited‌ ‌by‌ ‌both‌ ‌its‌‌                         

vague‌ ‌conception‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy‌ ‌brokers,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept‌ ‌being‌ ‌actually‌‌                   

excluded‌‌from‌‌the‌‌framework‌‌in‌‌more‌‌recent‌‌revisions‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌concept‌‌                       

being‌ ‌often‌ ‌unable‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌identified‌ ‌within‌ ‌a‌ ‌subsystem,‌ ‌and‌ ‌by‌ ‌its‌‌                       

emphasis‌ ‌on‌ ‌beliefs,‌ ‌as‌ ‌opposed‌ ‌to‌ ‌self-interest,‌ ‌with‌‌Ingold‌‌and‌‌Varone‌‌                     

(2012:‌ ‌322)‌ ‌noting‌ ‌that‌ ‌“the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌explicitly‌ ‌consider‌ ‌the‌‌                     

(material)‌‌self-interests‌‌of‌‌policy‌‌actors‌‌and‌‌of‌‌policy‌‌brokers‌‌beyond‌‌their‌‌                     

belief‌ ‌systems.”‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌supplementing‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌with‌ ‌theories‌ ‌around‌‌                 

1‌ ‌ 
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policy‌ ‌entrepreneurs,‌ ‌i.e.‌ ‌actors‌ ‌driven‌ ‌not‌ ‌simply‌ ‌by‌ ‌beliefs‌ ‌but‌ ‌by‌‌                     

material‌ ‌self-interest,‌ ‌‌will‌ ‌serve‌‌to‌‌address‌‌these‌‌shortcomings‌‌and‌‌allow‌‌                   

for‌ ‌a‌ ‌more‌ ‌robust‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy‌ ‌subsystem‌ ‌in‌ ‌question.‌‌ ‌  

In‌ ‌this‌ ‌particular‌ ‌policy‌ ‌subsystem,‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌potentially‌ ‌many‌‌                 

policy‌ ‌entrepreneurs,‌ ‌including‌ ‌many‌ ‌that‌ ‌may‌ ‌fall‌ ‌under‌ ‌some‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                     

coalition‌ ‌actors‌ ‌listed‌ ‌above.‌ ‌Instead‌ ‌of‌ ‌attempting‌ ‌to‌ ‌identify‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌‌                     

policy‌ ‌entrepreneurs‌ ‌present‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌subsystem,‌ ‌this‌ ‌parallel‌ ‌analysis‌‌will‌‌                   

focus‌ ‌specifically‌ ‌on‌ ‌efforts‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌private‌ ‌prison‌ ‌industry‌ ‌and‌ ‌their‌‌                     

lobbies‌ ‌in‌ ‌attempting‌ ‌to‌ ‌shape‌ ‌problems‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌to‌‌                   

suit‌ ‌their‌ ‌preferred‌ ‌policy‌ ‌outcomes,‌ ‌e.g.‌ ‌increased‌ ‌privatization‌ ‌of‌‌                 

immigration‌ ‌enforcement/detention‌ ‌and‌ ‌increased‌ ‌funding‌ ‌for‌ ‌private‌‌             

detention‌ ‌facilities.‌ ‌Such‌ ‌attempts‌ ‌by‌ ‌these‌ ‌entrepreneurs‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌‌                 

covered‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌certain‌ ‌extent‌ ‌in‌ ‌other‌ ‌relevant‌ ‌literature,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌in‌ ‌law‌‌                         

journals‌‌(Ray,‌‌2018),‌‌but‌‌the‌‌lens‌‌of‌‌this‌‌analysis‌‌has‌‌the‌‌potential‌‌to‌‌offer‌‌                           

insight‌ ‌more‌ ‌relevant‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌study‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy‌ ‌entrepreneurship,‌ ‌policy‌‌                   

change,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy‌‌process,‌‌as‌‌well‌‌as‌‌offering‌‌a‌‌comparative‌‌lens‌‌to‌‌                         

the‌ ‌ACF.‌ ‌ ‌   

In‌‌terms‌‌of‌‌the‌‌ACF,‌‌this‌‌is‌‌the‌‌first‌‌such‌‌framework‌‌done‌‌on‌‌this‌‌                           

topic‌ ‌(though‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌a‌ ‌handful‌ ‌of‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌studies‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌U.S.‌‌                       

immigration‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌Shin’s‌ ‌2019‌ ‌study‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌Visa-Waiver‌‌                     

program)‌ ‌and‌ ‌allows‌ ‌unique‌ ‌insight‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌many‌ ‌significant‌ ‌policy‌‌                   

changes‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌occurred‌ ‌in‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌thus‌ ‌making‌‌                   

important‌‌contributions‌‌to‌‌the‌‌immigration‌‌policy‌‌literature‌‌as‌‌a‌‌whole‌‌and‌‌                     

the‌ ‌policy‌ ‌debates‌ ‌around‌ ‌immigration,‌ ‌which‌ ‌will‌ ‌most‌ ‌likely‌ ‌become‌‌                   

more‌ ‌heated‌ ‌with‌ ‌increasing‌ ‌estimates‌ ‌on‌ ‌how‌ ‌many‌ ‌people‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌‌                     

displaced‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌climate‌ ‌change‌ ‌(Kulp‌ ‌and‌ ‌Strauss,‌ ‌2019)‌ ‌and‌ ‌as‌ ‌more‌‌                       

communities‌ ‌and‌ ‌countries‌ ‌consider‌ ‌their‌ ‌migration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌to‌ ‌counter‌‌                 

population‌‌aging‌‌(Seol,‌‌2018:‌‌73).‌‌This‌‌research‌‌also‌‌furthers‌‌the‌‌literature‌‌                     

on‌ ‌policy‌ ‌change‌ ‌and,‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌greater‌ ‌extent,‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌latter‌ ‌also‌‌                           

providing‌ ‌an‌ ‌opportunity‌ ‌to‌ ‌test‌ ‌ACF’s‌ ‌theories‌‌regarding‌‌policy‌‌change‌‌                   

and‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌arena‌ ‌to‌ ‌test‌ ‌the‌ ‌assumptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌framework.‌‌ ‌  
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This‌ ‌research‌ ‌is‌ ‌composed‌ ‌of‌ ‌five‌ ‌chapters.‌ ‌Chapter‌ ‌1‌ ‌is‌‌                   

introductory‌ ‌and‌ ‌describes‌ ‌the‌ ‌research‌ ‌background‌ ‌and‌ ‌objective,‌‌               

research‌ ‌scope‌ ‌and‌ ‌scale,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌research‌ ‌methodology.‌ ‌Chapter‌ ‌2‌‌                   

examines‌ ‌the‌ ‌relevant‌ ‌literature‌ ‌and‌ ‌theory‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌immigraiton‌‌                   

policy,‌‌the‌‌ACF,‌‌and‌‌policy‌‌entrepreneurship.‌‌Chapter‌‌3‌‌contains‌‌the‌‌ACF‌‌                     

analysis‌ ‌of‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌federal‌ ‌immigration.‌ ‌It‌ ‌is‌ ‌subdivided‌ ‌into‌ ‌a‌ ‌section‌‌                     

examining‌ ‌the‌ ‌external‌‌factors‌‌to‌‌the‌‌subsystem,‌‌such‌‌as‌‌relatively‌‌stable‌‌                     

parameters‌‌and‌‌external‌‌shocks,‌‌and‌‌then‌‌proceeds‌‌to‌‌analyze‌‌the‌‌different‌‌                     

phases‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌looking‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌competing‌ ‌advocacy‌ ‌coalitions‌‌makeup,‌‌                   

their‌ ‌respective‌ ‌beliefs,‌ ‌strategies,‌ ‌and‌ ‌resources,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy‌ ‌outputs‌‌                   

that‌ ‌occurred‌ ‌and‌ ‌what‌ ‌impacts‌ ‌they‌ ‌had.‌ ‌Chapter‌ ‌4‌ ‌reviews‌ ‌the‌‌                     

entrepreneurial‌ ‌efforts‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌private‌ ‌prison‌ ‌industry‌ ‌in‌ ‌attempting‌ ‌to‌‌                   

influence‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌looking‌ ‌specifically‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌industry’s‌‌               

attributes,‌ ‌skills,‌ ‌and‌ ‌strategies.‌ ‌Conclusions‌‌will‌‌be‌‌drawn‌‌in‌‌Chapter‌‌5,‌‌                     

with‌‌discussion‌‌and‌‌implications‌‌of‌‌findings‌‌and‌‌notice‌‌of‌‌what‌‌limitations‌‌                     

arose‌ ‌during‌ ‌the‌ ‌paper.‌‌ ‌  

(2)‌ ‌Background‌ ‌ 

As‌‌of‌‌2016,‌‌the‌‌number‌‌of‌‌unauthorized‌‌immigrants‌‌stood‌‌at‌‌10.7‌‌                     

million,‌ ‌with‌ ‌approximately‌‌half‌‌of‌‌these‌‌immigrants‌‌being‌‌Mexican‌‌and‌‌                   

around‌‌66%‌‌of‌‌adult‌‌unauthorized‌‌immigrants‌‌having‌‌lived‌‌in‌‌the‌‌United‌‌                     

States‌ ‌for‌ ‌more‌ ‌than‌ ‌10‌ ‌years‌ ‌(Passel‌ ‌and‌ ‌Cohn,‌ ‌November‌‌2018).‌‌This‌‌                       

number‌ ‌steadily‌ ‌increased‌ ‌from‌ ‌1990‌ ‌(3.5‌ ‌million)‌ ‌to‌ ‌its‌ ‌peak‌ ‌of‌ ‌12.2‌‌                       

million‌ ‌in‌ ‌2007,‌ ‌and‌ ‌has‌ ‌decreased‌ ‌since‌ ‌then,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌makeup‌ ‌has‌‌                       

increased‌ ‌greatly‌ ‌as‌ ‌well:‌ ‌while‌ ‌in‌ ‌1995,‌ ‌only‌ ‌33%‌ ‌of‌ ‌unauthorized‌‌                     

immigrants‌‌had‌‌lived‌‌in‌‌America‌‌more‌‌than‌‌ten‌‌years,‌‌the‌‌percentage‌‌has‌‌                       

steadily‌‌increased,‌‌up‌‌to‌‌66%‌‌in‌‌2016‌‌(Passel‌‌and‌‌Cohn,‌‌November‌‌2018).‌‌                       

In‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌immigrant‌ ‌population‌ ‌(i.e.,‌ ‌the‌ ‌population‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌‌                       

foreign-born)‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌whole,‌ ‌since‌ ‌1965,‌ ‌following‌ ‌the‌ ‌passage‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                     

Immigration‌ ‌and‌ ‌Nationality‌ ‌Act‌ ‌of‌ ‌1965‌ ‌that‌ ‌abolished‌ ‌the‌ ‌national‌‌                   

quotas‌ ‌system,‌ ‌“the‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌living‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌has‌ ‌more‌‌                       

than‌ ‌quadrupled,”‌ ‌with‌ ‌immigrants‌‌ ‌  
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making‌ ‌up‌ ‌13.7%‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌total‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌population,‌ ‌up‌ ‌from‌ ‌4.8%‌ ‌in‌ ‌1970‌ ‌and‌‌ ‌  

approaching‌ ‌the‌ ‌record‌ ‌high‌ ‌of‌ ‌14.8%‌ ‌in‌ ‌1890,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌total‌ ‌U.S.‌‌ ‌  

<Figure‌ ‌1>‌ ‌Number‌ ‌Of‌ ‌Unauthorized‌ ‌Immigrants‌ ‌In‌ ‌The‌ ‌U.S.,‌ ‌By‌ ‌Total,‌‌ 

Mexican,‌ ‌And‌ ‌Non-Mexican‌ ‌Populations,‌ ‌1990-2016‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Source:‌ ‌Passel‌ ‌and‌ ‌Cohn‌ ‌(November‌ ‌2018)‌‌ ‌  

<Figure‌ ‌2>‌ ‌Percentage‌ ‌Of‌ ‌Adult‌ ‌Unauthorized‌ ‌Immigrants,‌ ‌By‌ ‌Duration‌‌ 

Of‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌Residence,‌ ‌1995-2016‌ 

‌ 
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Source:‌ ‌Passel‌ ‌and‌ ‌Cohn‌ ‌(November‌ ‌2018)‌‌ ‌  

immigrant‌ ‌population‌ ‌reaching‌ ‌a‌ ‌record‌ ‌44.8‌ ‌million‌ ‌in‌ ‌2018,‌ ‌and‌‌                   

projected‌‌to‌‌reach‌‌78.2‌‌million‌‌by‌‌2065‌‌(Budiman,‌‌2020).‌‌Around‌‌25%‌‌of‌‌                       

immigrants‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌are‌ ‌from‌ ‌Mexico,‌ ‌followed‌ ‌by‌ ‌China‌ ‌and‌ ‌India‌‌                       

(both‌‌around‌‌6%),‌‌with‌‌the‌‌immigrants‌‌from‌‌Asia‌‌as‌‌a‌‌whole‌‌around‌‌28%‌                         

and‌ ‌recent‌ ‌years‌ ‌seeing‌‌more‌‌Asian‌‌than‌‌Hispanic‌‌immigrants‌‌(Budiman‌‌                   

2020).‌ ‌Deportations‌ ‌steadily‌ ‌increased‌ ‌from‌ ‌2002‌ ‌(around‌ ‌165,000)‌ ‌till‌‌                 

2009‌‌(391,000),‌‌then‌‌again‌‌from‌‌2010‌‌(382,000)‌‌till‌‌2013‌‌(435,000),‌‌with‌‌                     

the‌‌Obama‌‌administration‌‌deporting‌‌around‌‌three‌‌million‌‌immigrants‌‌and‌‌                 

the‌ ‌Bush‌ ‌administration‌ ‌deporting‌ ‌around‌ ‌two‌ ‌million‌ ‌immigrants;‌ ‌for‌‌                 

figures‌‌that‌‌are‌‌available‌‌regarding‌‌the‌‌Trump‌‌administration,‌‌there‌‌was‌‌an‌‌                     

average‌ ‌of‌ ‌around‌ ‌316,000‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌deported‌ ‌in‌ ‌2017‌ ‌and‌ ‌2018‌‌                   

(Budiman,‌ ‌2020).‌ ‌In‌ ‌all‌ ‌years‌ ‌since‌ ‌2001,‌ ‌the‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌ ‌non-criminal‌‌                     

deportations‌ ‌exceeded‌ ‌criminal‌ ‌deportations.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

“Comprehensive‌ ‌Reform”‌‌ ‌  

Despite‌ ‌how‌ ‌often‌ ‌immigration‌‌is‌‌talked‌‌about‌‌by‌‌politicians,‌‌no‌‌                   

party‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌able‌ ‌to‌‌pass‌‌comprehensive‌‌immigration‌‌reform‌‌since‌‌the‌‌                     

Immigration‌ ‌Reform‌ ‌and‌ ‌Control‌ ‌Act‌ ‌(IRCA)‌ ‌of‌ ‌1986,‌ ‌a‌ ‌reform‌ ‌that,‌‌                     

despite‌‌being‌‌designed‌‌to‌‌discourage‌‌illegal‌‌immigration‌‌and‌‌crack‌‌down‌‌                   

on‌ ‌companies‌ ‌that‌ ‌might‌ ‌employ‌ ‌illegal‌ ‌immigrants,‌ ‌ended‌ ‌up‌ ‌with‌ ‌its‌‌                     

“most‌ ‌significant‌ ‌legacy‌ ‌being‌‌an‌‌amnesty‌‌program‌‌that‌‌enabled‌‌roughly‌‌                   

three‌ ‌million‌ ‌undocumented‌ ‌aliens‌ ‌to‌ ‌gain‌ ‌legal‌ ‌permanent‌ ‌residency‌ ‌in‌‌                   

the‌ ‌United‌ ‌States”‌ ‌(Tichenor,‌ ‌2009:‌ ‌261-262).‌ ‌‌Comprehensive‌‌             

immigration‌ ‌reform‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌defined‌ ‌as‌ ‌policies‌ ‌that‌ ‌“combine‌ ‌enhanced‌‌                   

border‌ ‌and‌ ‌interior‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌with‌ ‌changes‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌lawful‌ ‌permanent‌‌                   

resident‌‌(LPR)‌‌visa‌‌system,‌‌the‌‌nonimmigrant‌‌visa‌‌system,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌status‌‌                     

of‌ ‌unauthorized‌ ‌immigrants”‌ ‌who‌ ‌are‌ ‌currently‌ ‌living‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.,‌ ‌in‌‌                     

contrast‌ ‌to‌ ‌policies‌ ‌that‌ ‌see‌ ‌the‌ ‌“policy‌ ‌problem‌ ‌as‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌‌unauthorized‌‌                       

immigration‌ ‌and‌ ‌responds‌ ‌by‌ ‌strengthening‌ ‌existing‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌tools”‌‌               

(Rosenblaum,‌ ‌2006;‌ ‌Hinojosa-Ojeda,‌ ‌2012;‌ ‌Leal,‌ ‌2009).‌ ‌During‌ ‌the‌‌               
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immediate‌ ‌period‌ ‌following‌ ‌IRCA‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌Ronald‌ ‌Reagan‌ ‌and‌ ‌George‌‌                   

H.W.‌ ‌Bush‌ ‌administrations,‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌significant‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌‌               

passed‌ ‌was‌ ‌the‌ ‌Immigration‌ ‌Act‌ ‌of‌ ‌1990,‌ ‌which‌ ‌most‌‌notably‌‌increased‌‌                     

annual‌‌limits‌‌on‌‌immigration‌‌by‌‌40‌‌percent‌‌(Tichenor,‌‌2009:‌‌244),‌‌altered‌‌                     

visa‌ ‌category‌ ‌limits‌ ‌in‌ ‌an‌ ‌attempt‌ ‌to‌ ‌increase‌ ‌skilled‌ ‌labor‌ ‌immigration,‌‌                     

and‌ ‌increased‌ ‌and‌ ‌altered‌ ‌the‌ ‌grounds‌ ‌for‌ ‌removal‌ ‌and‌ ‌inadmissibility.‌‌                   

Leiden‌‌and‌‌Neal‌‌(1990:‌‌328),‌‌in‌‌a‌‌piece‌‌highlighting‌‌the‌‌key‌‌aspects‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                           

act,‌ ‌said‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌time‌ ‌that‌ ‌“from‌ ‌the‌ ‌point‌ ‌of‌ ‌view‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌advocate‌ ‌of‌‌                             

immigrants'‌ ‌rights,‌ ‌certain‌ ‌portions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌new‌ ‌law‌ ‌bring‌ ‌welcome‌‌                   

changes,‌ ‌while‌ ‌others‌ ‌raise‌ ‌considerable‌ ‌concern.”‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌subsequent‌ ‌Clinton,‌ ‌Bush,‌ ‌Obama,‌ ‌and‌ ‌Trump‌‌             

administrations‌ ‌have‌ ‌all‌ ‌enacted‌ ‌notable‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policies,‌ ‌but‌‌               

multiple‌‌attempts‌‌at‌‌comprehensive‌‌reform‌‌have‌‌come‌‌up‌‌short.‌‌President‌‌                   

Bush‌ ‌failed‌ ‌in‌ ‌numerous‌ ‌efforts‌ ‌to‌ ‌pass‌ ‌reform,‌ ‌such‌‌as‌‌with‌‌the‌‌Secure‌‌                         

America‌ ‌and‌ ‌Orderly‌ ‌Immigration‌ ‌Act‌ ‌of‌ ‌2005,‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌by‌ ‌Senators‌‌                   

John‌ ‌McCain‌ ‌(R-AZ]‌ ‌and‌ ‌Ted‌ ‌Kennedy‌ ‌[D-MA]),‌ ‌or‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌‌                   

Comprehensive‌‌Immigration‌‌Reform‌‌Act‌‌of‌‌2007,‌‌the‌‌latter‌‌(despite‌‌being‌‌                   

heavily‌ ‌pushed‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌Republican‌ ‌president‌ ‌and‌ ‌crafted‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌ ‌bipartisan‌‌                     

group‌ ‌of‌ ‌twelve‌ ‌senators)‌ ‌being‌ ‌“reviled‌ ‌by‌ ‌foes‌ ‌of‌ ‌illegal‌‌immigration,‌‌                     

opposed‌ ‌by‌ ‌most‌ ‌labor‌ ‌unions‌ ‌and‌ ‌unloved‌ ‌by‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌advocates,”‌‌                   

with‌ ‌opponents‌ ‌ranging‌ ‌from‌ ‌right-wing‌ ‌talk‌ ‌radio‌ ‌hosts‌ ‌like‌ ‌Rush‌‌                   

Limbaugh‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌American‌ ‌Civil‌ ‌Liberties‌ ‌Union‌ ‌(ACLU)‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                   

American‌ ‌Federation‌ ‌of‌ ‌Labor‌ ‌and‌ ‌Congress‌ ‌of‌ ‌Industrial‌‌Organizations‌‌                 

(AFL–CIO)‌ ‌(Weisman,‌ ‌2007).‌ ‌The‌ ‌last‌ ‌major‌ ‌attempt‌ ‌at‌ ‌comprehensive‌‌                 

immigration‌‌reform‌‌came‌‌under‌‌President‌‌Obama,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌bipartisan‌‌group‌‌of‌‌                     

senators‌ ‌known‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌“Gang‌ ‌of‌ ‌Eight”‌ ‌drew‌ ‌up‌ ‌the‌ ‌framework‌ ‌for‌ ‌an‌‌                         

immigration‌ ‌reform‌ ‌bill‌ ‌that‌ ‌became‌ ‌the‌ ‌Border‌ ‌Security,‌ ‌Economic‌‌                 

Opportunity,‌ ‌and‌ ‌Immigration‌ ‌Modernization‌ ‌Act‌ ‌of‌ ‌2013‌ ‌and‌ ‌would‌‌                 

eventually‌‌be‌‌passed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌Senate‌‌in‌‌a‌‌68‌‌to‌‌32‌‌vote,‌‌with‌‌the‌‌bill‌‌being‌‌                               

described‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌time‌ ‌as‌ ‌being‌‌“brought‌‌together‌‌an‌‌unlikely‌‌coalition‌‌of‌‌                       

Democrats‌ ‌and‌ ‌Republicans;‌ ‌business‌ ‌groups‌ ‌and‌ ‌labor‌ ‌unions;‌‌               

farmworkers‌ ‌and‌ ‌growers;‌ ‌and‌ ‌Latino,‌ ‌gay‌ ‌rights‌ ‌and‌ ‌immigration‌‌                 
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advocates”‌ ‌(Parker‌‌and‌‌Martin,‌‌2013).‌‌However,‌‌as‌‌the‌‌bill‌‌passed‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                       

Senate.‌‌House‌‌Republicans‌‌and‌‌Speaker‌‌John‌‌Boehner‌‌vowed‌‌at‌‌the‌‌same‌‌                     

time‌‌to‌‌not‌‌take‌‌up‌‌a‌‌vote‌‌on‌‌it,‌‌and‌‌President‌‌Obama‌‌eventually‌‌opted‌‌for‌‌                             

executive‌ ‌actions‌ ‌after‌ ‌the‌ ‌Senate‌ ‌bill‌ ‌died.‌ ‌ ‌   

‌ 

Federal‌ ‌vs.‌ ‌Local/State‌ ‌Immigration‌ ‌Policy‌ ‌ 

Following‌‌an‌‌1875‌‌Supreme‌‌Court‌‌ruling‌‌(‌Chy‌‌Lung‌‌v.‌‌Freeman‌)‌‌                   

that‌ ‌was‌ ‌seen‌ ‌as‌ ‌making‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌control‌ ‌a‌ ‌federal‌ ‌prerogative,‌ ‌in‌‌                     

addition‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌Constitution‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌United‌ ‌States‌ ‌that‌ ‌prevents‌ ‌localities‌‌                     

and‌ ‌states‌ ‌from‌ ‌interfering‌ ‌with‌ ‌federal‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌(U.S.‌‌                 

Const.‌ ‌art.‌ ‌VI,‌ ‌cl.2),‌ ‌“there‌ ‌was‌ ‌a‌ ‌long‌ ‌period‌ ‌where‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌state‌                       

governments‌ ‌were‌ ‌content‌ ‌to‌ ‌let‌ ‌the‌ ‌federal‌ ‌government‌ ‌regulate‌‌                 

immigration”‌ ‌(Boushey‌ ‌and‌ ‌Luedtke,‌ ‌2011:‌ ‌391).‌ ‌However,‌ ‌“in‌ ‌recent‌‌                 

years‌ ‌there‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌a‌ ‌steep‌ ‌uptick‌ ‌in‌ ‌state‌ ‌and‌ ‌local‌ ‌immigration‌‌                       

legislation,”‌ ‌with‌ ‌officials‌ ‌deeming‌ ‌such‌ ‌responses‌ ‌as‌ ‌necessary‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                   

face‌ ‌of‌ ‌federal‌ ‌deadlock‌ ‌in‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌reform.‌ ‌(Newton‌ ‌and‌‌                     

Adams,‌ ‌2009:‌ ‌408-409).‌‌Looking‌‌at‌‌this‌‌multilevel‌‌governance‌‌dynamic,‌‌                 

Rodriguez‌ ‌(2007)‌ ‌identifies‌ ‌the‌‌“primary‌‌function‌‌of‌‌states‌‌and‌‌localities‌‌                   

is‌ ‌to‌ ‌integrate‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌body‌ ‌politic‌ ‌and‌ ‌thus‌ ‌to‌ ‌bring‌ ‌the‌‌                         

country‌ ‌to‌ ‌terms‌ ‌with‌ ‌demographic‌ ‌change,”‌ ‌leading‌ ‌to‌ ‌states‌ ‌and‌ ‌local‌‌                     

governments‌ ‌making‌ ‌policies‌ ‌to‌ ‌address‌ ‌issues‌ ‌at‌ ‌their‌ ‌level‌ ‌of‌‌                   

governance,‌ ‌sometimes‌ ‌clashing‌ ‌with‌ ‌federal‌ ‌policy‌ ‌or‌ ‌leading‌ ‌to‌ ‌more‌‌                   

efforts‌ ‌to‌ ‌assist‌ ‌federal‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌regulation‌ ‌and‌ ‌enforcement.‌ ‌Thus,‌‌                 

while‌‌different‌‌administrations‌‌have‌‌sought‌‌to‌‌enact‌‌federal‌‌policy‌‌change‌‌                   

to‌‌the‌‌extent‌‌that‌‌they‌‌were‌‌able,‌‌local‌‌governments‌‌have‌‌also‌‌tried‌‌to‌‌take‌‌                           

the‌ ‌matter‌ ‌into‌ ‌their‌ ‌own‌ ‌hands,‌ ‌enacting‌ ‌both‌ ‌immigrant-friendly‌ ‌and‌‌                   

unfriendly‌ ‌policies.‌ ‌Whereas‌ ‌“immigrant-friendly‌ ‌cities‌ ‌attempt‌ ‌to‌‌             

integrate‌‌their‌‌immigrants,”‌‌via‌‌a‌‌number‌‌of‌‌measures‌‌such‌‌as‌‌policies‌‌that‌‌                       

prevent‌‌local‌‌law‌‌enforcement‌‌from‌‌cooperating‌‌with‌‌federal‌‌immigration‌‌                 

policy‌‌or‌‌ensuring‌‌various‌‌social‌‌services‌‌for‌‌immigrants‌‌such‌‌as‌‌access‌‌to‌‌                       

banks‌ ‌and‌ ‌healthcare,‌ ‌the‌ ‌“immigrant‌ ‌unfriendly‌ ‌view‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌as‌‌                 

burdens‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌they‌‌are‌‌blamed‌‌for‌‌raising‌‌crime‌‌and‌‌increasing‌‌fiscal‌‌                       
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stress‌‌for‌‌the‌‌city’s‌‌budget,”‌‌among‌‌a‌‌number‌‌of‌‌other‌‌things.‌‌(Hummell,‌‌                       

2016:‌ ‌1216-1217).‌‌ ‌  

In‌ ‌the‌ ‌family‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌former‌ ‌group,‌ ‌there‌ ‌has‌ ‌been,‌ ‌since‌ ‌the‌‌                       

1980s,‌ ‌a‌ ‌“sanctuary”‌ ‌movement‌ ‌and‌ ‌corresponding‌ ‌sanctuary‌ ‌policies,‌‌               

though‌ ‌the‌ ‌nature‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌term‌ ‌“sanctuary”‌‌has‌‌changed‌‌over‌‌time:‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                         

1980s,‌ ‌it‌ ‌“primarily‌ ‌referred‌ ‌to‌ ‌efforts‌ ‌by‌ ‌churches‌ ‌and‌‌cities‌‌to‌‌provide‌‌                       

various‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌assistance‌ ‌to‌ ‌asylum‌ ‌applicants‌‌from‌‌Central‌‌America”‌‌                   

(Villazor,‌ ‌2008:‌ ‌133),‌ ‌whereas‌ ‌the‌ ‌post‌ ‌9-11,‌ ‌post-Patriot‌ ‌Act‌ ‌“New‌‌                   

Sanctuary‌ ‌Movement,”‌‌while‌‌inspired‌‌by‌‌the‌‌older‌‌Sanctuary‌‌movement,‌‌                 

“led‌ ‌many‌ ‌cities‌ ‌to‌ ‌adopt‌ ‌sanctuary‌ ‌policies‌ ‌in‌ ‌response‌ ‌to‌ ‌what‌ ‌they‌‌                       

believed‌ ‌were‌ ‌the‌ ‌abuses‌ ‌inherent”‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌more‌ ‌aggressive‌ ‌immigration‌‌                   

enforcement‌ ‌and‌ ‌legislation‌ ‌that‌ ‌had‌ ‌come‌ ‌about,‌ ‌and,‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌asylum‌                   

seekers,‌ ‌“protected‌ ‌an‌ ‌often‌ ‌demonized‌ ‌group:‌ ‌undocumented‌‌             

immigrants"‌‌(Gonzalez‌‌O’Brien‌‌et‌‌al,‌‌2019:‌‌10).‌‌Such‌‌policies,‌‌based‌‌on‌‌a‌‌                       

number‌ ‌of‌ ‌concerns,‌ ‌“explicitly‌ ‌limit‌ ‌cooperation‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌federal‌‌                 

government‌ ‌in‌ ‌enforcing‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌laws”‌ ‌(Martinez‌ ‌et‌ ‌al,‌ ‌2017:‌ ‌2).‌‌                   

Davis‌‌(2020:‌‌101)‌‌notes‌‌that,‌‌considering‌‌the‌‌range‌‌of‌‌issues‌‌encompassed‌‌                     

in‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌enforcement,‌ ‌“national‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policies‌ ‌cannot,‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                 

practical‌‌matter,‌‌be‌‌carried‌‌out‌‌in‌‌the‌‌interior‌‌of‌‌the‌‌United‌‌States‌‌without‌‌                         

the‌ ‌assistance‌ ‌and‌ ‌cooperation‌ ‌of‌ ‌local‌‌law‌‌enforcement‌‌personnel,”‌‌and‌‌                   

that‌ ‌such‌ ‌policies‌ ‌can‌ ‌potentially‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌serious‌ ‌obstacle‌ ‌for‌ ‌federal‌‌                     

immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌implementation.‌ ‌These‌ ‌policies‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌ ‌strongly‌‌               

criticized‌ ‌as‌ ‌contributing‌ ‌to‌ ‌supposed‌ ‌increases‌ ‌in‌ ‌crime,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                       

2016‌ ‌Republican‌ ‌Party‌ ‌presidential‌ ‌primary‌ ‌where‌ ‌“nearly‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                   

Republican‌ ‌presidential‌ ‌candidates‌ ‌included‌ ‌opposition‌ ‌to‌ ‌sanctuary‌‌             

policy”‌ ‌(Gonzalez‌ ‌et‌ ‌al,‌ ‌2019:‌ ‌4)‌ ‌or‌ ‌President‌ ‌Trump‌ ‌attempting‌ ‌via‌‌                     

executive‌‌order‌‌to‌‌strip‌‌federal‌‌funds‌‌from‌‌sanctuary‌‌cities‌‌while‌‌claiming‌‌                     

in‌‌interviews‌‌that‌‌the‌‌“ridiculous‌‌sanctuary‌‌cities”‌‌cause‌‌more‌‌crime‌‌(Fox‌‌                     

News,‌‌2017).‌‌Trump’s‌‌executive‌‌order,‌‌titled‌‌“Enhancing‌‌Public‌‌Safety‌‌in‌‌                   

the‌ ‌Interior‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌United‌‌States,”‌‌was‌‌later‌‌found‌‌to‌‌be‌‌unconstitutional,‌‌                       

“joining‌‌rulings‌‌that‌‌have‌‌blocked‌‌different‌‌portions‌‌of‌‌Trump's‌‌travel‌‌ban‌‌                     

and‌ ‌preliminary‌ ‌injunctions‌ ‌on‌‌the‌‌sanctuary‌‌cities‌‌order”‌‌(Diamond‌‌and‌‌                   
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McKirdy,‌ ‌2017).‌ ‌Such‌ ‌setbacks‌ ‌have‌ ‌not‌ ‌stopped‌ ‌the‌ ‌Trump‌‌                 

Administration‌ ‌from‌ ‌enacting‌ ‌other‌ ‌aspects‌ ‌of‌ ‌its‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy,‌‌                 

eventually‌ ‌(on‌ ‌its‌ ‌third‌ ‌revision‌ ‌and‌ ‌lengthy‌ ‌court‌ ‌battle)‌ ‌having‌ ‌its‌‌                     

so-called‌ ‌travel‌ ‌ban‌ ‌or‌ ‌“Muslim‌ ‌ban”‌ ‌upheld‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌5-4‌ ‌ruling‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                         

Supreme‌ ‌Court,‌ ‌which‌ ‌prohibits‌ ‌entry‌ ‌from‌ ‌five‌ ‌majority-Muslim‌‌               

countries—Iran,‌ ‌Libya,‌ ‌Yemen,‌ ‌Syria‌ ‌and‌ ‌Somalia—as‌ ‌well‌ ‌as‌ ‌North‌‌                 

Korea‌ ‌and‌‌some‌‌government‌‌officials‌‌from‌‌Venezuela‌‌(Liptak‌‌and‌‌Shear,‌‌                   

2018)‌ ‌and‌ ‌enforcing‌ ‌a‌ ‌“zero-tolerance”‌ ‌policy‌ ‌that‌ ‌involved‌ ‌separating‌‌                 

thousands‌ ‌of‌ ‌children‌ ‌from‌ ‌their‌ ‌parents‌ ‌in‌ ‌efforts‌ ‌to‌ ‌deter‌ ‌illegal‌                     

immigration,‌ ‌efforts‌ ‌that‌ ‌were‌‌supposed‌‌to‌‌be‌‌halted‌‌due‌‌to‌‌injunction‌‌in‌‌                       

district‌ ‌court‌ ‌(Shear‌ ‌et‌ ‌al,‌ ‌2018)‌ ‌but‌ ‌still‌ ‌had‌ ‌been‌ ‌reported‌ ‌to‌ ‌continue‌‌                         

(Washington,‌ ‌2019).‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

The‌ ‌Post‌ ‌9/11‌ ‌Era‌ ‌ 

The‌‌aftermath‌‌of‌‌the‌‌September‌‌11‌‌attacks‌‌saw‌‌the‌‌creation‌‌of‌‌the‌                       

U.S.‌ ‌Immigration‌ ‌‌and‌ ‌Customs‌ ‌Enforcement‌ ‌agency‌ ‌(ICE)‌ ‌via‌ ‌the‌‌                 

Homeland‌ ‌Security‌ ‌Act‌ ‌in‌‌2002‌‌and‌‌other‌‌policy‌‌changes‌‌that‌‌connected‌‌                     

immigration‌ ‌control‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌need‌ ‌to‌‌protect‌‌the‌‌country‌‌from‌‌terrorism,‌‌                     

with‌ ‌some‌ ‌arguing‌ ‌that,‌ ‌in‌ ‌fact,‌ ‌“the‌ ‌government's‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌war‌‌                       

against‌ ‌terrorism‌ ‌has‌ ‌blurred‌ ‌the‌ ‌lines‌ ‌between‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌and‌‌                 

terrorism”‌ ‌(Hines,‌ ‌2006:‌ ‌10).‌ ‌It‌ ‌was‌ ‌around‌ ‌this‌ ‌period‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌‌                     

Immigration‌ ‌and‌ ‌Naturalization‌ ‌Service‌ ‌(INS)‌ ‌was‌ ‌eliminated‌ ‌with‌ ‌its‌‌                 

powers‌ ‌going‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌new‌ ‌agencies‌ ‌in‌‌charge‌‌today:‌‌U.S.‌‌Citizenship‌‌and‌‌                       

Immigration‌ ‌Services‌ ‌(USCIS),‌ ‌dealing‌ ‌with‌ ‌immigration‌‌administration‌‌             

and‌ ‌naturalization,‌ ‌Customs‌ ‌and‌ ‌Border‌ ‌Protection‌ ‌(CBP)‌ ‌(part‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                   

Department‌‌of‌‌Homeland‌‌Security‌‌[DHS]),‌‌in‌‌charge‌‌of‌‌enforcement‌‌on‌‌or‌‌                     

near‌‌the‌‌border,‌‌and‌‌ICE‌‌(also‌‌part‌‌of‌‌the‌‌DHS),‌‌which‌‌deals‌‌with‌‌much‌‌of‌‌                             

the‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌rest‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌country,‌ ‌though‌ ‌“in‌ ‌recent‌‌years,‌‌ICE‌‌                         

and‌ ‌CBP‌ ‌have‌ ‌increasingly‌ ‌collaborated‌ ‌with‌ ‌law‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌agents‌‌                 

outside‌‌of‌‌the‌‌immigration‌‌enforcement‌‌bureaucracy,”‌‌such‌‌as‌‌the‌‌Federal‌‌                   

Bureau‌ ‌of‌ ‌Investigation‌ ‌(FBI)‌‌and‌‌the‌‌Drug‌‌Enforcement‌‌Administration‌‌                 

(DEA),‌ ‌in‌‌facilitating‌‌interior‌‌enforcement‌‌(Chacón,‌‌2010:‌‌1566).‌‌Brown‌‌                 
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and‌ ‌Rodriguez‌ ‌(2014:‌ ‌147)‌ ‌note‌ ‌that‌ ‌by‌ ‌fiscal‌ ‌year‌ ‌2012,‌ ‌“the‌ ‌United‌‌                       

States‌ ‌spent‌ ‌approximately‌ ‌$18‌ ‌billion‌ ‌on‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌and‌ ‌border‌‌                 

enforcement,‌ ‌more‌ ‌than‌ ‌all‌ ‌other‌ ‌federal‌ ‌law‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌efforts‌‌                 

combined.”‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌post‌ ‌9-11‌ ‌era‌ ‌has‌‌also‌‌seen‌‌a‌‌rise‌‌in‌‌violent‌‌hate‌‌crimes‌‌and‌‌                           

threats,‌ ‌the‌ ‌highest‌ ‌period‌ ‌coming‌ ‌in‌ ‌2018‌ ‌(FBI,‌‌2019).‌‌While‌‌there‌‌has‌‌                       

been‌ ‌an‌ ‌improvement‌ ‌in‌ ‌how‌ ‌hate‌ ‌crimes‌ ‌are‌ ‌measured‌ ‌since‌ ‌the‌ ‌FBI‌‌                       

began‌ ‌collecting‌ ‌information‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌issue,‌ ‌“many‌ ‌agencies‌ ‌consistently‌‌                 

fail‌ ‌to‌ ‌report‌ ‌any‌ ‌hate‌ ‌crimes‌ ‌in‌‌their‌‌jurisdiction”‌‌and‌‌there‌‌needs‌‌to‌‌be‌‌                           

more‌‌effort‌‌put‌‌into‌‌truly‌‌identifying‌‌the‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌the‌‌problem,‌‌particularly‌‌                       

in‌ ‌regards‌ ‌to‌ ‌unreported‌ ‌hate‌ ‌crimes‌ ‌(Stacey‌ ‌et‌ ‌al,‌ ‌2011:‌ ‌293-294).‌ ‌In‌‌                       

terms‌‌of‌‌the‌‌state‌‌of‌‌immigrant’s‌‌rights‌‌in‌‌the‌‌U.S.,‌‌Hines‌‌(2006:‌‌28)‌‌notes‌‌                           

that‌ ‌“post‌ ‌9/11‌ ‌national‌ ‌security‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌used‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌pretext‌ ‌for‌ ‌many‌‌                         

restrictions‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌little‌ ‌to‌ ‌do‌‌with‌‌security‌‌matters,”‌‌with‌‌immigrants‌‌                     

(despite‌ ‌playing‌ ‌an‌ ‌important‌ ‌role‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌economy‌ ‌and‌ ‌doing‌ ‌many‌‌                     

undesirable‌‌jobs)‌‌being‌‌deprived‌‌of‌‌many‌‌of‌‌their‌‌rights‌‌while‌‌at‌‌the‌‌same‌‌                         

time‌ ‌being‌ ‌forced‌ ‌to‌ ‌“take‌ ‌much‌ ‌greater‌ ‌risks‌ ‌to‌ ‌arrive‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌...‌‌                           

[resulting]‌‌in‌‌a‌‌growing‌‌number‌‌of‌‌deaths‌‌along‌‌the‌‌southern‌‌border‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                         

country”‌ ‌(Hines,‌ ‌2006:‌ ‌10).‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

Private‌ ‌Prison‌ ‌and‌ ‌Immigrant‌ ‌Detention‌ ‌ 

‌The‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌prison‌ ‌population‌ ‌has‌ ‌seen‌ ‌steady‌ ‌growth‌ ‌in‌ ‌recent‌‌                   

times,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌state‌ ‌and‌ ‌federal‌ ‌prison‌‌population‌‌growing‌‌from‌‌around‌‌                     

320,000‌‌to‌‌2.2‌‌million‌‌from‌‌1980‌‌till‌‌2015,‌‌almost‌‌a‌‌700%‌‌increase‌‌(The‌‌                         

Sentencing‌ ‌Project,‌ ‌2017).‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

‌ 

‌ 

‌ 

‌ 

‌ 

‌ 
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<Figure‌ ‌3>‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌State‌ ‌and‌ ‌Federal‌ ‌Prison‌ ‌Population,‌ ‌1925-2018‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Source:‌ ‌The‌ ‌Sentencing‌ ‌Project‌ ‌(2020)‌ ‌ 

This‌ ‌has‌ ‌come‌ ‌while‌‌“scholars‌‌have‌‌observed‌‌a‌‌proliferation‌‌of‌‌financial‌‌                     

partnerships‌ ‌between‌ ‌government‌ ‌and‌ ‌for-profit‌ ‌entities‌ ‌—‌ ‌all‌ ‌of‌ ‌which‌‌                   

[that]‌ ‌have‌‌an‌‌economic‌‌stake‌‌in‌‌mass‌‌incarceration”‌‌(Collingwood‌‌et‌‌al,‌‌                     

2018:‌ ‌276).‌ ‌There’ve‌ ‌been‌ ‌different‌ ‌reasons‌ ‌for‌ ‌this‌ ‌rise:‌ ‌support‌ ‌from‌‌                     

neoliberal‌‌Democrats‌‌and‌‌Republicans‌‌who‌‌supported‌‌neoliberal‌‌policies,‌‌               

tough-on-crime‌ ‌policies‌ ‌and‌‌the‌‌connected‌‌issue‌‌of‌‌prison‌‌overcrowding,‌‌                 

and‌‌purported‌‌claims‌‌of‌‌cost-cutting‌‌that‌‌may‌‌be‌‌more‌‌about‌‌politics‌‌than‌‌                       

about‌ ‌actual‌ ‌savings‌ ‌(Gottschalk,‌ ‌2015).‌‌ ‌  

A‌‌notable‌‌exception‌‌from‌‌this‌‌list‌‌of‌‌reasons‌‌is‌‌the‌‌private‌‌prison‌‌                       

industry‌‌itself,‌‌dominated‌‌by‌‌a‌‌small‌‌group‌‌of‌‌corporations,‌‌most‌‌notably‌‌                     

CoreCivic‌ ‌(formerly‌ ‌known‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌Corrections‌ ‌Corporation‌ ‌of‌ ‌America‌‌                 

and‌ ‌still‌ ‌referred‌ ‌to‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌acronym‌ ‌CCA)‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌GEO‌ ‌Group,‌ ‌Inc‌‌                         

(GEO).‌ ‌This‌ ‌industry‌ ‌is‌ ‌often‌ ‌seen‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌key‌‌cause‌‌of‌‌mass‌‌incarceration‌‌                         

but,‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌contrary,‌ ‌“mass‌ ‌incarceration‌ ‌helped‌ ‌transform‌ ‌the‌ ‌private‌‌                   

prison‌ ‌sector‌ ‌into‌ ‌a‌ ‌powerful‌ ‌and‌ ‌nimble‌ ‌political‌ ‌player”‌ ‌(Gottschalk,‌‌                   

2015:‌ ‌65).‌ ‌As‌ ‌it‌ ‌stands‌ ‌now,‌ ‌thirty‌ ‌states‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌federal‌ ‌government‌‌                       

incarcerate‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌in‌ ‌private‌ ‌facilities,‌ ‌with‌ ‌115,428‌ ‌prisoners‌‌               
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“representing‌ ‌8%‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌total‌‌state‌‌and‌‌federal‌‌[prison]‌‌population”‌‌(The‌‌                     

Sentencing‌‌Project,‌‌2021).‌‌Since‌‌2000,‌‌this‌‌population‌‌has‌‌increased‌‌32%‌‌                   

(compared‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌three‌ ‌percent‌ ‌rise‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌overall‌‌prison‌‌population),‌‌with‌‌                       

the‌‌number‌‌of‌‌individuals‌‌in‌‌private‌‌federal‌‌prisons‌‌increasing‌‌77%‌‌in‌‌that‌‌                       

time.‌‌ ‌  

As‌ ‌the‌ ‌private‌ ‌prison‌ ‌industry‌ ‌has‌ ‌grown,‌ ‌they‌‌have‌‌moved‌‌into‌‌                     

other‌ ‌areas‌ ‌of‌ ‌criminal‌ ‌justice‌ ‌services,‌ ‌including‌ ‌immigrant‌ ‌detention‌‌                 

where‌ ‌they‌ ‌have‌ ‌become‌ ‌the‌ ‌majority‌ ‌provider.‌ ‌As‌ ‌of‌ ‌2019,‌ ‌40,634‌‌                     

individuals‌ ‌(81%‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌total‌ ‌detained‌ ‌population)‌ ‌were‌ ‌held‌ ‌in‌ ‌private‌‌                     

detention‌ ‌facilities,‌ ‌a‌ ‌739%‌‌increase‌‌from‌‌2002‌‌(The‌‌Sentencing‌‌Project,‌‌                   

2021).‌ ‌The‌ ‌ability‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌high-scale‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌detention‌ ‌and‌                 

deportations‌ ‌arose‌ ‌in‌‌the‌‌1980s‌‌and‌‌1990s,‌‌with‌‌a‌‌Reagan‌‌administration‌‌                     

policy‌‌in‌‌1983‌‌beginning‌‌the‌‌first‌‌significant‌‌expansion‌‌by‌‌creating‌‌10,000‌‌                     

detention‌‌beds‌‌to‌‌be‌‌filled‌‌while‌‌at‌‌the‌‌same‌‌time‌‌making‌‌the‌‌first‌‌federal‌‌                           

contract‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌world’s‌ ‌first‌ ‌private‌ ‌prison‌‌company‌‌(the‌‌then-recently‌‌                   

formed‌ ‌CCA)‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌purpose‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigrant‌ ‌detention.‌ ‌The‌ ‌Clinton‌‌                   

administration‌ ‌would‌ ‌subsequently‌ ‌lay‌ ‌“the‌ ‌foundation‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌vast‌‌                 

criminalization‌‌of‌‌immigration‌‌infractions‌‌and‌‌for‌‌the‌‌sharp‌‌increase‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                     

annual‌‌number‌‌of‌‌detentions‌‌and‌‌deportations‌‌beginning‌‌in‌‌the‌‌mid-1990s‌‌                   

(Gottschalk,‌ ‌2015:‌ ‌221).‌ ‌This‌ ‌has‌ ‌had‌ ‌lasting‌ ‌ramifications:‌ ‌by‌ ‌2012,‌‌                   

almost‌ ‌half‌ ‌of‌‌federal‌‌court‌‌defendants‌‌were‌‌Hispanic,‌‌with‌‌an‌‌explosion‌‌                     

of‌ ‌prosecutions‌ ‌regarding‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌violations‌ ‌(Gottschalk,‌ ‌2015:‌ ‌216).‌‌ ‌  

One‌ ‌final‌ ‌note‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌Presidents‌ ‌Obama‌ ‌and‌ ‌Biden‌ ‌each‌ ‌took‌‌                     

executive‌ ‌actions‌ ‌to‌ ‌begin‌ ‌a‌ ‌phase-out‌ ‌of‌ ‌federal‌ ‌contracts‌ ‌with‌ ‌private‌‌                     

prisons,‌ ‌leading‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌slight‌ ‌decline‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌population‌ ‌of‌ ‌private‌ ‌federal‌‌                       

detention‌‌from‌‌its‌‌peak‌‌in‌‌2013‌‌(The‌‌Sentencing‌‌Project,‌‌2021).‌‌However,‌‌                     

such‌ ‌actions‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌ ‌as‌ ‌significant‌ ‌as‌ ‌they‌ ‌might‌ ‌appear:‌ ‌the‌ ‌Obama‌‌                       

administration‌ ‌renewed‌ ‌private‌ ‌prison‌ ‌contracts‌ ‌at‌ ‌essentially‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌‌                 

scope‌ ‌as‌ ‌it‌ ‌had‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌past,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌more‌ ‌recent‌ ‌Biden‌ ‌action‌ ‌excluded‌‌                           

private‌ ‌immigrant‌ ‌detention‌ ‌under‌ ‌the‌ ‌DHS‌ ‌(Pelot-Hobbs,‌ ‌2021).‌ ‌ ‌   

‌ 
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1.2. Research‌ ‌subject‌ ‌and‌ ‌scope‌ ‌ 

A‌ ‌qualitative‌ ‌case‌ ‌study‌ ‌approach‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌taken‌ ‌to‌ ‌analyze‌‌U.S.‌‌                     

federal‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌and‌ ‌theories‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy‌‌                   

entrepreneurship.‌ ‌Considering‌ ‌1986‌ ‌was‌ ‌the‌ ‌last‌ ‌time‌ ‌a‌ ‌comprehensive‌‌                 

immigration‌‌reform‌‌bill‌‌was‌‌successfully‌‌passed,‌‌the‌‌scope‌‌of‌‌the‌‌analysis‌‌                     

will‌ ‌range‌ ‌from‌ ‌1986‌‌to‌‌‌2020,‌‌looking‌‌at‌‌what‌‌changes‌‌have‌‌occurred‌‌in‌‌                         

absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌such‌ ‌a‌ ‌reform.‌ ‌Furthermore,‌ ‌since‌ ‌all‌ ‌attempts‌ ‌at‌‌                   

comprehensive‌ ‌reform‌ ‌failed‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌period,‌ ‌this‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌will‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌‌                     

policy‌ ‌change‌ ‌in‌ ‌relation‌ ‌to‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌enforcement.‌ ‌In‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF,‌ ‌“the‌‌                     

primary‌ ‌unit‌ ‌of‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy‌ ‌subsystem”‌ ‌(Pierce‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.,‌ ‌2017B:‌‌                       

S15),‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌case‌ ‌being‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌federal‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌subsystem.‌‌                     

The‌ ‌advocacy‌ ‌coalitions‌ ‌that‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌focused‌ ‌on‌ ‌are‌ ‌an‌ ‌expansionist‌‌                     

coalition‌ ‌and‌ ‌a‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌coalition,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌generally‌ ‌deals‌‌                   

with‌ ‌how‌ ‌coalitions‌ ‌influenced‌ ‌the‌ ‌agenda‌ ‌setting‌ ‌and‌ ‌policy‌ ‌making‌‌in‌‌                     

the‌ ‌policy‌ ‌subsystem.‌ ‌The‌ ‌analytic‌ ‌framework‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy‌‌                 

entrepreneurship‌‌section‌‌focuses‌‌on‌‌the‌‌attributes,‌‌skills,‌‌and‌‌strategies‌‌of‌‌                   

entrepreneurs‌ ‌seeking‌ ‌to‌ ‌influence‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌decision-making‌‌             

(Mintrom‌‌and‌‌Luetjens,‌‌2017).‌‌Usually,‌‌it‌‌would‌‌also‌‌include‌‌a‌‌section‌‌on‌‌                       

the‌‌policy‌‌context‌‌in‌‌question,‌‌but‌‌the‌‌ACF‌‌largely‌‌covers‌‌this‌‌aspect.‌‌The‌‌                         

policy‌ ‌entrepreneurs‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌the‌ ‌collective‌ ‌private‌ ‌prison‌ ‌industry,‌‌                 

primarily‌ ‌CCA,‌ ‌GEO,‌ ‌and‌ ‌their‌ ‌lobbies.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌questions‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌answered‌ ‌by‌ ‌this‌ ‌research‌ ‌are‌ ‌as‌ ‌follows:‌ ‌ 

A.‌ ‌Which‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌four‌ ‌sources‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy‌ ‌change,‌ ‌or‌ ‌which‌‌                     

combinations,‌ ‌identified‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌are‌ ‌responsible‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy‌‌                   

changes‌ ‌identified‌ ‌in‌ ‌US‌ ‌federal‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌since‌ ‌1986?‌‌ ‌  

B.‌ ‌Which‌ ‌actors‌ ‌were‌ ‌engaged‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌immigration‌‌policy‌‌subsystem‌‌                   

and‌ ‌what‌ ‌coalitions‌ ‌did‌ ‌they‌ ‌form?‌‌ ‌  

C.‌ ‌What‌ ‌beliefs,‌ ‌strategies,‌ ‌and‌ ‌resources‌ ‌did‌ ‌such‌ ‌actors‌ ‌have‌ ‌in‌‌                     

relation‌ ‌to‌ ‌this‌ ‌policy‌ ‌subsystem?‌ ‌ 
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D.‌ ‌What‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌characteristics,‌ ‌skills,‌ ‌and‌ ‌traits‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌identified‌‌                     

policy‌ ‌entrepreneurs,‌ ‌and‌ ‌how‌ ‌did‌ ‌these‌ ‌entrepreneurs‌ ‌seek‌ ‌to‌‌                 

influence‌ ‌policy‌ ‌change‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌federal‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌‌               

subsystem?‌ ‌ 

1.3. Research‌ ‌Methodology‌ ‌ 

This‌ ‌approach‌ ‌will‌ ‌rely‌ ‌primarily‌ ‌on‌ ‌document‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌of‌‌                 

legislation,‌ ‌records‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy‌ ‌making‌ ‌and‌ ‌policy‌ ‌makers,‌ ‌minutes,‌‌                 

transcripts,‌ ‌government‌ ‌articles,‌ ‌and‌ ‌information‌ ‌from‌ ‌various‌ ‌news‌‌               

outlets,‌ ‌as‌ ‌well‌ ‌as‌ ‌reviewing‌ ‌the‌ ‌literature‌ ‌regarding‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌immigration‌‌                   

policy.‌‌It‌‌will‌‌also‌‌rely‌‌on‌‌data/statistics‌‌from‌‌government‌‌sources,‌‌such‌‌as‌‌                       

the‌‌U.S.‌‌Census,‌‌the‌‌Library‌‌of‌‌Congress,‌‌the‌‌FBI,‌‌and‌‌secondary‌‌analysis‌‌                       

of‌ ‌relevant‌ ‌research.‌ ‌Such‌ ‌an‌‌approach‌‌is‌‌common‌‌when‌‌using‌‌the‌‌ACF,‌‌                       

e.g.‌‌Pierce‌‌et‌‌al.‌‌(2017a),‌‌in‌‌a‌‌review‌‌of‌‌methods‌‌and‌‌exemplary‌‌practices‌‌                         

in‌ ‌using‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF,‌ ‌found‌ ‌that,‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌161‌ ‌peer-reviewed‌ ‌journal‌ ‌articles‌‌                       

they‌ ‌analyzed,‌ ‌“about‌ ‌90%‌ ‌of‌ ‌all‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌articles‌ ‌use‌ ‌qualitative‌ ‌analysis,‌‌                     

and‌ ‌a‌ ‌majority‌ ‌collect‌ ‌data‌ ‌using‌ ‌interviews‌ ‌and/or‌ ‌documents,”‌ ‌noting‌‌                   

that‌‌this‌‌approach‌‌helped‌‌provide‌‌needed‌‌context‌‌to‌‌ACF‌‌studies‌‌that‌‌had‌‌                       

been‌ ‌characterized‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌past‌ ‌as‌ ‌overly‌ ‌empirical.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 
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Chapter‌ ‌2:‌ ‌Literature‌ ‌Review‌ ‌And‌ ‌Theoretical‌‌ 

Background‌‌ ‌  
‌ 

2.1. U.S.‌ ‌Immigration‌ ‌Policy‌ ‌ 
There‌‌is‌‌a‌‌wealth‌‌of‌‌research‌‌on‌‌American‌‌immigration‌‌policy‌‌and‌                     

the‌ ‌history‌ ‌surrounding‌ ‌it,‌ ‌and‌ ‌on‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌in‌ ‌general.‌ ‌Many‌‌                   

approaches‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌ ‌taken‌ ‌to‌ ‌examine‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌‌                   

“theories‌‌of‌‌political‌‌science/comparative‌‌politics‌‌(Marxist,‌‌interest‌‌group,‌‌               

partisan‌ ‌politics‌ ‌and‌ ‌institutionalist‌ ‌approaches),‌ ‌international‌ ‌relations‌‌             

(realism,‌ ‌liberalism‌ ‌and‌ ‌world‌ ‌system‌ ‌approaches),‌ ‌and‌ ‌sociology‌ ‌and‌‌                 

psychology‌ ‌(the‌‌‘national‌‌identity"‌‌approach)’”‌‌(Meyers,‌‌2000:‌‌1269).‌‌In‌‌                 

explaining‌ ‌what‌ ‌drives‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌to‌ ‌North‌ ‌America,‌ ‌Karemera‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.‌‌                   

found‌ ‌(2000:‌ ‌1745)‌ ‌“population‌ ‌of‌ ‌origin‌ ‌countries‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌income‌ ‌of‌‌                     

destination‌ ‌countries‌ ‌are‌ ‌two‌ ‌major‌ ‌determinants‌ ‌of‌ ‌migration.”‌ ‌Borjas‌‌                 

(1994:‌ ‌1688),‌ ‌looking‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌economics‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration,‌ ‌found‌ ‌that‌‌                   

“emigration‌‌rate‌‌is‌‌negatively‌‌correlated‌‌with‌‌mean‌‌earnings‌‌in‌‌the‌‌source‌‌                     

country‌ ‌and‌ ‌with‌ ‌migration‌ ‌costs,‌‌and‌‌is‌‌positively‌‌correlated‌‌with‌‌mean‌‌                     

earnings‌‌in‌‌the‌‌host‌‌country.”‌‌Clark‌‌et‌‌al.‌‌(2007:‌‌368-369),‌‌looking‌‌at‌‌U.S.‌‌                         

immigration‌ ‌from‌ ‌1971-1998,‌ ‌noted‌ ‌that‌ ‌while,‌ ‌“both‌ ‌theoretically‌ ‌and‌‌                 

empirically,‌‌what‌‌drives‌‌migration‌‌is‌‌income‌‌relative‌‌to‌‌education,”‌‌other‌‌                   

important‌ ‌variables‌ ‌also‌ ‌matter:‌ ‌demographics,‌ ‌the‌ ‌stock‌ ‌of‌ ‌previous‌‌                 

immigrants,‌‌and‌‌different‌‌aspects‌‌of‌‌immigration‌‌policy.‌‌Feliciano‌‌(2005:‌‌                 

147),‌ ‌considering‌ ‌how‌ ‌education‌‌affects‌‌who‌‌becomes‌‌an‌‌immigrant‌‌and‌‌                   

who‌ ‌does‌ ‌not,‌ ‌showed‌ ‌how‌ ‌while‌ ‌“there‌ ‌is‌ ‌substantial‌ ‌variation‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                       

degree‌ ‌of‌ ‌educational‌ ‌selectivity‌ ‌depending‌ ‌on‌‌the‌‌country‌‌of‌‌origin‌‌and‌‌                     

the‌ ‌timing‌ ‌of‌ ‌migration‌ ‌from‌ ‌a‌ ‌particular‌ ‌country,”‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌were‌‌                   

almost‌ ‌always‌ ‌more‌ ‌educated‌‌than‌‌those‌‌who‌‌had‌‌chosen‌‌to‌‌stay‌‌in‌‌their‌‌                         

home‌ ‌countries.‌‌Cornelius‌‌and‌‌Rosenblum‌‌(2005:‌‌100)‌‌note‌‌that‌‌answers‌‌                   

on‌ ‌what‌ ‌drives‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌to‌ ‌migrate,‌ ‌despite‌ ‌the‌ ‌many‌ ‌risks‌‌and‌‌costs,‌‌                       
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“may‌ ‌be‌ ‌divided‌ ‌into‌‌rational‌‌actor‌‌approaches‌‌and‌‌those‌‌that‌‌emphasize‌‌                     

deeper‌ ‌structural‌ ‌factors,‌ ‌and‌ ‌a‌ ‌separate‌ ‌distinction‌ ‌should‌ ‌be‌ ‌made‌‌                   

between‌‌voluntary‌‌and‌‌forced‌‌(i.e.,‌‌refugee)‌‌migration.”‌‌The‌‌former‌‌finds‌‌                   

that‌ ‌“workers,‌ ‌like‌ ‌goods,‌ ‌flow‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌country‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌willing‌ ‌to‌ ‌pay‌‌the‌‌                           

most‌ ‌for‌ ‌them”‌ ‌(Borjas,‌ ‌1998:‌ ‌466).‌ ‌The‌ ‌latter‌ ‌schools‌ ‌of‌ ‌thought‌‌                     

emphasize‌‌either‌‌“the‌‌underlying‌‌global‌‌economic‌‌structures‌‌that‌‌motivate‌‌                 

individual‌ ‌(or‌ ‌group)‌ ‌decision‌ ‌making”‌ ‌or‌ ‌point‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌“the‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌‌                       

transborder‌ ‌social‌ ‌networks”‌ ‌(Cornelius‌ ‌and‌ ‌Rosenblum‌ ‌(2005:‌ ‌101).‌‌ ‌  

In‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌vein‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌broader‌‌immigration‌‌policy‌‌literature,‌‌in‌‌                     

terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌what‌ ‌drives‌ ‌the‌ ‌forms‌ ‌and‌ ‌patterns‌ ‌of‌‌U.S.‌‌immigration‌‌policy,‌‌                       

different‌ ‌focuses‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌ ‌taken,‌ ‌pointing‌ ‌to‌ ‌“economic‌ ‌conditions,‌‌                 

social‌‌interests,‌‌national‌‌values,‌‌or‌‌electoral‌‌realignments”‌‌as‌‌the‌‌cause‌‌for‌‌                     

what‌ ‌policies‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌are‌ ‌chosen,‌ ‌while‌ ‌others‌‌have‌‌taken‌‌a‌‌historical‌‌                     

institutionalist‌ ‌approach‌‌that‌‌“places‌‌special‌‌emphasis‌‌on‌‌the‌‌interplay‌‌of‌‌                   

dynamic‌ ‌governing‌ ‌institutions,‌ ‌policy‌ ‌alliances,‌ ‌expertise,‌ ‌and‌‌             

international‌‌crises”‌‌(Tichenor,‌‌2009:‌‌18-19).‌‌Hines‌‌(2016:10),‌‌looking‌‌at‌‌                 

immigration‌ ‌law‌ ‌before‌ ‌9/11,‌ ‌noted‌ ‌that‌ ‌“historically,‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌immigration‌‌                 

law‌‌has‌‌been‌‌closely‌‌linked‌‌to‌‌political‌‌and‌‌economic‌‌policies‌‌and‌‌trends,”‌‌                       

citing‌ ‌such‌ ‌things‌ ‌as‌ ‌immigration‌‌laws‌‌targeting‌‌anarchists,‌‌communists,‌‌                 

Chinese‌‌and‌‌other‌‌Asians,‌‌among‌‌other‌‌groups‌‌of‌‌peoples,‌‌and‌‌states‌‌that‌‌                       

these‌ ‌trends‌ ‌have‌ ‌continued‌ ‌post‌ ‌9/11.‌ ‌The‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌wages‌‌                   

and‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌is‌ ‌often‌ ‌an‌ ‌important‌ ‌focus‌ ‌when‌ ‌talking‌ ‌about‌‌                   

immigration‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌with‌ ‌one‌ ‌side‌ ‌saying‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌has‌‌adverse‌‌wage‌‌                   

effects,‌‌such‌‌as‌‌Borjas‌‌(2003:‌‌1335)‌‌that‌‌“immigration‌‌lowers‌‌the‌‌wage‌‌of‌‌                       

competing‌ ‌workers”,‌ ‌while‌ ‌others‌ ‌have‌ ‌stated‌ ‌that‌ ‌such‌ ‌analyses‌ ‌are‌‌                   

misguided,‌‌such‌‌as‌‌Clemens‌‌and‌‌Hunt‌‌(2019:‌‌854,‌‌looking‌‌at‌‌the‌‌effects‌‌of‌‌                         

refugee‌ ‌waves‌ ‌on‌ ‌wages,‌ ‌found‌ ‌that‌ ‌“the‌ ‌evidence‌ ‌from‌ ‌refugee‌ ‌waves‌‌                     

collectively‌ ‌supports‌ ‌the‌ ‌existing‌ ‌consensus‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌impact‌ ‌of‌‌                 

immigration‌‌on‌‌average‌‌native-born‌‌workers‌‌is‌‌small,”‌‌and‌‌that‌‌claims‌‌of‌‌                     

adverse‌ ‌effects‌‌are‌‌unfounded,‌‌though‌‌noting‌‌that‌‌there‌‌is‌‌less‌‌agreement‌‌                     

considering‌ ‌impacts‌ ‌on‌ ‌“less-skilled”‌ ‌workers.‌ ‌A‌ ‌2016‌ ‌National‌‌               
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Academies‌ ‌consensus‌ ‌report,‌ ‌edited‌ ‌by‌ ‌Blau‌ ‌and‌ ‌Mackie,‌ ‌found‌ ‌that‌‌                   

immigration’s‌ ‌long-term‌ ‌impact‌ ‌on‌ ‌“wages‌ ‌and‌ ‌employment‌ ‌of‌‌               

native-born‌ ‌workers‌ ‌overall‌ ‌is‌ ‌very‌ ‌small,‌‌and‌‌that‌‌any‌‌negative‌‌impacts‌‌                     

are‌ ‌most‌ ‌likely‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌found‌ ‌for‌ ‌prior‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌or‌ ‌native-born‌ ‌high‌‌                       

school‌ ‌dropouts,”‌ ‌while‌ ‌also‌ ‌noting‌ ‌that‌ ‌“immigration‌ ‌has‌ ‌an‌ ‌overall‌‌                   

positive‌‌impact‌‌on‌‌long-run‌‌economic‌‌growth‌‌in‌‌the‌‌U.S.”‌‌On‌‌a‌‌different‌‌                       

note,‌‌Tichenor’s‌‌study‌‌of‌‌immigration‌‌policy‌‌(2009:‌‌8-9)‌‌“highlights‌‌four‌‌                   

interlocking‌ ‌processes…‌ ‌changing‌ ‌institutional‌ ‌opportunities‌ ‌and‌‌           

constraints,‌ ‌shifting‌ ‌expertise,‌ ‌international‌ ‌threats,‌ ‌and‌ ‌interest‌ ‌group‌‌               

coalitions”‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌ ‌the‌ ‌drivers‌ ‌of‌ ‌policies‌ ‌either‌ ‌ending‌ ‌or‌ ‌being‌‌                       

created.‌‌ ‌  

Amongst‌ ‌these‌ ‌processes,‌ ‌Cornelius‌ ‌and‌ ‌Rosenblum‌‌           

(2005:106-107)‌ ‌note‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌“most‌ ‌common‌ ‌approach‌ ‌to‌ ‌explaining‌‌                 

immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌making‌ ‌focuses‌ ‌on‌ ‌domestic‌ ‌interest‌ ‌groups,”‌‌               

highlighting‌‌both‌‌economic‌‌interest‌‌groups‌‌(like‌‌labor‌‌unions‌‌and‌‌business‌‌                   

groups)‌ ‌and‌ ‌noneconomic‌ ‌interest‌ ‌groups‌ ‌(like‌ ‌immigrant/ethnic‌‌groups,‌‌               

nativist‌ ‌anti-immigration‌ ‌groups,‌ ‌and‌ ‌civil‌ ‌liberties‌ ‌organizations).‌‌             

Facchini‌‌et‌‌al’s‌‌(2011:‌‌27)‌‌analysis‌‌of‌‌U.S.‌‌immigration‌‌policy,‌‌using‌‌data‌‌                       

on‌ ‌temporary‌ ‌work‌ ‌visas‌ ‌and‌ ‌immigration-related‌ ‌lobbying‌ ‌activities,‌‌               

found‌ ‌“robust‌ ‌evidence‌ ‌that‌ ‌both‌ ‌pro-‌ ‌and‌ ‌anti-immigration‌ ‌interest‌‌                 

groups‌ ‌play‌ ‌a‌ ‌statistically‌ ‌significant‌ ‌and‌ ‌economically‌ ‌relevant‌ ‌role‌ ‌in‌‌                   

shaping‌‌migration‌‌across‌‌sectors.”‌‌Joppke‌‌(1998:‌‌271-272)‌‌argues‌‌that‌‌the‌‌                   

reason‌ ‌liberal‌ ‌states‌ ‌accept‌ ‌unwanted‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌and‌ ‌why‌ ‌illegal‌‌                 

immigration‌‌control‌‌has‌‌failed‌‌in‌‌the‌‌U.S.‌‌is‌‌“due‌‌primarily‌‌to‌‌the‌‌logic‌‌of‌‌                           

client‌ ‌politics,”‌ ‌with‌ ‌pro-immigration‌ ‌groups‌ ‌having‌ ‌a‌ ‌considerable‌‌               

position‌ ‌in‌ ‌shaping‌ ‌policy.‌ ‌Looking‌ ‌at‌ ‌institutional‌ ‌approaches,‌ ‌several‌‌                 

variants‌ ‌are‌ ‌used‌ ‌in‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌“which‌ ‌differ‌ ‌according‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                     

degree‌ ‌of‌ ‌autonomy‌ ‌and‌ ‌cohesion‌ ‌they‌ ‌attribute‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌state,”‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌‌                       

whether‌ ‌the‌ ‌state‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌unified‌ ‌body‌‌acting‌‌as‌‌one‌‌or‌‌whether‌‌subsections‌‌                         

pursue‌‌their‌‌own‌‌agendas,‌‌or‌‌whether‌‌the‌‌state‌‌pursues‌‌its‌‌own‌‌interests‌‌or‌‌                         

societal‌ ‌ones‌ ‌(Meyers,‌ ‌2000:‌ ‌1261).‌ ‌Institutionalists‌ ‌would‌ ‌find,‌ ‌when‌‌                 
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thinking‌ ‌about‌ ‌interest‌‌groups,‌‌that‌‌while‌‌policy‌‌making‌‌may‌‌be‌‌affected‌‌                     

by‌ ‌interest‌ ‌groups,‌ ‌“policy‌ ‌shifts‌ ‌are‌ ‌likely‌ ‌only‌ ‌when‌ ‌immigrant‌‌                   

communities‌‌become‌‌swing‌‌districts‌‌at‌‌the‌‌national‌‌level,‌‌causing‌‌national‌‌                   

parties‌ ‌to‌ ‌pursue‌ ‌pro-‌ ‌or‌ ‌antiimmigration‌ ‌voters”‌ ‌(Cornelius‌ ‌and‌‌                 

Rosenblum,‌‌2005:‌‌107).‌‌For‌‌example,‌‌Zingher‌‌(2014:‌‌90),‌‌looking‌‌at‌‌state‌‌                     

immigration‌‌enforcement‌‌and‌‌undocumented‌‌immigrants,‌‌found‌‌that‌‌while‌‌               

Republican-majority‌ ‌legislatures‌ ‌were‌ ‌more‌ ‌likely‌ ‌to‌ ‌pass‌ ‌policy‌‌               

enhancing‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌enforcement,‌ ‌states‌ ‌that‌ ‌had‌ ‌a‌ ‌larger‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌‌                   

Latino‌ ‌voters‌ ‌were‌ ‌much‌ ‌less‌ ‌likely‌ ‌to‌ ‌take‌ ‌up‌ ‌policy‌ ‌targeting‌‌                     

undocumented‌ ‌migrants,‌ ‌showing‌ ‌“Republican‌ ‌support‌ ‌for‌ ‌increasing‌‌             

sanctions‌ ‌on‌ ‌undocumented‌ ‌migrants‌ ‌is‌ ‌eroded‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌potential‌ ‌for‌ ‌an‌‌                     

electoral‌ ‌backlash‌ ‌from‌ ‌Latino‌ ‌voters.”‌ ‌One‌ ‌final‌‌approach‌‌in‌‌regards‌‌to‌‌                     

immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌change‌ ‌that‌ ‌could‌ ‌be‌ ‌addressed‌ ‌is‌ ‌one‌ ‌dealing‌ ‌with‌‌                     

international‌‌factors,‌‌which‌‌would‌‌make‌‌at‌‌least‌‌three‌‌types‌‌of‌‌arguments:‌‌                     

that‌ ‌“international‌ ‌migration‌ ‌now‌ ‌occurs‌ ‌within‌ ‌a‌ ‌more‌ ‌generalized‌‌                 

process‌ ‌of‌ ‌global‌ ‌economic‌ ‌and‌ ‌political‌ ‌integration,”‌ ‌the‌ ‌dynamics‌ ‌of‌‌                   

national‌‌security‌‌and‌‌population‌‌movements,‌‌and‌‌at‌‌the‌‌diplomatic‌‌and/or‌‌                   

economic‌ ‌level,‌ ‌in‌ ‌so‌ ‌much‌ ‌as‌ ‌“the‌ ‌level‌ ‌and‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌international‌‌                       

migration‌ ‌have‌ ‌important‌ ‌economic‌ ‌and‌ ‌sociopolitical‌ ‌implications‌ ‌for‌‌               

countries‌‌on‌‌both‌‌ends‌‌of‌‌the‌‌exchange”‌‌(Cornelius‌‌and‌‌Rosenblum.‌‌2005:‌‌                     

109).‌ ‌ ‌   

‌American‌ ‌public‌ ‌opinion‌‌on‌‌immigration‌‌policy‌‌has‌‌been‌‌found‌‌                   

to‌ ‌be‌ ‌influenced‌‌by‌‌a‌‌number‌‌of‌‌factors:‌‌e.g.,‌‌those‌‌with‌‌higher‌‌levels‌‌of‌‌                           

income‌ ‌and‌ ‌education‌ ‌have‌ ‌more‌ ‌favorable‌ ‌views‌ ‌of‌ ‌current‌ ‌or‌ ‌higher‌‌                     

immigration‌ ‌levels‌ ‌than‌ ‌those‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌bottom‌ ‌end,‌ ‌minority‌ ‌members‌ ‌are‌‌                     

more‌‌favorable‌‌to‌‌higher‌‌levels‌‌of‌‌immigration‌‌than‌‌non-Hispanic‌‌whites,‌‌                   

and‌‌those‌‌who‌‌view‌‌the‌‌economy‌‌as‌‌strong‌‌or‌‌feel‌‌that‌‌immigrants‌‌play‌‌an‌‌                           

important‌ ‌role‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌economy‌ ‌are‌ ‌more‌ ‌favorable‌ ‌to‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌than‌‌                     

those‌ ‌who‌ ‌view‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌as‌ ‌stealing‌ ‌jobs,‌ ‌besides‌ ‌those‌ ‌who‌ ‌feel‌‌                     

negative‌ ‌about‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌isolationist‌ ‌views‌ ‌or‌ ‌feelings‌ ‌of‌‌                   

alienation‌ ‌(Epenshad‌ ‌and‌ ‌Hempstead,‌ ‌1996:‌ ‌555-556).‌ ‌Harwood‌ ‌(1986:‌‌               
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210-211),‌ ‌while‌ ‌pointing‌ ‌out‌ ‌how‌ ‌American‌‌public‌‌opinion‌‌tended‌‌to‌‌be‌‌                     

highly‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌towards‌ ‌all‌ ‌forms‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration,‌ ‌found‌ ‌that‌ ‌public‌‌                   

opinion‌ ‌and‌ ‌government‌ ‌policy‌‌had‌‌diverged‌‌from‌‌around‌‌1970‌‌to‌‌1985,‌‌                     

due‌ ‌to‌ ‌efforts‌ ‌from‌ ‌legal‌ ‌and‌ ‌political‌ ‌elites‌ ‌and‌ ‌civil‌ ‌rights‌ ‌and‌ ‌other‌‌                         

activists‌ ‌advocating‌ ‌for‌ ‌liberalization‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌concluding‌‌               

with‌‌the‌‌point‌‌that‌‌the‌‌small‌‌few‌‌who‌‌have‌‌strong‌‌feelings‌‌and‌‌efforts‌‌will‌‌                           

have‌ ‌a‌ ‌significantly‌ ‌bigger‌ ‌role‌ ‌in‌ ‌policy‌ ‌than‌ ‌an‌ ‌ambivalent‌ ‌public.‌ ‌In‌‌                       

regards‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌Immigration‌ ‌Act‌ ‌of‌ ‌1990,‌ ‌its‌ ‌increase‌‌of‌‌annual‌‌limits‌‌on‌‌                         

immigration‌‌“stood‌‌in‌‌juxtaposition‌‌with‌‌the‌‌preferences‌‌of‌‌most‌‌ordinary‌‌                   

citizens,‌‌who‌‌favored‌‌reductions‌‌in‌‌annual‌‌legal‌‌admissions‌‌when‌‌the‌‌law‌‌                     

was‌‌enacted”‌‌(Tichenor,‌‌2009:‌‌255).‌‌That‌‌being‌‌said,‌‌the‌‌period‌‌following‌‌                     

Harwood’s‌ ‌article‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌characterized‌ ‌by‌ ‌an‌ ‌escalation‌ ‌of‌ ‌U.S.‌‌                   

immigration‌ ‌control,‌ ‌despite,‌ ‌as‌ ‌what‌ ‌Andreas‌ ‌(1998:‌‌614-615)‌‌found‌‌in‌‌                   

looking‌‌at‌‌the‌‌Post-NAFTA‌‌era,‌‌how‌‌“intensified‌‌border‌‌enforcement‌‌has‌‌                   

failed‌ ‌to‌ ‌significantly‌ ‌curb‌ ‌illegal‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌and‌‌has‌‌even‌‌generated‌‌a‌‌                     

variety‌ ‌of‌ ‌negative‌ ‌consequences.”‌ ‌He‌ ‌also‌ ‌noted‌ ‌how‌ ‌this‌ ‌increased‌‌                   

enforcement‌‌contrasted‌‌sharply‌‌with‌‌what‌‌was‌‌being‌‌talked‌‌about‌‌in‌‌terms‌‌                     

of‌ ‌economic‌ ‌integration‌ ‌between‌ ‌Mexico‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌Ewing‌ ‌(2012)‌‌                   

argues‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌sort‌ ‌of‌ ‌contradiction‌ ‌highlights‌ ‌how‌ ‌“immigration‌ ‌laws‌‌                   

have‌‌frequently‌‌ignored‌‌the‌‌larger‌‌historical‌‌forces‌‌that‌‌drive‌‌immigration,‌‌                   

and‌‌have‌‌often‌‌fought‌‌against‌‌the‌‌economic‌‌interests‌‌of‌‌the‌‌United‌‌States‌‌                       

itself.”‌ ‌Looking‌ ‌at‌ ‌more‌ ‌recent‌ ‌research‌ ‌on‌ ‌American‌ ‌public‌ ‌opinion,‌‌                   

while‌‌Lapinski‌‌et‌‌al.‌‌(1997:360-361)‌‌found‌‌that‌‌around‌‌66%‌‌of‌‌Americans‌‌                     

supported‌‌a‌‌decrease‌‌in‌‌immigration‌‌levels‌‌during‌‌1993‌‌to‌‌1995,‌‌Segovia‌‌                     

and‌ ‌Defever‌ ‌(2010:‌‌377)‌‌found‌‌that‌‌from‌‌1997‌‌to‌‌2007,‌‌that‌‌number‌‌had‌‌                         

decreased‌ ‌by‌ ‌around‌ ‌twenty‌ ‌percent,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌number‌‌of‌‌Americans‌‌who‌‌                     

supported‌ ‌an‌ ‌increase‌ ‌in‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌levels‌ ‌had‌ ‌doubled.‌ ‌Muste‌ ‌(2013:‌‌                   

402)‌ ‌found‌ ‌that,‌ ‌since‌‌1994‌‌till‌‌2010,‌‌“broad‌‌assessments‌‌of‌‌immigrants'‌‌                     

impact‌‌have‌‌become‌‌more‌‌positive‌‌and‌‌have‌‌mirrored‌‌the‌‌shifts‌‌in‌‌opinion‌‌                       

about‌ ‌immigration,”‌ ‌while‌ ‌also‌ ‌finding‌ ‌(2013:‌‌414)‌‌that‌‌while‌‌economic‌‌                   

problems‌ ‌at‌ ‌various‌ ‌periods‌ ‌did‌ ‌not‌ ‌increase‌ ‌opposition‌ ‌to‌ ‌immigration,‌‌                   

“in‌ ‌the‌ ‌wake‌ ‌of‌ ‌rancorous‌ ‌debates‌‌over‌‌immigration‌‌policy‌‌in‌‌1994—96‌‌                     
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and‌‌2006-07,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌events‌‌of‌‌9/11,‌‌opinion‌‌on‌‌some‌‌issues‌‌became‌‌more‌‌                         

negative,”‌ ‌then‌ ‌later‌ ‌declined.‌‌ ‌  

Immigration‌ ‌and‌ ‌Crime‌ ‌ 

Another‌ ‌lens‌ ‌to‌ ‌look‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌contemporary‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌‌                 

debate‌‌is‌‌in‌‌the‌‌case‌‌of‌‌sanctuary‌‌cities,‌‌which‌‌have‌‌been‌‌a‌‌focus‌‌in‌‌many‌‌                             

recent‌ ‌political‌ ‌debates‌ ‌about‌ ‌the‌‌positives‌‌and‌‌negatives‌‌of‌‌immigration‌‌                   

and‌‌have‌‌been‌‌a‌‌subject‌‌of‌‌research‌‌since‌‌the‌‌movement’s‌‌beginning‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                         

1980s.‌ ‌That‌ ‌being‌ ‌said,‌ ‌such‌ ‌cities'‌ ‌supposed‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌to‌ ‌crime‌ ‌has‌‌                     

been‌‌the‌‌subject‌‌of‌‌only‌‌a‌‌few‌‌empirical‌‌inquiries,‌‌perhaps‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌fact‌‌                           

that‌‌the‌‌policies‌‌substantively‌‌changed‌‌post‌‌9-11.‌‌The‌‌theories‌‌that‌‌claim‌‌a‌‌                       

positive‌ ‌correlation‌ ‌between‌ ‌sanctuary‌ ‌policies‌ ‌and‌ ‌crime‌ ‌“point‌ ‌toward‌‌                 

three‌ ‌notable‌ ‌types‌ ‌of‌ ‌transformation‌ ‌within‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌communities:‌‌               

behavioral‌ ‌changes,‌ ‌compositional‌ ‌changes,‌ ‌or‌ ‌changes‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌relative‌‌                 

population”‌ ‌(Martinez‌ ‌et‌ ‌al‌ ‌2017:‌‌5).‌‌The‌‌first‌‌idea,‌‌the‌‌behavior‌‌change‌‌                       

theory,‌ ‌posits‌‌that‌‌sanctuary‌‌policies‌‌will‌‌cause‌‌a‌‌change‌‌in‌‌behavior‌‌due‌‌                       

to‌ ‌there‌ ‌being‌ ‌a‌ ‌lower‌ ‌risk‌ ‌or‌ ‌deterrent‌ ‌to‌ ‌committing‌ ‌crime;‌ ‌however,‌‌                       

such‌ ‌a‌ ‌theory‌ ‌has‌ ‌weaknesses‌‌in‌‌the‌‌sense‌‌that‌‌many‌‌immigrants‌‌are‌‌not‌‌                         

aware‌‌of‌‌such‌‌policies‌‌and‌‌the‌‌most‌‌serious‌‌offenses‌‌would‌‌still‌‌have‌‌the‌‌                         

same‌‌punishments‌‌in‌‌sanctuary‌‌areas.‌‌The‌‌second‌‌idea‌‌is‌‌based‌‌on‌‌the‌‌idea‌‌                         

that‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌and‌ ‌criminality‌ ‌are‌ ‌associated‌ ‌and‌ ‌thus,‌ ‌as‌ ‌sanctuary‌‌                   

policies‌‌may‌‌attract‌‌more‌‌immigrants,‌‌the‌‌crime‌‌rate‌‌would‌‌increase‌‌as‌‌the‌‌                       

composition‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌population‌ ‌changes.‌ ‌This‌ ‌more‌ ‌general‌ ‌idea‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                     

immigrant-crime‌‌link‌‌has‌‌been‌‌a‌‌subject‌‌of‌‌research‌‌for‌‌some‌‌time.‌‌Ousey‌                       

and‌ ‌Kubrin’s‌ ‌(2018:‌ ‌63)‌ ‌combined‌ ‌narrative‌ ‌review‌ ‌and‌ ‌meta-analysis‌‌                 

found‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌research‌ ‌from‌ ‌1994-2014‌ ‌indicated‌ ‌that‌ ‌“overall,‌ ‌the‌‌                   

immigrant-crime‌ ‌association‌ ‌is‌ ‌negative‌ ‌--‌ ‌but‌ ‌very‌ ‌weak‌ ‌…‌ ‌[with]‌‌                   

significant‌‌variation‌‌in‌‌findings‌‌across‌‌studies.”‌‌That‌‌being‌‌said,‌‌Martinez‌‌                   

et‌‌al‌‌(2018:‌‌6)‌‌noted‌‌that‌‌the‌‌Ousey‌‌and‌‌Kubrin‌‌study‌‌found‌‌“a‌‌significant‌‌                           

negative‌ ‌effect‌‌of‌‌immigration‌‌on‌‌crime‌‌in‌‌traditional‌‌destinations‌‌and‌‌in‌‌                     

studies‌ ‌that‌ ‌utilized‌ ‌longitudinal‌ ‌analytic‌ ‌designs.”‌ ‌They‌ ‌continued‌ ‌that‌‌                 
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such‌ ‌results‌ ‌when‌ ‌paired‌ ‌with‌ ‌individual-level‌ ‌evidence‌ ‌strongly‌ ‌goes‌‌                 

against‌ ‌the‌ ‌idea‌ ‌that‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌(or‌ ‌sanctuary‌ ‌policy)‌ ‌increases‌ ‌crime.‌‌                   

The‌ ‌third‌ ‌argument‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌idea‌ ‌of‌ ‌“social‌ ‌disorganization‌ ‌framework,”‌‌                   

which‌ ‌was‌ ‌developed‌ ‌by‌ ‌Shaw‌ ‌and‌ ‌McKay‌ ‌as‌ ‌“an‌ ‌approach‌ ‌that‌‌                     

emphasizes‌ ‌neighborhood‌ ‌structural‌ ‌differences‌ ‌rather‌ ‌than‌ ‌individual‌‌             

differences”‌ ‌in‌ ‌that‌ ‌achieving‌ ‌something‌ ‌like‌ ‌a‌ ‌crime-free‌‌neighborhood‌‌                 

depends‌ ‌on‌ ‌a‌ ‌neighborhood's‌ ‌characteristics‌ ‌(Polczynski‌ ‌et‌ ‌al,‌ ‌2009).‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌counter-hypothesis‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌immigrant-beget-crime‌‌hypothesis‌‌           

is‌‌what‌‌has‌‌been‌‌called‌‌the‌‌“immigrant‌‌revitalization‌‌perspective,”‌‌i.e.‌‌the‌‌                     

notion‌ ‌that‌ ‌“communities‌ ‌with‌ ‌higher‌ ‌proportions‌ ‌of‌ ‌recent‌ ‌immigrants,‌‌                 

other‌ ‌things‌ ‌being‌ ‌equal,‌ ‌will‌‌exhibit‌‌lower‌‌levels‌‌of‌‌criminal‌‌homicide”‌‌                     

(Lee‌‌and‌‌Martinez,‌‌2001:‌‌564).‌‌Lyons‌‌et‌‌al‌‌(2013:‌‌604),‌‌using‌‌a‌‌multilevel‌‌                         

comparative‌ ‌framework,‌ ‌analyzed‌ ‌the‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌immigrant‌‌             

concentration‌ ‌and‌ ‌neighborhood‌ ‌violence‌ ‌and,‌ ‌after‌ ‌revealing‌‌an‌‌inverse‌‌                 

relationship‌ ‌between‌ ‌the‌ ‌two,‌ ‌speculated‌ ‌that‌ ‌“this‌ ‌occurs‌ ‌because‌‌                 

favorable‌‌political‌‌contexts‌‌bolster‌‌social‌‌organization‌‌by‌‌enhancing‌‌trust‌‌                 

and‌ ‌public‌ ‌social‌ ‌control‌ ‌within‌ ‌immigrant‌‌neighborhoods.”‌‌The‌‌authors‌‌                 

(2013:‌ ‌624)‌ ‌note‌ ‌that‌ ‌“contrary‌ ‌to‌ ‌much‌ ‌public‌ ‌opinion‌ ‌and‌ ‌political‌‌                     

rhetoric,‌ ‌our‌ ‌research‌ ‌joins‌ ‌a‌ ‌chorus‌ ‌of‌ ‌others‌ ‌in‌ ‌suggesting‌ ‌that‌‌                     

immigration‌ ‌generally‌ ‌makes‌ ‌neighborhoods‌ ‌safer,”‌ ‌while‌ ‌also‌ ‌finding‌‌               

that‌ ‌“punitive‌ ‌anti-immigrant‌ ‌policies‌ ‌enacted‌ ‌in‌ ‌many‌ ‌jurisdictions‌‌               

decrease‌ ‌the‌ ‌benefits‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌for‌ ‌our‌ ‌communities.”‌ ‌They‌ ‌also‌‌                   

stated‌ ‌(2013:‌ ‌610)‌ ‌that‌ ‌sanctuary‌ ‌policies‌ ‌could‌ ‌lead‌ ‌to‌ ‌immigrants‌‌                   

trusting‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌ ‌structure,‌ ‌which‌ ‌“can‌ ‌facilitate‌ ‌involvement‌ ‌in‌‌                   

social‌ ‌and‌ ‌political‌ ‌life,‌ ‌attachment‌ ‌to‌ ‌and‌ ‌ownership‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌‌                   

neighborhoods,‌ ‌and‌ ‌mobilization‌ ‌on‌ ‌behalf‌ ‌of‌ ‌neighborhood‌ ‌concerns”.‌‌               

Gonzalez‌ ‌et‌ ‌al‌ ‌(2019:3)‌ ‌used‌ ‌“a‌ ‌causal‌ ‌inference‌ ‌matching‌ ‌strategy‌ ‌to‌‌                     

compare‌ ‌similarly‌ ‌situated‌ ‌cities‌ ‌where‌ ‌key‌ ‌variables‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌…‌‌                     

except‌ ‌for‌ ‌sanctuary‌ ‌status‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌city.”‌ ‌This‌ ‌analysis’‌ ‌result‌ ‌was‌ ‌“that‌‌                       

sanctuary‌ ‌policies‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌appear‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌no‌ ‌effect‌ ‌on‌ ‌subsequent‌‌                   

crime‌‌rates”‌‌(Gonzalez‌‌et‌‌al,‌‌2019:‌‌30).‌‌Martinez‌‌et‌‌al‌‌(2018:‌‌8)‌‌noted‌‌that‌‌                           
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empirical‌ ‌inquiries‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌sanctuary-crime‌ ‌issue,‌ ‌while‌ ‌yielding‌ ‌mixed‌‌                 

results‌ ‌and‌ ‌each‌ ‌having‌ ‌limitations,‌ ‌do‌ ‌not‌ ‌“suggest‌ ‌these‌ ‌limited‌‌                   

cooperation‌‌policies‌‌foster‌‌crime.”‌‌Hummel‌‌(2016:‌‌1211)‌‌found‌‌that‌‌local‌‌                   

immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌(either‌ ‌pro-immigrant‌ ‌or‌ ‌anti)‌ ‌had‌ ‌“no‌ ‌significant‌‌                 

effect‌ ‌on‌ ‌attracting‌ ‌or‌ ‌repelling‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌while‌ ‌the‌ ‌impact‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                     

[foreign-born]‌ ‌population‌ ‌on‌ ‌city‌ ‌crime‌ ‌is‌ ‌significantly‌ ‌negative,”‌ ‌i.e.‌ ‌it‌‌                   

negated‌ ‌an‌ ‌argument‌ ‌that‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌bring‌ ‌or‌ ‌cause‌ ‌crime.‌ ‌He‌ ‌stated‌‌                     

(2015:‌ ‌1227)‌ ‌that,‌ ‌if‌ ‌cities‌ ‌with‌ ‌anti-immigrant‌ ‌policies‌ ‌had‌ ‌hoped‌ ‌to‌‌                     

cause‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌to‌ ‌leave‌ ‌or‌ ‌stay‌ ‌away,‌ ‌“the‌ ‌continued‌ ‌existence‌ ‌of‌‌                     

immigrants‌‌in‌‌some‌‌of‌‌these‌‌anti-immigrant‌‌cities‌‌is‌‌a‌‌clear‌‌indication‌‌that‌‌                       

these‌ ‌policies‌ ‌have‌ ‌failed.”‌ ‌In‌ ‌summary,‌ ‌regarding‌ ‌the‌‌argument‌‌for‌‌and‌‌                     

against‌ ‌the‌ ‌immigrant-beget-crime‌‌hypothesis,‌‌Martinez‌‌et‌‌al‌‌pointed‌‌out‌‌                 

(2017:‌ ‌9)‌ ‌that‌ ‌while‌ ‌the‌ ‌literature‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌immigration-crime‌ ‌link‌ ‌and‌‌                     

studies‌ ‌concerning‌ ‌sanctuary/limited‌‌cooperation‌‌policies‌‌and‌‌crime‌‌both‌‌               

show‌ ‌null‌ ‌or‌ ‌negative‌ ‌relations,‌ ‌i.e.‌ ‌“neither‌ ‌…‌ ‌are‌ ‌directly‌ ‌positively‌‌                     

associated‌‌with‌‌higher‌‌rates‌‌of‌‌crime,”‌‌the‌‌former‌‌literature‌‌is‌‌robust‌‌while‌‌                       

the‌‌latter‌‌is‌‌limited‌‌to‌‌a‌‌handful‌‌of‌‌studies.‌‌Ousey‌‌and‌‌Kubrin‌‌(2018:‌‌82)‌‌                           

note‌‌that,‌‌in‌‌looking‌‌at‌‌this‌‌issue,‌‌“scholars‌‌will‌‌confront‌‌several‌‌obstacles,‌‌                       

perhaps‌ ‌the‌ ‌greatest‌ ‌of‌ ‌which‌ ‌involves‌ ‌data‌ ‌limitations,”‌ ‌e.g.‌‌crime‌‌data‌‌                     

not‌ ‌providing‌ ‌enough‌ ‌information‌ ‌(such‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌individual‌ ‌immigrant’s‌‌                 

status‌ ‌[native‌ ‌born‌ ‌versus‌ ‌foreign‌ ‌born,‌ ‌documented‌ ‌vs.‌ ‌undcoumented,‌‌                 

etc.])‌ ‌to‌ ‌sufficiently‌ ‌address‌ ‌many‌ ‌key‌ ‌issues‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌heart‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                       

immigrant-crime‌ ‌debate.‌ ‌ ‌   

2.2. Advocacy‌ ‌Coalition‌ ‌Framework‌ ‌(ACF)‌ ‌ 
Theoretical‌ ‌Background‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌foundation‌ ‌for‌ ‌this‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF,‌ ‌which‌‌                   

focuses‌ ‌primarily‌ ‌‌on‌ ‌advocacy‌ ‌coalitions,‌ ‌policy‌ ‌change,‌ ‌and‌‌               

policy-oriented‌ ‌learning.‌ ‌The‌ ‌ACF’s‌ ‌action‌ ‌takes‌ ‌place‌ ‌within‌ ‌specific‌‌                 

policy‌ ‌subsystems‌ ‌(e.g.‌ ‌the‌ ‌California‌ ‌water‌ ‌policy‌ ‌subsystem),‌‌               

“composed‌‌of‌‌participants‌‌who‌‌regularly‌‌seek‌‌to‌‌influence‌‌policy‌‌within‌‌a‌                     
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policy‌ ‌subsystem,”‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌assumption‌ ‌that‌ ‌a‌ ‌subsystem‌ ‌is‌ ‌usually‌‌                   

dominated‌‌by‌‌one‌‌advocacy‌‌coalition‌‌with‌‌one‌‌or‌‌more‌‌minority‌‌advocacy‌‌                     

coalition‌ ‌also‌ ‌present‌ ‌(Sabatier‌ ‌and‌ ‌Weible,‌ ‌2007:‌ ‌192).‌ ‌‌The‌ ‌framework‌‌                   

has‌ ‌at‌ ‌least‌ ‌four‌ ‌premises:‌ ‌that‌ ‌“understanding‌ ‌the‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy‌‌                     

change‌‌-‌‌and‌‌the‌‌role‌‌of‌‌learning‌‌therein‌‌-‌‌requires‌‌a‌‌time‌‌perspective‌‌of‌‌a‌‌                             

decade‌‌or‌‌more,”‌‌that‌‌the‌‌best‌‌way‌‌to‌‌think‌‌about‌‌long-term‌‌policy‌‌change‌‌                         

is‌‌by‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌a‌‌policy‌‌subsystem,‌‌that‌‌subsystems‌‌(at‌‌least‌‌in‌‌terms‌‌of‌‌                           

domestic‌ ‌policy)‌ ‌require‌ ‌an‌ ‌intergovernmental‌ ‌dimension,‌ ‌and,‌ ‌finally,‌‌               

that‌ ‌“public‌ ‌policies‌ ‌or‌ ‌programs‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌conceptualized‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌‌                     

manner‌ ‌as‌ ‌belief‌ ‌systems,‌ ‌i.e.‌ ‌as‌ ‌sets‌ ‌of‌ ‌value‌ ‌priorities‌ ‌and‌ ‌causal‌‌                       

assumptions‌ ‌about‌ ‌how‌ ‌to‌ ‌realize‌ ‌them”‌ ‌(Jenkins-Smith‌ ‌and‌ ‌Sabatier,‌                 

1994:‌ ‌178)‌ ‌The‌ ‌framework‌ ‌is‌ ‌based‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌assumption‌ ‌“that‌ ‌policy‌‌                     

participants‌‌hold‌‌strong‌‌beliefs‌‌and‌‌are‌‌motivated‌‌to‌‌translate‌‌those‌‌beliefs‌‌                     

into‌ ‌actual‌ ‌policy,”‌ ‌attempting‌ ‌to‌ ‌achieve‌ ‌policy‌ ‌objectives‌ ‌by‌ ‌forming‌‌                   

advocacy‌ ‌coalitions,‌ ‌i.e.‌ ‌groups‌ ‌composed‌ ‌of‌ ‌various‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌united‌‌                 

around‌ ‌their‌ ‌common‌ ‌beliefs‌ ‌about‌ ‌policy‌ ‌and‌ ‌who‌ ‌“also‌ ‌engage‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌‌                       

nontrivial‌ ‌degree‌ ‌of‌ ‌coordination,”‌ ‌building‌ ‌strategies‌ ‌of‌ ‌how‌ ‌influence‌‌                 

policy‌ ‌(Sabatier‌ ‌and‌ ‌Weible,‌ ‌2007:‌‌192-196).‌‌The‌‌members‌‌of‌‌coalitions‌‌                   

come‌ ‌from‌ ‌a‌ ‌wide‌ ‌range‌ ‌of‌ ‌places,‌ ‌going‌ ‌beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌iron‌‌triangle‌‌view‌‌                         

(the‌ ‌single-level,‌ ‌Congress-bureaucracy-interest‌ ‌group‌ ‌framework)‌ ‌to‌‌           

“include‌ ‌actors‌ ‌at‌ ‌various‌ ‌levels‌ ‌of‌ ‌government,‌ ‌as‌ ‌well‌ ‌as‌ ‌journalists,‌‌                     

researchers,‌ ‌and‌ ‌policy‌ ‌analysts‌ ‌who‌ ‌play‌ ‌important‌ ‌roles‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                   

generation,‌‌dissemination,‌‌and‌‌evaluation‌‌of‌‌policy‌‌ideas”‌‌(Jenkins-Smith‌‌               

and‌‌Sabatier,‌‌1994:‌‌179).‌‌Cairney‌‌(2012:‌‌202)‌‌notes‌‌that‌‌the‌‌ACF,‌‌like‌‌the‌‌                         

policy‌ ‌network‌ ‌literature,‌ ‌pays‌ ‌attention‌ ‌to‌ ‌group-government‌‌             

relationships:‌ ‌since‌ ‌governments‌ ‌cannot‌ ‌deal‌ ‌with‌ ‌all‌ ‌policy‌ ‌issues‌ ‌and‌‌                   

aspects‌ ‌alone,‌ ‌policy‌ ‌is‌ ‌broken‌ ‌down,‌ ‌with‌ ‌more‌‌specialized‌‌sectors‌‌and‌                     

more‌ ‌responsibility‌ ‌for‌ ‌lower-ranking‌ ‌officials;‌ ‌while‌ ‌this‌ ‌is‌ ‌going‌ ‌on,‌‌                   

“those‌ ‌officials‌ ‌gather‌‌policy‌‌knowledge‌‌in‌‌consultation‌‌with‌‌actors‌‌such‌‌                   

as‌ ‌interest‌ ‌groups,‌ ‌who‌ ‌trade‌ ‌their‌ ‌expertise‌ ‌and‌ ‌advice‌ ‌for‌ ‌access‌ ‌to‌‌                       

government‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌chance‌ ‌to‌ ‌influence‌ ‌policy,”‌ ‌with‌ ‌such‌ ‌a‌‌                   
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specialization‌ ‌process‌ ‌leading‌ ‌to‌ ‌groups‌ ‌being‌ ‌only‌ ‌able‌‌to‌‌have‌‌enough‌‌                     

knowledge‌ ‌to‌ ‌compete‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌few‌ ‌subsystems.‌‌ ‌  

Coalitions‌ ‌beliefs‌ ‌and/or‌ ‌actions‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌“impacted‌ ‌by‌ ‌long-‌‌and‌‌                   

short-term‌ ‌opportunities,‌ ‌constraints,‌ ‌and‌ ‌resources‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌affected‌ ‌by‌‌                 

both‌ ‌relatively‌‌stable‌‌parameters‌‌and‌‌external‌‌subsystem‌‌events,”‌‌as‌‌well‌‌                   

as‌ ‌government‌ ‌decisions‌ ‌feeding‌ ‌back‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌subsystem‌ ‌(Pierce‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.,‌‌                     

2017B:‌ ‌S15).‌ ‌Beliefs‌ ‌are‌ ‌seen‌ ‌as‌ ‌what‌ ‌holds‌ ‌coalitions‌ ‌together‌ ‌and‌‌are‌‌                       

broken‌‌up‌‌into‌‌three‌‌levels:‌‌deep‌‌core‌‌beliefs,‌‌which‌‌“involve‌‌very‌‌general‌‌                       

normative‌‌and‌‌ontological‌‌assumptions‌‌about‌‌human‌‌nature”‌‌and‌‌are‌‌very‌‌                   

difficult‌ ‌to‌‌change;‌‌policy‌‌core‌‌beliefs,‌‌“applications‌‌of‌‌deep‌‌core‌‌beliefs‌‌                     

that‌ ‌span‌ ‌an‌ ‌entire‌ ‌policy‌ ‌subsystem,”‌‌or‌‌policy‌‌core‌‌policy‌‌preferences,‌‌                     

“normative‌ ‌beliefs‌ ‌that‌ ‌project‌ ‌an‌ ‌image‌ ‌of‌ ‌how‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy‌ ‌subsystem‌‌                     

ought‌‌to‌‌be,‌‌provide‌‌the‌‌vision‌‌that‌‌guides‌‌coalition‌‌strategic‌‌behavior,‌‌and‌‌                       

helps‌ ‌unite‌ ‌allies‌ ‌and‌ ‌divide‌ ‌opponents”;‌ ‌and,‌ ‌finally,‌ ‌secondary‌‌beliefs,‌‌                   

which‌ ‌are‌ ‌narrower‌ ‌positions‌ ‌on‌ ‌things‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌how‌ ‌a‌ ‌policy‌ ‌is‌‌                       

implemented,‌ ‌where‌ ‌its‌ ‌funding‌ ‌comes‌ ‌from,‌ ‌etc.,‌ ‌and‌ ‌thus‌ ‌being‌‌                   

characterized‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌beliefs‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌most‌ ‌likely‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌changed‌‌(Sabatier‌‌                       

and‌ ‌Weible,‌ ‌2007:‌ ‌194-196).‌ ‌This‌ ‌hierarchy‌ ‌of‌ ‌beliefs‌ ‌is‌ ‌ordered‌‌                   

“according‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌scope,‌ ‌how‌ ‌strongly‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌adhered‌ ‌to,‌ ‌how‌ ‌they‌‌                       

influence‌ ‌learning‌ ‌and‌ ‌how‌‌susceptible‌‌they‌‌are‌‌to‌‌change‌‌in‌‌the‌‌light‌‌of‌‌                         

new‌ ‌experiences‌ ‌and‌ ‌events”‌ ‌(Cairney,‌ ‌2012:‌ ‌205).‌‌ ‌  

To‌ ‌better‌ ‌illustrate‌ ‌what‌ ‌these‌ ‌terms‌ ‌mean,‌ ‌we‌ ‌can‌ ‌look‌ ‌at‌ ‌how‌‌                       

these‌ ‌terms‌ ‌are‌ ‌actually‌ ‌used‌ ‌in‌ ‌an‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌analysis:‌ ‌Shin‌ ‌(2019:‌ ‌862),‌‌                       

looking‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌case‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.‌‌Visa‌‌Waiver‌‌Program‌‌(VWP),‌‌found‌‌two‌‌                         

coalitions‌ ‌around‌ ‌the‌ ‌idea‌ ‌of‌ ‌expanding‌ ‌the‌ ‌VWP:‌ ‌a‌ ‌security-concerned‌‌                   

coalition‌ ‌and‌ ‌an‌ ‌economy-concerned‌ ‌coalition.‌ ‌The‌ ‌former’s‌ ‌deep‌ ‌core‌‌                 

beliefs‌ ‌were‌ ‌that‌ ‌people’s‌ ‌safety‌ ‌was‌ ‌more‌ ‌important‌ ‌than‌ ‌the‌ ‌nation’s‌‌                     

economic‌ ‌growth‌ ‌and‌ ‌had‌ ‌more‌ ‌negative‌ ‌views‌ ‌about‌ ‌tourism,‌ ‌whereas‌‌                   

the‌‌latter‌‌had‌‌the‌‌opposite‌‌view,‌‌e.g.‌‌“large‌‌business‌‌coalitions‌‌in‌‌the‌‌travel‌‌                         

and‌ ‌tourism‌ ‌industries‌ ‌and‌ ‌Department‌ ‌of‌ ‌State‌ ‌have‌ ‌supported‌ ‌[the‌‌                   
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expansion‌ ‌of]‌ ‌the‌ ‌VWP‌ ‌for‌ ‌their‌ ‌interests”‌ ‌(Shin,‌ ‌2019:‌ ‌860).‌ ‌One‌‌                     

example‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌former’s‌ ‌policy‌ ‌core‌ ‌beliefs‌ ‌was‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌government‌‌                     

wanted‌ ‌stricter‌ ‌government‌ ‌policies‌ ‌in‌ ‌regards‌ ‌to‌ ‌non-immigrants‌ ‌and‌‌                 

tourists,‌ ‌whereas‌ ‌the‌‌latter‌‌held‌‌that‌‌“lowering‌‌the‌‌threshold‌‌to‌‌enter‌‌into‌‌                       

the‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌would‌ ‌result‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌larger‌ ‌economic‌ ‌growth‌ ‌by‌ ‌increasing‌ ‌both‌‌                       

foreign‌ ‌tourism‌ ‌and‌ ‌commerce‌ ‌activity”‌ ‌(Shin,‌ ‌2019:‌ ‌861)‌ ‌Finally,‌ ‌one‌‌                   

example‌ ‌of‌ ‌secondary‌ ‌beliefs‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌former‌ ‌group‌ ‌was‌ ‌their‌ ‌desire‌ ‌for‌‌                       

fewer‌‌countries‌‌to‌‌be‌‌able‌‌to‌‌utilize‌‌the‌‌VWP,‌‌while‌‌the‌‌latter‌‌believed‌‌in‌‌                           

its‌ ‌expansion.‌ ‌   

The‌‌framework’s‌‌goal‌‌is‌‌not‌‌simply‌‌to‌‌show‌‌what‌‌sides‌‌supported‌‌                     

what‌ ‌in‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy,‌‌but‌‌to‌‌“explain‌‌belief‌‌change‌‌and‌‌policy‌‌change‌‌                         

over‌‌long‌‌periods,”‌‌with‌‌the‌‌framework‌‌pointing‌‌to‌‌four‌‌potential‌‌ways‌‌for‌‌                       

policy‌‌change‌‌to‌‌occur:‌‌policy‌‌oriented‌‌learning,‌‌external‌‌shocks,‌‌internal‌‌                   

shocks,‌ ‌or‌ ‌‌a‌ ‌hurling‌ ‌stalemate‌ ‌that‌ ‌incentivizes‌ ‌a‌ ‌negotiated‌ ‌agreement‌‌                   

(Sabatier‌ ‌and‌ ‌Weible,‌ ‌2007:‌ ‌208).‌ ‌Policy‌ ‌oriented‌ ‌learning‌ ‌is‌ ‌defined‌‌as‌‌                     

“relatively‌ ‌enduring‌ ‌alternations‌ ‌of‌ ‌thought‌ ‌or‌ ‌behavioral‌ ‌intentions‌‌that‌‌                 

result‌ ‌from‌ ‌experience‌ ‌and/or‌ ‌new‌ ‌information‌ ‌and‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌concerned‌‌                   

with‌ ‌the‌ ‌attainment‌ ‌or‌ ‌revision‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy‌ ‌objectives”‌ ‌(Sabatier‌ ‌and‌‌                   

Jenkins-Smith,‌ ‌1999:‌ ‌123),‌ ‌while‌ ‌external‌ ‌shocks‌ ‌are‌ ‌defined‌ ‌as‌‌                 

“significant‌‌perturbations‌‌external‌‌to‌‌the‌‌policy‌‌subsystem”‌‌(Sabatier‌‌and‌‌                 

Weible,‌ ‌2007:‌ ‌198).‌ ‌On‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌hand,‌ ‌internal‌ ‌shocks‌ ‌are‌ ‌defined‌ ‌as‌‌                       

“disasters‌ ‌from‌ ‌within‌ ‌a‌ ‌policy‌ ‌subsystem,”‌ ‌whereas‌ ‌negotiated‌‌               

agreements‌ ‌arise‌ ‌when‌ ‌“agreements‌ ‌involving‌ ‌policy‌ ‌core‌ ‌changes‌ ‌are‌                 

crafted‌ ‌among‌ ‌previously‌ ‌warring‌ ‌coalitions,”‌ ‌brought‌ ‌about‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                 

incentive‌ ‌to‌ ‌negotiate‌ ‌seriously‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌policy‌ ‌stalemate‌ ‌or‌ ‌hurling‌‌                     

stalemate‌ ‌(Sabatier‌ ‌and‌ ‌Weible,‌ ‌2007:‌ ‌204-206).‌ ‌Changes‌ ‌are‌‌               

distinguished‌‌between‌‌major‌‌policy‌‌changes‌‌(changes‌‌that‌‌occur‌‌in‌‌policy‌‌                   

core‌ ‌beliefs)‌ ‌and‌ ‌minor‌ ‌policy‌‌changes‌‌(changes‌‌that‌‌occur‌‌in‌‌secondary‌‌                     

beliefs)‌ ‌and‌ ‌policy‌ ‌change‌ ‌reflects‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy‌ ‌beliefs‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌winning‌‌                     

advocacy‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌(Pierce‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.,‌ ‌2017b:‌ ‌S17).‌‌ ‌  
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Another‌ ‌key‌ ‌aspect‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌is‌ ‌how‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌are‌ ‌seen‌ ‌as‌‌                       

having‌ ‌bounded‌ ‌rationality‌ ‌(as‌ ‌opposed‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌rational‌ ‌model),‌ ‌as‌ ‌being‌‌                     

susceptible‌ ‌to‌ ‌“the‌ ‌devil‌ ‌shift”‌ ‌(“the‌ ‌tendency‌ ‌for‌ ‌actors‌ ‌to‌ ‌view‌ ‌their‌‌                       

opponents‌ ‌as‌ ‌less‌ ‌trustworthy,‌ ‌more‌ ‌evil,‌ ‌and‌ ‌more‌ ‌powerful‌ ‌than‌ ‌they‌‌                     

probably‌‌are”),‌‌and‌‌that‌‌they’re‌‌motivated‌‌by‌‌both‌‌their‌‌beliefs‌‌and‌‌fear‌‌of‌‌                         

opponents‌ ‌to‌ ‌“seek‌ ‌allies,‌ ‌share‌ ‌resources,‌ ‌and‌ ‌develop‌ ‌complementary‌‌                 

strategies”‌‌in‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌turn‌‌their‌‌beliefs‌‌into‌‌policies‌‌(Sabatier‌‌and‌‌Weible,‌‌                       

2007:‌ ‌194-196).‌ ‌Jenkins-Smith‌ ‌and‌ ‌Sabatier‌ ‌(1994:‌ ‌183)‌ ‌list‌ ‌nine‌‌                 

hypotheses‌ ‌drawn‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF,‌ ‌with‌ ‌three‌ ‌dealing‌ ‌with‌ ‌what‌ ‌holds‌‌                     

advocacy‌ ‌coalitions‌ ‌together,‌ ‌two‌ ‌regarding‌ ‌policy‌ ‌change,‌ ‌and‌ ‌four‌‌                 

regarding‌ ‌‌“c‌onditions‌ ‌conducive‌‌to‌‌policy-oriented‌‌learning‌‌across‌‌belief‌‌               

systems,‌‌i.e.‌‌between‌‌coalitions.”‌‌The‌‌first‌‌policy‌‌change‌‌hypothesis‌‌states‌‌                   

that‌‌the‌‌“policy‌‌core‌‌attributes‌‌of‌‌a‌‌governmental‌‌program‌‌are‌‌unlikely‌‌to‌‌                       

be‌‌significantly‌‌revised‌‌as‌‌long‌‌as‌‌the‌‌subsystem‌‌advocacy‌‌coalition‌‌which‌‌                     

instituted‌‌the‌‌program‌‌remains‌‌in‌‌power,”‌‌while‌‌the‌‌second‌‌one‌‌posits‌‌that‌‌                       

“policy‌ ‌core‌ ‌attributes‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌governmental‌ ‌action‌‌program‌‌are‌‌unlikely‌‌to‌‌                     

be‌ ‌changed‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌absence‌ ‌of‌ ‌significant‌ ‌perturbations‌ ‌external‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                     

subsystem”‌ ‌(Jenkins-Smith‌ ‌and‌ ‌Sabatier,‌ ‌1994:‌ ‌183).‌‌ ‌  

Finally,‌‌the‌‌concept‌‌of‌‌policy‌‌brokers,‌‌or‌‌actors‌‌“whose‌‌principal‌‌                   

concern‌‌is‌‌to‌‌find‌‌some‌‌reasonable‌‌compromise‌‌which‌‌will‌‌reduce‌‌intense‌‌                     

conflict”‌‌(Jenkins-Smith‌‌and‌‌Sabatier,‌‌1994:‌‌182),‌‌is‌‌emphasized‌‌in‌‌earlier‌‌                   

versions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌ACF.‌‌However,‌‌as‌‌has‌‌already‌‌been‌‌noted,‌‌while‌‌present‌‌in‌‌                         

the‌ ‌2007‌ ‌framework‌ ‌displayed‌ ‌in‌ ‌Figure‌ ‌4,‌ ‌later‌ ‌revisions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                     

framework‌ ‌have‌ ‌removed‌ ‌policy‌ ‌brokers‌ ‌entirely.‌ ‌Weible,‌ ‌Sabatier,‌ ‌and‌‌                 

McQueen‌ ‌(2009:‌ ‌132)‌ ‌explicitly‌ ‌mention‌ ‌that‌ ‌many‌ ‌applications‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                   

ACF‌‌ignore‌‌the‌‌concept‌‌entirely,‌‌attributing‌‌this‌‌either‌‌to‌‌a‌‌lack‌‌of‌‌interest‌‌                         

or‌‌“is‌‌that‌‌many‌‌of‌‌these‌‌concepts‌‌have‌‌yet‌‌to‌‌be‌‌incorporated‌‌into‌‌explicit‌‌                           

theories‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF.”‌ ‌For‌‌example,‌‌in‌‌a‌‌review‌‌of‌‌ACF‌‌applications‌‌                       

done‌‌in‌‌relation‌‌to‌‌South‌‌Korea,‌‌Jang‌‌et‌‌al‌‌(2016:‌‌282-283)‌‌found‌‌that,‌‌on‌                           

the‌ ‌topic‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy-oriented‌ ‌learning‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌importance‌ ‌of‌ ‌brokers‌ ‌in‌‌                     

learning,‌‌51%‌‌of‌‌applications‌‌did‌‌not‌‌include‌‌analysis‌‌of‌‌brokers‌‌and‌‌31%‌                       
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could‌ ‌not‌ ‌find‌ ‌a‌ ‌link‌ ‌between‌ ‌brokers‌ ‌and‌ ‌learning,‌ ‌and‌ ‌only‌ ‌“16%‌ ‌of‌‌                         

articles‌ ‌viewed‌ ‌that‌ ‌policy‌‌brokers‌‌played‌‌an‌‌important‌‌role‌‌as‌‌a‌‌conflict‌‌                       

mediator‌ ‌in‌ ‌instances‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy‌ ‌change.”‌ ‌Ingold‌ ‌and‌‌Varone‌‌(2009:‌‌320)‌‌                     

point‌‌to,‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌concept‌‌being‌‌“largely‌‌overlooked”‌‌in‌‌the‌‌framework,‌‌                       

three‌ ‌open‌ ‌questions‌ ‌regarding‌ ‌policy‌ ‌brokers:‌ ‌the‌ ‌existence‌ ‌of‌ ‌brokers,‌‌                   

such‌ ‌as‌ ‌who‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌and‌ ‌what‌ ‌they‌ ‌believe,‌ ‌their‌ ‌activity‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌‌                         

policy‌ ‌process,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌whether‌ ‌they’re‌ ‌seeking‌ ‌to‌ ‌increase‌ ‌their‌ ‌own‌‌                     

power‌‌(interest-based)‌‌or‌‌seeking‌‌to‌‌bring‌‌about‌‌stability‌‌in‌‌the‌‌subsystem,‌‌                     

and‌ ‌how‌ ‌policy‌ ‌brokers‌ ‌operate‌ ‌in‌ ‌non-U.S.‌ ‌systems.‌ ‌In‌ ‌relation‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                       

broker‌‌concept,‌‌another‌‌issue‌‌arises‌‌in‌‌that‌‌brokers‌‌are‌‌seen‌‌to‌‌be‌‌desiring‌‌                         

stability‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌based‌ ‌on‌ ‌their‌ ‌beliefs,‌ ‌not‌ ‌their‌ ‌self-interest,‌ ‌like‌‌                       

how‌ ‌coalitions‌ ‌form‌ ‌based‌ ‌on‌ ‌their‌‌beliefs.‌‌As‌‌Mintrom‌‌and‌‌Vegari‌‌note‌‌                       

(1996:‌ ‌421),‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌“rejects‌ ‌the‌ ‌possibility‌ ‌that‌ ‌‘coalitions‌ ‌of‌‌                   

convenience’‌ ‌motivated‌ ‌by‌ ‌‘short-term‌ ‌self-interest’‌ ‌can‌ ‌have‌ ‌lasting‌‌               

impacts‌ ‌on‌ ‌policy‌ ‌directions.”‌‌ ‌  
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<Figure‌ ‌4>‌ ‌Advocacy‌ ‌Coalition‌ ‌Framework‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Source:‌ ‌Sabatier‌ ‌and‌ ‌Weible‌ ‌(2007)‌ ‌ 

Strengths,‌ ‌Weaknesses,‌ ‌and‌ ‌Evolving‌ ‌Application‌ ‌of‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌ 

Some‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF’s‌ ‌strengths‌ ‌include:‌ ‌its‌ ‌recognition‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy‌‌                   

networks‌‌while‌‌identifying‌‌a‌‌wide‌‌number‌‌of‌‌actors;‌‌how‌‌it‌‌views‌‌policy‌‌                       

change‌ ‌not‌‌simply‌‌at‌‌the‌‌point‌‌of‌‌decision‌‌but‌‌over‌‌long‌‌periods‌‌of‌‌time;‌‌                           

its‌‌incorporation‌‌of‌‌socio-economic‌‌factors‌‌instead‌‌of‌‌simply‌‌viewing‌‌the‌‌                   

policy‌ ‌process‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌“black‌ ‌box”;‌ ‌and,‌ ‌finally,‌ ‌the‌ ‌importance‌ ‌the‌‌                     
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framework‌ ‌puts‌ ‌on‌‌ideas‌‌and‌‌beliefs‌‌and‌‌how‌‌that‌‌helps‌‌understand‌‌their‌‌                       

role‌ ‌within‌ ‌conversations‌ ‌on‌ ‌policy‌ ‌change‌ ‌(Cairney,‌ ‌2012:‌ ‌201-202).‌‌ ‌  

Besides‌‌the‌‌criticisms‌‌already‌‌noted‌‌around‌‌the‌‌concept‌‌of‌‌policy‌‌                   

brokers‌ ‌and‌ ‌omission‌ ‌of‌ ‌self-interested‌ ‌actors,‌ ‌the‌ ‌framework‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌‌                   

criticized‌‌for‌‌being‌‌overly‌‌empirical,‌‌with‌‌Fischer‌‌(2003:‌‌101)‌‌saying‌‌the‌‌                     

ACF‌ ‌“neglects‌ ‌the‌ ‌social‌ ‌and‌ ‌historical‌ ‌context‌ ‌in‌ ‌which‌ ‌such‌ ‌[policy]‌‌                     

change‌ ‌takes‌ ‌place.”‌ ‌Other‌ ‌criticisms‌ ‌or‌ ‌limitations‌ ‌have‌ ‌been,‌‌                 

considering‌‌that‌‌the‌‌ACF‌‌was‌‌originally‌‌designed‌‌while‌‌thinking‌‌about‌‌the‌‌                     

U.S.‌ ‌and‌ ‌environmental‌ ‌policy,‌‌the‌‌need‌‌for‌‌better‌‌understanding‌‌of‌‌how‌‌                     

the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌is‌ ‌be‌ ‌employed‌ ‌in‌ ‌regards‌ ‌to‌ ‌non-U.S.‌ ‌and‌ ‌non-environmental‌‌                     

policy‌‌issues,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌need‌‌to‌‌find‌‌replicable‌‌methods‌‌in‌‌operationalizing‌‌                     

the‌ ‌key‌ ‌concepts‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌(Jenkins‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.,‌ ‌2014).‌ ‌However,‌ ‌in‌‌                       

consideration‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌latter‌ ‌criticism,‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌has‌ ‌seen‌ ‌a‌ ‌wide‌ ‌range‌ ‌of‌‌                         

applications,‌ ‌with‌ ‌one‌ ‌overview‌ ‌of‌ ‌recent‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌studies‌ ‌showing‌ ‌an‌‌                   

application‌‌of‌‌the‌‌framework‌‌“to‌‌54‌‌unique‌‌countries…‌‌frequently‌‌across‌‌                   

five‌ ‌different‌ ‌levels‌ ‌of‌ ‌government‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌16‌ ‌different‌ ‌policy‌ ‌domains”‌‌                     

(Pierce‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.,‌ ‌2017b:‌ ‌S35).‌ ‌Jang‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.‌ ‌(2016:‌ ‌279)‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌comprehensive‌‌                         

review‌‌of‌‌67‌‌peer-reviewed‌‌applications‌‌of‌‌the‌‌ACF‌‌in‌‌South‌‌Korea‌‌from‌‌                       

2002‌‌through‌‌2014,‌‌saw‌‌a‌‌wide‌‌range‌‌of‌‌applications‌‌of‌‌the‌‌ACF,‌‌with‌‌the‌‌                           

most‌ ‌common‌ ‌areas‌ ‌being‌ ‌social‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌development‌ ‌policy,‌‌               

environmental‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌and‌ ‌health‌ ‌policy.‌‌ ‌  

In‌ ‌one‌ ‌example‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌non-US,‌ ‌non-environmental‌ ‌policy‌‌               

application,‌ ‌Kübler‌ ‌(2001:‌ ‌637-638)‌ ‌used‌ ‌the‌‌ACF‌‌to‌‌look‌‌at‌‌changes‌‌in‌‌                       

Swiss‌ ‌drug‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌finding‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌“concept‌‌of‌‌harm‌‌reduction‌‌as‌‌a‌‌new‌‌                         

policy‌ ‌core‌ ‌emerged‌ ‌and‌ ‌replaced‌ ‌the‌ ‌previously‌ ‌dominant‌ ‌abstinence‌‌                 

policy‌‌core‌‌through‌‌the‌‌efforts‌‌and‌‌strategies‌‌of‌‌a‌‌coalition‌‌of‌‌advocates,”‌‌                       

with‌ ‌the‌ ‌newly‌ ‌dominant‌ ‌harm‌ ‌reduction‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌being‌ ‌able‌ ‌to‌ ‌enact‌‌                     

major‌‌policy‌‌change‌‌at‌‌the‌‌national‌‌level,‌‌with‌‌the‌‌AIDS‌‌epidemic‌‌serving‌‌                       

as‌ ‌the‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌event‌ ‌in‌ ‌overthrowing‌ ‌the‌ ‌once-dominant‌ ‌abstinence‌‌                 

coalition.‌ ‌Sato‌ ‌(1999:‌ ‌28),‌ ‌using‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌and‌ ‌policy‌ ‌process‌ ‌analysis‌‌                     

29‌ ‌ 



‌ 

simultaneously‌‌to‌‌look‌‌at‌‌smoking‌‌control‌‌policy‌‌in‌‌Japan,‌‌was‌‌able‌‌to‌‌use‌‌                         

the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌to‌ ‌explain‌ ‌policy‌ ‌changes‌ ‌“as‌‌resulting‌‌from‌‌the‌‌emergence‌‌of,‌‌                       

and‌‌the‌‌competition‌‌among.‌‌two‌‌advocacy‌‌coalitions,‌‌either‌‌protobacco‌‌or‌‌                   

antitobacco.”‌ ‌Roßegger‌ ‌and‌ ‌Ramin‌ ‌(2013:‌ ‌323)‌ ‌used‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌to‌‌                   

“understand‌ ‌the‌ ‌complex‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy‌ ‌change‌ ‌throughout‌ ‌various‌‌                 

periods‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌Swedish‌ ‌[nuclear]‌ ‌phase-out‌ ‌policy,”‌ ‌grouping‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy‌‌                   

changes‌‌into‌‌policy‌‌phases.‌‌They‌‌noted‌‌that‌‌an‌‌ultimate‌‌decision‌‌to‌‌revoke‌‌                       

the‌‌phase-out‌‌policy‌‌in‌‌2009‌‌was‌‌influenced‌‌by‌‌important‌‌factors‌‌such‌‌as‌‌                       

one‌ ‌party’s‌ ‌attitude‌ ‌toward‌ ‌nuclear‌ ‌policy‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌majority‌ ‌government‌‌                   

coming‌‌into‌‌power,‌‌but‌‌they‌‌also‌‌noted‌‌that‌‌while‌‌the‌‌ACF‌‌“may‌‌explain‌‌                         

how‌ ‌a‌ ‌crisis‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌defined‌ ‌as‌ ‌one‌ ‌event‌ ‌where‌ ‌parties‌ ‌are‌ ‌acting,‌ ‌and‌‌                           

what‌ ‌the‌ ‌reasons‌ ‌are‌ ‌if‌ ‌they‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌‌acting,”‌‌explaining‌‌changes‌‌without‌‌                       

crisis‌ ‌presents‌ ‌problems‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌‌ACF‌‌(Roßegger‌‌and‌‌Ramin,‌‌2013:‌‌340).‌‌                     

In‌ ‌regards‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌2003‌ ‌criticism‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌being‌ ‌too‌ ‌empirical,‌ ‌more‌‌                         

recent‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌studies‌ ‌have‌ ‌adopted‌ ‌more‌ ‌methods‌ ‌of‌ ‌qualitative‌ ‌analysis,‌‌                   

such‌‌as‌‌interviews‌‌and‌‌document‌‌analysis,‌‌and‌‌“current‌‌articles‌‌are‌‌highly‌‌                     

contextual”‌ ‌(Pierce‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.,‌ ‌2017a:‌ ‌23).‌ ‌As‌ ‌it‌ ‌stands‌ ‌now,‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌review‌ ‌of‌‌                           

methods‌‌of‌‌the‌‌ACF,‌‌Pierce‌‌et‌‌al.‌‌(2017a:‌‌25)‌‌stated‌‌that‌‌in‌‌“order‌‌for‌‌the‌‌                             

ACF‌ ‌to‌ ‌balance‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌generalization‌‌with‌‌unique‌‌contexts,‌‌scholars‌‌                 

should‌‌continue‌‌to‌‌use‌‌diverse‌‌methods‌‌of‌‌analysis‌‌and‌‌data‌‌collection,‌‌but‌‌                       

should‌ ‌seek‌ ‌common‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌operationalization.”‌‌ ‌  

Competing‌ ‌Theories‌ ‌of‌ ‌Policy‌ ‌Change‌ ‌ 

Besides‌‌the‌‌ACF,‌‌there‌‌are‌‌a‌‌number‌‌of‌‌prominent‌‌theories‌‌related‌‌                     

to‌ ‌policy‌ ‌change.‌ ‌The‌ ‌multiple‌ ‌streams‌ ‌approach‌ ‌(MSA)‌ ‌sees‌ ‌three‌‌                   

independent‌ ‌process‌ ‌streams‌ ‌of‌ ‌problems,‌ ‌policies,‌ ‌and‌ ‌politics‌ ‌that‌‌                 

develop‌‌on‌‌their‌‌own,‌‌yet‌‌“at‌‌some‌‌critical‌‌junctures‌‌the‌‌three‌‌streams‌‌are‌‌                         

joined,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌greatest‌ ‌policy‌ ‌changes‌ ‌grow‌ ‌out‌ ‌of‌ ‌that‌ ‌coupling‌ ‌of‌‌                       

problems,‌‌policy‌‌proposals,‌‌and‌‌politics”‌‌(Kingdon,‌‌2014:‌‌19).‌‌Punctuated‌‌                 

equilibrium‌ ‌theory‌ ‌(PET)‌ ‌sees‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy‌‌process‌‌as‌‌having‌‌long‌‌periods‌‌                     

of‌‌stability‌‌and‌‌incrementalism‌‌that‌‌are‌‌occasionally‌‌broken‌‌by‌‌periods‌‌of‌‌                     

30‌ ‌ 



‌ 

major‌ ‌change,‌ ‌and‌ ‌looks‌ ‌at‌ ‌what‌ ‌factors‌ ‌either‌ ‌enable‌‌                 

stability/incrementalism‌ ‌or‌ ‌produce‌ ‌drastic‌ ‌change‌ ‌(True‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.,‌ ‌2007:‌‌                 

155).‌‌Historical‌‌institutionalism‌‌focuses‌‌“attention‌‌to‌‌real-world‌‌empirical‌‌               

questions,‌ ‌its‌ ‌historical‌‌orientation‌‌and‌‌its‌‌attention‌‌to‌‌the‌‌ways‌‌in‌‌which‌‌                       

institutions‌ ‌structure‌ ‌and‌ ‌shape‌ ‌behaviour‌ ‌and‌ ‌outcomes,”‌ ‌seeing‌ ‌how‌‌                 

rules‌ ‌can‌ ‌decide‌ ‌what‌ ‌strategies‌ ‌are‌ ‌taken‌ ‌and‌ ‌what‌ ‌policy‌ ‌choices‌ ‌are‌‌                       

made‌ ‌(Steinmo,‌ ‌2008:118).‌ ‌Policy‌ ‌feedback‌‌theory‌‌builds‌‌off‌‌of‌‌the‌‌idea‌‌                     

that‌ ‌policies‌ ‌produce‌ ‌politics,‌ ‌“that‌ ‌policies‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌must‌ ‌be‌ ‌seen‌ ‌as‌‌                     

politically‌‌consequential‌‌structures”‌‌that‌‌can‌‌shape‌‌subsequent‌‌politics‌‌and‌‌                 

policies‌ ‌(Pierson,‌ ‌1992:‌ ‌624).‌ ‌The‌ ‌discourse‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌framework‌ ‌sees‌‌                 

policies‌‌and‌‌politics‌‌as‌‌dependent‌‌on‌‌the‌‌social‌‌construction‌‌of‌‌a‌‌problem,‌‌                       

analyzing‌‌not‌‌only‌‌“what‌‌is‌‌being‌‌said,‌‌but‌‌also‌‌...‌‌the‌‌institutional‌‌context‌‌                         

in‌ ‌which‌ ‌this‌ ‌is‌ ‌done‌ ‌and‌ ‌which‌ ‌co-determines‌ ‌what‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌said‌‌                       

meaningfully,”‌‌leading‌‌to‌‌a‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌discursive‌‌struggles‌‌(Hajer,‌‌1995:‌‌6).‌‌                     

The‌ ‌reason‌ ‌this‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌will‌ ‌use‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌as‌ ‌its‌ ‌foundation,‌ ‌instead‌ ‌of‌‌                         

some‌‌of‌‌the‌‌alternatives‌‌listed‌‌above,‌‌is‌‌to‌‌utilize‌‌the‌‌ACF’s‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌one‌‌                           

policy‌‌subsystem,‌‌capability‌‌to‌‌incorporate‌‌many‌‌different‌‌individuals‌‌and‌‌                 

interest‌ ‌groups‌ ‌who‌ ‌have‌ ‌both‌ ‌material‌ ‌and‌ ‌normative‌ ‌beliefs,‌ ‌the‌‌                   

inclusion‌‌of‌‌testable‌‌hypotheses‌‌of‌‌policy‌‌change,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌fact‌‌that‌‌it‌‌is‌‌a‌‌                           

framework‌ ‌meant‌ ‌for‌ ‌wicked‌ ‌problems‌ ‌and‌ ‌contentious‌ ‌policy‌ ‌debates,‌‌                 

such‌ ‌as‌ ‌various‌ ‌issues‌ ‌around‌ ‌immigration.‌‌ ‌  

While‌ ‌the‌ ‌MSA‌ ‌has‌ ‌advantages,‌ ‌in‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌“gives‌ ‌users‌‌                   

unparalleled‌ ‌flexibility:‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌no‌ ‌need‌ ‌for‌ ‌a‌ ‌detailed‌‌codebook,‌‌to‌‌test‌‌                       

hypotheses,‌‌or‌‌advance‌‌general‌‌policy‌‌theory,”‌‌one‌‌key‌‌disadvantage‌‌that‌‌                   

arises‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌ ‌often‌ ‌testable‌ ‌hypotheses‌ ‌and‌ ‌parts‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌‌                         

operationalized‌ ‌(Cairney‌ ‌and‌ ‌Jones,‌ ‌2016:‌ ‌38).‌ ‌Compared‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌‌                   

‘PET‌ ‌is‌ ‌based‌ ‌more‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌allocation‌‌of‌‌attention‌‌and‌‌the‌‌heuristics‌‌that‌‌                         

decision‌ ‌makers,‌ ‌and‌ ‌consequently‌ ‌organizations,‌ ‌use‌ ‌to‌ ‌allocate‌ ‌scarce‌‌                 

attention”‌ ‌(Jones‌‌and‌‌Baumgartner,‌‌2012:‌‌4),‌‌but‌‌the‌‌beliefs‌‌of‌‌coalitions‌‌                     

and‌‌how‌‌those‌‌beliefs‌‌bring‌‌coalitions‌‌together‌‌seem‌‌like‌‌a‌‌better‌‌guiding‌‌                       

principle‌‌for‌‌this‌‌analysis.‌‌The‌‌justifications‌‌for‌‌not‌‌using‌‌MSA‌‌and‌‌PET‌‌                       
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are‌ ‌similar‌ ‌in‌ ‌regards‌ ‌to‌‌the‌‌discourse‌‌coalition‌‌framework:‌‌the‌‌theory‌‌is‌                       

less‌‌clear‌‌about‌‌testable‌‌hypotheses,‌‌and,‌‌while‌‌also‌‌prioritizing‌‌coalitions‌‌                   

like‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF,‌ ‌it‌ ‌focuses‌ ‌on‌ ‌discourse‌ ‌as‌ ‌what‌ ‌keeps‌ ‌coalitions‌ ‌together,‌‌                       

which‌ ‌seems‌ ‌like‌ ‌less‌ ‌clear‌‌of‌‌a‌‌focus‌‌than‌‌the‌‌beliefs‌‌of‌‌actors‌‌within‌‌a‌‌                             

coalition‌‌and‌‌how‌‌those‌‌beliefs‌‌cause‌‌them‌‌to‌‌behave,‌‌though‌‌it‌‌could‌‌be‌‌                         

argued,‌ ‌as‌ ‌Kern‌ ‌and‌ ‌Rogge‌ ‌(2018:‌ ‌13-14)‌ ‌have‌ ‌done,‌ ‌that‌ ‌such‌ ‌a‌ ‌focus‌‌                         

could‌ ‌be‌‌quite‌‌beneficial‌‌in‌‌a‌‌different‌‌type‌‌of‌‌analysis,‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌how‌‌                         

actors‌‌interpret‌‌different‌‌points‌‌of‌‌debate‌‌and‌‌potential‌‌goals‌‌in‌‌their‌‌own‌‌                       

way.‌ ‌Finally,‌ ‌seeing‌ ‌as‌ ‌some‌ ‌historical‌ ‌institutionalist‌ ‌research‌ ‌on‌‌                 

immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌and‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌change‌ ‌have‌ ‌already‌ ‌been‌‌                 

referenced‌‌(such‌‌as‌‌Tichenor,‌‌2009),‌‌an‌‌ACF‌‌analysis‌‌may‌‌be‌‌able‌‌to‌‌offer‌‌                         

new‌ ‌insights‌ ‌into‌ ‌this‌ ‌policy‌ ‌subsystem.‌ ‌ ‌   

2.3. Policy‌ ‌Entrepreneurs‌‌ ‌  
Policy‌ ‌entrepreneurship‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌concept‌ ‌that‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌discussed‌‌                 

extensively‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌literature‌ ‌of‌ ‌policymaking,‌ ‌with‌‌a‌‌number‌‌of‌‌different‌‌                     

definitions‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept.‌ ‌One‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌well-known‌ ‌conceptions‌‌                   

comes‌ ‌from‌ ‌Kingdon’s‌ ‌MSA,‌ ‌who‌ ‌defines‌ ‌(2014:‌ ‌122-123)‌ ‌policy‌‌                 

entrepreneurs’‌ ‌defining‌ ‌characteristic‌ ‌as‌‌“their‌‌willingness‌‌to‌‌invest‌‌their‌‌                 

resources-time,‌‌energy,‌‌reputation,‌‌and‌‌sometimes‌‌money-in‌‌the‌‌hope‌‌of‌‌a‌‌                   

future‌ ‌return,”‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌return‌ ‌coming‌ ‌potentially‌ ‌from‌ ‌preferred‌ ‌policy‌‌                   

decisions,‌ ‌personal‌ ‌aggrandizement,‌ ‌or‌ ‌other‌ ‌means‌ ‌of‌ ‌increasing‌ ‌their‌‌                 

self-interest.‌ ‌They‌ ‌are‌ ‌driven‌ ‌by‌ ‌their‌ ‌own‌ ‌potential‌ ‌benefits,‌ ‌as‌ ‌well‌‌as‌‌                       

their‌ ‌values‌ ‌and/or‌‌simply‌‌in‌‌interest‌‌in‌‌policy,‌‌but‌‌such‌‌a‌‌drive‌‌can‌‌play‌‌                           

the‌ ‌key‌‌role‌‌of,‌‌as‌‌in‌‌the‌‌MSA,‌‌bringing‌‌the‌‌three‌‌streams‌‌together‌‌when‌‌                           

an‌ ‌opportunity‌ ‌arises.‌ ‌Entrepreneurs‌ ‌lay‌ ‌the‌ ‌foundation‌ ‌for‌ ‌such‌ ‌an‌‌                   

occurrence‌‌to‌‌happen,‌‌as‌‌they‌‌attempt‌‌to‌‌pair‌‌their‌‌preferred‌‌solutions‌‌with‌‌                       

various‌‌issues‌‌that‌‌the‌‌government‌‌is‌‌concerned‌‌about,‌‌and‌‌they‌‌engage‌‌in‌‌                       

what’s‌ ‌called‌ ‌“softening‌ ‌up”‌ ‌of‌ ‌both‌ ‌“policy‌‌communities‌‌which‌‌tend‌‌to‌‌                     

be‌‌inertia-bound‌‌and‌‌resistant‌‌to‌‌major‌‌changes,‌‌and‌‌larger‌‌publics,‌‌getting‌‌                     

them‌ ‌used‌ ‌to‌ ‌new‌ ‌ideas‌ ‌and‌ ‌building‌ ‌acceptance‌ ‌for‌ ‌their‌ ‌proposals”‌‌                     

(Kingdon,‌ ‌2014:‌ ‌128).‌ ‌This‌ ‌can‌ ‌involve‌ ‌such‌ ‌things‌ ‌as‌ ‌writing‌ ‌and‌‌                     
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sending‌ ‌correspondence,‌ ‌talking‌ ‌with‌ ‌and‌ ‌visiting‌ ‌key‌ ‌decision‌ ‌makers,‌‌                 

and‌ ‌protests‌ ‌and‌ ‌demonstrations‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌hopes‌ ‌of‌ ‌defining‌ ‌a‌ ‌policy‌ ‌issue‌‌                       

along‌‌the‌‌lines‌‌of‌‌their‌‌concerns.‌‌In‌‌terms‌‌of‌‌softening‌‌activities‌‌within‌‌the‌‌                         

political‌ ‌system,‌ ‌speeches,‌ ‌bills,‌ ‌and‌ ‌hearings‌ ‌all‌ ‌help‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌‌                       

connecting‌ ‌their‌ ‌solution‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌identified‌ ‌problems.‌ ‌Entrepreneurs’‌‌               

success‌ ‌will‌ ‌depend‌ ‌on‌ ‌their‌ ‌connections,‌ ‌and‌ ‌negotiating‌ ‌skill,‌ ‌on‌‌their‌‌                     

claim‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌hearing‌ ‌(resulting‌ ‌from‌ ‌either‌ ‌their‌ ‌decision-making‌‌position,‌                   

expertise‌ ‌in‌ ‌problem‌ ‌areas,‌ ‌or‌ ‌from‌‌being‌‌able‌‌to‌‌speak‌‌for‌‌others‌‌as‌‌the‌‌                           

head‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌influential‌ ‌interest‌ ‌group),‌ ‌and‌ ‌on‌ ‌their‌ ‌persistence.‌ ‌Their‌‌                     

potential‌‌for‌‌success‌‌comes‌‌with‌‌the‌‌risk‌‌that‌‌their‌‌investment‌‌of‌‌time‌‌and‌‌                         

resources‌ ‌will‌ ‌come‌ ‌to‌ ‌nothing‌ ‌or‌ ‌simply‌ ‌personal‌ ‌(or‌ ‌collective)‌ ‌loss.‌‌                     

While‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌MSA,‌ ‌like‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF,‌ ‌“much‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌process‌ ‌is‌ ‌governed‌ ‌by‌‌                           

large‌ ‌events‌ ‌and‌ ‌structures‌ ‌not‌ ‌under‌ ‌any‌ ‌individual's‌ ‌control,‌ ‌...‌‌                   

entrepreneurs‌ ‌take‌ ‌advantage‌ ‌of‌ ‌those‌ ‌events‌ ‌and‌ ‌work‌ ‌within‌ ‌those‌‌                   

structures,”‌ ‌showing‌ ‌the‌ ‌importance‌ ‌of‌ ‌both‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌and‌ ‌events‌‌                 

(Kingdon,‌ ‌2014:‌ ‌225).‌ ‌Another‌‌similar‌‌feature‌‌to‌‌the‌‌ACF‌‌is‌‌that,‌‌due‌‌to‌‌                         

the‌ ‌slow‌ ‌development‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy‌ ‌stream,‌ ‌entrepreneurs‌ ‌will‌ ‌work‌ ‌on‌‌                     

their‌‌pitch‌‌for‌‌many‌‌years,‌‌as‌‌proposals‌‌must‌‌be‌‌ready‌‌and‌‌connected‌‌with‌‌                         

problems‌ ‌when‌ ‌a‌ ‌policy‌ ‌window‌ ‌opens.‌‌ ‌  

Mintrom‌ ‌and‌ ‌Vegari‌ ‌(1996:‌ ‌422)‌ ‌presented‌ ‌a‌ ‌policy‌‌               

entrepreneurship‌‌(PE)‌‌model‌‌to‌‌supplement‌‌the‌‌ACF,‌‌feeling‌‌that‌‌the‌‌ACF‌‌                     

explains‌‌policy‌‌stability‌‌while‌‌the‌‌PE‌‌model‌‌would‌‌better‌‌explain‌‌dynamic‌‌                     

policy‌ ‌change,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌main‌ ‌goal‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌model‌ ‌being‌‌an‌‌“increasing‌‌of‌‌                         

our‌ ‌understanding‌ ‌of‌ ‌how‌ ‌innovative‌ ‌ideas‌ ‌get‌ ‌articulated‌ ‌onto‌ ‌political‌‌                   

and‌ ‌legislative‌ ‌agendas.‌ ‌Much‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌model‌ ‌is‌ ‌similar‌‌to‌‌what‌‌Kingdon‌‌                       

described‌‌in‌‌the‌‌MSA.‌‌They‌‌point‌‌to‌‌three‌‌key‌‌functions‌‌of‌‌entrepreneurs:‌‌                       

finding‌ ‌needs‌ ‌and‌ ‌providing‌ ‌innovative‌ ‌solutions,‌ ‌taking‌ ‌on‌ ‌risks‌ ‌in‌‌                   

pursuing‌ ‌their‌ ‌goals‌ ‌amidst‌ ‌uncertainty,‌ ‌and‌ ‌bringing‌ ‌together‌ ‌and‌‌                 

organizing‌ ‌networks‌ ‌of‌ ‌groups‌ ‌and‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌realize‌ ‌the‌                     

change‌ ‌they’re‌ ‌hoping‌ ‌to‌ ‌enact.‌ ‌Entrepreneurs‌ ‌attempt‌ ‌to‌ ‌define‌ ‌issues‌                   

along‌ ‌the‌‌lines‌‌of‌‌their‌‌desired‌‌policy,‌‌develop‌‌strategies‌‌for‌‌getting‌‌their‌‌                       
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idea‌ ‌well-ingrained‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌appropriate‌ ‌networks,‌ ‌and‌ ‌develop‌ ‌and‌ ‌help‌‌                   

organize‌ ‌coalitions‌ ‌around‌ ‌their‌ ‌policy‌ ‌goals.‌ ‌In‌ ‌conclusion,‌ ‌they‌ ‌found‌‌                   

(1996:‌ ‌430)‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌combination‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌and‌ ‌PE‌ ‌model‌ ‌provides‌‌                       

“considerable‌ ‌guidance‌ ‌for‌ ‌thinking‌ ‌about‌ ‌the‌ ‌determinants‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy‌‌                 

change,”‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌addressing‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌and‌ ‌macrolevel‌‌of‌‌policy‌‌                     

change,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌PE‌ ‌model‌ ‌working‌ ‌to‌ ‌explain‌ ‌microlevel‌ ‌activity‌ ‌and‌‌                     

bring‌ ‌attention‌ ‌to‌ ‌“the‌ ‌way‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌package‌ ‌their‌ ‌ideas,‌ ‌build‌‌                   

coalitions‌‌in‌‌support‌‌of‌‌those‌‌ideas,‌‌and‌‌use‌‌political‌‌opportunities‌‌to‌‌drive‌‌                       

their‌ ‌policy‌ ‌preferences‌ ‌home.”‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌policy‌ ‌entrepreneurship‌ ‌concept‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌further‌‌elucidated‌‌               

by‌ ‌various‌ ‌scholars.‌ ‌Mintrom‌ ‌(2019:‌ ‌308)‌ ‌has‌ ‌identified‌ ‌the‌ ‌common‌‌                   

attributes,‌ ‌skills,‌ ‌and‌ ‌strategies‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy‌ ‌entrepreneurs,‌‌which‌‌builds‌‌off‌‌                   

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌definition‌ ‌listed‌ ‌above.‌ ‌In‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌attributes,‌ ‌ambition,‌ ‌social‌‌                     

acuity,‌ ‌credibility,‌ ‌sociability,‌ ‌and‌‌tenacity‌‌are‌‌considered‌‌key.‌‌For‌‌skills,‌‌                   

strategic‌‌thinking,‌‌team‌‌building,‌‌collecting‌‌evidence,‌‌making‌‌arguments,‌‌               

engaging‌ ‌multiple‌ ‌audiences,‌ ‌negotiation,‌ ‌and‌ ‌networking‌ ‌are‌‌presented.‌‌               

Skills‌ ‌are‌ ‌seen‌ ‌as‌ ‌learnable‌ ‌skills,‌‌while‌‌attributes‌‌are‌‌nuturable.‌‌Finally,‌‌                     

depending‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌skills‌ ‌and‌ ‌attributes‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy‌ ‌entrepreneur(s),‌‌                   

strategies‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌problem‌ ‌framing,‌ ‌using‌ ‌and‌ ‌expanding‌ ‌networks,‌‌                 

working‌ ‌with‌ ‌advocacy‌ ‌coalitions,‌ ‌leading‌ ‌by‌ ‌example,‌ ‌and‌ ‌scaling‌ ‌up‌‌                   

change‌‌processes‌‌or‌‌advocacy‌‌efforts‌‌are‌‌all‌‌strategies‌‌that‌‌are‌‌employed.‌‌                     

Scott‌‌and‌‌DiMartino‌‌(2009:‌‌438)‌‌generated‌‌a‌‌typology‌‌for‌‌identifying‌‌five‌‌                     

different‌‌roles‌‌(gatekeepers,‌‌managers,‌‌rivals,‌‌partners,‌‌and‌‌profit-seekers)‌‌               

that‌ ‌policy‌ ‌entrepreneurs‌ ‌were‌ ‌playing‌ ‌in‌ ‌New‌ ‌York‌ ‌City‌ ‌education‌‌                   

reform,‌ ‌with‌ ‌each‌ ‌role‌ ‌summarized‌ ‌in‌ ‌Figure‌ ‌5.‌ ‌ 

‌ 

‌ 
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<Figure‌ ‌5>‌ ‌Typology‌ ‌of‌ ‌Privatization‌ ‌Actors‌ ‌ 

Source:‌ ‌Scott‌ ‌and‌ ‌DiMartino‌ ‌(2009:‌ ‌438)‌ ‌ 

In‌ ‌a‌ ‌systematic‌ ‌review‌ ‌of‌ ‌over‌ ‌forty‌ ‌years‌ ‌of‌ ‌229‌ ‌articles‌ ‌that‌ ‌were‌‌                         

published‌‌between‌‌1984‌‌and‌‌2017‌‌on‌‌policy‌‌entrepreneur’s‌‌characteristics‌‌                 

and‌ ‌strategies,‌ ‌Frisch‌ ‌et‌‌al.‌‌(2020:‌‌625)‌‌developed‌‌a‌‌heuristic‌‌framework‌‌                     

of‌‌policy‌‌entrepreneurs’‌‌strategies‌‌and‌‌traits,‌‌which‌‌can‌‌be‌‌seen‌‌in‌‌Figure‌‌                       

6.‌ ‌Besides‌ ‌confirming‌ ‌many‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌central‌ ‌premises‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                   

entrepreneurship‌ ‌concept‌ ‌in‌ ‌that‌ ‌confirming‌ ‌that‌ ‌“framing‌ ‌problems,‌‌               

seeking‌ ‌solutions,‌ ‌and‌ ‌building‌ ‌teams‌ ‌of‌ ‌diverse‌ ‌stakeholders‌ ‌from‌‌                 

different‌ ‌domains‌ ‌is‌ ‌crucial‌ ‌to‌ ‌policy‌ ‌entrepreneurship”,‌ ‌they‌ ‌found‌‌that‌‌                   

much‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌literature‌ ‌focuses‌ ‌on‌ ‌strategies‌ ‌of‌ ‌entrepreneurs‌ ‌but‌ ‌that‌‌                     

strategies‌ ‌will‌ ‌differ‌ ‌depending‌ ‌on‌ ‌what‌ ‌level‌ ‌of‌ ‌government‌ ‌the‌‌                   

entrepreneurs‌ ‌are‌ ‌working‌ ‌at‌‌and‌‌that,‌‌in‌‌terms‌‌of‌‌characteristics,‌‌around‌‌                     

half‌ ‌of‌ ‌entrepreneurs‌ ‌come‌ ‌from‌ ‌outside‌ ‌the‌ ‌public‌ ‌sector‌ ‌(Frisch‌‌et‌‌al.,‌‌                       

2020:‌ ‌630-631).‌‌ ‌  

‌ 
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<Figure‌ ‌6>‌ ‌Heuristic‌ ‌Framework‌ ‌for‌ ‌Classifying‌ ‌Policy‌ ‌Entrepreneurship‌‌ 

Strategies‌ ‌ 

‌ 

‌ ‌   

Source:‌ ‌Frisch‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.‌ ‌(2020:‌ ‌625)‌ ‌ 

Criticisms‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy‌ ‌entrepreneurship‌ ‌concept‌ ‌generally‌‌start‌‌               

from‌ ‌the‌ ‌fuzzy‌‌nature‌‌of‌‌the‌‌concept,‌‌with‌‌problems‌‌arising‌‌from‌‌studies‌‌                       

not‌ ‌reflecting‌ ‌the‌ ‌literature‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌whole‌ ‌and/or‌ ‌presenting‌ ‌new‌‌models‌‌of‌‌                       

study‌ ‌that‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌ ‌readily‌ ‌comparable‌ ‌to‌ ‌others‌ ‌(Cairney,‌ ‌2013:‌ ‌49-50).‌ ‌                     

For‌ ‌example,‌ ‌critics‌ ‌pointed‌ ‌to‌ ‌Kingdon’s‌ ‌model‌ ‌as‌ ‌needing‌ ‌“more‌‌                   

conceptual‌ ‌and‌ ‌theoretical‌ ‌elaboration,‌ ‌which‌ ‌at‌ ‌that‌ ‌point‌ ‌was‌ ‌largely‌‌                   

based‌‌on‌‌limited‌‌empirical‌‌evidence”‌‌(Frisch‌‌et‌‌al.,‌‌2020:‌‌614).‌‌That‌‌being‌‌                       

said,‌‌research‌‌of‌‌the‌‌concept‌‌has‌‌developed‌‌in‌‌response‌‌to‌‌such‌‌criticisms,‌‌                       

with‌ ‌such‌ ‌research‌ ‌becoming,‌ ‌as‌ ‌Mintrom‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.‌ ‌stated‌ ‌(2020:‌ ‌3),‌‌                     

“increasingly‌ ‌sophisticated‌ ‌in‌ ‌taking‌ ‌account‌ ‌of‌ ‌how‌ ‌factors‌ ‌in‌ ‌their‌‌                   

operating‌ ‌contexts‌ ‌can‌ ‌influence‌ ‌the‌ ‌degree‌ ‌of‌ ‌success‌ ‌that‌ ‌policy‌‌                   

entrepreneurs‌ ‌achieve‌ ‌as‌ ‌they‌ ‌work‌‌to‌‌promote‌‌policy‌‌change.‌‌The‌‌same‌‌                     
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authors‌ ‌continue‌ ‌to‌ ‌note‌ ‌that,‌ ‌research‌ ‌development‌ ‌notwithstanding,‌ ‌a‌‌                 

number‌ ‌of‌ ‌key‌ ‌points‌ ‌must‌ ‌be‌ ‌considered‌ ‌for‌ ‌policy‌ ‌entrepreneurship‌‌                   

studies:‌ ‌addressing‌ ‌the‌ ‌context‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy‌ ‌networks‌ ‌entrepreneurs‌ ‌are‌‌                   

working‌ ‌in,‌ ‌which‌ ‌often‌ ‌is‌ ‌best‌ ‌done‌ ‌by‌ ‌pairing‌‌studies‌‌with‌‌theories‌‌of‌‌                         

policy‌‌making‌‌such‌‌as‌‌the‌‌ACF;‌‌addressing‌‌the‌‌context‌‌of‌‌who‌‌becomes‌‌a‌‌                         

policy‌‌entrepreneur‌‌and‌‌conditions‌‌that‌‌allow‌‌for‌‌them‌‌to‌‌emerge;‌‌further‌‌                     

attention‌ ‌towards‌ ‌particular‌ ‌issues‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌what‌‌level‌‌of‌‌government‌‌the‌‌                     

entrepreneurs‌‌are‌‌working‌‌at,‌‌and/or‌‌the‌‌exact‌‌strategies‌‌that‌‌entrepreneurs‌‌                   

are‌ ‌using;‌ ‌and,‌ ‌finally,‌ ‌the‌ ‌need‌‌to‌‌consider‌‌the‌‌impacts‌‌of‌‌entrepreneurs‌‌                       

beyond‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌obvious‌ ‌impact,‌ ‌i.e.‌ ‌legislative‌ ‌change.‌‌ ‌  
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Chapter‌ ‌3:‌ ‌Analysis‌ ‌Of‌ ‌Change‌ ‌In‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌Federal‌‌ 

Immigration‌ ‌Policy‌‌ ‌  
‌This‌ ‌chapter‌ ‌is‌ ‌divided‌ ‌into‌ ‌six‌ ‌sections:‌ ‌one‌ ‌for‌ ‌examining‌ ‌the‌‌                     

exogenous‌ ‌variables‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌ACF,‌ ‌one‌ ‌for‌ ‌examining‌ ‌the‌ ‌two‌ ‌advocacy‌‌                     

coalitions,‌ ‌and‌ ‌then‌ ‌four‌ ‌subsequent‌ ‌sections‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌different‌ ‌phases‌ ‌of‌‌                     

policy‌‌during‌‌this‌‌period.‌‌These‌‌mostly‌‌follow‌‌with‌‌who‌‌was‌‌the‌‌President‌‌                       

at‌‌the‌‌time,‌‌though‌‌the‌‌Reagan‌‌and‌‌H.W.‌‌Bush‌‌administrations‌‌have‌‌been‌‌                       

merged‌ ‌into‌ ‌one‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌relative‌ ‌overlap‌ ‌in‌ ‌policy.‌ ‌To‌ ‌generally‌‌                       

summarize‌ ‌the‌ ‌changes‌ ‌in‌ ‌policy‌ ‌over‌ ‌time,‌ ‌while‌ ‌IRCA‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                     

Immigration‌ ‌Act‌ ‌of‌ ‌1990‌ ‌established‌ ‌an‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌policy‌ ‌regime‌ ‌in‌‌                   

terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌admissions‌ ‌that‌ ‌has‌ ‌remained‌ ‌to‌ ‌this‌ ‌day,‌ ‌the‌ ‌general‌ ‌drift‌ ‌in‌‌                         

immigration‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌and‌ ‌enforcement-only‌‌policy,‌‌particularly‌‌from‌‌             

the‌ ‌Clinton‌ ‌administration‌ ‌onward,‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌towards‌ ‌a‌ ‌restrictionist‌‌                 

regime.‌ ‌This‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌accompanied‌ ‌by‌ ‌record‌ ‌highs‌ ‌in‌ ‌deportations,‌ ‌a‌‌                     

fairly‌‌steady‌‌increase‌‌in‌‌the‌‌number‌‌of‌‌immigrants‌‌being‌‌held‌‌in‌‌detention,‌‌                       

the‌ ‌creation‌ ‌of‌ ‌various‌ ‌agencies‌ ‌under‌ ‌the‌ ‌DHS‌ ‌to‌ ‌replace‌ ‌the‌‌INS,‌‌and‌‌                         

increasing‌ ‌militarization‌ ‌of‌ ‌border‌ ‌enforcement,‌ ‌among‌ ‌other‌ ‌things.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌first‌ ‌phase‌ ‌(1986-1994)‌ ‌was‌ ‌characterized‌ ‌by‌ ‌general‌‌               

subsystem‌‌stability‌‌following‌‌IRCA‌‌with‌‌the‌‌policy‌‌focus‌‌being‌‌primarily‌‌                   

on‌ ‌expansive‌ ‌admissions‌ ‌and‌ ‌with‌ ‌less‌ ‌attention‌ ‌paid‌ ‌to‌ ‌restrictionist‌‌                   

policy‌ ‌desires.‌ ‌The‌ ‌second‌ ‌phase‌ ‌(1994-2001),‌ ‌initiated‌ ‌by‌ ‌both‌ ‌the‌‌                   

short-term‌ ‌establishment‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌systemic‌ ‌governing‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌‌                 

Democrats‌‌and‌‌the‌‌quick‌‌loss‌‌of‌‌that‌‌coalition‌‌in‌‌the‌‌face‌‌of‌‌restrictionists’‌‌                         

rising‌ ‌influence‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌Republican‌ ‌party‌ ‌and‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌state/local‌ ‌level,‌‌                     

began‌ ‌the‌ ‌rise‌ ‌of‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌policy‌ ‌and‌ ‌a‌ ‌weakening‌ ‌of‌‌                     

immigrants’‌ ‌rights.‌ ‌The‌ ‌third‌ ‌phase‌ ‌(2001-2009)‌ ‌came‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌‌                 

establishment‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌systemic‌ ‌governing‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌for‌‌the‌‌Republicans‌‌and‌‌                   

the‌ ‌external‌ ‌crisis‌ ‌of‌ ‌9/11,‌ ‌which‌ ‌essentially‌ ‌eliminated‌ ‌discussion‌ ‌of‌‌                   

expansionist‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌and‌‌further‌‌solidified‌‌a‌‌linkage‌‌between‌‌                 

immigration‌‌and‌‌national‌‌security‌‌that‌‌benefited‌‌restrictionists.‌‌Finally,‌‌the‌‌                 
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fourth‌ ‌phase‌ ‌(2009-2020)‌ ‌was‌ ‌defined‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌ ‌total‌ ‌lack‌ ‌of‌ ‌negotiated‌‌                     

agreement‌ ‌between‌ ‌parties‌ ‌leading‌ ‌to‌ ‌policy‌ ‌almost‌ ‌exclusively‌ ‌through‌‌                 

unilateral‌ ‌executive‌ ‌actions,‌ ‌undertaken‌ ‌by‌ ‌two‌ ‌different‌‌presidents‌‌with‌‌                 

differing‌‌visions‌‌on‌‌immigration,‌‌with‌‌expansionists‌‌having‌‌some‌‌of‌‌their‌‌                   

policy‌‌desires‌‌addressed‌‌during‌‌the‌‌Obama‌‌administration,‌‌but‌‌with‌‌much‌‌                   

of‌ ‌these‌ ‌gains‌‌contended‌‌during‌‌the‌‌Trump‌‌years‌‌while‌‌the‌‌restrictionists‌‌                     

were‌ ‌able‌ ‌to‌ ‌achieve‌ ‌policy‌ ‌victories‌ ‌under‌ ‌both‌ ‌administrations.‌‌ ‌  

3.1. Exogenous‌ ‌Variables‌ ‌ 

Relatively‌‌stable‌‌parameters‌‌can‌‌be‌‌defined‌‌as‌‌“wider‌‌features‌‌of‌‌                   

the‌‌policy‌‌system,‌‌exogenous‌‌to‌‌the‌‌subsystem,‌‌that‌‌are‌‌unlikely‌‌to‌‌change‌‌                       

over‌ ‌one‌ ‌cycle”‌ ‌(Cairney,‌ ‌2012:‌ ‌208).‌ ‌Things‌ ‌like‌ ‌the‌ ‌fundamental‌‌                   

sociocultural‌ ‌values‌ ‌and‌ ‌social‌ ‌structure‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌society,‌ ‌or‌ ‌a‌ ‌country’s‌‌                     

constitutional‌ ‌structure,‌ ‌are‌ ‌some‌ ‌examples‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌‌variables.‌‌However,‌‌                 

such‌ ‌parameters‌ ‌can‌ ‌also‌ ‌“be‌ ‌internal‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌subsystem,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌‌                       

physical‌‌conditions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌subsystem''‌‌and‌‌the‌‌basic‌‌attributes‌‌of‌‌a‌‌problem‌‌                       

(Jenkins‌‌Smith‌‌et‌‌al.,‌‌2014:‌‌193).‌‌Such‌‌parameters‌‌are‌‌the‌‌stable‌‌elements‌‌                       

in‌‌the‌‌ACF,‌‌while‌‌the‌‌external‌‌events,‌‌or‌‌shocks‌‌that‌‌are‌‌exogenous‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                           

subsystem,‌ ‌are‌ ‌the‌ ‌dynamic‌ ‌ones.‌ ‌These‌ ‌can‌ ‌include‌ ‌such‌ ‌things‌ ‌as‌‌                     

“changes‌‌in‌‌socioeconomic‌‌conditions,‌‌regime‌‌change,‌‌outputs‌‌from‌‌other‌‌                 

policy‌ ‌subsystems,‌ ‌and‌ ‌extreme‌ ‌events‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌crises‌ ‌and‌ ‌disasters''‌‌                   

(Pierce‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.,‌ ‌2017a:‌ ‌S29).‌ ‌ ‌   

(1)‌ ‌Relatively‌ ‌Stable‌ ‌Parameters‌ ‌ 

1)‌ ‌Basic‌ ‌Attributes‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Problem‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌Immigration‌ ‌and‌ ‌Nationality‌ ‌Act‌ ‌bases‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌immigration‌‌               

policy‌ ‌around‌ ‌four‌ ‌objectives:‌ ‌facilitation‌ ‌of‌ ‌family‌ ‌reunification‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                   

admission‌ ‌of‌ ‌people‌ ‌who‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌family‌ ‌member‌ ‌who‌ ‌lives‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.,‌‌                         

attraction‌ ‌of‌ ‌workers‌ ‌to‌ ‌jobs‌ ‌where‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌shortages,‌ ‌increasing‌ ‌the‌‌                     

diversity‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌country,‌ ‌and‌ ‌providing‌ ‌“refuge‌ ‌for‌ ‌people‌ ‌who‌ ‌face‌ ‌the‌‌                       

risk‌ ‌of‌ ‌racial,‌ ‌religious,‌ ‌or‌ ‌political‌ ‌persecution‌ ‌in‌ ‌their‌ ‌home‌ ‌country‌‌                     

(Congressional‌‌Budget‌‌Office,‌‌2010).‌‌This‌‌act,‌‌and‌‌immigration‌‌policy‌‌in‌‌                   
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general,‌‌deals‌‌with‌‌the‌‌legal‌‌admission‌‌of‌‌different‌‌types‌‌of‌‌legal‌‌residents‌‌                       

and‌‌visitors,‌‌such‌‌as‌‌through‌‌the‌‌Visa‌‌Waiver‌‌Program,‌‌the‌‌naturalization‌‌                     

process‌ ‌that‌ ‌enables‌ ‌legal‌ ‌permanent‌ ‌residents‌ ‌to‌ ‌become‌ ‌citizens,‌ ‌and‌                   

regulation‌ ‌of‌‌inflows‌‌of‌‌legal‌‌immigrants‌‌into‌‌the‌‌U.S.‌‌However,‌‌besides‌‌                     

policy‌ ‌surrounding‌ ‌admission‌ ‌and‌ ‌legalization,‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌and‌‌               

law‌‌also‌‌deals‌‌with‌‌immigrants‌‌who‌‌do‌‌not‌‌have‌‌such‌‌legal‌‌authorization,‌‌                       

such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌prevention‌ ‌of‌ ‌entry‌ ‌and/or‌ ‌removal‌ ‌of‌ ‌such‌ ‌individuals.‌‌                     

Immigration‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌deals‌ ‌with‌ ‌a‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌‌issues:‌‌border‌‌security‌‌                   

both‌ ‌at‌ ‌and‌ ‌between‌ ‌ports‌ ‌of‌ ‌entry,‌ ‌detention,‌ ‌removal,‌ ‌worksite‌‌                   

enforcement,‌ ‌and‌ ‌working‌ ‌to‌ ‌prevent‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌fraud‌‌(Kandel:‌‌2018).‌‌                 

The‌‌DHS‌‌is‌‌“responsible‌‌for‌‌enforcing‌‌immigration‌‌law‌‌and‌‌acts‌‌to‌‌arrest,‌                       

detain,‌ ‌return,‌ ‌and‌ ‌remove‌ ‌foreign‌ ‌nationals‌ ‌who‌ ‌violate‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌laws”‌‌                   

(Congressional‌ ‌Budget‌ ‌Office,‌ ‌2010).‌ ‌Those‌ ‌found‌ ‌in‌ ‌violation‌ ‌of‌‌                 

immigration‌ ‌law‌ ‌may‌ ‌be‌ ‌given‌ ‌the‌ ‌option‌ ‌to‌‌voluntarily‌‌depart‌‌from‌‌the‌‌                       

country‌‌or‌‌be‌‌removed‌‌through‌‌adjudication,‌‌which‌‌can‌‌involve‌‌penalties‌‌                   

and‌‌fines,‌‌being‌‌banned‌‌from‌‌future‌‌entry‌‌into‌‌the‌‌U.S.,‌‌and/or,‌‌in‌‌cases‌‌of‌‌                           

criminal‌ ‌conviction,‌ ‌imprisonment.‌ ‌Figure‌ ‌7‌ ‌summarizes‌ ‌the‌ ‌main‌‌               

immigrant‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌actions,‌ ‌i.e.‌ ‌the‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌ ‌apprehensions,‌‌               

removals‌ ‌(“compulsory‌ ‌and‌ ‌confirmed‌ ‌movement‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌inadmissible‌ ‌or‌‌                 

deportable‌‌alien‌‌out‌‌of‌‌the‌‌United‌‌States‌‌based‌‌on‌‌an‌‌order‌‌of‌‌removal”),‌‌                         

and‌‌returns‌‌(“confirmed‌‌movement‌‌of‌‌an‌‌inadmissible‌‌or‌‌deportable‌‌alien‌‌                   

out‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌United‌ ‌States‌ ‌not‌ ‌based‌ ‌on‌ ‌an‌ ‌order‌ ‌of‌ ‌removal”),‌ ‌that‌ ‌took‌‌                           

place‌‌from‌‌1986‌‌till‌‌2019‌‌(U.S.‌‌Department‌‌of‌‌Homeland‌‌Security,‌‌2020).‌‌                     

While‌‌it‌‌has‌‌already‌‌been‌‌noted‌‌that‌‌removals‌‌(or‌‌what‌‌used‌‌to‌‌be‌‌referred‌‌                           

to‌ ‌officially‌ ‌as‌ ‌deportations),‌ ‌which‌ ‌are‌ ‌much‌ ‌harsher‌ ‌as‌ ‌they‌ ‌prevent‌‌                     

removed‌‌aliens‌‌from‌‌legally‌‌reentering‌‌the‌‌country‌‌for‌‌a‌‌number‌‌of‌‌years,‌‌                       

peaked‌ ‌during‌ ‌the‌ ‌Obama‌ ‌administration,‌ ‌returns‌ ‌and‌ ‌apprehensions‌‌               

peaked‌ ‌during‌ ‌the‌ ‌Clinton‌ ‌and‌ ‌George‌ ‌W.‌ ‌Bush‌ ‌administrations.‌‌ ‌  
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<Figure‌ ‌7>‌ ‌Number‌ ‌of‌ ‌apprehensions,‌ ‌removals,‌ ‌and‌ ‌returns,‌ ‌ 

1986‌ ‌-2019‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Source:‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌Department‌ ‌of‌ ‌Homeland‌ ‌Security‌ ‌(2020)‌ ‌ 

2)‌ ‌Fundamental‌ ‌Sociocultural‌ ‌Values‌ ‌And‌ ‌Social‌ ‌Structure‌ ‌ 

Being‌ ‌a‌ ‌nation‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌central‌ ‌component‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                     

American‌‌identity,‌‌such‌‌as‌‌the‌‌traditional‌‌motto‌‌of‌‌“E‌‌Pluribus‌‌Unum''‌‌or‌‌                       

the‌ ‌Statue‌ ‌of‌ ‌Liberty‌ ‌and‌ ‌her‌ ‌call‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌huddled‌ ‌masses.‌ ‌Despite‌ ‌these‌‌                         

notions,‌‌the‌‌actual‌‌history‌‌of‌‌America‌‌and‌‌the‌‌treatment‌‌immigrants‌‌have‌‌                     

experienced‌‌in‌‌America‌‌is‌‌much‌‌more‌‌complex‌‌and‌‌less‌‌positive‌‌than‌‌the‌‌                       

“nation‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigrants''‌ ‌narrative‌ ‌puts‌ ‌forward.‌ ‌While‌ ‌the‌ ‌concept‌ ‌of‌‌                   

America‌‌as‌‌a‌‌melting‌‌pot‌‌has‌‌also‌‌been‌‌emphasized‌‌in‌‌different‌‌periods‌‌of‌‌                         

time,‌ ‌a‌ ‌liberalizing‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌in‌ ‌particular‌ ‌the‌ ‌Immigration‌‌                   

and‌ ‌Nationality‌ ‌Act‌ ‌of‌ ‌1965‌ ‌which‌ ‌did‌ ‌away‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌racially‌‌                     

discriminatory‌ ‌National‌ ‌Origins‌ ‌Act‌‌of‌‌1920‌‌and‌‌the‌‌immigration‌‌quotas‌‌                   

that‌ ‌went‌ ‌with‌ ‌it,‌ ‌ended‌ ‌a‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌regime,‌ ‌and‌‌                     

“created‌‌a‌‌new‌‌social‌‌framework‌‌of‌‌multiethnic‌‌and‌‌multiracial‌‌diversity,‌‌                   

which‌‌has‌‌reconfigured‌‌American‌‌pluralism‌‌and‌‌national‌‌identity”‌‌(Waters‌‌                 

et‌ ‌al,‌ ‌2009:‌ ‌3).‌ ‌Within‌ ‌this‌ ‌social‌ ‌framework,‌ ‌“ethnic‌ ‌communities‌ ‌and‌‌                     

cultures‌ ‌based‌ ‌on‌ ‌ancestry,‌ ‌race,‌ ‌culture,‌‌religion,‌‌and‌‌regionalism‌‌wield‌‌                   
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important‌ ‌influence‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌values,‌ ‌lifestyles,‌ ‌and‌ ‌tastes‌ ‌of‌ ‌many‌‌                   

Americans''‌ ‌(Vecoli,‌ ‌1996:‌ ‌24).‌ ‌Furthermore,‌ ‌it‌‌can‌‌easily‌‌be‌‌argued‌‌that‌‌                     

“twenty‌ ‌first‌ ‌century‌ ‌American‌ ‌society‌ ‌and‌ ‌culture‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌ ‌simply‌‌                   

products‌ ‌of‌ ‌continuity‌ ‌from‌ ‌eighteenth-century‌ ‌origins,‌ ‌but‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌‌                 

continually‌ ‌reshaped‌ ‌by‌ ‌successive‌ ‌waves‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌and‌ ‌their‌‌                 

descendants,”‌ ‌while‌‌the‌‌impact‌‌on‌‌culture‌‌of‌‌the‌‌population‌‌with‌‌English‌‌                     

ancestry‌ ‌has‌ ‌diminished‌ ‌(Hirschman,‌ ‌2005:‌ ‌613).‌ ‌A‌ ‌similar‌ ‌view‌ ‌was‌‌                   

taken‌ ‌by‌ ‌Neuman‌ ‌(1996:‌ ‌145)‌ ‌in‌ ‌his‌ ‌work‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌Constitution,‌‌                       

immigration‌ ‌law,‌ ‌and‌ ‌how‌ ‌both‌ ‌relate‌ ‌to‌ ‌aliens‌ ‌and‌ ‌immigrants:‌ ‌"The‌‌                     

United‌‌States‌‌is‌‌a‌‌nation‌‌of‌‌immigrants,‌‌and‌‌not‌‌just‌‌of‌‌white‌‌immigrants,‌‌                         

which‌ ‌continually‌ ‌reshapes‌ ‌its‌ ‌identity‌ ‌through‌ ‌its‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌and‌‌                 

naturalization.”‌‌Be‌‌that‌‌as‌‌it‌‌may,‌‌questions‌‌of‌‌who‌‌is‌‌truly‌‌American,‌‌or‌‌                         

who‌ ‌is‌ ‌not,‌ ‌and‌ ‌debates‌ ‌over‌ ‌national‌ ‌identity‌ ‌continue‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌key‌‌                         

component‌‌in‌‌immigration‌‌policy‌‌debates.‌‌Furthermore,‌‌important‌‌aspects‌‌               

of‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌and‌ ‌immigrants’‌ ‌lives‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌lost‌ ‌in‌ ‌popular‌ ‌narratives‌‌                     

around‌‌the‌‌issues,‌‌such‌‌as‌‌in‌‌the‌‌classic‌‌musical‌‌“West‌‌Side‌‌Story,”‌‌where‌‌                         

some‌‌have‌‌argued‌‌the‌‌authors,‌‌in‌‌avoiding‌‌the‌‌actual‌‌story‌‌of‌‌Puerto‌‌Rican‌‌                         

migration‌ ‌to‌ ‌New‌ ‌York‌ ‌City,‌ ‌tried‌ ‌“to‌ ‌erase‌ ‌the‌ ‌web‌ ‌of‌ ‌relations‌ ‌that‌‌                         

connected‌ ‌Puerto‌ ‌Ricans,‌ ‌Euro-Americans,‌ ‌and‌ ‌African‌ ‌Americans‌ ‌in‌‌               

New‌ ‌York‌ ‌and‌ ‌offered‌ ‌instead‌ ‌a‌ ‌simple‌ ‌and‌ ‌more‌ ‌familiar‌ ‌‘white‌ ‌and‌‌                       

ethnic’‌ ‌equation”‌ ‌(Rubin‌ ‌and‌ ‌Melnick,‌ ‌2007:‌ ‌103).‌‌ ‌  

In‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌social‌ ‌structure,‌ ‌Masuoka‌ ‌and‌ ‌Junn‌ ‌(2013:‌ ‌71)‌ ‌note‌‌                     

that‌ ‌“Americans‌ ‌are‌‌in‌‌general‌‌agreement‌‌about‌‌how‌‌the‌‌racial‌‌hierarchy‌‌                     

is‌‌ordered,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌perception‌‌of‌‌positive‌‌and‌‌negative‌‌stereotypes‌‌across‌‌                     

racial‌ ‌groups‌ ‌is‌ ‌remarkably‌ ‌consistent.”‌ ‌Theories‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌social‌ ‌identity‌‌                   

theory‌ ‌and‌‌social‌‌domination‌‌theory‌‌find‌‌that‌‌high-status‌‌group‌‌members‌‌                   

work‌‌“to‌‌maintain‌‌their‌‌dominant‌‌social‌‌position,‌‌regardless‌‌of‌‌the‌‌extent‌‌                     

to‌‌which‌‌their‌‌status‌‌is‌‌superior‌‌to‌‌that‌‌of‌‌the‌‌low-status‌‌outgroup,”‌‌with,‌‌                         

in‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌context,‌ ‌the‌ ‌high-status,‌ ‌dominant‌ ‌groups‌ ‌being‌ ‌white‌ ‌or‌‌                     

European‌ ‌Americans‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌low-status,‌ ‌subordinate‌ ‌groups‌ ‌being‌‌               

minorities‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌African‌ ‌Americans‌ ‌and‌ ‌Latinos‌ ‌(Levin‌ ‌and‌ ‌Sidanius,‌‌                   

42‌ ‌ 



‌ 

1999:‌ ‌101-102).‌ ‌The‌ ‌history‌ ‌of‌ ‌race,‌‌nationality,‌‌and‌‌immigration‌‌policy‌‌                   

in‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌has‌ ‌seen‌ ‌many‌ ‌low‌ ‌points‌ ‌in‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌exclusion‌‌based‌‌upon‌‌                           

race‌ ‌and/or‌ ‌nationality:‌ ‌some‌ ‌examples‌ ‌include‌ ‌the‌ ‌Alien‌ ‌and‌ ‌Sedition‌‌                   

Acts‌ ‌of‌ ‌1798,‌‌the‌‌Page‌‌Act‌‌of‌‌1875,‌‌the‌‌Chinese‌‌Exclusion‌‌Act‌‌of‌‌1882,‌‌                           

the‌‌Gentlemen’s‌‌Agreement‌‌of‌‌1907,‌‌the‌‌Immigration‌‌Act‌‌of‌‌1917‌‌(or‌‌the‌‌                       

Literacy‌‌Act),‌‌multiple‌‌national‌‌quotas‌‌laws‌‌in‌‌the‌‌1920s‌‌and‌‌the‌‌National‌‌                       

Origins‌‌Act‌‌of‌‌1924,‌‌and,‌‌finally‌‌and‌‌more‌‌recently,‌‌the‌‌so-called‌‌Muslim‌‌                       

Ban‌ ‌that‌ ‌then‌ ‌President‌ ‌Trump‌ ‌issued‌‌by‌‌executive‌‌order‌‌in‌‌2017.‌‌There‌‌                       

have‌‌also‌‌been‌‌immigration‌‌bans‌‌based‌‌on‌‌political‌‌beliefs,‌‌such‌‌as‌‌some‌‌                       

of‌‌the‌‌aforementioned‌‌laws,‌‌the‌‌Anarchist‌‌Exclusion‌‌Act‌‌of‌‌1903,‌‌or‌‌laws‌                       

targeting‌‌communists‌‌and/or‌‌anarchists‌‌passed‌‌around‌‌the‌‌time‌‌of‌‌the‌‌first‌‌                     

and‌ ‌second‌ ‌Red‌ ‌Scares‌ ‌in‌ ‌America.‌‌ ‌  

3)‌ ‌Constitutional‌ ‌Structure‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌first‌ ‌line‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌Constitution‌ ‌(I,‌ ‌pmbl.)‌ ‌starts‌ ‌by‌‌                     

referencing‌ ‌the‌ ‌people‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌United‌‌States,‌‌but‌‌what‌‌does‌‌it‌‌have‌‌to‌‌say‌‌                           

about‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌and‌ ‌aliens?‌ ‌While‌ ‌reviewing‌ ‌the‌ ‌myriad‌ ‌of‌ ‌other‌‌                   

questions‌ ‌that‌ ‌arise‌ ‌from‌ ‌such‌ ‌an‌ ‌inquiry‌ ‌is‌ ‌outside‌ ‌the‌ ‌purview‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌‌                         

paper,‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌some‌ ‌key‌ ‌sections‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Constitution‌ ‌and‌ ‌relevant‌‌                     

Supreme‌ ‌Court‌ ‌cases‌ ‌that‌ ‌would‌ ‌inform‌ ‌any‌ ‌discussion‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration‌‌                   

policy.‌‌That‌‌being‌‌said,‌‌in‌‌terms‌‌of‌‌direct‌‌commentary‌‌on‌‌the‌‌matter,‌‌“the‌‌                         

Constitution‌‌is‌‌all‌‌but‌‌silent‌‌about‌‌immigration”,‌‌with‌‌the‌‌framers‌‌making‌‌                     

the‌ ‌decision‌ ‌to‌ ‌allow‌ ‌states‌ ‌to‌ ‌self-regulate‌ ‌and‌ ‌have‌ ‌the‌ ‌federal‌‌                     

government‌ ‌take‌ ‌a‌ ‌laissez-faire‌ ‌approach‌ ‌to‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌issues,‌‌               

“anticipating‌ ‌that‌ ‌most‌ ‌states‌ ‌would‌‌recruit‌‌European‌‌settlers‌‌as‌‌a‌‌means‌‌                     

of‌ ‌promoting‌ ‌economic‌ ‌development‌ ‌at‌ ‌a‌ ‌time‌ ‌when‌ ‌untamed‌ ‌territory‌‌                   

abounded‌ ‌and‌ ‌labor‌ ‌was‌ ‌scarce”‌ ‌(Tichenor,‌ ‌2009:‌ ‌51-54).‌ ‌Article‌ ‌1,‌‌                   

Section‌ ‌8‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Constitution‌ ‌outlines‌ ‌the‌ ‌powers‌ ‌of‌ ‌Congress,‌ ‌but‌‌                     

included‌ ‌only‌ ‌a‌‌mandate‌‌to‌‌“establish‌‌a‌‌uniform‌‌Rule‌‌of‌‌Naturalization.”‌‌                     

This‌ ‌led‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌ ‌naturalization‌ ‌acts,‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌being‌ ‌the‌‌                       

Naturalization‌‌Act‌‌of‌‌1790,‌‌but‌‌these‌‌did‌‌not‌‌deal‌‌directly‌‌with‌‌restrictions‌‌                       
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on‌ ‌immigration.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌system‌ ‌of‌ ‌state‌ ‌self-regulation‌ ‌continued‌ ‌for‌‌                   

about‌ ‌a‌ ‌century.‌‌ ‌  

However,‌ ‌following‌‌various‌‌Supreme‌‌Court‌‌rulings‌‌limiting‌‌state‌‌               

immigration‌‌power,‌‌the‌‌late‌‌19th‌‌century‌‌saw‌‌a‌‌number‌‌of‌‌rulings‌‌(such‌‌as‌‌                         

the‌ ‌Chinese‌ ‌Exclusion‌ ‌Case‌ ‌of‌ ‌1889)‌ ‌that‌ ‌would‌ ‌make‌ ‌Congress‌ ‌the‌‌                     

absolute‌ ‌authority‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌regulation‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration:‌ ‌from‌ ‌then‌ ‌till‌ ‌now,‌‌                     

“the‌ ‌Supreme‌ ‌Court‌ ‌has‌ ‌upheld‌ ‌almost‌ ‌every‌ ‌federal‌ ‌immigration‌‌                 

regulation‌ ‌against‌ ‌constitutional‌ ‌challenge,‌ ‌citing‌ ‌Congress's‌ ‌plenary‌‌             

power‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌‌area”‌‌(Chacón,‌‌2014:‌‌20-21).‌‌Justice‌‌Kennedy‌‌summarized‌‌                   

this‌‌point‌‌in‌‌his‌‌majority‌‌opinion‌‌in‌‌Arizona‌‌v.‌‌United‌‌States,‌‌2012:‌‌“The‌‌                         

Government‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌United‌ ‌States‌ ‌has‌ ‌broad,‌ ‌undoubted‌ ‌power‌ ‌over‌ ‌the‌‌                     

subject‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌status‌ ‌of‌ ‌aliens.”‌ ‌Despite‌ ‌this,‌ ‌state‌ ‌and‌‌                       

local‌ ‌governments‌ ‌still‌ ‌hold‌ ‌significant‌ ‌power‌ ‌in‌ ‌mediating‌ ‌federal‌‌                 

immigration‌ ‌policy.‌ ‌One‌ ‌other‌ ‌notable‌ ‌section‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Constitution‌ ‌in‌‌                   

relation‌ ‌to‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌is‌ ‌Article‌‌II,‌‌Section‌‌1,‌‌which‌‌lays‌‌out‌‌that,‌‌while‌‌                         

immigrants‌ ‌are‌ ‌able‌ ‌to‌ ‌serve‌ ‌in‌ ‌other‌ ‌government‌ ‌offices,‌ ‌“no‌ ‌person‌‌                     

except‌‌a‌‌natural‌‌born‌‌citizen,‌‌or‌‌a‌‌citizen‌‌of‌‌the‌‌United‌‌States,‌‌at‌‌the‌‌time‌‌                             

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌adoption‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌constitution,‌ ‌shall‌ ‌be‌ ‌eligible‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌Office‌ ‌of‌‌                         

President.”‌ ‌In‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌birthright‌ ‌citizenship,‌ ‌the‌ ‌Citizenship‌ ‌Clause‌‌                 

comes‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌Fourteenth‌ ‌Amendment‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌Constitution,‌ ‌with‌ ‌United‌‌                   

States‌‌v.‌‌Wong‌‌Kim‌‌Ark,‌‌1898,‌‌setting‌‌the‌‌precedent‌‌for‌‌all‌‌children‌‌born‌‌                         

in‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.,‌ ‌with‌ ‌only‌ ‌a‌ ‌few‌ ‌exceptions,‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌granted‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌citizenship.‌‌                         

Finally,‌ ‌building‌ ‌off‌ ‌of‌ ‌Kwong‌ ‌Hai‌ ‌Chew‌ ‌V.‌ ‌Colding,‌ ‌1953,‌ ‌which‌ ‌had‌‌                       

held‌ ‌that‌ ‌legal‌ ‌residents‌ ‌were‌ ‌entitled‌ ‌to‌‌due‌‌process‌‌rights‌‌if‌‌they‌‌leave‌‌                         

and‌ ‌come‌ ‌back‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.,‌‌in‌‌United‌‌States‌‌v.‌‌Verdugo-Urquidez,‌‌1990,‌‌                       

the‌‌Supreme‌‌Court‌‌has‌‌held‌‌that‌‌“that‌‌Fourth‌‌Amendment‌‌protections‌‌did‌‌                     

not‌‌apply‌‌to‌‌prevent‌‌the‌‌illegal‌‌seizure‌‌of‌‌a‌‌noncitizen‌‌not‌‌present‌‌on‌‌U.S.‌‌                           

soil‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌time‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌seizure”‌ ‌(Chacon,‌ ‌2010:‌ ‌1620).‌‌ ‌  

(2)‌ ‌External‌ ‌(System)‌ ‌Events‌ ‌ 

1)‌ ‌Changes‌ ‌In‌ ‌Socio-economic‌ ‌Conditions‌ ‌ 
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Changes‌ ‌in‌ ‌socio-economic‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌defined‌ ‌as‌‌               

“major‌‌socio-economic‌‌changes,‌‌such‌‌as‌‌economic‌‌dislocations‌‌or‌‌the‌‌rise‌‌                   

of‌ ‌social‌ ‌movements''‌ ‌(Sabatier,‌ ‌1998:‌ ‌103).‌ ‌To‌ ‌start,‌ ‌a‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌‌                     

economic‌ ‌indicators‌‌can‌‌be‌‌found‌‌below.‌‌Figure‌‌8‌‌shows‌‌the‌‌growth‌‌rate‌‌                       

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌from‌ ‌1986‌‌till‌‌2019.‌‌Figure‌‌9‌‌shows‌‌the‌‌U.S.‌‌unemployment‌‌                         

rate‌‌and‌‌inflation‌‌rate‌‌over‌‌the‌‌period‌‌of‌‌study.‌‌There‌‌have‌‌been‌‌a‌‌number‌‌                           

of‌ ‌significant‌ ‌economic‌ ‌crises‌ ‌since‌ ‌1986,‌ ‌including‌ ‌“Black‌ ‌Monday‌‌                 

1987,‌‌the‌‌1997‌‌Asian‌‌Crisis,‌‌the‌‌2000‌‌Dot-com‌‌bubble‌‌burst,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌2008‌‌                         

Financial‌ ‌Crisis”‌ ‌(Diks‌ ‌et‌ ‌al,‌ ‌2016:‌‌1201).‌‌These‌‌crises‌‌sometimes‌‌came‌‌                     

along‌‌with‌‌the‌‌recessions‌‌in‌‌the‌‌U.S.,‌‌such‌‌as‌‌in‌‌the‌‌early‌‌1990s‌‌and‌‌early‌‌                             

2000s‌ ‌recessions,‌ ‌the‌ ‌Great‌ ‌Recession‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌late‌ ‌2000s,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                     

COVID-19‌ ‌recession‌ ‌that‌ ‌is‌ ‌still‌ ‌ongoing‌ ‌as‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌publication.‌ ‌ 

<Figure‌ ‌8>‌ ‌U.S‌ ‌GDP‌ ‌Growth‌ ‌Rate,‌ ‌1986-2019‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Source:‌ ‌World‌ ‌Bank‌ ‌(2021)‌‌ ‌  

‌ 
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<Figure‌ ‌9>‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌Annual‌ ‌Unemployment‌ ‌and‌ ‌Inflation‌ ‌Rate,‌‌ 

1986-2020‌

‌ 

Source:‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌Bureau‌ ‌of‌ ‌Labor‌ ‌Statistics‌ ‌(2021)‌‌ ‌  

Besides‌‌economic‌‌crises‌‌and‌‌fluctuations,‌‌there‌‌were‌‌a‌‌number‌‌                 

of‌ ‌significant‌ ‌bills‌ ‌passed‌ ‌and/or‌ ‌policies‌ ‌enacted‌ ‌in‌ ‌relation‌ ‌to‌‌the‌‌U.S.‌‌                       

economy.‌‌The‌‌Reagan‌‌tax‌‌cuts,‌‌first‌‌with‌‌the‌‌Economic‌‌Recovery‌‌Tax‌‌Act‌‌                       

of‌‌1981‌‌and‌‌the‌‌Tax‌‌Reform‌‌Act‌‌of‌‌1986,‌‌remain‌‌some‌‌of‌‌the‌‌largest‌‌such‌‌                             

cuts‌‌in‌‌U.S.‌‌history,‌‌though‌‌it‌‌in‌‌fact‌‌accelerated‌‌the‌‌growth‌‌of‌‌debt‌‌that‌‌it‌‌                             

was‌ ‌supposedly‌ ‌meant‌ ‌to‌ ‌reduce‌ ‌(Prasad,‌ ‌2012:‌ ‌351-352).‌ ‌Following‌‌                 

much‌‌debate,‌‌the‌‌North‌‌American‌‌Free‌‌Trade‌‌Agreement‌‌(NAFTA)‌‌came‌‌                   

into‌‌force‌‌in‌‌1994,‌‌which,‌‌despite‌‌politicians‌‌claiming‌‌that‌‌the‌‌agreement‌‌                     

would‌ ‌curb‌ ‌immigration,‌ ‌fueled‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌integrated‌ ‌U.S.‌                 

market‌‌(Andreas,‌‌1998:‌‌609).‌‌During‌‌the‌‌Clinton‌‌administration‌‌and‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                     

wake‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Republicans’‌ ‌Contract‌ ‌with‌ ‌America,‌ ‌Clinton’s‌ ‌welfare‌‌and‌‌                   

immigration‌‌reforms‌‌in‌‌1996,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌Balanced‌‌Budget‌‌Act‌‌of‌‌1997,‌‌were‌‌                       

passed‌ ‌as‌ ‌“a‌ ‌rise‌ ‌in‌ ‌neo-isolationism‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌United‌ ‌States‌ ‌[had]‌ ‌given‌‌                       

encouragement‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌fiscal‌ ‌politics‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration”‌ ‌and‌ ‌a‌ ‌renewed‌‌                     

focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌desire‌ ‌to‌ ‌produce‌ ‌a‌ ‌balanced‌ ‌federal‌ ‌budget‌ ‌(Huber‌ ‌and‌‌                       

Espenshade,‌ ‌1997:‌ ‌1031).‌‌Soon‌‌after‌‌this,‌‌and‌‌after‌‌years‌‌of‌‌lobbying‌‌by‌‌                       

banks‌‌against‌‌it,‌‌the‌‌Glass-Steagall‌‌Act‌‌in‌‌1999‌‌was‌‌repealed,‌‌breaking‌‌the‌‌                       
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wall‌ ‌between‌ ‌commercial‌ ‌and‌ ‌investment‌ ‌banking,‌ ‌with‌ ‌later‌ ‌arguments‌‌                 

over‌‌whether‌‌this‌‌ultimately‌‌led‌‌to‌‌the‌‌Great‌‌Recession‌‌(Crawford,‌‌2011:‌‌                     

128).‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌9/11‌ ‌attacks‌ ‌have‌ ‌already‌ ‌been‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌crucial‌‌                   

event‌ ‌in‌ ‌regards‌ ‌to‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌research‌‌period‌‌includes‌‌                     

other‌‌notable‌‌incidents‌‌of‌‌terrorism,‌‌such‌‌as‌‌the‌‌1993‌‌World‌‌Trade‌‌Center‌‌                       

bombing‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌1998‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌embassy‌ ‌bombings.‌ ‌This‌ ‌period‌ ‌is‌ ‌also‌‌                     

defined‌‌by‌‌an‌‌almost‌‌continuous‌‌state‌‌of‌‌war‌‌and‌‌military‌‌intervention‌‌for‌‌                       

the‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌Middle‌ ‌East‌ ‌and‌ ‌elsewhere.‌ ‌Various‌ ‌significant‌ ‌disasters‌‌                     

also‌ ‌occurred‌ ‌during‌ ‌the‌ ‌range‌‌of‌‌this‌‌research.‌‌Various‌‌hurricanes,‌‌most‌‌                     

significantly‌ ‌Hurricane‌ ‌Andrew‌ ‌in‌ ‌1992,‌‌Hurricane‌‌Katrina‌‌in‌‌2005,‌‌and‌‌                   

Hurricane‌ ‌Harvey‌ ‌and‌ ‌Hurricane‌ ‌Maria‌ ‌in‌ ‌2017,‌ ‌caused‌ ‌catastrophic‌‌                 

destruction‌ ‌and‌ ‌tens‌ ‌of‌ ‌billions‌ ‌in‌ ‌economic‌ ‌loss‌ ‌(Kishore‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.,‌ ‌2018:‌‌                       

163).‌‌Finally,‌‌America‌‌has‌‌seen‌‌the‌‌most‌‌deaths‌‌of‌‌any‌‌country‌‌due‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                           

COVID-19‌‌pandemic,‌‌with‌‌more‌‌Americans‌‌having‌‌died‌‌from‌‌the‌‌disease‌‌                   

than‌ ‌“on‌ ‌the‌ ‌battlefields‌ ‌of‌ ‌World‌ ‌War‌ ‌I,‌ ‌World‌‌War‌‌II‌‌and‌‌the‌‌Vietnam‌                           

War‌ ‌combined”‌ ‌(Bosman,‌ ‌2021).‌‌ ‌  

In‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌other‌ ‌external‌ ‌events‌ ‌related‌ ‌to‌ ‌immigration,‌ ‌the‌‌                   

increased‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌border‌ ‌security‌ ‌and‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌illegally‌‌crossing‌‌the‌‌                   

border‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌a‌ ‌focal‌ ‌point‌‌of‌‌various‌‌policy‌‌discussions.‌‌At‌‌the‌‌same‌‌                         

time,‌‌the‌‌centrality‌‌of‌‌immigration‌‌across‌‌the‌‌Mexican-U.S.‌‌border,‌‌along‌‌                   

with‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌along‌ ‌that‌ ‌border,‌ ‌in‌ ‌contemporary‌‌               

immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌discussions‌ ‌is‌ ‌notable.‌ ‌Along‌ ‌with‌ ‌this,‌ ‌the‌‌                 

“immigration-related‌‌fallout‌‌of‌‌the‌‌so-called‌‌war‌‌on‌‌terrorism‌‌has‌‌been‌‌the‌‌                     

extension‌ ‌of‌ ‌interior‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policing‌ ‌practices‌ ‌away‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌‌                 

southwest‌ ‌border"‌ ‌(Coleman,‌ ‌2007:‌ ‌54).‌ ‌Many‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌same‌ ‌wars,‌ ‌and‌‌                     

other‌‌U.S.‌‌interventions,‌‌have‌‌fed‌‌into‌‌major‌‌incidents‌‌of‌‌forced‌‌migration‌‌                     

and‌‌refugee‌‌crises,‌ ‌such‌‌as‌‌in‌‌2014‌‌when‌‌“59.5‌‌million‌‌people‌‌around‌‌the‌‌                         

world‌ ‌were‌ ‌forcibly‌ ‌displaced,”‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌numbers‌ ‌of‌ ‌forced‌ ‌migrants‌‌                   

“particularly‌ ‌high‌ ‌in‌ ‌countries‌ ‌which‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌ ‌subject‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌process‌ ‌of‌‌                       

‘redrawing‌ ‌the‌ ‌map’‌ ‌by‌ ‌imperial‌ ‌powers‌ ‌or‌ ‌their‌ ‌regional‌ ‌allies”‌ ‌                   
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(Khiabany,‌ ‌2016:‌ ‌755).‌ ‌One‌ ‌review‌ ‌of‌ ‌what’s‌ ‌driving‌ ‌forced‌ ‌migration‌‌                   

found‌ ‌that,‌ ‌“besides‌ ‌exposure‌ ‌to‌‌insecurity,‌‌organized‌‌violence,‌‌war,‌‌and‌‌                   

terror,‌ ‌other‌ ‌drivers‌ ‌exert‌ ‌a‌ ‌substantial‌ ‌role‌ ‌in‌ ‌explaining‌ ‌forced‌‌                   

international‌ ‌migration”‌ ‌(Conte‌‌and‌‌Migali,‌‌2019:‌‌416).‌‌Economic‌‌crises‌‌                 

in‌‌other‌‌countries‌‌could‌‌also‌‌cause‌‌spikes‌‌in‌‌immigration,‌‌such‌‌as‌‌the‌‌case‌‌                         

of‌ ‌Cuba‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌early‌ ‌1990s,‌ ‌when‌ ‌there‌ ‌was‌ ‌a‌ ‌noticeable‌ ‌spike‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                           

number‌ ‌of‌ ‌Cubans‌ ‌immigrating‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌(Dominguez,‌ ‌1997:‌ ‌68),‌‌                   

Finally,‌‌there‌‌were‌‌also‌‌major‌‌events‌‌in‌‌terms‌‌of‌‌the‌‌public‌‌debate‌‌around‌‌                         

immigration,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌2000‌ ‌photo‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌INS‌ ‌home‌ ‌raid‌ ‌showing‌ ‌the‌‌                         

seizing‌‌of‌‌Elián‌‌González‌‌from‌‌his‌‌Miami‌‌relatives,‌‌which‌‌sparked‌‌many‌‌                     

debates‌ ‌about‌ ‌excessive‌ ‌force‌ ‌in‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌and‌ ‌“drew‌‌                 

public‌ ‌attention‌ ‌to‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌by‌ ‌personifying‌‌the‌‌militarization‌‌                 

of‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌law‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌efforts”‌ ‌(Demo,‌ ‌2007:‌ ‌27).‌‌ ‌  

2)‌ ‌Changes‌ ‌In‌ ‌Public‌ ‌Opinion‌ ‌ 

‌This‌ ‌section‌ ‌will‌ ‌expand‌ ‌the‌ ‌discussion‌ ‌started‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌public‌‌                   

opinion‌‌section‌‌of‌‌the‌‌literature‌‌review.‌‌It‌‌is‌‌noted‌‌that‌‌when‌‌talking‌‌about‌‌                         

changes‌ ‌in‌ ‌public‌ ‌opinion‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF,‌ ‌this‌ ‌is‌ ‌particularly‌ ‌in‌ ‌regards‌ ‌to‌‌                         

“governmental‌ ‌spending‌ ‌priorities‌‌and‌‌the‌‌relative‌‌seriousness‌‌of‌‌various‌‌                 

problems”‌ ‌(Sabatier,‌ ‌1998:‌ ‌103).‌ ‌One‌ ‌example‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌may‌ ‌be‌ ‌found‌ ‌in‌‌                       

changes‌‌in‌‌public‌‌opinion‌‌regarding‌‌immigration‌‌following‌‌the‌‌September‌‌                 

11,‌‌2001‌‌attacks,‌‌where‌‌“the‌‌shifts‌‌in‌‌attention‌‌and‌‌public‌‌opinion‌‌salience‌‌                       

indicate[d]‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌9/11‌ ‌attacks‌ ‌had‌ ‌the‌ ‌effect‌ ‌of‌ ‌drawing‌ ‌attention‌ ‌and‌‌                       

concern‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌security‌ ‌domain‌ ‌and‌ ‌away‌ ‌from‌ ‌others”‌ ‌(Jones‌ ‌and‌‌                     

Jenkins-Smith,‌‌2009:‌‌48).‌‌In‌‌terms‌‌of‌‌how‌‌serious‌‌an‌‌issue‌‌immigration‌‌is‌‌                       

in‌ ‌the‌ ‌eyes‌ ‌of‌‌the‌‌American‌‌public,‌‌Gallup‌‌began‌‌measuring‌‌Americans’‌‌                     

belief‌ ‌that‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌was‌ ‌its‌ ‌most‌ ‌important‌ ‌problem‌ ‌in‌ ‌1993‌ ‌and‌‌                     

Figure‌‌10‌‌shows‌‌the‌‌findings‌‌of‌‌this‌‌polling‌‌until‌‌2019.‌‌During‌‌this‌‌period,‌‌                         

there‌ ‌were‌ ‌three‌ ‌periods‌ ‌where‌ ‌mentions‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌rose‌‌                 

significantly:‌‌in‌‌2006‌‌during‌‌an‌‌effort‌‌to‌‌pass‌‌comprehensive‌‌immigration‌‌                   

reform,‌ ‌in‌ ‌2014‌ ‌during‌ ‌a‌ ‌period‌ ‌of‌ ‌notable‌ ‌uptake‌ ‌in‌ ‌how‌ ‌many‌‌                       

undocumented‌‌immigrants‌‌were‌‌coming‌‌to‌‌America,‌‌and‌‌in‌‌both‌‌2018‌‌and‌‌                     
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2019‌ ‌during‌ ‌the‌ ‌Trump‌ ‌presidency,‌ ‌which‌ ‌notably‌ ‌included‌ ‌the‌‌                 

administration’s‌‌controversial‌‌family‌‌separation‌‌policy‌‌and‌‌repeated‌‌focus‌‌               

on‌ ‌illegal‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌from‌ ‌Central‌ ‌America‌ ‌(Jones,‌ ‌2021).‌‌ ‌  

<Figure‌ ‌10>‌ ‌Mentions‌ ‌of‌ ‌Immigration‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌Most‌ ‌Important‌ ‌Problem,‌‌ 

1993-2019‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Source:‌ ‌Jones‌ ‌(2021)‌ ‌ 

3)‌ ‌Changes‌ ‌in‌ ‌Systemic‌ ‌Governing‌ ‌Coalition‌ ‌ 

Table‌ ‌1‌ ‌shows,‌ ‌during‌ ‌the‌ ‌period‌ ‌of‌ ‌1986‌ ‌till‌‌2020,‌‌which‌‌party‌‌                       

held‌‌a‌‌majority‌‌in‌‌the‌‌Senate‌‌(out‌‌of‌‌100‌‌seats)‌‌and‌‌the‌‌Houses‌‌(out‌‌of‌‌435‌‌                               

seats),‌‌as‌‌well‌‌as‌‌who‌‌(and‌‌what‌‌party)‌‌held‌‌the‌‌presidency‌‌at‌‌what‌‌time.‌‌                           

In‌‌terms‌‌of‌‌what‌‌qualifies‌‌a‌‌change‌‌in‌‌the‌‌systemic‌‌governing‌‌coalition‌‌in‌‌                         

a‌‌separation‌‌of‌‌powers‌‌system‌‌like‌‌the‌‌U.S.,‌‌Sabatier‌‌(1998:‌‌120)‌‌defines‌‌                       

this‌ ‌as‌ ‌requiring‌ ‌“the‌ ‌replacement‌ ‌of‌ ‌one‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌by‌ ‌another‌ ‌in‌ ‌both‌‌                       

houses‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌legislature‌‌and‌‌in‌‌the‌‌chief‌‌executive,‌‌perhaps‌‌over‌‌several‌‌                       

elections.”‌ ‌Based‌ ‌on‌ ‌this‌ ‌definition,‌ ‌the‌ ‌only‌ ‌times‌ ‌when‌ ‌this‌ ‌sort‌ ‌of‌‌                       

all-encompassing‌ ‌systemic‌ ‌governing‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌emerged‌ ‌were,‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌‌               

Democrats,‌ ‌during‌ ‌the‌ ‌103rd‌ ‌and‌ ‌111th‌ ‌Congress,‌ ‌and,‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌‌                   

Republicans,‌ ‌during‌ ‌the‌ ‌108th,‌ ‌109th,‌ ‌and‌ ‌115th‌ ‌Congress.‌ ‌This‌ ‌isn’t‌‌to‌‌                     

say‌ ‌that‌ ‌other‌ ‌changes‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌government‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌ ‌significant:‌ ‌                     

Brady‌ ‌(1978:‌ ‌79)‌ ‌found‌ ‌that‌ ‌major‌ ‌changes‌ ‌in‌ ‌policy‌ ‌“have‌ ‌been‌‌                     

associated‌ ‌with‌ ‌'critical'‌ ‌or‌ ‌'realigning‌ ‌elections.’”‌‌For‌‌example,‌‌Sabatier‌‌                 
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notes‌‌(1988:‌‌137)‌‌how‌‌the‌‌election‌‌of‌‌Ronald‌‌Reagan‌‌in‌‌1980‌‌allowed‌‌for‌‌                         

the‌‌appointment‌‌of‌‌Environmental‌‌Protection‌‌Agency‌‌(EPA)‌‌officials‌‌who‌‌                 

worked‌ ‌to‌ ‌drastically‌ ‌reduce‌ ‌federal‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌of‌ ‌environmental‌               

regulations.‌‌Though‌‌such‌‌an‌‌action‌‌had‌‌only‌‌been‌‌the‌‌minority‌‌coalition’s‌‌                     

position‌‌“within‌‌the‌‌relevant‌‌subsystems,‌‌it‌‌was‌‌Reagan's‌‌election‌‌on‌‌other‌‌                     

issues‌‌which‌‌brought‌‌the‌‌minority‌‌to‌‌power‌‌at‌‌EPA”‌‌(Sabatier,‌‌1988:‌‌137).‌ ‌                       

Outside‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌periods‌ ‌of‌ ‌one-party‌‌control‌‌and‌‌during‌‌periods‌‌when‌‌the‌‌                       

government‌ ‌was‌ ‌divided,‌ ‌the‌ ‌Democrats‌ ‌controlled‌ ‌both‌ ‌the‌ ‌Senate‌ ‌and‌‌                   

the‌ ‌House‌‌from‌‌1987‌‌till‌‌1993‌‌during‌‌Republican‌‌presidencies,‌‌while‌‌the‌‌                     

Republicans‌ ‌controlled‌ ‌Congress‌ ‌during‌ ‌two‌‌periods,‌‌first‌‌from‌‌1995‌‌till‌‌                   

to‌ ‌2001‌ ‌and‌ ‌then‌ ‌from‌ ‌2015‌ ‌till‌ ‌2017,‌ ‌during‌ ‌Democratic‌ ‌presidencies.‌‌ ‌  

<Table‌ ‌1‌ ‌Party‌ ‌Control‌ ‌of‌ ‌Congress‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌Presidency>‌ ‌ 
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Years‌ ‌  Congress‌ ‌  Senate‌ ‌  House‌ ‌  President‌ ‌ 

1985-1987‌ ‌  99th‌ ‌  R‌ ‌(53)‌ ‌  D‌ ‌(254)‌ ‌  ‌ 
Reagan‌ ‌(R)‌ ‌ 

1987-1989‌ ‌  100th‌ ‌  D‌ ‌(55)‌ ‌  D‌ ‌(258)‌ ‌ 

1989-1991‌ ‌  101st‌ ‌  D‌ ‌(55)‌ ‌  D‌ ‌(260)‌ ‌  ‌ 
H.W.‌ ‌Bush‌ ‌(R)‌ ‌ 

1991-1993‌ ‌  102nd‌ ‌  D‌ ‌(56)‌ ‌  D‌ ‌(267)‌ ‌ 

1993-1995‌ ‌  103rd‌ ‌  D‌ ‌(57)‌‌ ‌   D‌ ‌(258)‌ ‌  ‌ 
‌ 
‌ 

Clinton‌ ‌(D)‌ ‌ 
1995-1997‌ ‌  104th‌ ‌  R‌ ‌(52)‌‌ ‌   R‌ ‌(230)‌ ‌ 

1997-1999‌ ‌  105th‌ ‌  R‌ ‌(55)‌ ‌  R‌ ‌(226)‌‌ ‌  

1999-2001‌ ‌  106th‌ ‌  R‌ ‌(55)‌ ‌  R‌ ‌(223)‌ ‌ 

2001-2003‌ ‌  107th‌ ‌  Divided‌ ‌  R‌ ‌(221)‌ ‌  ‌ 
‌ 
‌ 

W.‌ ‌Bush‌ ‌(R)‌ ‌ 
2003-2005‌ ‌  108th‌ ‌  R‌ ‌(51)‌ ‌  R‌ ‌(229)‌ ‌ 

2005-2007‌ ‌  109th‌ ‌  R‌ ‌(55)‌ ‌  R‌ ‌(233)‌ ‌ 

2007-2009‌ ‌  110th‌ ‌  D‌ ‌(49)‌ ‌  D‌ ‌(233)‌ ‌ 

2009-2011‌ ‌  111th‌ ‌  D‌ ‌(57)‌ ‌  D‌ ‌(257)‌ ‌  ‌ 
‌ 
‌ 

Obama‌ ‌(D)‌ ‌ 
2011-2013‌ ‌  112th‌ ‌  D‌ ‌(51)‌ ‌  R‌ ‌(242)‌ ‌ 

2013-2015‌ ‌  113th‌ ‌  D‌ ‌(53)‌ ‌  R‌ ‌(234)‌ ‌ 



‌ 

Sources:‌ ‌United‌ ‌States‌ ‌Senate‌ ‌(2021)‌ ‌and‌ ‌History,‌ ‌Art‌ ‌&‌ ‌Archives,‌ ‌U.S.‌‌ 

House‌ ‌of‌ ‌Representatives‌ ‌(n.d.)‌‌ ‌  

Besides‌‌looking‌‌at‌‌changes‌‌in‌‌the‌‌governing‌‌coalition,‌‌there‌‌are‌‌a‌‌                     

number‌‌of‌‌indicators‌‌that‌‌can‌‌be‌‌looked‌‌at‌‌to‌‌see‌‌how‌‌much‌‌attention‌‌was‌‌                           

given‌ ‌to‌‌immigration‌‌policy‌‌by‌‌different‌‌administrations‌‌and‌‌legislatures,‌‌                 

though‌ ‌some‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌indicators‌ ‌are‌ ‌limited‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌fact‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌‌do‌‌not‌‌                           

cover‌ ‌the‌ ‌full‌ ‌period‌ ‌of‌ ‌study.‌ ‌Figure‌ ‌11‌ ‌shows‌ ‌the‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌‌                       

quasi-statements‌‌regarding‌‌immigration‌‌policy‌‌in‌‌each‌‌party’s‌‌platform.‌‌In‌‌                 

particular,‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌was‌ ‌highlighted‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌Democratic‌ ‌Party’s‌ ‌1980‌‌                 

and‌ ‌1996‌ ‌platforms,‌ ‌as‌ ‌well‌ ‌as‌ ‌every‌ ‌platform‌ ‌recorded‌ ‌since‌‌2008.‌‌For‌‌                       

the‌ ‌Republicans,‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌became‌ ‌more‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌focus‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌party‌                     

platform‌‌from‌‌1996‌‌onward,‌‌particularly‌‌since‌‌2008.‌‌Figure‌‌12‌‌shows‌‌the‌‌                     

number‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌bills‌ ‌introduced‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌Congress‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                     

number‌ ‌of‌ ‌Congressional‌ ‌hearings‌ ‌regarding‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌from‌ ‌1986‌‌till‌‌                 

2016.‌ ‌While‌ ‌the‌‌years‌‌1997,‌‌2001,‌‌2003,‌‌2005,‌‌2007,‌‌2011,‌‌and‌‌2015‌‌all‌‌                         

saw‌ ‌over‌ ‌120‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌bills‌ ‌introduced,‌ ‌the‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌ ‌hearings‌‌                   

regarding‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌was‌ ‌by‌ ‌far‌ ‌the‌ ‌highest‌ ‌in‌ ‌2006‌ ‌and‌ ‌2007,‌ ‌with‌‌                       

thirty-four‌ ‌and‌ ‌thirty-seven‌ ‌hearings‌ ‌respectively,‌ ‌during‌ ‌the‌ ‌Bush‌‌               

Administration's‌ ‌attempts‌ ‌to‌ ‌pass‌ ‌comprehensive‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌reform.‌‌             

Finally,‌‌Figure‌‌13‌‌has‌‌information‌‌regarding‌‌how‌‌many‌‌times‌‌immigration‌‌                   

was‌ ‌mentioned,‌ ‌measured‌ ‌using‌ ‌quasi-statements,‌ ‌during‌ ‌the‌ ‌President’s‌‌               

annual‌‌State‌‌of‌‌the‌‌Union‌‌address:‌‌mentions‌‌of‌‌immigration‌‌clearly‌‌spiked‌‌                     

during‌ ‌the‌ ‌Trump‌ ‌administration,‌‌but‌‌Clinton‌‌(in‌‌1995,‌‌1996,‌‌and‌‌1999),‌‌                     

George‌ ‌W.‌ ‌Bush‌ ‌(in‌ ‌2007‌ ‌and‌ ‌2008),‌ ‌and‌ ‌Obama‌ ‌(in‌ ‌2011,‌ ‌2012,‌ ‌and‌‌                         

2013)‌ ‌also‌ ‌mentioned‌ ‌issues‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌a‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌ ‌times.‌‌ ‌  

‌ 

‌ 
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2015-2017‌ ‌  114th‌ ‌  R‌ ‌(54)‌ ‌  R‌ ‌(247)‌ ‌ 

2017-2019‌ ‌  115th‌ ‌  R‌ ‌(51)‌ ‌  R‌ ‌(241)‌ ‌  ‌ 
Trump‌ ‌(R)‌ ‌ 

2019-2021‌ ‌  116th‌ ‌  R‌ ‌(53)‌ ‌  D‌ ‌(235)‌ ‌ 



‌ 

<Figure‌ ‌11>‌ ‌Quasi-statements‌ ‌Regarding‌ ‌Immigration‌ ‌in‌ ‌Party‌ ‌Platforms,‌‌ 

1980-2016‌ ‌ 

‌ 

‌ 

Source:‌ ‌Wolbrecht‌ ‌(2016)‌‌ ‌  

<Figure‌ ‌12>‌ ‌Bills‌ ‌Introduced‌ ‌in‌ ‌Congress‌ ‌Regarding‌ ‌Immigration,‌‌ 

1986-2016‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Source:‌ ‌Adler‌ ‌and‌ ‌Wilkerson‌ ‌(2018)‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌Policy‌ ‌Agendas‌ ‌Project‌‌ 

(2021)‌ ‌ 
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<Figure‌ ‌13>‌ ‌Number‌ ‌of‌ ‌Mentions‌ ‌of‌ ‌Immigration‌ ‌during‌ ‌State‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌ 

Union‌ ‌Address,‌ ‌1986-2020‌ ‌ 

‌ 

Source:‌ ‌The‌ ‌Policy‌ ‌Agenda‌ ‌Project‌ ‌(2021)‌‌ ‌  

3.2.‌ Advocacy‌ ‌Coalitions‌ ‌ 

 ‌(1)‌ ‌Advocacy‌ ‌Coalitions‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌debate‌ ‌around‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌positioned‌ ‌between‌ ‌an‌‌                 

expansionist‌‌coalition‌‌and‌‌a‌‌restrictionist‌‌coalition.‌‌Framing‌‌the‌‌debate‌‌as‌‌                   

between‌‌these‌‌two‌‌groups‌‌builds‌‌off‌‌the‌‌work‌‌of‌‌others‌‌who‌‌have‌‌looked‌‌                         

at‌‌immigration‌‌politics‌‌and‌‌policies‌‌through‌‌such‌‌a‌‌lens,‌‌or‌‌similar‌‌lenses‌‌                       

such‌ ‌as‌ ‌between‌ ‌a‌ ‌security-concerned‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌and‌ ‌an‌‌               

economy-concerned‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌(Tichenor,‌ ‌2009,‌ ‌and‌‌Shin,‌‌2019).‌‌As‌‌their‌‌                 

names‌‌suggest,‌‌the‌‌expansionist‌‌coalition‌‌believes‌‌generally‌‌in‌‌expanding‌                 

alien‌ ‌admission‌ ‌opportunities‌ ‌while,‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌hand,‌ ‌the‌‌restrictionist‌‌                   

coalition‌‌believes‌‌in‌‌the‌‌restriction‌‌of‌‌such‌‌opportunities.‌‌However,‌‌within‌‌                   

these‌ ‌coalitions,‌ ‌there‌ ‌is‌ ‌also‌ ‌another‌ ‌debate‌ ‌about‌ ‌whether‌ ‌alien‌ ‌rights‌‌                     

should‌‌be‌‌expanded‌‌or‌‌restricted:‌‌thus,‌‌the‌‌expansionist‌‌coalition‌‌is‌‌made‌‌                     

up‌ ‌of‌ ‌those‌ ‌who‌ ‌believe‌ ‌admissions‌ ‌and‌‌rights‌‌should‌‌both‌‌be‌‌expanded‌‌                       

(“cosmopolitans”)‌ ‌or‌ ‌those‌ ‌who‌ ‌believe‌ ‌that‌ ‌only‌ ‌admissions‌ ‌should‌ ‌be‌‌                   
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expanded‌‌while‌‌rights‌‌should‌‌be‌‌limited‌‌(“free-market‌‌expansionists”);‌‌in‌‌                 

the‌ ‌same‌‌vein,‌‌the‌‌restrictionist‌‌coalition‌‌includes‌‌those‌‌who‌‌would‌‌want‌‌                     

admissions‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌restricted‌ ‌while‌ ‌holding‌ ‌expansive‌ ‌views‌ ‌on‌ ‌rights‌‌                   

(“nationalist‌ ‌egalitarians”),‌ ‌while‌ ‌others‌ ‌believe‌ ‌in‌ ‌restriction‌ ‌of‌ ‌both‌‌                 

admissions‌ ‌and‌ ‌rights‌ ‌(“classic‌ ‌exclusionists”).‌ ‌(Tichenor,‌ ‌2009:‌ ‌35-36).‌ ‌ ‌   

While‌ ‌membership‌ ‌of‌ ‌coalitions‌ ‌can‌ ‌change‌‌over‌‌time,‌‌there‌‌are‌‌                   

many‌ ‌constant‌ ‌members‌‌of‌‌each‌‌coalition‌‌in‌‌this‌‌study.‌‌The‌‌expansionist‌‌                     

coalition‌‌contains‌‌interest‌‌groups‌‌who‌‌have‌‌supported‌‌expansionist‌‌policy,‌‌                 

such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌agriculture‌ ‌industry‌ ‌which‌ ‌depends‌ ‌on‌ ‌immigrant‌ ‌laborers,‌ ‌                   

and‌ ‌other‌ ‌business‌ ‌groups,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌National‌ ‌Association‌ ‌of‌‌                   

Manufacturers‌ ‌(NAM)‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌Business‌ ‌Roundtable,‌ ‌who‌ ‌have‌‌opposed‌‌                 

policies‌ ‌aimed‌ ‌at‌ ‌cutting‌ ‌immigration‌‌and‌‌enhanced‌‌enforcement‌‌efforts,‌                 

as‌ ‌well‌ ‌as‌ ‌supporting‌ ‌legalization‌ ‌paths‌ ‌for‌ ‌undocumented‌ ‌immigrants‌‌                 

(Business‌‌Roundtable,‌‌2018).‌‌Universities,‌‌hospitals,‌‌tech‌‌companies,‌‌and‌‌               

various‌ ‌other‌ ‌industries‌ ‌depend‌ ‌on‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌for‌ ‌their‌ ‌workforce‌‌                 

(Schuck:‌ ‌22-23).‌ ‌While‌ ‌labor‌ ‌groups‌ ‌have‌ ‌traditionally‌ ‌opposed‌‌               

immigration‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌threat‌ ‌to‌ ‌workers‌ ‌and‌ ‌supported‌ ‌measures‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌‌                     

employer‌‌sanctions,‌‌prominent‌‌labor‌‌groups‌‌such‌‌as‌‌the‌‌AFL-CIO‌‌have,‌‌in‌‌                     

light‌ ‌of‌‌changing‌‌demographics‌‌of‌‌union‌‌members‌‌(Tichenor,‌‌2009:‌‌180)‌‌                   

and‌ ‌the‌ ‌inability‌ ‌to‌ ‌pass‌ ‌comprehensive‌ ‌reform,‌ ‌come‌ ‌to‌ ‌oppose‌ ‌any‌‌                     

“enforcement-only‌ ‌proposals‌ ‌that‌ ‌embolden‌ ‌abusive‌ ‌employers‌ ‌to‌‌             

discriminate‌ ‌and‌ ‌retaliate‌ ‌against‌ ‌hard-working‌ ‌people''‌ ‌(Samuel,‌ ‌2017).‌ ‌               

Ethnic‌ ‌groups,‌ ‌civil‌ ‌rights‌ ‌groups‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACLU‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌National‌‌                       

Association‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌Advancement‌‌of‌‌Colored‌‌People‌‌(NAACP)‌‌(Shelton,‌‌                 

2018),‌ ‌religious‌ ‌groups,‌ ‌think‌ ‌tanks,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌Cato‌ ‌Institute,‌ ‌and‌‌                     

pro-immigration‌ ‌advocacy‌ ‌groups‌ ‌are‌ ‌also‌ ‌all‌ ‌key‌ ‌members‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                   

expansionist‌ ‌coalition.‌ ‌ ‌   

On‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌hand,‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌coalition's‌ ‌most‌ ‌obvious‌‌                 

members‌ ‌are‌ ‌nativist‌ ‌and‌ ‌xenophobic‌ ‌groups,‌ ‌including‌ ‌far-right‌ ‌and‌‌                 

white‌ ‌supremacist‌ ‌groups,‌ ‌and‌ ‌are‌ ‌often‌ ‌referred‌ ‌to‌ ‌simply‌ ‌as‌‌                   

anti-immigration‌ ‌groups.‌ ‌Specific‌ ‌business‌ ‌interests,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌private‌‌                 
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prison‌ ‌industry‌ ‌which‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌highlighted‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌policy‌‌entrepreneurship‌‌                   

section,‌ ‌have‌ ‌also‌ ‌supported‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌policy.‌ ‌Within‌ ‌the‌ ‌Republican‌‌                 

Party,‌ ‌prominent‌ ‌subgroups‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌Tea‌ ‌Party‌ ‌movement‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌‌                     

key‌ ‌in‌ ‌preventing‌ ‌comprehensive‌‌immigration‌‌reform‌‌and‌‌drawing‌‌focus‌‌                 

instead‌ ‌to‌ ‌immigration/border‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌(Woodruff,‌ ‌2017).‌ ‌There‌ ‌are‌‌               

still‌ ‌a‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌ ‌labor‌ ‌unions‌ ‌that‌ ‌see‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌and‌‌                     

temporary‌‌immigrant‌‌workers‌‌as‌‌threats‌‌to‌‌American‌‌workers.‌‌The‌‌public‌‌                   

opinion‌ ‌polls‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌ ‌highlighted‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌paper‌ ‌point‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                       

American‌‌general‌‌public‌‌as‌‌being‌‌in‌‌the‌‌exclusionist‌‌coalition,‌‌which‌‌goes‌‌                     

back‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌general‌ ‌disconnect‌ ‌that‌ ‌has‌ ‌existed‌ ‌at‌ ‌times‌ ‌between‌ ‌a‌‌                       

restrictionist‌ ‌public‌ ‌and‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌IRCA.‌‌                 

Some‌ ‌prominent‌ ‌anti-immigration‌ ‌groups‌ ‌include‌ ‌the‌ ‌Federation‌ ‌for‌‌               

American‌‌Immigration‌‌Reform‌‌(FAIR),‌‌NumbersUSA,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌Center‌‌for‌‌                 

Immigration‌ ‌Studies‌ ‌(CIS).‌ ‌One‌ ‌final‌ ‌note‌ ‌here‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌while‌‌                   

environmental‌ ‌groups‌ ‌were‌‌once‌‌prominent‌‌members‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictionist‌‌                 

coalition,‌ ‌many‌ ‌have‌ ‌taken‌ ‌a‌ ‌more‌ ‌neutral‌ ‌stance‌ ‌in‌ ‌recent‌ ‌times:‌ ‌for‌‌                       

example,‌ ‌John‌ ‌Tanton,‌ ‌the‌ ‌founder‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌three‌ ‌anti-immigration‌‌groups‌‌                   

referenced‌ ‌above,‌ ‌had‌ ‌considerable‌ ‌influence‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌Sierra‌ ‌Club‌ ‌and‌ ‌its‌‌                     

anti-immigration‌ ‌stance‌‌but,‌‌in‌‌recent‌‌times,‌‌the‌‌organization‌‌has‌‌tried‌‌to‌‌                     

distance‌ ‌itself‌ ‌from‌ ‌such‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌policy‌ ‌positions‌ ‌(Hopkins,‌ ‌2018).‌‌ ‌  

While‌‌it‌‌is‌‌often‌‌put‌‌forward‌‌that‌‌Democrats‌‌are‌‌expansionist‌‌and‌‌                     

Republicans‌‌are‌‌restrictionist,‌‌this‌‌is‌‌not‌‌always‌‌the‌‌case,‌‌especially‌‌if‌‌one‌‌                       

considers‌ ‌enforcement-only‌ ‌policies.‌ ‌For‌ ‌example,‌‌the‌‌Reagan‌‌and‌‌H.W.‌‌                 

Bush‌ ‌administrations‌ ‌saw‌ ‌some‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌immigration‌‌                 

policies‌‌in‌‌recent‌‌times,‌‌and‌‌some‌‌prominent‌‌Republican‌‌politicians‌‌such‌‌                   

as‌‌Republican‌‌Senator‌‌and‌‌2008‌‌presidential‌‌nominee‌‌John‌‌McCain‌‌who,‌‌                   

while‌ ‌supporting‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌policies‌ ‌in‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌border‌‌                 

enforcement‌ ‌(and‌ ‌leaning‌ ‌more‌ ‌into‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌positions‌ ‌during‌ ‌his‌‌                 

2008‌‌campaign),‌‌was‌‌a‌‌major‌‌proponent‌‌of‌‌comprehensive‌‌reform‌‌efforts‌‌                   

during‌ ‌the‌ ‌Bush‌ ‌administration,‌ ‌including‌ ‌his‌ ‌support‌ ‌for‌ ‌legalization‌                 

paths‌‌for‌‌the‌‌undocumented‌‌population‌‌and‌‌guest-worker‌‌problems‌‌(Yoon,‌‌                 
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2007).‌ ‌There‌ ‌is‌ ‌also‌ ‌the‌ ‌dynamic‌ ‌of‌ ‌state‌ ‌and‌ ‌local‌ ‌officials‌ ‌putting‌‌                       

themselves‌‌in‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌two‌‌coalitions:‌‌for‌‌example,‌‌while‌‌sanctuary‌‌city‌‌                       

officials‌ ‌generally‌ ‌support‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌policies,‌ ‌state/local‌ ‌restrictionist‌‌             

initiatives‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌around‌ ‌them,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌in‌ ‌Arizona‌ ‌and‌ ‌its‌‌                       

controversial‌‌2010‌‌anti-illegal‌‌immigration‌‌bill,‌‌have‌‌helped‌‌to‌‌draw‌‌focus‌‌                   

to‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌policy‌ ‌desires.‌ ‌ 

(2)‌ ‌‌Beliefs‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌belief‌ ‌system‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌coalitions‌ ‌is‌ ‌summarized‌ ‌below‌ ‌in‌‌                   

Table‌‌2,‌‌but‌‌a‌‌few‌‌clarifying‌‌remarks‌‌are‌‌probably‌‌in‌‌order.‌‌One‌‌is‌‌simply,‌‌                           

again,‌‌noting‌‌the‌‌existence‌‌of‌‌a‌‌sub‌‌argument‌‌on‌‌alien‌‌rights‌‌that‌‌exists‌‌in‌‌                           

both‌ ‌coalitions.‌ ‌In‌ ‌this‌ ‌view,‌ ‌open-border‌ ‌expansionists‌ ‌who‌ ‌believe‌ ‌in‌‌                   

protecting‌ ‌immigrants’‌ ‌rights‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌grouped‌ ‌with‌ ‌those‌ ‌who‌ ‌are‌ ‌less‌‌                     

concerned‌‌about‌‌rights‌‌but‌‌believe‌‌in‌‌expansionist‌‌admissions.‌‌Also,‌‌while‌‌                   

the‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌does‌ ‌not‌ ‌outright‌ ‌promote‌ ‌illegal‌ ‌immigration‌‌                 

and‌‌the‌‌presence‌‌of‌‌undocumented‌‌immigrants,‌‌they‌‌endorse‌‌policies‌‌that‌‌                   

enable‌ ‌or‌ ‌tolerate‌ ‌the‌ ‌long-term‌ ‌presence‌ ‌of‌ ‌such‌‌immigrants,‌‌via‌‌actual‌‌                     

policies‌‌or‌‌as‌‌how‌‌Schuck‌‌describes‌‌(2007:‌‌17-18)‌‌expansionist‌‌policies‌‌as‌‌                     

“referring‌ ‌not‌ ‌to‌ ‌official‌ ‌pronouncements‌ ‌about‌ ‌government’s‌ ‌goals,‌‌               

which‌ ‌of‌ ‌course‌ ‌firmly‌ ‌oppose‌ ‌illegal‌ ‌immigration,‌ ‌but‌ ‌rather‌ ‌to‌‌                   

government’s‌ ‌actual‌ ‌behavior‌ ‌in‌ ‌deciding‌ ‌how‌ ‌to‌ ‌deploy‌ ‌its‌ ‌limited‌‌                   

enforcement‌ ‌resources,”‌ ‌which‌ ‌ends‌ ‌up‌ ‌enabling‌ ‌a‌ ‌historically‌ ‌large‌‌                 

number‌ ‌of‌ ‌undocumented‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌country.‌‌ ‌  

<Table‌ ‌2>‌ ‌Outline‌ ‌of‌ ‌Coalitions’‌ ‌Belief‌ ‌Systems‌‌ ‌  
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‌  Expansionist‌ ‌coalition‌‌ ‌   Restrictionist‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌ 

Deep‌ ‌core‌ ‌beliefs‌ ‌  -‌ ‌Immigrants‌ ‌benefit‌ ‌economy‌ 
and‌ ‌society‌ ‌ 
-‌ ‌Associate‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌with‌‌ 
positive‌ ‌traits/optimistic‌‌ ‌  
-Value‌ ‌accessibility‌ ‌ 

-‌ ‌Immigrants‌ ‌threaten‌ ‌American‌‌ 
workers/society‌ ‌ 
-‌ ‌Associate‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌with‌‌ 
negative‌ ‌traits/pessimistic‌‌ ‌  
-‌ ‌Value‌ ‌security‌ ‌ 

Policy‌ ‌core‌ ‌beliefs‌ ‌  -‌ ‌Large‌ ‌admittance‌ ‌of‌‌ 
immigrants‌ ‌ 
-‌ ‌Accessibility‌ ‌above‌‌ 
regulation/enforcement‌‌ ‌  

-‌ ‌More‌ ‌limits‌ ‌on‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌ 
-‌ ‌Rigorous‌ ‌immigration‌‌ 
regulation‌ ‌&‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌ 
-‌ ‌More‌ ‌limits/prevention‌ ‌of‌‌ 



‌ 

Source:‌ ‌Table‌ ‌based‌ ‌on‌ ‌outline‌ ‌provided‌ ‌in‌ ‌Weible‌ ‌and‌ ‌Ingold‌ ‌(2018:‌ ‌334)‌‌ ‌  

(3)‌ ‌‌Resources‌ ‌and‌ ‌Strategies‌‌ ‌  

‌General‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌resources‌ ‌include:‌ ‌“access‌ ‌to‌ ‌legal‌ ‌authority;‌‌               

support‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌public;‌ ‌the‌ ‌ability‌ ‌to‌ ‌mobilise‌ ‌supporters;‌ ‌financial‌‌                   

resources;‌ ‌information;‌ ‌and‌ ‌leadership”‌ ‌(Weible‌ ‌and‌ ‌Ingold,‌ ‌2018:‌‌331).‌ ‌                 

Based‌ ‌on‌ ‌this,‌ ‌the‌ ‌legal‌ ‌authority‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌decisions‌ ‌includes‌ ‌which‌‌                     

coalition’s‌ ‌beliefs‌ ‌are‌ ‌in‌ ‌favor‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌sovereign‌ ‌decision‌ ‌maker‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                       

subsystem,‌ ‌i.e.‌ ‌the‌‌president,‌‌and/or‌‌with‌‌a‌‌systemic‌‌governing‌‌coalition.‌‌                   

Understanding‌ ‌the‌‌issues‌‌at‌‌play‌‌and‌‌being‌‌able‌‌to‌‌rely‌‌on‌‌the‌‌coalition’s‌‌                         

collective‌ ‌knowledge‌ ‌to‌ ‌provide‌ ‌policy‌ ‌solutions,‌ ‌as‌ ‌well‌ ‌as‌ ‌explain‌ ‌the‌‌                     

feasibility‌ ‌and‌ ‌benefits‌ ‌of‌ ‌such‌‌policies,‌‌is‌‌essential.‌‌Having‌‌members‌‌of‌‌                     

the‌‌coalition‌‌who‌‌are‌‌willing‌‌to‌‌protest‌‌or‌‌demonstrate‌‌for‌‌specific‌‌policy‌‌                       

desires,‌ ‌and‌ ‌having‌ ‌the‌‌ability‌‌to‌‌mobilize‌‌effectively‌‌around‌‌such‌‌issues‌‌                     

is‌ ‌another‌‌key‌‌for‌‌turning‌‌beliefs‌‌into‌‌policy.‌‌Naturally,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌beneficial‌‌to‌‌                         

have‌‌funding‌‌for‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌gain‌‌access‌‌to‌‌the‌‌policy‌‌process,‌‌whether‌‌it‌‌be‌‌                           

through‌ ‌lobbying,‌ ‌funding‌ ‌research‌ ‌that‌ ‌would‌ ‌support‌ ‌one’s‌ ‌policy‌‌                 

desires,‌ ‌or‌ ‌promotion‌ ‌of‌ ‌such‌ ‌desires.‌ ‌This‌ ‌can‌ ‌go‌ ‌hand-in-hand‌ ‌with‌‌                     

gaining‌ ‌public‌ ‌support,‌ ‌but‌ ‌such‌ ‌support‌ ‌also‌ ‌comes‌ ‌from‌ ‌having‌‌                   

persuasive‌ ‌arguments‌ ‌and‌ ‌spokespersons.‌ ‌Finally,‌ ‌Sabatier‌ ‌and‌‌             

Jenkins-Smith‌‌(1993:‌‌227)‌‌have‌‌also‌‌noted‌‌that‌‌institutional‌‌rules‌‌can‌‌also‌‌                     
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-‌ ‌Enabling‌ ‌or‌ ‌tolerance‌ ‌of‌‌ 
long-term‌ ‌presence/legal‌‌ 
permanence‌ ‌of‌ ‌illegal‌‌ 
immigrants‌ ‌ 
-Confliction‌ ‌on‌ ‌alien‌ ‌rights‌ ‌ 

long-term‌ ‌presence/legal‌‌ 
permanence‌ ‌of‌ ‌illegal‌‌ 
immigrants‌ ‌ 
-‌ ‌Confliction‌ ‌on‌ ‌alien‌ ‌rights‌ ‌ 

Secondary‌ ‌beliefs‌ ‌  -‌ ‌Sanctuary‌ ‌policy‌ ‌ 
-‌ ‌Legalization‌ ‌routes‌ ‌for‌‌ 
long-term‌ ‌undocumented‌‌ 
residents‌ ‌ 
-‌ ‌Challenge‌ ‌immigration‌‌ 
detention‌ ‌and‌ ‌nature‌ ‌of‌‌ 
immigration‌ ‌detention‌ ‌ 
-‌ ‌Utilization‌ ‌of‌ ‌modern‌‌ 
technology‌ ‌for‌ ‌more‌ ‌accessible‌‌ 
immigration‌‌ ‌  

-‌ ‌Cooperation‌ ‌with‌ ‌local‌‌ 
agencies‌ ‌in‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌efforts‌ ‌ 
-‌ ‌Disapprove‌ ‌of‌ ‌legalization‌‌ 
routes‌ ‌for‌ ‌long-term‌‌ 
undocumented‌ ‌residents‌ ‌ 
-‌ ‌Promotion‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigrant‌‌ 
detention‌ ‌ 
-‌ ‌Nature‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigrant‌‌ 
enforcement‌ ‌and‌ ‌detention‌ ‌e.g.‌‌ 
outsourcing,‌ ‌border‌ ‌security‌‌ ‌  
-‌ ‌Utilization‌ ‌of‌ ‌modern‌‌ 
technology‌ ‌for‌ ‌enforcement‌‌ ‌  
‌ 
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serve‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌resource‌ ‌if‌ ‌they‌‌assist‌‌coalitions‌‌in‌‌codifying‌‌their‌‌beliefs‌‌and‌‌                         

thus‌ ‌helping‌ ‌to‌ ‌shape‌ ‌future‌ ‌debates‌ ‌around‌ ‌their‌ ‌policy‌ ‌preferences.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌criticized‌ ‌for‌ ‌being‌ ‌vague‌ ‌about‌ ‌coalition‌‌                   

behavior‌ ‌and‌ ‌strategies‌ ‌(Schlager,‌ ‌1995:‌ ‌246).‌ ‌That‌‌being‌‌said,‌‌there‌‌are‌‌                     

general‌‌strategies‌‌that‌‌are‌‌common‌‌throughout‌‌the‌‌ACF‌‌literature‌‌that‌‌both‌‌                     

coalitions‌ ‌employ,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌promotion‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌coalition’s‌ ‌policy‌ ‌objectives,‌‌                   

building‌ ‌relationships‌ ‌with‌ ‌governmental‌ ‌agencies‌ ‌so‌ ‌that‌ ‌they‌ ‌can‌‌                 

influence‌ ‌future‌ ‌policy‌ ‌initiatives,‌ ‌social‌ ‌mobilization‌ ‌and‌ ‌coordination‌‌               

strategies,‌ ‌negotiation,‌ ‌partnership‌ ‌and‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌building,‌ ‌and‌ ‌other‌‌               

methods‌ ‌of‌ ‌increasing‌ ‌influence‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy‌ ‌process.‌ ‌Furthermore,‌‌                 

Sabatier‌‌(1993:‌‌164)‌‌has‌‌noted‌‌that‌‌coalitions‌‌aim‌‌to‌‌influence‌‌and‌‌lobby‌‌                       

at‌ ‌many‌ ‌different‌ ‌levels‌ ‌of‌ ‌government:‌ ‌a‌ ‌“coalition‌ ‌doing‌ ‌poorly‌ ‌in‌‌                     

Washington‌‌is‌‌not‌‌helpless‌‌but‌‌instead‌‌can‌‌focus‌‌its‌‌efforts‌‌at‌‌subnational‌‌                       

levels‌ ‌where‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌more‌ ‌powerful.”‌ ‌This‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌seen‌ ‌in‌ ‌things‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌‌                           

sanctuary‌ ‌policies,‌ ‌or‌ ‌in‌ ‌anti-sanctuary/strict‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌policies,‌ ‌that‌‌               

have‌‌arisen‌‌in‌‌state‌‌and‌‌local‌‌governments‌‌in‌‌the‌‌past‌‌decades,‌‌on‌‌the‌‌back‌‌                           

of‌ ‌advocacy‌ ‌campaigns‌ ‌and‌ ‌lobbying‌ ‌efforts‌ ‌from‌ ‌respective‌ ‌coalitions.‌ ‌ 

That‌ ‌being‌ ‌said,‌ ‌coalition-specific‌ ‌strategies‌ ‌around‌ ‌issues‌ ‌of‌‌               

immigration‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌and‌ ‌detention‌ ‌also‌ ‌exist.‌ ‌The‌ ‌expansionist‌‌               

coalition‌ ‌tries‌ ‌to‌ ‌capitalize‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌many‌ ‌controversial‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌‌                   

immigrant‌ ‌detention‌ ‌and‌ ‌enforcement,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌detention‌‌                 

centers‌‌or‌‌deaths‌‌caused‌‌by‌‌immigration‌‌enforcement/detention,‌‌and‌‌try‌‌to‌‌                   

build‌ ‌off‌ ‌such‌ ‌events‌ ‌to‌ ‌provide‌ ‌alternative‌ ‌policy‌ ‌solutions‌ ‌to‌‌                   

restrictionists‌ ‌measures,‌ ‌which‌ ‌also‌ ‌can‌ ‌mean‌ ‌validating‌ ‌a‌‌government’s‌‌                 

decision‌ ‌not‌ ‌to‌ ‌utilize‌ ‌such‌ ‌restrictionist‌‌policies.‌‌The‌‌expansionists‌‌also‌‌                   

try‌ ‌to‌ ‌locate‌ ‌and‌ ‌highlight‌ ‌information/research‌ ‌that‌ ‌affirms‌ ‌the‌‌positive‌‌                   

elements‌‌of‌‌immigration,‌‌as‌‌well‌‌as‌‌the‌‌stories‌‌of‌‌immigrants‌‌themselves.‌‌                     

In‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌vein‌ ‌as‌ ‌its‌ ‌opposing‌ ‌coalition,‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictionists‌ ‌seek‌ ‌to‌‌                       

exploit‌‌immigration-related‌‌crises‌‌and‌‌focusing‌‌events,‌‌or‌‌raise‌‌awareness‌‌                 

to‌ ‌potential‌ ‌focusing‌ ‌events,‌ ‌in‌ ‌order‌ ‌to‌ ‌build‌ ‌support‌ ‌for‌ ‌their‌ ‌policy‌‌                       

preferences.‌ ‌They‌ ‌also‌ ‌will‌ ‌try‌ ‌to‌ ‌demonstrate‌ ‌the‌ ‌purported‌ ‌negative‌‌                   
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effects‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌through‌ ‌research‌ ‌and‌ ‌experts‌ ‌that‌ ‌would‌ ‌affirm‌‌                   

such‌ ‌a‌ ‌view,‌ ‌including‌ ‌think‌ ‌tanks‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌FAIR‌ ‌and‌ ‌CIS‌ ‌and‌ ‌various‌‌                         

academics,‌ ‌and‌ ‌help‌ ‌them‌ ‌challenge‌ ‌the‌ ‌expansionist’s‌ ‌policy‌‌paradigm.‌ ‌                 

Illegal‌ ‌immigration,‌ ‌which‌ ‌for‌ ‌most‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌period‌ ‌steadily‌ ‌increased,‌ ‌is‌‌                     

another‌‌issue‌‌that‌‌restrictionists‌‌try‌‌to‌‌bring‌‌attention‌‌to‌‌and‌‌design‌‌policy‌‌                       

for‌ ‌in‌ ‌line‌ ‌with‌ ‌their‌ ‌beliefs.‌‌ ‌  

3.3.‌ The‌ ‌Post-IRCA‌ ‌Period‌ ‌(1986-1994)‌ ‌ 

‌The‌ ‌passing‌ ‌of‌ ‌IRCA‌ ‌serves‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌launching‌ ‌point‌ ‌for‌ ‌this‌‌                     

analysis.‌ ‌What‌ ‌would‌ ‌become‌ ‌IRCA‌ ‌was‌ ‌the‌ ‌result‌ ‌of‌ ‌numerous‌‌                   

comprehensive‌‌bills‌‌that‌‌passed‌‌in‌‌years‌‌prior‌‌in‌‌the‌‌Senate‌‌but‌‌never‌‌were‌‌                         

able‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌finalized‌ ‌between‌ ‌the‌ ‌House‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌Senate.‌ ‌As‌ ‌the‌ ‌last‌‌                         

comprehensive‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌reform‌ ‌bill‌ ‌that‌ ‌has‌ ‌passed‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.,‌ ‌it‌‌                     

hoped‌ ‌to‌ ‌attain‌ ‌a‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌ ‌objectives:‌ ‌most‌‌notably,‌‌cracking‌‌down‌‌on‌‌                       

employers‌‌of‌‌illegal‌‌immigrants‌‌via‌‌employer‌‌sanction;‌‌stopping‌‌the‌‌flow‌‌                   

of‌‌such‌‌immigrants‌‌into‌‌the‌‌country‌‌via,‌‌besides‌‌the‌‌employer‌‌sanctions,‌‌a‌‌                       

50‌ ‌percent‌ ‌increase‌ ‌in‌ ‌border‌ ‌patrol‌ ‌staffing;‌ ‌and,‌ ‌finally,‌ ‌creating‌ ‌new‌‌                     

paths‌ ‌to‌ ‌legal‌ ‌permanent‌ ‌residency‌ ‌for‌ ‌current‌ ‌unauthorized‌ ‌immigrants‌‌                 

via‌ ‌two‌ ‌new‌ ‌legalization‌ ‌programs.‌ ‌It‌ ‌also‌ ‌created‌ ‌the‌ ‌Immigrant‌ ‌and‌‌                     

Employee‌ ‌Rights‌ ‌Section‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Justice‌ ‌Department‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌immigrant‌‌                   

anti-discrimination‌ ‌agency.‌ ‌President‌ ‌Reagan‌ ‌took‌ ‌up‌ ‌the‌ ‌bill‌ ‌despite‌‌                 

opposition‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌Council‌ ‌of‌ ‌Economic‌ ‌Advisors,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌‌                 

spokesperson‌ ‌saying‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌bill‌ ‌was‌ ‌based‌ ‌on‌ ‌a‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌ ‌faulty‌‌                       

premises:‌ ‌namely,‌ ‌“that‌ ‌illegal‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌problem,‌ ‌that‌ ‌illegal‌‌                   

immigrants‌ ‌take‌ ‌jobs‌ ‌from‌ ‌Americans‌ ‌and‌ ‌that‌ ‌illegal‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌are‌ ‌a‌‌                     

drain‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌economy”‌ ‌(Pear,‌ ‌1986a).‌ ‌Such‌ ‌opposition‌ ‌from‌ ‌business‌‌                   

groups,‌‌as‌‌well‌‌as‌‌the‌‌legislative‌‌debates‌‌around‌‌sanctions‌‌that‌‌took‌‌place‌‌                       

over‌ ‌a‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌ ‌years,‌ ‌led‌ ‌to‌ ‌key‌ ‌elements‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌original‌ ‌employer‌‌                         

sanctions‌‌provision‌‌being‌‌scrapped‌‌in‌‌the‌‌final‌‌bill‌‌(Tichenor,‌‌2009:‌‌261).‌                     

Furthermore,‌‌for‌‌the‌‌bill‌‌to‌‌pass,‌‌it‌‌also‌‌had‌‌to‌‌overcome‌‌opposition‌‌from‌‌                         

Hispanic,‌ ‌business,‌ ‌and‌ ‌farm‌ ‌groups‌ ‌who‌ ‌had‌ ‌helped‌ ‌to‌ ‌block‌ ‌previous‌‌                     

bills:‌ ‌a‌ ‌negotiated‌ ‌agreement‌ ‌with‌ ‌this‌ ‌last‌ ‌group,‌ ‌to‌ ‌“assure‌ ‌farmers‌ ‌a‌‌                       
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steady‌ ‌supply‌ ‌of‌ ‌foreign‌ ‌workers‌ ‌while‌ ‌protecting‌ ‌the‌ ‌workers'‌ ‌rights”,‌‌                   

was‌ ‌a‌ ‌key‌ ‌aspect‌ ‌of‌ ‌IRCA’s‌ ‌eventual‌ ‌passing‌ ‌(Pear,‌ ‌1986b).‌‌ ‌  

When‌‌the‌‌bill‌‌finally‌‌did‌‌pass,‌‌lawmakers‌‌boasted‌‌it‌‌was‌‌the‌‌most‌‌                       

far-reaching‌‌immigration‌‌reform‌‌since‌‌thirty‌‌years‌‌prior,‌‌while‌‌at‌‌the‌‌same‌‌                     

time‌‌saying‌‌it‌‌was‌‌unclear‌‌whether‌‌such‌‌sanctions‌‌and‌‌amnesty‌‌measures‌‌                     

would‌ ‌be‌ ‌effective.‌ ‌Being‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌was‌ ‌the‌ ‌last‌ ‌comprehensive‌ ‌reform,‌ ‌it‌‌                       

started‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌policy‌ ‌regime‌ ‌based‌ ‌around‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌admissions.‌ ‌                 

However,‌ ‌as‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌noted‌ ‌earlier‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌paper,‌ ‌while‌ ‌the‌ ‌amnesty‌‌                       

measures‌‌allowed‌‌for‌‌millions‌‌to‌‌obtain‌‌legal‌‌residency,‌‌the‌‌effort‌‌to‌‌curb‌‌                       

illegal‌‌immigration‌‌failed:‌‌besides‌‌the‌‌number‌‌of‌‌immigrants‌‌entering‌‌the‌‌                   

country‌ ‌continuing‌ ‌to‌ ‌rise,‌ ‌the‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌of‌ ‌employer‌ ‌sanctions‌ ‌“has‌‌                   

never‌‌risen‌‌above‌‌a‌‌token‌‌level,”‌‌with‌‌only‌‌a‌‌small‌‌number‌‌of‌‌cases‌‌being‌‌                           

inspected‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy's‌ ‌inception‌ ‌and,‌ ‌as‌ ‌time‌ ‌has‌ ‌passed‌ ‌since‌ ‌then,‌‌                       

workplace‌‌investigations‌‌basically‌‌ceasing‌‌to‌‌exist‌‌(Cornelius,‌‌2001:‌‌678).‌‌                 

Furthermore,‌‌while‌‌the‌‌legalization‌‌programs‌‌were‌‌successful‌‌to‌‌a‌‌certain‌‌                   

degree,‌‌business‌‌owners‌‌argued‌‌that‌‌they‌‌needed‌‌more‌‌migrant‌‌workers‌‌to‌‌                     

fill‌‌key‌‌positions.‌‌Thus,‌‌George‌‌H.W.‌‌Bush‌‌and‌‌Bill‌‌Clinton‌‌entered‌‌office‌‌                       

with‌ ‌many‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌previous‌ ‌problems‌ ‌still‌ ‌on‌ ‌their‌ ‌plates.‌‌ ‌  

(1)‌ ‌Policy‌ ‌Outputs‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌policies‌ ‌produced‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌period‌ ‌mostly‌ ‌aligned‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌‌                   

priorities‌ ‌IRCA‌ ‌had‌ ‌laid‌ ‌out‌ ‌and‌ ‌generally‌ ‌represented‌ ‌stability‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                     

policy‌‌subsystem,‌‌with‌‌the‌‌expansionist‌‌coalition‌‌remaining‌‌the‌‌dominant‌‌                 

group‌ ‌and‌ ‌thus‌ ‌receiving‌ ‌more‌ ‌attention‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌policy‌ ‌concerns.‌ ‌The‌‌                     

significant‌‌policy‌‌undertaken‌‌in‌‌this‌‌time‌‌would‌‌be‌‌the‌‌Immigration‌‌Act‌‌of‌‌                       

1990,‌ ‌which‌ ‌most‌ ‌notably‌ ‌raised‌ ‌the‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌‌immigrants‌‌admitted‌‌on‌‌                     

basis‌‌of‌‌their‌‌skills‌‌and‌‌education,‌‌with‌‌sponsors‌‌of‌‌the‌‌bill‌‌believing‌‌that‌‌                         

“facilitating‌‌the‌‌admission‌‌of‌‌higher-skilled‌‌immigrants‌‌would‌‌benefit‌‌the‌‌                 

economy‌ ‌and‌ ‌increase‌ ‌the‌ ‌United‌ ‌States’‌ ‌competitive‌ ‌edge‌ ‌by‌‌attracting‌‌                   

the‌ ‌‘best‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌brightest’‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌global‌ ‌labor‌ ‌market”‌ ‌(Chrishti‌ ‌and‌‌                       

Yale-Loehr,‌ ‌2016).‌ ‌The‌ ‌bill‌ ‌also‌ ‌included‌ ‌smaller‌ ‌increases‌ ‌in‌‌                 

family-based‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌visas,‌ ‌created‌ ‌a‌ ‌Temporary‌ ‌Protected‌ ‌Status‌‌               
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(TPS)‌‌category‌‌specifically‌‌for‌‌Salvadorians‌‌fleeing‌‌their‌‌country‌‌in‌‌light‌‌                   

of‌ ‌civil‌ ‌war,‌ ‌and‌ ‌limited‌ ‌the‌ ‌government’s‌ ‌ability‌ ‌to‌ ‌deport‌ ‌individuals‌‌                     

based‌ ‌on‌ ‌their‌ ‌ideology,‌ ‌among‌ ‌other‌ ‌things.‌‌ ‌  

In‌ ‌advocating‌ ‌for‌ ‌their‌ ‌policy‌ ‌preferences,‌ ‌the‌ ‌expansionist‌‌               

coalition‌‌received‌‌support‌‌from‌‌economists‌‌and‌‌policy‌‌experts‌‌who‌‌argued‌‌                   

that‌ ‌“the‌ ‌country‌ ‌will‌ ‌face‌ ‌critical‌ ‌labor‌ ‌shortages‌ ‌among‌ ‌highly‌ ‌skilled‌‌                     

workers,‌ ‌and‌ ‌that‌ ‌one‌ ‌solution‌ ‌is‌ ‌to‌ ‌open‌ ‌up‌ ‌the‌ ‌doors‌ ‌to‌ ‌such‌ ‌workers‌‌                           

from‌ ‌abroad”‌‌(Nash,‌‌1990),‌‌besides‌‌members‌‌of‌‌the‌‌business‌‌sector‌‌such‌‌                     

as‌ ‌the‌ ‌Business‌ ‌Roundtable‌ ‌who‌ ‌had‌ ‌been‌ ‌advocating‌ ‌for‌ ‌more‌ ‌skilled‌‌                     

foreign‌ ‌workers.‌ ‌Hispanic‌ ‌groups‌ ‌advocated‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌more‌‌                 

modest‌ ‌increase‌ ‌in‌ ‌family-based‌ ‌admissions‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌Congressional‌‌               

Hispanic‌ ‌Caucus‌ ‌staged‌ ‌a‌ ‌protest‌ ‌right‌ ‌before‌ ‌the‌ ‌bill’s‌ ‌passing‌ ‌that‌‌                     

removed‌ ‌a‌ ‌restrictionist-supported‌ ‌national‌ ‌identification‌ ‌pilot‌ ‌program‌‌             

that‌ ‌would‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌ ‌undertaken‌ ‌in‌ ‌three‌ ‌states‌ ‌(Pear,‌ ‌1990).‌ ‌The‌‌                     

restrictionists‌ ‌primary‌ ‌spokesperson‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌process‌ ‌was‌ ‌Republican‌‌               

Senator‌ ‌Alan‌ ‌Simpson,‌ ‌who‌‌was‌‌one‌‌of‌‌the‌‌primary‌‌sponsors‌‌of‌‌the‌‌bill,‌‌                         

but‌ ‌he‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌failed‌ ‌to‌ ‌realize‌‌many‌‌of‌‌his‌‌ambitions:‌‌it‌‌was‌‌actually‌‌                         

his‌ ‌pilot‌ ‌program‌ ‌that‌‌was‌‌cut‌‌and‌‌his‌‌other‌‌restrictionist‌‌measures,‌‌such‌‌                       

as‌ ‌a‌ ‌curb‌ ‌family-based‌ ‌admissions,‌ ‌were‌ ‌mostly‌ ‌opposed‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                   

free-market‌ ‌expansionists‌ ‌whose‌ ‌beliefs‌ ‌were‌ ‌more‌ ‌in‌ ‌favor‌ ‌with‌‌                 

President‌ ‌Reagan,‌ ‌President‌ ‌Bush,‌ ‌and‌ ‌many‌ ‌Republicans‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌time‌‌                   

(Tichenor,‌ ‌2009:‌ ‌281).‌‌ ‌  

In‌ ‌terms‌‌of‌‌other‌‌immigration‌‌enforcement‌‌policy,‌‌the‌‌only‌‌other‌‌                   

notable‌‌policy‌‌in‌‌the‌‌period‌‌was‌‌connected‌‌to‌‌the‌‌War‌‌on‌‌Drugs‌‌with‌‌the‌‌                           

1988‌ ‌Anti-Drug‌ ‌Abuse‌‌Act,‌‌which‌‌expanded‌‌the‌‌grounds‌‌for‌‌deportation‌‌                   

to‌ ‌include‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌category‌ ‌of‌ ‌crimes‌‌called‌‌“aggravated‌‌felonies,”‌‌which‌‌                     

were‌ ‌limited‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌few‌ ‌serious‌ ‌crimes‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌murder‌ ‌or‌ ‌drug/weapons‌‌                       

trafficking.‌‌This‌‌definition‌‌would‌‌be‌‌expanded‌‌further‌‌in‌‌the‌‌Immigration‌‌                   

Act‌ ‌of‌ ‌1990,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌new‌ ‌definition‌ ‌“making‌ ‌a‌ ‌larger‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌‌                       

noncitizens‌ ‌deportable,‌ ‌and‌ ‌eliminating‌ ‌the‌ ‌power‌ ‌of‌ ‌federal‌ ‌judges‌ ‌to‌‌                   

recommend‌ ‌against‌ ‌deportation‌ ‌in‌ ‌compelling‌ ‌cases”‌ ‌(Chrishti‌ ‌and‌‌               
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Yale-Loehr,‌ ‌2016).‌ ‌The‌ ‌act‌ ‌also‌ ‌eliminated‌ ‌judicial‌ ‌recommendations‌‌               

against‌ ‌deportation,‌ ‌eliminating‌ ‌one‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌‌discretion‌‌that‌‌judges‌‌could‌‌                   

use‌ ‌to‌ ‌grant‌ ‌relief‌‌in‌‌deportation‌‌proceedings.‌‌However,‌‌the‌‌restrictionist‌‌                   

coalition‌‌largely‌‌failed‌‌to‌‌gain‌‌any‌‌other‌‌policy‌‌victories,‌‌at‌‌least‌‌in‌‌terms‌‌                         

of‌ ‌policies‌ ‌that‌ ‌were‌ ‌passed.‌‌ ‌  

(2)‌ ‌Policy‌ ‌Impacts‌ ‌ 

While‌ ‌IRCA‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌Immigration‌ ‌Act‌ ‌of‌ ‌1990‌ ‌were‌ ‌the‌ ‌last‌‌                     

additions‌ ‌to‌ ‌an‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌admissions‌ ‌regime‌ ‌that‌ ‌remains‌ ‌to‌‌this‌‌day,‌‌                     

the‌ ‌policies‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌period‌ ‌did‌ ‌little‌ ‌to‌ ‌address‌ ‌the‌ ‌issues‌ ‌around‌ ‌and‌‌                         

growing‌‌concern‌‌with‌‌illegal‌‌immigration.‌‌The‌‌election‌‌of‌‌Bill‌‌Clinton‌‌in‌‌                     

1992,‌ ‌along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌Democrats‌ ‌maintaining‌ ‌their‌ ‌control‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Senate‌‌                     

and‌ ‌House,‌‌established‌‌a‌‌short-lived‌‌systemic‌‌governing‌‌coalition‌‌for‌‌the‌‌                   

Democrats.‌ ‌As‌ ‌Andreas‌ ‌notes‌ ‌(1993:‌ ‌594),‌ ‌while‌ ‌Clinton‌ ‌entered‌ ‌office‌‌                   

not‌ ‌emphasizing‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌and‌ ‌border‌ ‌control‌ ‌(actually‌‌               

calling‌ ‌for‌ ‌a‌ ‌reduction‌ ‌in‌ ‌border‌ ‌agents‌ ‌at‌ ‌one‌ ‌early‌ ‌point‌ ‌in‌ ‌his‌‌                         

presidency),‌ ‌he‌ ‌quickly‌ ‌became‌ ‌a‌ ‌proponent‌ ‌of‌ ‌more‌ ‌restrictionist‌‌                 

measures‌‌in‌‌the‌‌face‌‌of‌‌continued‌‌failures‌‌to‌‌deal‌‌with‌‌illegal‌‌immigration‌‌                       

and‌‌fears‌‌of‌‌looking‌‌inert‌‌on‌‌the‌‌issue‌‌as‌‌Republicans‌‌brought‌‌forth‌‌strict‌‌                         

enforcement‌ ‌bills‌ ‌in‌ ‌Congress,‌ ‌they‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌spurned‌ ‌on‌ ‌by‌ ‌state‌‌and‌‌                     

local‌‌restricitionist‌‌initiatives‌‌that‌‌seemed‌‌to‌‌indicate‌‌a‌‌growing‌‌frustration‌‌                   

with‌ ‌the‌ ‌issue‌ ‌of‌ ‌illegal‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌eyes‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌public.‌ ‌Thus,‌‌in‌‌                           

time,‌ ‌the‌ ‌establishment‌ ‌of‌ ‌Clinton’s‌ ‌systemic‌ ‌governing‌ ‌coalition,‌‌               

followed‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌quick‌ ‌loss‌ ‌of‌ ‌that‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌1994‌ ‌election,‌‌would‌‌                         

ultimately‌ ‌give‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌the‌ ‌entry‌ ‌point‌ ‌it‌ ‌needed‌ ‌to‌‌                     

realize‌ ‌some‌ ‌of‌ ‌its‌ ‌policy‌ ‌beliefs.‌‌ ‌  

3.4.‌ The‌‌Rise‌‌of‌‌Enforcement‌‌and‌‌Detention,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌               

Weakening‌ ‌of‌ ‌Immigrant‌ ‌Rights‌ ‌(1993-2001)‌ ‌ 

One‌ ‌way‌ ‌to‌ ‌see‌ ‌how‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌and‌ ‌restrictionist‌‌                 

policy‌ ‌was‌ ‌rising‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌agenda‌ ‌is‌ ‌by‌ ‌looking‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌Commission‌ ‌on‌‌                         

Immigration‌ ‌Reform,‌ ‌which‌ ‌was‌ ‌established‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌Immigration‌ ‌Act‌ ‌of‌‌                   
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1990‌ ‌and‌ ‌was‌ ‌also‌ ‌called‌ ‌the‌ ‌Jordan‌ ‌Commission‌ ‌for‌ ‌its‌ ‌leader,‌ ‌former‌‌                       

Democratic‌ ‌representative‌ ‌Barbara‌ ‌Jordan.‌ ‌Her‌ ‌beliefs‌ ‌would‌ ‌fall‌ ‌under‌‌                 

the‌‌nationalist‌‌egalitarian‌‌restrictionist‌‌position,‌‌upholding‌‌rights‌‌for‌‌legal‌‌                 

immigrants‌ ‌and‌ ‌believing‌ ‌in‌ ‌legal‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌while‌ ‌believing‌ ‌that‌‌                 

enforcement‌‌needed‌‌to‌‌be‌‌enhanced‌‌for‌‌illegal‌‌immigration,‌‌stating‌‌at‌‌one‌‌                     

point‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌“commission‌ ‌finds‌ ‌no‌ ‌national‌ ‌interest‌ ‌in‌ ‌continuing‌ ‌to‌‌                     

import‌ ‌lesser‌ ‌skilled‌ ‌and‌ ‌unskilled‌ ‌workers‌ ‌to‌ ‌compete‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌‌                     

vulnerable‌‌parts‌‌of‌‌our‌‌labor‌‌force”‌‌(Fanning,‌‌2018)‌‌and‌‌that‌‌the‌‌answer‌‌to‌‌                         

this‌ ‌problem‌ ‌was‌ ‌heightened‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌against‌ ‌illegal‌ ‌immigration.‌‌               

Clinton‌‌highlighted‌‌his‌‌support‌‌for‌‌the‌‌commission’s‌‌recommendations‌‌at‌‌                 

his‌ ‌1995‌ ‌State‌‌of‌‌the‌‌Union‌‌Address,‌‌where‌‌he‌‌stated‌‌that‌‌it‌‌was‌‌“wrong‌‌                           

and‌‌ultimately‌‌self-defeating‌‌for‌‌a‌‌nation‌‌of‌‌immigrants‌‌to‌‌permit‌‌the‌‌kind‌‌                       

of‌ ‌abuse‌ ‌of‌ ‌our‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌laws‌ ‌we‌ ‌have‌ ‌seen‌ ‌in‌‌recent‌‌years,‌‌and‌‌we‌‌                           

must‌ ‌do‌ ‌more‌ ‌to‌ ‌stop‌ ‌it.”‌ ‌The‌ ‌commission‌ ‌also‌ ‌called‌ ‌for‌‌a‌‌cut‌‌of‌‌legal‌‌                             

admissions‌ ‌by‌ ‌around‌ ‌a‌ ‌third,‌ ‌but‌ ‌“met‌‌fierce‌‌opposition‌‌from‌‌Hispanic,‌‌                     

Asian-American,‌‌Roman‌‌Catholic‌‌and‌‌Jewish‌‌groups,‌‌as‌‌well‌‌as‌‌from‌‌the‌‌                     

National‌ ‌Association‌ ‌of‌ ‌Manufacturers,”‌ ‌and‌ ‌such‌ ‌a‌ ‌measure‌ ‌would‌‌                 

ultimately‌ ‌never‌ ‌be‌ ‌taken‌ ‌up,‌ ‌despite‌ ‌Clinton’s‌ ‌initial‌ ‌support‌ ‌for‌ ‌this‌‌                     

recommendation‌ ‌(Pear,‌ ‌1995).‌‌ ‌  

Another‌‌way‌‌to‌‌see‌‌this‌‌rise‌‌is‌‌to‌‌look‌‌at‌‌how‌‌restrictionists‌‌made‌‌                         

gains‌‌at‌‌the‌‌state‌‌level.‌‌Perhaps‌‌the‌‌most‌‌notable‌‌state‌‌bill‌‌was‌‌California’s‌ ‌                         

Proposition‌ ‌187,‌ ‌a‌ ‌“measure‌ ‌denying‌ ‌public‌ ‌benefits‌ ‌to‌ ‌certain‌ ‌aliens,‌‌                   

against‌ ‌the‌ ‌backdrop‌ ‌of‌ ‌statewide‌ ‌economic‌ ‌stagnation‌ ‌and‌ ‌high‌‌                 

unemployment”‌‌(Tichenor,‌‌2009:‌‌21).‌‌Some‌‌have‌‌argued‌‌that‌‌the‌‌nativism‌‌                   

that‌‌propelled‌‌this‌‌bill‌‌was‌‌“provoked‌‌primarily‌‌by‌‌California's‌‌economic‌‌                   

downturn‌ ‌during‌ ‌the‌ ‌early‌ ‌1990s”‌ ‌(Alvarez‌ ‌and‌ ‌Butterfield,‌ ‌2000:‌ ‌167).‌‌                   

Whether‌‌this‌‌was‌‌the‌‌case‌‌or‌‌not,‌‌what‌‌was‌‌true‌‌was‌‌that‌‌the‌‌group‌‌behind‌‌                             

Proposition‌‌187,‌‌called‌‌Save‌‌Our‌‌State‌‌and‌‌including‌‌former‌‌INS‌‌officials‌‌                     

such‌ ‌as‌ ‌Alan‌ ‌Nelson‌ ‌and‌ ‌Harold‌ ‌Ezell,‌ ‌worked‌ ‌closely‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌‌                     

restrictionist‌ ‌think‌ ‌tank‌ ‌FAIR‌ ‌through‌‌the‌‌years‌‌leading‌‌up‌‌to‌‌its‌‌passing‌‌                       

(Arellano,‌ ‌2019).‌ ‌This‌ ‌was‌ ‌just‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌notable‌ ‌bill‌ ‌that‌ ‌passed‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌‌                         
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time,‌ ‌with‌ ‌many‌ ‌others‌‌being‌‌proposed‌‌and‌‌with‌‌a‌‌public‌‌mood‌‌that‌‌was‌‌                         

seemingly‌ ‌becoming‌ ‌increasingly‌ ‌restrictionist.‌ ‌For‌ ‌example,‌ ‌one‌ ‌poll‌‌               

conducted‌ ‌before‌ ‌the‌ ‌1994‌ ‌election‌ ‌found‌ ‌72‌ ‌percent‌ ‌of‌ ‌respondents‌‌                   

viewing‌‌mass‌‌immigrations‌‌as‌‌a‌‌grave‌‌threat‌‌to‌‌the‌‌interest‌‌of‌‌the‌‌United‌‌                         

States‌ ‌(Rielly,‌ ‌1995:‌ ‌32).‌ ‌In‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌events‌ ‌around‌ ‌this‌ ‌time,‌ ‌the‌ ‌1993‌‌                         

World‌ ‌Trade‌ ‌Center‌ ‌bombing‌ ‌was‌ ‌one‌ ‌reason‌ ‌listed‌ ‌behind‌ ‌a‌ ‌1996‌‌                     

anti-terrorism‌ ‌bill‌ ‌that‌ ‌also‌ ‌included‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌immigration‌‌             

enforcement‌ ‌measures.‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌larger‌ ‌Republican‌ ‌party‌ ‌managed‌ ‌to‌ ‌break‌ ‌the‌ ‌Clinton‌‌                 

coalition‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌1994‌ ‌midterm‌ ‌elections,‌ ‌initiating‌ ‌a‌ ‌period‌ ‌of‌‌                   

Republican-controlled‌ ‌Congress‌ ‌that‌ ‌was‌ ‌mostly‌ ‌uninterrupted‌ ‌from‌‌             

1995-2007.‌ ‌Driven‌ ‌on‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌state‌ ‌and‌ ‌local‌ ‌successes‌ ‌of‌ ‌restrictionist‌‌                     

enforcement‌‌policy,‌‌and‌‌pressured‌‌by‌‌restrictionist‌‌state‌‌and‌‌local‌‌officials‌‌                   

to‌‌enact‌‌such‌‌policies‌‌at‌‌the‌‌federal‌‌level,‌‌Republicans‌‌began‌‌to‌‌raise‌‌more‌‌                         

attention‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌border‌ ‌and‌ ‌illegal‌ ‌immigration,‌ ‌with‌ ‌figures‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌‌                     

Republican‌ ‌Senate‌ ‌majority‌ ‌leader‌ ‌Bob‌ ‌Dole‌ ‌saying‌ ‌that‌ ‌expansionist‌‌                 

policymakers‌ ‌were‌ ‌“not‌ ‌willing‌ ‌to‌ ‌protect‌ ‌our‌ ‌borders”‌ ‌(Reimers,‌ ‌1998:‌‌                   

134).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌it‌ ‌could‌ ‌be‌ ‌argued‌ ‌that‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌success‌ ‌and‌‌pressure‌‌at‌‌                       

sublevels‌‌of‌‌government‌‌helped‌‌to‌‌pressure‌‌both‌‌the‌‌Republican‌‌party‌‌as‌‌a‌‌                       

whole‌ ‌and‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌the‌ ‌Clinton‌‌administration‌‌into‌‌undertaking‌‌stricter‌‌                 

enforcement‌ ‌policy.‌‌ ‌  

(1)‌ ‌Policy‌ ‌Outputs‌ ‌ 

Thanks‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌reasons‌ ‌listed‌ ‌above,‌ ‌the‌ ‌Clinton‌ ‌administration‌‌                 

ended‌ ‌up‌ ‌being‌ ‌decidedly‌ ‌restrictionist,‌‌passing‌‌policies‌‌that‌‌would‌‌have‌‌                   

perhaps‌‌have‌‌been‌‌Republican‌‌ones‌‌in‌‌times‌‌past‌‌and‌‌initiating‌‌a‌‌period‌‌of‌‌                         

policy‌ ‌defined‌ ‌by‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌policy‌ ‌and‌ ‌a‌ ‌weakening‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigrants‌‌                   

rights.‌ ‌The‌ ‌most‌ ‌significant‌ ‌policies‌ ‌all‌ ‌came‌ ‌in‌‌1996:‌‌the‌‌Antiterrorism‌‌                     

and‌ ‌Effective‌ ‌Death‌ ‌Penalty‌ ‌Act‌ ‌(AEDPA)‌ ‌further‌ ‌expanded‌ ‌the‌ ‌crimes‌‌                   

considered‌ ‌an‌ ‌aggravated‌‌felony‌‌and‌‌“expanded‌‌the‌‌criminal‌‌grounds‌‌for‌‌                   

deportation,‌ ‌limited‌ ‌relief‌ ‌from‌ ‌removal,‌ ‌restricted‌ ‌judicial‌ ‌review,‌ ‌…‌‌                 
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expanded‌ ‌mandatory‌ ‌detention,”‌ ‌and‌ ‌established‌ ‌“expedited‌ ‌removal”‌‌             

procedures‌ ‌(Kerwin,‌ ‌2018:‌ ‌193).‌‌ ‌  

This‌ ‌bill,‌ ‌particularly‌ ‌the‌ ‌measures‌ ‌around‌ ‌aggravated‌ ‌felonies‌‌               

and‌ ‌expedited‌ ‌removal,‌ ‌would‌ ‌soon‌ ‌be‌ ‌supplemented‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌Illegal‌‌                   

Immigration‌ ‌Reform‌ ‌and‌ ‌Immigrant‌ ‌Responsibility‌ ‌Act‌ ‌(IIRIRA)‌ ‌that‌‌               

Fragomen‌ ‌(1997:‌ ‌438),‌ ‌characterized‌ ‌as‌ ‌having‌ ‌“some‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌toughest‌‌                   

measures‌ ‌ever‌ ‌taken‌ ‌against‌ ‌illegal‌ ‌immigration.”‌ ‌Perhaps‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌‌                 

significant‌ ‌bill‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌period‌ ‌in‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌IIRIRA’s‌‌                     

main‌ ‌points‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌summarized‌ ‌as‌ ‌follows:‌ ‌initiating‌ ‌growth‌ ‌of‌‌                   

immigration‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌through‌‌such‌‌measures‌‌as‌‌a‌‌doubling‌‌of‌‌border‌‌                   

patrol‌ ‌agents‌‌over‌‌five‌‌years‌‌and‌‌funding‌‌for‌‌a‌‌fourteen-mile‌‌fence‌‌along‌‌                       

the‌ ‌border;‌ ‌expansion‌ ‌of‌ ‌reasons‌ ‌for‌ ‌denial‌ ‌of‌ ‌admissions‌ ‌and‌ ‌removal,‌‌                     

including‌ ‌further‌ ‌expansion‌ ‌of‌ ‌what‌ ‌constitutes‌ ‌an‌ ‌aggravated‌ ‌felony;‌ ‌a‌‌                   

firm‌ ‌establishment‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌expedited‌ ‌removal‌ ‌process‌ ‌that‌ ‌would‌ ‌allow‌‌                   

deportation‌ ‌procedures‌ ‌to‌ ‌proceed‌ ‌without‌ ‌a‌ ‌formal‌ ‌hearing;‌ ‌limits‌ ‌on‌‌                   

welfare‌ ‌benefits‌ ‌available‌ ‌to‌ ‌immigrants;‌ ‌increased‌‌           

requirements/restrictions‌ ‌for‌ ‌asylum‌ ‌seekers;‌ ‌further‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌on‌‌             

judicial‌ ‌review;‌ ‌expansion‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Attorney‌ ‌General’s‌ ‌discretionary‌               

authority‌ ‌in‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌matters;‌ ‌expansion‌ ‌of‌ ‌mandatory‌ ‌detention‌ ‌of‌‌                 

immigrants;‌‌and,‌‌finally,‌‌the‌‌expansion‌‌of‌‌the‌‌federal‌‌government’s‌‌use‌‌of‌‌                     

immigration‌ ‌enforcement‌‌partnerships‌‌with‌‌state‌‌and‌‌local‌‌levels‌‌through‌‌                 

the‌ ‌287(g)‌ ‌program,‌ ‌which‌ ‌enables‌ ‌sublevel‌ ‌agencies‌ ‌to‌ ‌enforce‌‌                 

immigration‌ ‌law‌ ‌(Kerwin,‌ ‌2018:‌ ‌200).‌ ‌In‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌detention‌ ‌measures,‌‌                   

while‌ ‌pre-1996‌ ‌saw‌ ‌most‌ ‌detained‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌being‌ ‌released‌ ‌after‌‌                 

payment‌ ‌of‌‌a‌‌monetary‌‌bond,‌‌the‌‌new‌‌policies‌‌“required‌‌the‌‌detention‌‌of‌‌                       

all‌‌immigrants,‌‌including‌‌permanent‌‌residents,‌‌facing‌‌deportation‌‌for‌‌most‌‌                 

criminal‌ ‌violations‌ ‌until‌ ‌the‌ ‌final‌ ‌resolution‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌case”‌ ‌(Hines,‌ ‌2006:‌‌                     

17).‌ ‌This‌ ‌meant‌ ‌mandatory‌ ‌detention‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌during‌ ‌deportation‌‌                 

hearings,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌possibility‌ ‌of‌ ‌deportation‌ ‌also‌ ‌increasing‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌‌                   

measures‌ ‌that‌ ‌“provided‌ ‌for‌ ‌retroactive‌ ‌deportation‌ ‌for‌ ‌relatively‌ ‌minor‌‌                 
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criminal‌‌offenses‌‌committed‌‌years‌‌before‌‌the‌‌passage‌‌of‌‌the‌‌law”‌‌(Hines,‌‌                     

2006:‌ ‌11).‌‌ ‌  

Finally,‌ ‌also‌ ‌in‌ ‌1996,‌ ‌the‌ ‌Personal‌ ‌Responsibility‌ ‌and‌ ‌Work‌‌                 

Opportunity‌ ‌Reconciliation‌ ‌Act‌ ‌(PRWORA),‌ ‌Clinton’s‌ ‌welfare‌ ‌reform‌‌             

bill,‌ ‌placed‌ ‌new‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌on‌ ‌immigrants’‌ ‌ability‌ ‌to‌ ‌access‌ ‌public‌‌                   

benefits,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌making‌ ‌most‌ ‌legal‌ ‌permanent‌ ‌residents‌ ‌“ineligible‌ ‌for‌‌                   

means-tested‌ ‌public-benefit‌ ‌programs‌ ‌for‌ ‌five‌ ‌years‌ ‌after‌ ‌receiving‌‌their‌‌                 

green‌‌cards,‌‌and‌‌ineligible‌‌for‌‌Medicare‌‌and‌‌Social‌‌Security‌‌for‌‌ten‌‌years‌‌                       

after‌ ‌getting‌ ‌their‌ ‌green‌ ‌cards,“‌ ‌and‌ ‌completely‌ ‌barring‌ ‌unauthorized‌‌                 

immigrants‌‌from‌‌such‌‌benefits‌‌(Ewing,‌‌2012).‌‌Besides‌‌the‌‌1996‌‌policies,‌‌                   

the‌‌1994‌‌Violent‌‌Crime‌‌Control‌‌and‌‌Law‌‌Enforcement‌‌Act,‌‌also‌‌known‌‌as‌‌                       

the‌‌Clinton‌‌Crime‌‌Bill‌‌or‌‌Biden‌‌Crime‌‌Bill,‌‌granted‌‌the‌‌Attorney‌‌General,‌‌                       

for‌‌the‌‌first‌‌time,‌‌the‌‌power‌‌to‌‌“bypass‌‌deportation‌‌proceedings‌‌for‌‌certain‌‌                       

alien‌ ‌aggravated‌ ‌felons,”‌ ‌besides‌ ‌increasing‌ ‌deportation‌ ‌penalties‌ ‌and‌‌               

allocating‌‌more‌‌funding‌‌for‌‌the‌‌Border‌‌Patrol‌‌(Siskin‌‌et‌‌al.,‌‌2006).‌‌Finally,‌‌                       

the‌‌1994‌‌program‌‌“Operation‌‌Gatekeeper”‌‌initiated‌‌the‌‌rise‌‌of‌‌funding‌‌for‌                     

border‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌INS,‌‌with‌‌the‌‌latter’s‌‌funding‌‌doubling‌‌from‌‌                     

the‌ ‌program’s‌ ‌initiation‌ ‌until‌ ‌1997‌ ‌(Nevins,‌ ‌2002:‌ ‌3).‌‌ ‌  

There‌‌were‌‌a‌‌few‌‌smaller‌‌policies‌‌undertaken‌‌in‌‌Clinton’s‌‌second‌‌                   

term‌ ‌that‌ ‌were‌ ‌less‌‌focused‌‌on‌‌intensifying‌‌enforcement:‌‌the‌‌Nicaraguan‌‌                   

Adjustment‌ ‌and‌ ‌Central‌ ‌American‌ ‌Relief‌ ‌Act‌ ‌(NACARA)‌ ‌of‌ ‌1997‌‌                 

provided‌ ‌certain‌ ‌Nicaraguans,‌ ‌Cubans,‌ ‌Guatemalans,‌ ‌Salvadorans,‌ ‌and‌‌             

those‌ ‌from‌ ‌former‌ ‌Soviet-bloc‌ ‌countries‌‌with‌‌different‌‌means‌‌of‌‌seeking‌‌                   

relief‌‌from‌‌deportation‌‌and‌‌ways‌‌of‌‌restoring‌‌some‌‌benefits‌‌lost‌‌during‌‌the‌‌                       

1996‌ ‌policies.‌ ‌This‌ ‌was‌ ‌followed‌ ‌by‌ ‌a‌ ‌similar‌ ‌bill‌ ‌in‌ ‌1998,‌ ‌the‌ ‌Haitian‌‌                         

Refugee‌ ‌Immigration‌ ‌Fairness‌ ‌Act‌ ‌(HRIFA),‌ ‌which‌ ‌enabled‌ ‌certain‌‌               

Haitian‌ ‌immigrants‌‌to‌‌enjoy‌‌similar‌‌provisions‌‌to‌‌what‌‌had‌‌been‌‌laid‌‌out‌‌                       

in‌ ‌NACARA.‌ ‌In‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌countries‌ ‌listed‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌former‌ ‌bill,‌ ‌only‌‌                       

Nicaraguans‌‌were‌‌able‌‌to‌‌secure‌‌an‌‌automatic‌‌residency‌‌status,‌‌with‌‌some‌‌                     

arguing‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌time‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌was‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌political‌ ‌clout‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                           

Nicaraguan‌ ‌population‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌Miami‌ ‌area,‌ ‌and‌ ‌thus‌ ‌“interpreted‌ ‌by‌‌                   
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Guatemalans‌ ‌and‌ ‌Salavdorans‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌measure‌ ‌of‌ ‌just‌ ‌how‌ ‌far‌ ‌they‌ ‌lag‌‌                       

politically‌‌and‌‌how‌‌dispersed‌‌their‌‌communities‌‌have‌‌been”‌‌(Ojito,‌‌1998).‌‌                   

Whatever‌ ‌the‌ ‌case‌ ‌may‌ ‌have‌ ‌been,‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌one‌ ‌way‌ ‌of‌ ‌highlighting‌ ‌how‌‌                         

ethnic,‌ ‌human‌ ‌rights,‌ ‌and‌ ‌other‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌members,‌ ‌despite‌‌                 

utilizing‌ ‌strategies‌ ‌of‌ ‌mobilization‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌protests‌ ‌outside‌ ‌the‌ ‌Capitol‌‌                   

building‌ ‌and‌ ‌immigration‌‌offices‌‌in‌‌different‌‌states‌‌or‌‌promotion‌‌of‌‌their‌‌                     

policy‌ ‌objectives‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌media‌ ‌and‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌spokespersons,‌ ‌were‌‌                 

unable‌ ‌to‌ ‌achieve‌ ‌much‌ ‌in‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌policy‌ ‌during‌ ‌this‌ ‌period.‌‌ ‌  

On‌ ‌the‌ ‌other‌ ‌hand,‌ ‌as‌ ‌has‌ ‌already‌ ‌been‌ ‌stated,‌ ‌efforts‌ ‌by‌‌                     

restrictionists‌ ‌to‌ ‌limit‌ ‌legal‌ ‌admissions‌ ‌also‌ ‌failed,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌executive‌‌                   

director‌ ‌of‌ ‌FAIR‌ ‌saying‌ ‌in‌ ‌1996‌ ‌that‌ ‌“the‌ ‌question‌ ‌of‌ ‌how‌ ‌many‌ ‌legal‌‌                         

immigrants‌ ‌come‌ ‌in‌ ‌and‌ ‌who‌ ‌we‌ ‌choose‌ ‌was‌ ‌derailed”‌ ‌and‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌‌                       

possibility‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌bill‌ ‌passing‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌matter‌ ‌was‌ ‌gone‌ ‌(Schmitt,‌ ‌1996).‌ ‌In‌‌                         

1997,‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌head‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Senate‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌panel,‌ ‌Alan‌‌                   

Simpson,‌ ‌retired‌ ‌and‌ ‌was‌ ‌replaced‌ ‌by‌ ‌Spencer‌ ‌Abraham‌ ‌(R-MI),‌ ‌a‌‌                   

free-market‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌who‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌speech‌ ‌outlining‌ ‌his‌ ‌priorities‌ ‌stated‌‌                   

that‌‌“legal‌‌immigration‌‌has‌‌been‌‌a‌‌positive‌‌thing‌‌and‌‌something‌‌we‌‌must‌‌                       

continue‌‌to‌‌defend”‌‌(Schmitt,‌‌1997).‌‌Abraham‌‌had‌‌also‌‌played‌‌a‌‌key‌‌role‌‌                       

in‌ ‌the‌ ‌“decoupling‌ ‌of‌ ‌legal‌‌immigration‌‌reform‌‌from‌‌illegal‌‌immigration‌‌                   

control‌ ‌efforts”‌ ‌during‌ ‌the‌ ‌1996‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌debates‌ ‌that‌ ‌would‌‌                   

ultimately‌ ‌lead‌ ‌to‌ ‌Clinton‌ ‌disavowing‌ ‌any‌ ‌legal‌‌immigration‌‌restrictions‌‌                 

(Tichenor,‌‌2009:‌‌282-283).‌‌This‌‌disavowal‌‌was‌‌also‌‌the‌‌result‌‌of‌‌“intense‌‌                     

lobbying‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌business‌‌community”‌‌(Fragomen,‌‌1997:‌‌438),‌‌as‌‌well‌‌as‌‌                     

various‌‌other‌‌expansionist‌‌coalition‌‌members‌‌such‌‌as‌‌ethnic‌‌and‌‌religious‌                   

groups.‌‌ ‌  

(2)‌ ‌Policy‌ ‌Impacts‌ ‌ 

The‌‌Clinton‌‌administration’s‌‌emphasis‌‌on‌‌enforcement‌‌and‌‌border‌‌               

security‌ ‌resulted‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌tripling‌ ‌of‌ ‌INS’s‌ ‌budget‌ ‌by‌ ‌2002‌ ‌compared‌ ‌to‌ ‌its‌‌                         

1993‌ ‌budget‌ ‌when‌ ‌Clinton‌ ‌entered‌ ‌office‌ ‌(Cornelius,‌ ‌2001:‌ ‌661).‌‌While‌‌                   

Clinton‌ ‌had‌ ‌stated‌ ‌that‌ ‌his‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌would‌ ‌reduce‌ ‌illegal‌‌                   

immigration‌‌in‌‌all‌‌areas‌‌while‌‌protecting‌‌legal‌‌immigrants‌‌in‌‌the‌‌U.S.,‌‌the‌‌                       
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legacy‌‌of‌‌the‌‌Clinton‌‌immigration‌‌policies‌‌such‌‌as‌‌IIRIRA‌‌is‌‌one‌‌that‌‌both‌‌                         

failed‌ ‌to‌ ‌reduce‌ ‌such‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌(with‌ ‌the‌ ‌population‌ ‌of‌ ‌unauthorized‌‌                   

immigrants‌‌going‌‌from‌‌around‌‌five‌‌million‌‌in‌‌1996‌‌to‌‌12‌‌million‌‌in‌‌2006)‌‌                         

and,‌ ‌in‌ ‌fact,‌ ‌punished‌ ‌both‌ ‌citizens‌ ‌and‌ ‌noncitizens,‌ ‌significantly‌‌                 

ratcheting‌ ‌up‌ ‌the‌‌“punitive‌‌aspects‌‌of‌‌US‌‌immigration”‌‌policy‌‌already‌‌in‌‌                     

place‌‌(Abrego‌‌et‌‌al.,‌‌2017).‌‌This‌‌would‌‌end‌‌up‌‌laying‌‌much‌‌of‌‌“the‌‌legal‌‌                           

and‌ ‌operational‌ ‌infrastructure‌ ‌that‌ ‌[would‌ ‌underlie]‌ ‌the‌ ‌Trump‌‌               

administration’s‌ ‌plan‌ ‌to‌ ‌remove‌ ‌millions‌ ‌of‌ ‌undocumented‌‌residents‌‌and‌‌                 

their‌ ‌families”‌ ‌while‌ ‌terrifying‌ ‌others‌ ‌to‌ ‌leave‌ ‌on‌ ‌their‌ ‌own‌ ‌or‌ ‌simply‌‌                       

never‌ ‌come‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌place‌ ‌(Kerwin‌ ‌2018,‌ ‌192).‌ ‌Looking‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌‌                       

information‌‌above,‌‌one‌‌could‌‌argue‌‌that‌‌the‌‌Clinton‌‌immigration‌‌policies‌‌                   

ultimately‌ ‌made‌ ‌it‌ ‌easier‌ ‌to‌‌be‌‌deported‌‌and‌‌harder‌‌to‌‌become‌‌legalized,‌‌                       

with‌ ‌deportation‌ ‌numbers‌ ‌steadily‌ ‌rising‌ ‌from‌ ‌1996‌ ‌until‌ ‌their‌ ‌peak‌ ‌in‌‌                     

2013.‌ ‌ ‌   

As‌‌for‌‌what‌‌ushered‌‌in‌‌the‌‌next‌‌phase‌‌of‌‌policy,‌‌the‌‌first‌‌external‌‌                         

shock‌ ‌came‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌ ‌narrow‌ ‌and‌ ‌controversial‌‌election‌‌of‌‌George‌‌W.‌‌                     

Bush,‌ ‌accompanied‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌near‌ ‌systemic‌ ‌governing‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌the‌‌                 

Republicans‌ ‌achieved‌ ‌in‌ ‌2001.‌ ‌This‌ ‌coalition’s‌ ‌ability‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌policies‌‌                   

was‌‌bolstered‌‌by‌‌the‌‌support‌‌the‌‌government‌‌received‌‌following‌‌the‌‌9/11‌‌                     

terrorist‌ ‌attacks,‌ ‌with‌ ‌a‌ ‌noticeable‌ ‌rise‌ ‌in‌ ‌bipartisanship‌ ‌immediately‌‌                 

following‌ ‌the‌ ‌attacks‌ ‌(Trubowitz‌ ‌and‌ ‌Mellow,‌ ‌2011:‌ ‌168),‌ ‌and‌ ‌their‌‌                   

eventual‌ ‌claim‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌true‌‌systemic‌‌governing‌‌coalition‌‌in‌‌2003‌‌that‌‌lasted‌‌                       

until‌‌2007.‌‌This‌‌external‌‌shock‌‌of‌‌the‌‌9/11‌‌attacks‌‌fed‌‌into‌‌the‌‌perception‌‌                         

of‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌and‌ ‌national‌ ‌security‌ ‌being‌ ‌linked,‌ ‌the‌‌                 

culmination‌ ‌of‌‌years‌‌of‌‌shift‌‌in‌‌thought‌‌that,‌‌as‌‌Masuoka‌‌and‌‌Junn‌‌noted‌‌                         

(2013:‌ ‌190),‌ ‌could‌ ‌be‌ ‌seen‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌“progressively‌‌increasing‌‌emphasis‌‌on‌‌                     

resticion‌‌by‌‌the‌‌use‌‌of‌‌the‌‌words‌‌‘control,’‌‌‘illegal,’‌‌and‌‌‘terrorism’”‌‌in‌‌the‌‌                         

bills‌‌that‌‌were‌‌being‌‌proposed,‌‌moving‌‌from‌‌the‌‌neutral‌‌Immigration‌‌and‌‌                     

Nationality‌ ‌Act‌ ‌of‌ ‌1965,‌ ‌the‌ ‌Immigration‌ ‌Reform‌ ‌and‌ ‌Control‌ ‌Act‌ ‌of‌‌                     

1986,‌ ‌the‌ ‌Illegal‌ ‌Immigration‌ ‌Reform‌ ‌and‌‌Immigrant‌‌Responsibility‌‌Act‌‌                 

of‌ ‌1996,‌ ‌and‌ ‌finally‌‌bills‌‌like‌‌the‌‌Border‌‌Protection,‌‌Anti-Terrorism,‌‌and‌‌                     
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Illegal‌ ‌Immigrant‌ ‌Control‌ ‌Act‌ ‌of‌ ‌2005-2006,‌‌which‌‌passed‌‌in‌‌the‌‌House‌‌                     

but‌ ‌failed‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌Senate.‌‌ ‌  

3.5.‌ Post‌ ‌9/11:‌ ‌The‌ ‌Creation‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Department‌ ‌of‌‌               

Homeland‌ ‌Security,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌Linkage‌ ‌of‌ ‌Immigration‌‌             

and‌ ‌National‌ ‌Security‌ ‌(2001-2009)‌ ‌ 

As‌ ‌Hines‌ ‌puts‌ ‌it‌ ‌(2006:‌ ‌11),‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌aftermath‌ ‌of‌ ‌Clinton's‌‌                     

restrictionist‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌in‌ ‌1996,‌ ‌“immigrants‌ ‌and‌ ‌advocates‌‌               

mobilized‌ ‌in‌ ‌an‌ ‌effort‌ ‌to‌ ‌ameliorate‌ ‌the‌ ‌harshness‌ ‌of‌ ‌laws,”‌ ‌while‌ ‌the‌‌                       

media‌‌reported‌‌on‌‌the‌‌harsh‌‌conditions‌‌deported‌‌individuals‌‌faced‌‌due‌‌to‌‌                     

such‌ ‌policies.‌ ‌She‌ ‌further‌ ‌notes‌ ‌that‌ ‌this‌ ‌came‌ ‌at‌ ‌a‌ ‌time‌ ‌where‌ ‌the‌‌                         

Hispanic‌ ‌population‌ ‌was‌ ‌steadily‌ ‌increasing‌ ‌and‌ ‌during‌ ‌a‌ ‌period‌ ‌of‌‌                   

economic‌ ‌prosperity,‌ ‌causing‌ ‌President‌ ‌Bush‌ ‌to‌ ‌initiate‌ ‌bilateral‌ ‌n‌ ‌talks‌‌                   

with‌ ‌Mexican‌ ‌President‌ ‌Vincente‌ ‌Fox‌ ‌about‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌temporary‌ ‌worker‌‌                   

program‌ ‌and‌ ‌for‌ ‌lawmakers‌ ‌to‌ ‌propose‌ ‌more‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌policies‌ ‌to‌‌                   

revise‌ ‌the‌ ‌Clinton-era‌ ‌policies.‌ ‌Bush‌ ‌also‌ ‌campaigned‌ ‌on‌ ‌what‌‌could‌‌be‌‌                     

described‌ ‌as‌ ‌an‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌platform,‌ ‌saying‌ ‌he‌ ‌aligned‌‌                 

himself‌ ‌with‌ ‌policy‌‌views‌‌of‌‌free-market‌‌expansionists‌‌such‌‌as‌‌Abraham‌‌                   

and‌‌proposing‌‌to‌‌reform‌‌the‌‌INS‌‌by‌‌splitting‌‌it‌‌into‌‌two‌‌new‌‌agencies‌‌(one‌‌                           

for‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌and‌ ‌one‌ ‌for‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌services),‌ ‌though‌ ‌this‌ ‌latter‌‌                   

position‌‌was‌‌not‌‌exactly‌‌bold:‌‌as‌‌the‌‌head‌‌of‌‌the‌‌pro-immigration‌‌National‌‌                       

Immigration‌ ‌Forum‌ ‌put‌ ‌it,‌ ‌almost‌ ‌everyone‌ ‌supported‌ ‌such‌ ‌an‌ ‌idea‌‌                   

(Seelye,‌‌2000).‌‌Bush‌‌outspent‌‌Democratic‌‌candidate‌‌Al‌‌Gore‌‌by‌‌millions‌‌                   

in‌ ‌Latino‌ ‌voter‌ ‌outreach‌ ‌attempts‌ ‌and‌‌gave‌‌interviews‌‌in‌‌Spanish‌‌during‌‌                     

his‌‌2000‌‌presidential‌‌campaign,‌‌following‌‌warnings‌‌from‌‌party‌‌strategists‌‌                 

that‌ ‌Republicans‌ ‌would‌ ‌never‌ ‌win‌ ‌an‌ ‌election‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌near‌ ‌future‌ ‌if‌ ‌they‌‌                         

were‌‌only‌‌getting‌‌25‌‌percent‌‌of‌‌the‌‌Hispanic‌‌vote‌‌(Tichenor,‌‌2014).‌‌Going‌‌                       

along‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌bills‌ ‌being‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌in‌ ‌Congress,‌ ‌it‌ ‌was‌ ‌also‌ ‌reported‌‌                       

during‌ ‌the‌ ‌2000‌ ‌presidential‌ ‌campaign‌ ‌that‌ ‌an‌ ‌“unusual‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌of‌‌                   

conservatives‌ ‌and‌ ‌liberals‌ ‌…‌ ‌[was]‌ ‌beginning‌ ‌a‌ ‌major‌ ‌campaign‌ ‌to‌‌                   

persuade‌ ‌Congress‌ ‌to‌ ‌ease‌ ‌the‌ ‌nation's‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌laws”‌ ‌(Greenhouse,‌‌                 

69‌ ‌ 



‌ 

2000).‌ ‌Bush’s‌ ‌first‌ ‌appointment‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌commissioner‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌INS,‌ ‌James‌‌                     

Ziglar,‌ ‌stated‌ ‌his‌ ‌goal‌‌was‌‌to‌‌create‌‌a‌‌“kinder,‌‌gentler‌‌and‌‌more‌‌efficient‌‌                         

INS”‌ ‌(Schmitt,‌ ‌2001A).‌ ‌On‌ ‌September‌ ‌1,‌ ‌2001,‌ ‌Bush's‌ ‌position‌ ‌on‌‌                   

immigration‌ ‌reform‌ ‌was‌ ‌characterized‌ ‌as‌ ‌being‌ ‌“a‌ ‌critical‌ ‌step‌ ‌in‌‌                   

developing‌ ‌a‌ ‌stronger‌ ‌relationship‌ ‌with‌ ‌Mexico,‌ ‌which‌ ‌he‌‌has‌‌put‌‌at‌‌the‌‌                       

top‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌foreign‌ ‌policy‌ ‌agenda”‌ ‌(Schmitt,‌ ‌2001B).‌‌ ‌  

However,‌ ‌any‌ ‌discussion‌ ‌that‌ ‌had‌ ‌been‌ ‌going‌ ‌on‌ ‌about‌‌                 

immigration‌ ‌reform‌ ‌(and‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌‌kinder,‌‌gentler‌‌immigration‌‌system)‌‌ended‌‌                   

following‌ ‌the‌ ‌9/11‌ ‌attacks,‌ ‌which‌ ‌instead‌ ‌ushered‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌wave‌ ‌of‌‌                     

restrictionist‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌policy‌ ‌and‌ ‌essentially‌‌eliminated‌‌discussion‌‌of‌‌               

expansionist‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy.‌ ‌Bush‌ ‌came‌ ‌back‌ ‌to‌ ‌his‌ ‌pledges‌ ‌for‌‌                   

comprehensive‌ ‌reform‌ ‌in‌ ‌2004,‌ ‌helping‌ ‌him‌ ‌to‌‌yield‌‌a‌‌GOP‌‌record-high‌‌                     

40‌ ‌percent‌ ‌support‌ ‌amongst‌ ‌Latino‌ ‌voters‌ ‌and‌ ‌seemingly‌ ‌validating‌‌                 

Republican‌ ‌strategist‌ ‌Karl‌ ‌Rove’s‌ ‌advice‌ ‌to‌ ‌Bush‌ ‌that‌ ‌“courting‌ ‌Latino‌‌                   

voters‌ ‌with‌ ‌pro-immigrant‌ ‌rhetoric‌ ‌and‌ ‌a‌ ‌relatively‌ ‌expansive‌ ‌reform‌‌                 

proposal‌ ‌could‌ ‌be‌ ‌done‌ ‌without‌ ‌losing‌ ‌ground‌ ‌among‌ ‌voters‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                     

Republican‌ ‌base”‌ ‌(Tichenor,‌ ‌2014).‌ ‌Some‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌groups‌ ‌participating‌ ‌in‌‌                   

these‌ ‌reform‌ ‌efforts‌ ‌included‌ ‌pro-immigration‌ ‌groups‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌‌                 

American‌ ‌Immigration‌ ‌Lawyers‌ ‌Association,‌ ‌which‌ ‌was‌ ‌“putting‌ ‌out‌‌               

daily‌ ‌analysis‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌flood‌ ‌of‌ ‌amendments”‌ ‌during‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌reform‌‌                   

debates,‌ ‌or‌ ‌business‌ ‌groups‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌Essential‌ ‌Worker‌ ‌Immigration‌‌                   

Coalition‌ ‌and‌ ‌officials‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌Chamber‌ ‌of‌ ‌Commerce,‌ ‌who‌‌lobbied‌‌                     

for‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌reform‌ ‌(Camerini‌ ‌and‌ ‌Robertson,‌ ‌2010).‌ ‌Other‌‌               

participants‌ ‌included‌ ‌other‌ ‌business‌ ‌groups‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌AFL-CIO‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                   

Service‌ ‌Employees‌ ‌International‌ ‌Union,‌ ‌advocacy‌ ‌groups‌ ‌such‌ ‌National‌‌               

Council‌ ‌of‌ ‌La‌ ‌Raza‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌Asian‌ ‌American‌ ‌Justice‌ ‌Center,‌ ‌and‌ ‌think‌‌                       

tanks‌‌such‌‌as‌‌the‌‌Migration‌‌Policy‌‌Institute,‌‌among‌‌others.‌‌In‌‌the‌‌midst‌‌of‌‌                         

these‌ ‌reform‌ ‌efforts,‌ ‌Bush‌ ‌stated‌ ‌that‌ ‌there‌ ‌must‌ ‌be‌ ‌a‌ ‌‘“rational‌ ‌middle‌‌                       

ground’‌ ‌between‌ ‌automatic‌ ‌citizenship‌ ‌for‌ ‌illegal‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌and‌‌               

launching‌ ‌a‌ ‌'program‌ ‌of‌ ‌mass‌ ‌deportation’”‌ ‌(Gaouette,‌ ‌2006).‌‌Yet,‌‌Bush‌‌                   

was‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌met‌ ‌with‌ ‌opposition‌ ‌from‌ ‌both‌ ‌sides‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌aisle:‌ ‌later‌‌                       

members‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌what‌ ‌would‌ ‌be‌ ‌known‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌Tea‌ ‌Party‌‌                       
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movement‌‌such‌‌as‌‌Republican‌‌congressman‌‌Tom‌‌Tancredo,‌‌supported‌‌by‌‌                 

House‌ ‌and‌ ‌grassroots‌ ‌Republicans,‌ ‌Republican‌ ‌media‌ ‌figures,‌ ‌nativists‌‌               

groups,‌ ‌and‌ ‌a‌ ‌still‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌general‌ ‌public‌ ‌were‌ ‌joined‌ ‌by‌ ‌Latino‌‌                     

groups,‌‌with‌‌71‌‌percent‌‌of‌‌Latino‌‌voters‌‌eventually‌‌supporting‌‌Obama‌‌in‌‌                     

the‌ ‌2008‌ ‌election‌ ‌in‌ ‌his‌ ‌defeat‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌now-restrictionist‌ ‌Republican‌‌                   

candidate‌‌John‌‌McCain,‌‌and‌‌other‌‌expansionist‌‌groups‌‌such‌‌as‌‌the‌‌ACLU‌‌                     

and‌‌the‌‌AFL-CIO‌‌in‌‌ultimately‌‌halting‌‌the‌‌reform‌‌efforts‌‌(Tichenor,‌‌2014;‌‌                     

Weisman,‌ ‌2007).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌Bush’s‌ ‌ultimate‌ ‌policy‌ ‌legacy‌ ‌would‌ ‌be‌ ‌his‌‌                   

decision‌‌to‌‌replace‌‌the‌‌INS‌‌with‌‌the‌‌DHS,‌‌CBP,‌‌ICE,‌‌and‌‌USCIS,‌‌and‌‌one‌‌                           

of‌‌enforcement‌‌policy,‌‌emphasizing‌‌this‌‌linkage‌‌between‌‌immigration‌‌and‌‌                 

national‌‌security‌‌while‌‌enabling‌‌restrictionists‌‌to‌‌see‌‌more‌‌of‌‌their‌‌beliefs‌‌                     

turned‌ ‌into‌ ‌actual‌ ‌policy.‌ ‌ 

(1)‌ ‌Policy‌ ‌Outputs‌ ‌ 

Bush’s‌ ‌first‌‌immigration‌‌policy‌‌would‌‌come‌‌six‌‌weeks‌‌after‌‌9/11‌‌                   

with‌‌the‌‌USA‌‌Patriot‌‌Act.‌‌While‌‌the‌‌Patriot‌‌Act‌‌redefined‌‌many‌‌areas‌‌of‌‌                         

policy,‌ ‌its‌ ‌immigration-specific‌ ‌measures‌ ‌“expanded‌ ‌the‌ ‌government's‌‌             

ability‌ ‌to‌ ‌detain‌ ‌and‌ ‌deport‌ ‌suspected‌ ‌terrorists,‌ ‌greatly‌ ‌increased‌ ‌the‌‌                   

budget‌ ‌for‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌enforcement,‌ ‌and‌ ‌tripled‌ ‌the‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌ ‌U.S.‌‌                   

Border‌ ‌Patrol‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌northern‌ ‌border”‌ ‌(Hines,‌ ‌2006:‌ ‌12).‌ ‌This‌ ‌included‌‌                     

invoking‌‌“plenary‌‌powers‌‌to‌‌give‌‌the‌‌Attorney‌‌General‌‌broad‌‌authority‌‌to‌‌                     

detain‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌who‌ ‌endanger‌ ‌national‌ ‌security,”‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌individuals‌‌                 

who‌ ‌were‌ ‌believed‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌engaging‌ ‌in‌ ‌or‌ ‌having‌ ‌engaged‌ ‌in‌ ‌terrorism‌‌                       

(Koulish,‌‌2008:‌‌479).‌‌It‌‌also‌‌heightened‌‌the‌‌monitoring‌‌of‌‌foreign‌‌students‌‌                     

and‌ ‌created‌ ‌new‌ ‌reasons‌ ‌for‌ ‌exempting‌ ‌an‌ ‌immigrant‌ ‌from‌ ‌entering‌ ‌the‌‌                     

United‌ ‌States.‌ ‌This‌ ‌would‌ ‌be‌‌followed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌Enhanced‌‌Border‌‌Security‌‌                     

and‌‌Visa‌‌Entry‌‌Reform‌‌Act‌‌of‌‌2002,‌‌which‌‌set‌‌up‌‌a‌‌biometric‌‌database‌‌to‌‌                           

aid‌ ‌in‌ ‌both‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌and‌ ‌admissions,‌ ‌while‌‌also‌‌enabling‌‌tracking‌‌of‌‌                     

aliens‌ ‌and‌ ‌hiring‌ ‌more‌ ‌INS‌ ‌agents‌ ‌to‌‌inspect‌‌and‌‌investigate‌‌such‌‌cases.‌‌                       

Both‌ ‌the‌ ‌bills‌ ‌included‌ ‌entry-exit‌ ‌provisions,‌ ‌which‌ ‌included‌ ‌“biometric‌‌                 

technology‌ ‌and‌ ‌a‌ ‌combination‌ ‌of‌ ‌facial‌ ‌recognition‌ ‌and‌ ‌electronic‌‌                 

fingerprint‌ ‌scanning,”‌ ‌and‌ ‌both‌ ‌bills‌ ‌passed‌ ‌with‌ ‌scant‌ ‌opposition‌ ‌in‌‌                   
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Congress:‌‌the‌‌Patriot‌‌Act‌‌had‌‌one‌‌nay‌‌vote‌‌in‌‌the‌‌Senate,‌‌while‌‌the‌‌latter‌‌                           

bill‌ ‌received‌ ‌no‌ ‌nay‌ ‌votes‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌entirety‌ ‌of‌ ‌Congress‌ ‌(Koulish,‌ ‌2008:‌‌                       

484).‌‌Finally,‌‌the‌‌Homeland‌‌Security‌‌Act‌‌of‌‌2002‌‌created‌‌the‌‌DHS,‌‌which‌‌                       

would‌‌eventually‌‌absorb‌‌the‌‌INS‌‌in‌‌2003‌‌and‌‌replace‌‌them‌‌with‌‌three‌‌new‌‌                         

agencies:‌ ‌the‌ ‌CBP,‌ ‌ICE,‌ ‌and‌ ‌USCIS,‌‌whose‌‌functions‌‌have‌‌already‌‌been‌‌                     

described‌ ‌in‌ ‌an‌ ‌earlier‌ ‌section‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌paper.‌ ‌ ‌   

In‌ ‌Bush’s‌ ‌second‌ ‌term,‌ ‌as‌ ‌he‌ ‌tried‌ ‌to‌ ‌form‌ ‌a‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌for‌‌                       

comprehensive‌ ‌reform,‌ ‌he‌ ‌passed‌ ‌other‌‌enforcement‌‌measures‌‌to‌‌try‌‌and‌‌                   

show‌ ‌restrictionists‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌took‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌seriously.‌‌For‌‌                 

example,‌ ‌the‌ ‌REAL‌ ‌ID‌ ‌Act‌ ‌of‌ ‌2005‌ ‌included‌ ‌a‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌ ‌provisions:‌‌                       

making‌ ‌it‌ ‌more‌ ‌difficult‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌eligible‌ ‌for‌ ‌asylum‌ ‌or‌ ‌be‌ ‌exempt‌ ‌from‌‌                         

removal;‌ ‌further‌‌limitations‌‌of‌‌judicial‌‌review;‌‌additional‌‌ways‌‌to‌‌bypass‌‌                   

laws‌ ‌that‌ ‌would‌ ‌impede‌ ‌the‌ ‌construction‌ ‌of‌ ‌border‌ ‌barriers;‌ ‌expanded‌‌                   

measures‌‌for‌‌admission‌‌and‌‌removal;‌‌and,‌‌finally,‌‌a‌‌requirement‌‌for‌‌states‌‌                     

to‌‌verify‌‌that‌‌an‌‌applicant‌‌is‌‌legal‌‌in‌‌order‌‌to‌‌acquire‌‌a‌‌driver’s‌‌license‌‌or‌‌                             

other‌ ‌personal‌ ‌ID‌ ‌(Garcia‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.,‌ ‌2005).‌ ‌These‌ ‌provisions‌ ‌had‌ ‌one‌‌                     

researcher‌‌stating‌‌that‌‌it‌‌left‌‌expansionist‌‌“advocates‌‌to‌‌wring‌‌their‌‌hands‌‌                     

in‌ ‌despair‌ ‌and‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌restrictionists‌ ‌to‌ ‌clap‌ ‌their‌ ‌hands‌ ‌in‌ ‌glee”‌‌                     

(Cianciarulo,‌‌2006:‌‌101).‌‌The‌‌Secure‌‌Fence‌‌Act‌‌of‌‌2006,‌‌passed‌‌following‌‌                     

failed‌ ‌reform‌ ‌efforts,‌ ‌authorized‌‌the‌‌DHS‌‌“to‌‌build‌‌a‌‌$2.2‌‌billion‌‌wall‌‌in‌‌                         

five‌‌sections‌‌along‌‌700‌‌miles‌‌of‌‌the‌‌2000-mile-long‌‌US–Mexican‌‌border”‌‌                   

as‌ ‌well‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌authorization‌‌for‌‌upgrades‌‌in‌‌various‌‌equipment‌‌related‌‌to‌‌                       

border‌‌enforcement‌‌(Cohn,‌‌2007:‌‌96).‌‌Finally,‌‌in‌‌his‌‌last‌‌year‌‌in‌‌office‌‌in‌‌                         

2008,‌ ‌Bush‌ ‌launched‌ ‌the‌ ‌Secure‌ ‌Communities‌ ‌Program,‌ ‌a‌ ‌partnership‌‌                 

with‌ ‌state‌ ‌and‌ ‌local‌ ‌agencies‌ ‌initiated‌ ‌“to‌ ‌improve‌ ‌the‌ ‌efficiency‌ ‌of‌‌                     

interior‌‌immigration‌‌enforcement‌‌and‌‌to‌‌enhance‌‌the‌‌capacity‌‌for‌‌targeting‌‌                   

deportable‌ ‌individuals‌ ‌with‌ ‌criminal‌ ‌convictions,”‌ ‌primarily‌ ‌through‌ ‌the‌‌               

establishment‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌system‌ ‌of‌ ‌fingerprint‌ ‌checks‌ ‌that‌ ‌would‌ ‌enable‌‌                   

enforcement‌ ‌officers,‌‌using‌‌the‌‌DHS‌‌biometric‌‌database,‌‌to‌‌instruct‌‌local‌‌                   

law‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌agencies‌ ‌to‌ ‌detain‌ ‌those‌‌individuals‌‌deemed‌‌deportable‌‌                 

by‌ ‌ICE,‌ ‌with‌ ‌ICE‌ ‌assuming‌ ‌custody‌ ‌within‌ ‌48‌ ‌hours‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌detention‌‌                       

(Kubrin,‌ ‌2014:‌ ‌323)‌‌ ‌  
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(2)‌ ‌Policy‌ ‌Impacts‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌linking‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌and‌ ‌national‌ ‌security,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌‌                 

subsequent‌ ‌strict‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌measures‌ ‌that‌ ‌came‌ ‌with‌ ‌this‌ ‌linkage,‌‌did‌                   

little‌ ‌to‌ ‌address‌ ‌the‌ ‌problems‌ ‌at‌ ‌hand.‌ ‌In‌ ‌a‌ ‌survey‌ ‌of‌ ‌four‌ ‌hundred‌‌                         

community‌‌leaders,‌‌law‌‌enforcement‌‌officials,‌‌and‌‌senior‌‌members‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                   

intelligence‌ ‌community,‌ ‌the‌ ‌general‌ ‌opinion‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌era’s‌ ‌policies‌ ‌were‌‌                   

negative:‌‌the‌‌immigration‌‌system‌‌was‌‌not‌‌the‌‌key‌‌to‌‌national‌‌security;‌‌the‌‌                       

enforcement‌‌measures‌‌did‌‌little‌‌for‌‌stopping‌‌terrorism;‌‌and,‌‌finally,‌‌many‌‌                   

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌people‌ ‌who‌ ‌were‌ ‌being‌ ‌arrested‌ ‌were‌ ‌doing‌ ‌nothing‌ ‌to‌ ‌threaten‌‌                       

national‌ ‌security‌ ‌and‌ ‌were‌ ‌instead‌ ‌being‌ ‌used‌ ‌to‌ ‌create‌ ‌a‌ ‌false‌ ‌sense‌ ‌of‌‌                         

security,‌‌when‌‌in‌‌reality‌‌communities‌‌were‌‌not‌‌any‌‌safer‌‌than‌‌before‌‌while‌‌                       

immigrants’‌‌rights‌‌were‌‌being‌‌consistently‌‌violated‌‌(Chrishti‌‌et‌‌al.,‌‌2003).‌‌                   

At‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌time,‌ ‌the‌ ‌policies‌ ‌resulted‌ ‌in‌ ‌a‌ ‌skyrocketing‌ ‌budget‌ ‌for‌‌                       

immigration‌ ‌enforcement:‌ ‌for‌‌example,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌year‌‌2012,‌‌the‌‌U.S.‌‌“spent‌‌                     

approximately‌ ‌$18‌ ‌billion‌‌on‌‌immigration‌‌and‌‌border‌‌enforcement,‌‌more‌‌                 

than‌ ‌all‌ ‌other‌ ‌federal‌ ‌law‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌efforts‌ ‌combined”‌ ‌(Brown‌ ‌and‌‌                   

Rodriguez,‌ ‌2014:‌ ‌147).‌‌ ‌  

Furthermore,‌ ‌Bush’s‌ ‌failures‌ ‌at‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌reform,‌‌upended‌‌by‌‌               

the‌ ‌rise‌ ‌of‌‌more‌‌restrictionist‌‌groups‌‌within‌‌his‌‌own‌‌party,‌‌foreshadowed‌‌                     

the‌ ‌failures‌ ‌that‌ ‌would‌ ‌face‌ ‌the‌ ‌Obama‌ ‌administration’s‌ ‌attempts‌ ‌at‌‌                   

comprehensive‌‌reform.‌‌Thus,‌‌the‌‌last‌‌period‌‌of‌‌contemporary‌‌immigration‌‌                 

policy,‌ ‌though‌ ‌certainly‌ ‌quite‌ ‌different‌ ‌in‌ ‌many‌ ‌respects‌ ‌between‌ ‌the‌‌                   

Obama‌ ‌and‌ ‌Trump‌ ‌administrations‌ ‌(whose‌ ‌respective‌ ‌elections‌ ‌could‌‌               

serve‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌collective‌ ‌external‌ ‌shock‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌final‌ ‌phase),‌ ‌would‌‌                     

ultimately‌‌be‌‌defined‌‌by‌‌the‌‌hurling‌‌stalemate‌‌that‌‌comprehensive‌‌reform‌‌                   

has‌ ‌become‌ ‌‌(Pramuk,‌ ‌2018)‌.‌ ‌Furthermore,‌ ‌there‌ ‌was‌ ‌an‌ ‌increasing‌‌                 

stalemate‌ ‌in‌ ‌general‌ ‌between‌ ‌parties‌ ‌on‌ ‌working‌ ‌together‌ ‌on‌ ‌issues‌ ‌of‌‌                     

immigration,‌ ‌mostly‌ ‌ensuring‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌major‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policies‌ ‌that‌‌                 

would‌‌be‌‌passed‌‌would‌‌be‌‌through‌‌the‌‌President’s‌‌executive‌‌authority,‌‌and‌‌                     

that‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌would‌ ‌be‌ ‌mostly‌ ‌headed‌ ‌where‌ ‌it‌ ‌already‌ ‌was‌‌                     
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trending:‌ ‌still‌ ‌mostly‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌in‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌admissions,‌ ‌but‌ ‌also‌ ‌still‌‌                     

mostly‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌in‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌enforcement.‌ ‌ ‌   

3.6.‌ Comprehensive‌ ‌Reform‌ ‌as‌ ‌Hurling‌ ‌Stalemate,‌‌         

Policymaking‌ ‌Through‌ ‌Executive‌ ‌Action,‌ ‌and‌ ‌Record‌‌           

Deportations‌ ‌(2009-2020)‌ ‌ 

While‌ ‌Obama‌ ‌entered‌ ‌office‌ ‌prioritizing‌ ‌quick‌ ‌immigration‌‌             

reform‌ ‌(Thompson‌‌and‌‌Herszenhorn,‌‌2009),‌‌his‌‌priorities‌‌quickly‌‌shifted‌‌                 

towards‌ ‌other‌ ‌policy‌ ‌areas,‌ ‌in‌ ‌light‌ ‌of‌ ‌an‌ ‌economic‌ ‌recession,‌ ‌high‌‌                     

unemployment,‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌failings‌ ‌of‌ ‌Bush’s‌ ‌reform‌ ‌efforts.‌ ‌His‌ ‌first-term‌‌                   

immigration‌‌policy‌‌was‌‌characterized‌‌in‌‌the‌‌media‌‌as‌‌having‌‌not‌‌“differed‌‌                     

hugely‌‌from‌‌the‌‌Bush‌‌White‌‌House,”‌‌emphasizing‌‌enforcement‌‌measures‌‌                 

(Farrell,‌ ‌2009).‌ ‌In‌ ‌what‌ ‌could‌ ‌be‌ ‌characterized‌ ‌as‌ ‌“partly‌ ‌a‌ ‌‘down‌‌                     

payment’‌‌on‌‌comprehensive‌‌reform’,‌‌the‌‌Obama‌‌administration‌‌continued‌‌               

and‌ ‌expanded‌ ‌several‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌programs‌ ‌initiated''‌ ‌during‌ ‌the‌ ‌Bush‌‌                 

administration,‌ ‌recording‌ ‌record‌ ‌numbers‌ ‌of‌ ‌deportations‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌process‌‌                 

(Tichenor,‌‌2014).‌‌When‌‌he‌‌finally‌‌did‌‌come‌‌around‌‌to‌‌immigration‌‌reform‌‌                     

in‌‌his‌‌second‌‌term,‌‌the‌‌rise‌‌of‌‌the‌‌restrictionist‌‌Tea‌‌Party‌‌movement‌‌and‌‌a‌‌                           

generally‌ ‌uncooperative‌ ‌Republican‌ ‌party‌ ‌ensured‌ ‌that‌ ‌such‌ ‌an‌ ‌effort‌‌                 

would‌ ‌never‌ ‌come‌ ‌to‌ ‌pass.‌ ‌Perhaps‌ ‌recognizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌comprehensive‌‌                 

reform‌‌was‌‌not‌‌going‌‌to‌‌occur‌‌in‌‌his‌‌administration,‌‌Obama‌‌attempted‌‌to‌‌                       

push‌ ‌back‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌“deporter‌ ‌in‌ ‌chief”‌ ‌label‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌had‌ ‌received‌ ‌from‌‌                         

expansionist‌ ‌advocates‌ ‌(all‌ ‌the‌ ‌while‌ ‌advocating‌ ‌against‌ ‌the‌ ‌strict‌‌                 

enforcement‌ ‌measures‌ ‌and‌ ‌protesting‌ ‌the‌ ‌measures,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌when‌ ‌an‌‌                   

undocumented‌ ‌immigrant‌ ‌heckled‌ ‌Obama‌ ‌during‌ ‌a‌ ‌speech‌ ‌on‌ ‌reform‌‌                 

efforts‌‌(Epstein,‌‌2013)),‌‌issuing‌‌some‌‌executive‌‌orders‌‌that‌‌were‌‌designed‌‌                   

to‌ ‌grant‌ ‌certain‌ ‌undocumented‌ ‌immigrants‌‌temporary‌‌residency‌‌status‌‌or‌‌                 

at‌ ‌least‌ ‌defer‌ ‌them‌ ‌from‌ ‌being‌ ‌subject‌ ‌to‌ ‌deportation.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌both‌‌of‌‌                       

the‌‌major‌‌orders‌‌would‌‌face‌‌a‌‌number‌‌of‌‌challenges‌‌in‌‌the‌‌courts,‌‌besides‌‌                         

the‌‌fact‌‌that‌‌both‌‌policies‌‌were‌‌initiated‌‌via‌‌executive‌‌order,‌‌resulting‌‌in‌‌a‌‌                         

situation‌ ‌where‌ ‌the‌ ‌smaller‌ ‌gains‌ ‌for‌ ‌expansionists‌ ‌were‌ ‌much‌ ‌more‌‌                   
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subject‌‌to‌‌be‌‌lost‌‌in‌‌the‌‌future‌‌compared‌‌to‌‌the‌‌gains‌‌the‌‌restrictionist‌‌had‌‌                           

during‌ ‌this‌ ‌period.‌‌ ‌  

Compared‌‌with‌‌Obama,‌‌it‌‌can‌‌easily‌‌be‌‌argued‌‌that‌‌the‌‌presidency‌‌                     

of‌ ‌Donald‌ ‌Trump‌‌was‌‌centered‌‌around‌‌immigration,‌‌with‌‌Trump‌‌making‌‌                   

immigration‌ ‌policies,‌ ‌including‌ ‌the‌ ‌construction‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌border‌ ‌wall,‌ ‌a‌‌                   

proposed‌‌“Muslim‌‌ban,”‌‌and‌‌various‌‌other‌‌efforts‌‌to‌‌handle‌‌the‌‌purported‌‌                     

negative‌ ‌effects‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌(particularly‌ ‌from‌ ‌Mexico),‌ ‌perhaps‌ ‌the‌‌                 

central‌ ‌component‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌successful‌ ‌2016‌ ‌presidential‌ ‌campaign,‌ ‌which‌‌                 

kicked‌‌off‌‌in‌‌June‌‌2015‌‌with‌‌him‌‌stating‌‌that‌‌Mexico‌‌was‌‌“sending‌‌us‌‌not‌‌                           

the‌ ‌right‌ ‌people,‌ ‌”‌ ‌characterizing‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌as‌ ‌bringing‌ ‌drugs‌ ‌and‌ ‌as‌‌                     

rapists‌‌(Neate,‌‌2015).‌‌While‌‌such‌‌a‌‌campaign‌‌was‌‌criticized‌‌by‌‌many,‌‌the‌‌                       

unexpected‌‌election‌‌of‌‌Trump‌‌would‌‌enable‌‌restrictionists‌‌to‌‌see‌‌more‌‌of‌‌                     

their‌‌policy‌‌desires‌‌addressed‌‌to‌‌some‌‌extent‌‌in‌‌both‌‌areas‌‌of‌‌enforcement‌‌                       

and‌ ‌admissions,‌ ‌as‌ ‌well‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌roll‌ ‌back‌ ‌of‌ ‌certain‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌policies‌‌                       

Obama‌ ‌had‌ ‌ordered.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌as‌ ‌again‌ ‌all‌ ‌the‌ ‌major‌ ‌policies‌ ‌came‌‌                     

through‌‌executive‌‌orders,‌‌it‌‌was‌‌often‌‌unclear‌‌how‌‌long‌‌these‌‌gains‌‌would‌‌                       

last,‌‌as‌‌many‌‌of‌‌these‌‌orders‌‌were‌‌challenged‌‌in‌‌court‌‌or‌‌were‌‌promised‌‌to‌‌                           

be‌ ‌reversed‌ ‌by‌ ‌Democrat‌ ‌presidential‌ ‌candidates‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌2020‌ ‌election.‌‌                   

These‌ ‌perhaps‌ ‌ephemeral‌ ‌changes‌ ‌are‌ ‌not‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌enough‌ ‌to‌ ‌turn‌ ‌an‌‌                     

expansionist‌ ‌admissions‌ ‌system‌ ‌into‌ ‌a‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌one,‌ ‌in‌ ‌light‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                     

lasting‌ ‌impact‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Reagan‌ ‌and‌ ‌Bush-era‌ ‌policies.‌‌ ‌  

(1)‌ ‌Policy‌ ‌Outputs‌ ‌ 

Again,‌ ‌this‌ ‌period‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌defined‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌similarities‌‌of‌‌                       

the‌‌Obama‌‌and‌‌Trump‌‌administrations,‌‌but‌‌by‌‌the‌‌fact‌‌that‌‌essentially‌‌all‌‌                       

the‌ ‌policy‌ ‌comes‌ ‌from‌‌unilateral‌‌executive‌‌action‌‌by‌‌the‌‌President‌‌at‌‌the‌‌                       

time.‌‌While‌‌comprehensive‌‌immigration‌‌reform‌‌has‌‌usually‌‌come‌‌through‌‌                 

bargaining‌ ‌and‌ ‌negotiated‌ ‌agreement,‌ ‌such‌ ‌behavior‌ ‌was‌ ‌absent‌ ‌during‌‌                 

this‌ ‌time.‌ ‌Obama’s‌ ‌first‌ ‌term,‌ ‌in‌ ‌an‌ ‌attempt‌ ‌to‌ ‌show‌ ‌conservatives‌ ‌and‌‌                       

restrictionists‌ ‌that‌ ‌he‌ ‌would‌ ‌take‌ ‌their‌ ‌concerns‌ ‌seriously‌ ‌if‌‌                 

comprehensive‌ ‌reform‌ ‌was‌ ‌undertaken,‌‌took‌‌enforcement‌‌to‌‌new‌‌heights‌‌                 

never‌ ‌seen‌ ‌before:‌ ‌his‌ ‌administration‌ ‌“deported‌ ‌more‌‌immigrants‌‌during‌‌                 
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Obama’s‌ ‌first‌ ‌term‌ ‌in‌ ‌office‌ ‌than‌ ‌former‌ ‌President‌ ‌George‌ ‌H.W.‌ ‌Bush‌‌                     

deported‌ ‌in‌ ‌both‌ ‌terms,”‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌disdain‌ ‌of‌ ‌many‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌coalition‌‌                     

members‌ ‌(Brown‌ ‌and‌ ‌Rodriguez,‌ ‌2014:‌ ‌150).‌ ‌This‌ ‌involved‌ ‌numerous‌‌                 

measures:‌ ‌the‌ ‌Secure‌ ‌Communities‌ ‌program‌ ‌started‌ ‌by‌ ‌Bush‌ ‌was‌‌                 

“expanded‌ ‌to‌ ‌all‌ ‌3,181‌ ‌jurisdictions‌ ‌within‌ ‌50‌ ‌states,‌ ‌the‌ ‌District‌ ‌of‌‌                     

Columbia,‌ ‌and‌ ‌five‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌territories,”‌ ‌reaching‌ ‌full‌ ‌implementation‌ ‌by‌‌                 

January,‌ ‌2013‌‌(Kubrin,‌‌2014:‌‌323).‌‌Enhancing‌‌cooperation‌‌between‌‌state‌‌                 

and‌ ‌local‌‌law‌‌enforcement‌‌officials,‌‌expanding‌‌this‌‌program‌‌to‌‌the‌‌entire‌‌                     

country‌‌was‌‌an‌‌attempt‌‌to‌‌make‌‌participation‌‌in‌‌it‌‌mandatory‌‌at‌‌all‌‌levels‌‌                         

and‌‌was‌‌perhaps‌‌the‌‌central‌‌policy‌‌for‌‌the‌‌rise‌‌in‌‌deportations‌‌in‌‌this‌‌time.‌‌                           

The‌ ‌Obama‌ ‌administration,‌‌in‌‌defending‌‌the‌‌policy‌‌and‌‌expansion,‌‌made‌‌                   

the‌ ‌point‌‌to‌‌say‌‌that‌‌they‌‌were‌‌specifically‌‌focusing‌‌on‌‌deporting‌‌serious‌‌                       

criminals.‌ ‌However,‌ ‌the‌ ‌program‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌continually‌ ‌criticized,‌ ‌with‌‌                 

many‌ ‌arguing‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌“had‌ ‌become‌ ‌fairly‌ ‌clear‌ ‌that‌‌most,‌‌if‌‌not‌‌all,‌‌local‌‌                           

detention‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌sole‌ ‌authority‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌administrative‌‌                   

requests‌‌were‌‌unconstitutional”‌‌(Shebaya,‌‌2017:‌‌567).‌‌This‌‌eventually‌‌led‌‌                 

the‌ ‌administration‌ ‌to‌ ‌create‌ ‌a‌ ‌new‌ ‌program,‌ ‌the‌ ‌Priority‌ ‌Enforcement‌‌                   

Program,‌ ‌that‌ ‌was‌ ‌intended‌ ‌to‌ ‌create‌ ‌a‌ ‌system‌ ‌where‌ ‌only‌ ‌dangerous‌‌                     

criminals‌ ‌would‌ ‌be‌ ‌targeted,‌ ‌where‌ ‌limits‌ ‌on‌ ‌how‌ ‌long‌ ‌a‌ ‌person‌ ‌can‌‌be‌‌                         

detained‌‌would‌‌be‌‌more‌‌respected,‌‌and‌‌where‌‌"the‌‌many‌‌legal‌‌and‌‌policy‌‌                       

concerns‌ ‌about‌ ‌the‌ ‌detrimental‌ ‌effects‌ ‌of‌ ‌local‌ ‌collaboration‌ ‌with‌ ‌ICE‌‌                   

would‌ ‌be‌ ‌accommodated”‌ ‌(Shebaya,‌ ‌2017:‌ ‌580).‌‌ ‌  

Besides‌ ‌these‌ ‌policies,‌ ‌the‌ ‌Obama‌ ‌administration‌ ‌also‌ ‌expanded‌‌               

two‌ ‌other‌ ‌programs‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌hope‌ ‌of‌ ‌achieving‌ ‌more‌ ‌deportations:‌ ‌the‌‌                     

287(g)‌ ‌program,‌ ‌which‌ ‌had‌ ‌enabled‌ ‌“ICE‌ ‌to‌ ‌partner‌ ‌with‌ ‌local‌ ‌law‌‌                     

enforcement‌‌agencies,‌‌effectively‌‌giving‌‌local‌‌police‌‌the‌‌powers‌‌of‌‌federal‌‌                   

immigration‌ ‌agents,”‌ ‌and‌ ‌E-Verify,‌ ‌an‌ ‌“Internet-based‌ ‌program‌ ‌that‌‌               

compares‌ ‌information‌ ‌from‌ ‌employees’‌ ‌work‌ ‌documents‌ ‌to‌ ‌government‌‌               

records,”‌ ‌in‌ ‌an‌ ‌attempt‌ ‌to‌ ‌crack‌ ‌down‌ ‌on‌ ‌workplace‌ ‌violations‌ ‌of‌‌                     

immigration‌‌law‌‌(Gonzales,‌‌2010:‌‌16).‌‌Some‌‌expansionist‌‌advocates,‌‌such‌‌                 

as‌ ‌a‌ ‌researcher‌ ‌with‌‌the‌‌Cato‌‌Institute,‌‌claim‌‌this‌‌period‌‌saw‌‌much‌‌more‌‌                         
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enforcement‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌workplace‌ ‌as‌ ‌well,‌ ‌with‌ ‌“15.5‌ ‌times‌ ‌as‌ ‌many‌ ‌fines‌‌                       

against‌ ‌employers‌ ‌and‌ ‌8.3‌ ‌times‌ ‌as‌ ‌many‌ ‌arrests‌ ‌for‌ ‌immigration‐​law‌‌                   

violations‌ ‌as‌ ‌did‌ ‌George‌ ‌W.‌ ‌Bush‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌end‌ ‌of‌ ‌2014”‌ ‌(Nowratesh,‌ ‌2020).‌‌ ‌  

The‌‌loss‌‌of‌‌Obama’s‌‌systemic‌‌governing‌‌coalition‌‌in‌‌2011‌‌mostly‌‌                   

closed‌‌the‌‌door‌‌on‌‌any‌‌opportunity‌‌for‌‌reform.‌‌Besides‌‌this,‌‌the‌‌Tea‌‌Party‌‌                         

movement‌‌became‌‌a‌‌prominent‌‌subsection‌‌of‌‌the‌‌Republican‌‌party‌‌at‌‌this‌‌                     

time,‌ ‌with‌ ‌one‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌principles‌ ‌being‌ ‌restrictionist‌‌                 

immigration‌ ‌policy.‌ ‌The‌ ‌regular‌ ‌protests‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌Tea‌ ‌Party,‌ ‌against‌‌                   

Obama’s‌ ‌reform‌ ‌efforts,‌ ‌regularly‌ ‌featured‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌coalition‌‌             

members,‌‌such‌‌as‌‌members‌‌from‌‌anti-immigration‌‌think‌‌tanks,‌‌and‌‌helped‌‌                   

to‌ ‌dissuade‌ ‌other‌ ‌Republicans‌ ‌from‌ ‌negotiating‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌Obama‌‌                 

administration.‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌Obama‌ ‌was‌ ‌left‌ ‌to‌ ‌try‌ ‌and‌ ‌implement‌ ‌the‌ ‌more‌‌                     

expansionist‌‌elements‌‌of‌‌his‌‌immigration‌‌policy‌‌via‌‌executive‌‌orders,‌‌the‌‌                   

most‌‌notable‌‌being‌‌the‌‌Deferred‌‌Action‌‌of‌‌Childhood‌‌Arrivals‌‌(DACA)‌‌in‌‌                     

2012‌‌and‌‌the‌‌Deferred‌‌Action‌‌for‌‌Parents‌‌of‌‌Americans‌‌(DAPA)‌‌in‌‌2014.‌‌                       

The‌ ‌former,‌ ‌building‌ ‌off‌ ‌a‌ ‌bill‌ ‌called‌ ‌the‌ ‌DREAM‌ ‌Act‌ ‌that‌ ‌had‌ ‌been‌‌                         

brought‌ ‌up‌ ‌for‌ ‌a‌ ‌vote‌ ‌multiple‌ ‌times‌ ‌since‌ ‌2001‌ ‌but‌ ‌never‌ ‌passed,‌‌                       

“allowed‌‌illegal‌‌immigrants‌‌who‌‌had‌‌been‌‌brought‌‌to‌‌the‌‌United‌‌States‌‌as‌‌                       

children‌ ‌to‌ ‌obtain‌ ‌temporary‌ ‌deportation‌ ‌relief‌ ‌and‌ ‌obtain‌ ‌work,”‌ ‌while‌‌                   

the‌‌latter‌‌would‌‌have‌‌“allowed‌‌illegal‌‌immigrants‌‌with‌‌U.S.-born‌‌children‌‌                   

to‌ ‌apply‌ ‌for‌ ‌deportation‌ ‌relief‌ ‌and‌ ‌work‌ ‌permits”‌ ‌(Wood,‌ ‌2016:‌ ‌29).‌ ‌                     

However,‌‌both‌‌policies‌‌were‌‌challenged‌‌in‌‌the‌‌courts:‌‌while‌‌DACA‌‌would‌‌                     

withstand‌ ‌these‌ ‌challenges‌ ‌during‌‌the‌‌Obama‌‌administration,‌‌DAPA‌‌was‌‌                 

blocked‌ ‌from‌ ‌ever‌ ‌being‌ ‌implemented,‌ ‌first‌ ‌by‌ ‌an‌ ‌appellate‌‌court‌‌ruling‌‌                     

and‌ ‌then‌ ‌a‌ ‌4-4‌ ‌split‌ ‌decision‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌Supreme‌ ‌Court‌ ‌in‌ ‌2016,‌‌stopping‌‌a‌‌                           

policy‌ ‌that‌ ‌“would‌ ‌have‌ ‌shielded‌‌as‌‌many‌‌as‌‌five‌‌million‌‌undocumented‌‌                     

immigrants‌ ‌from‌ ‌deportation‌ ‌and‌ ‌allowed‌ ‌them‌ ‌to‌ ‌legally‌ ‌work‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                     

United‌ ‌States”‌ ‌(Liptak‌ ‌and‌ ‌Michael,‌ ‌2016).‌‌ ‌  

As‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌Trump‌ ‌era‌ ‌policies,‌ ‌they‌ ‌intensified‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictionist‌‌                   

elements‌‌of‌‌the‌‌immigration‌‌system‌‌while‌‌attempting‌‌to‌‌roll‌‌back‌‌various‌‌                     

expansionist‌ ‌policies.‌ ‌Besides‌ ‌Trump's‌ ‌own‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌beliefs‌ ‌on‌‌               
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immigration,‌ ‌his‌ ‌senior‌ ‌advisor,‌ ‌Stephen‌ ‌Miller,‌ ‌was‌ ‌found‌ ‌to‌ ‌have‌ ‌an‌‌                     

affinity‌‌for‌‌white‌‌nationalism‌‌and‌‌the‌‌racially‌‌exclusionary‌‌quota‌‌policies‌‌                   

of‌ ‌the‌ ‌1920s,‌ ‌and‌ ‌was‌ ‌considered‌ ‌a‌ ‌key‌ ‌figure‌ ‌in‌ ‌Trump’s‌ ‌restrictionist‌‌                       

policies‌‌(Schacher,‌‌2020:‌‌192).‌‌It‌‌is‌‌somewhat‌‌impossible‌‌in‌‌this‌‌space‌‌to‌‌                       

cover‌‌all‌‌of‌‌Trump’s‌‌executive‌‌actions:‌‌one‌‌study‌‌stated‌‌that‌‌from‌‌January‌‌                       

2017‌‌till‌‌around‌‌July‌‌2020,‌‌Trump‌‌had‌‌issued‌‌more‌‌than‌‌400‌‌such‌‌actions‌‌                         

in‌‌regards‌‌to‌‌immigration,‌‌“spanning‌‌everything‌‌from‌‌border‌‌and‌‌interior‌‌                   

enforcement,‌ ‌to‌ ‌refugee‌ ‌resettlement‌‌and‌‌the‌‌asylum‌‌system,‌‌DACA,‌‌the‌‌                   

immigration‌ ‌courts,‌ ‌and‌ ‌vetting‌ ‌and‌ ‌visa‌ ‌processes”‌ ‌(Pierce‌ ‌and‌ ‌Bolter,‌‌                   

2020).‌ ‌Some‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌actions‌ ‌were‌‌simply‌‌reversals‌‌of‌‌Obama‌‌executive‌‌                     

orders,‌ ‌highlighting‌ ‌the‌ ‌nature‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌phase:‌ ‌via‌ ‌executive‌‌                     

orders,‌ ‌Trump‌ ‌restarted‌ ‌the‌ ‌Secure‌ ‌Communities‌ ‌program‌ ‌when‌ ‌he‌‌                 

entered‌ ‌office‌ ‌and‌ ‌he‌ ‌attempted‌ ‌to‌ ‌end‌ ‌DACA,‌ ‌though‌ ‌this‌ ‌latter‌ ‌effort‌‌                       

was‌ ‌put‌ ‌on‌ ‌hold‌ ‌by‌ ‌court‌ ‌order‌ ‌and‌ ‌eventually‌ ‌blocked‌ ‌by‌‌the‌‌Supreme‌‌                         

Court‌ ‌(Liptak‌ ‌and‌ ‌Shear,‌ ‌2020).‌ ‌The‌ ‌former‌ ‌action‌ ‌was‌‌part‌‌of‌‌a‌‌Trump‌‌                         

measure‌ ‌to‌ ‌increase‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌enforcement‌‌and‌‌roll‌‌back‌‌the‌‌focus‌‌on‌‌                     

serious‌ ‌crimes‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌basis‌ ‌for‌ ‌deportation,‌ ‌which‌ ‌Obama‌ ‌had‌ ‌initiated,‌‌                     

with‌ ‌the‌ ‌result‌ ‌being‌ ‌many‌ ‌more‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌potentially‌ ‌subject‌ ‌to‌‌                   

deportation,‌‌e.g.‌‌the‌‌noncriminal‌‌share‌‌of‌‌arrested‌‌immigrants‌‌doubled‌‌in‌‌                   

2019‌ ‌compared‌ ‌to‌ ‌2016‌ ‌(Pierce‌ ‌and‌ ‌Bolter,‌ ‌2020).‌ ‌ 

Some‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌most‌ ‌notable‌ ‌policies‌ ‌were‌ ‌follow‌ ‌up‌ ‌to‌ ‌campaign‌‌                     

promises‌ ‌Trump‌ ‌had‌ ‌made:‌ ‌a‌ ‌series‌ ‌of‌ ‌travel‌ ‌bans,‌ ‌most‌ ‌famously‌ ‌the‌‌                       

“Muslim‌ ‌ban,”‌ ‌which‌ ‌also‌ ‌barred‌ ‌admission‌ ‌for‌ ‌Syrian‌ ‌refugees.‌ ‌This‌‌                   

would‌ ‌face‌ ‌many‌ ‌legal‌ ‌challenges‌ ‌but‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌be‌ ‌upheld‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌                     

Supreme‌‌Court‌‌(Liptak‌‌and‌‌Shear,‌‌2018).‌‌Trump‌‌initiated‌‌an‌‌expansion‌‌of‌‌                     

the‌ ‌Mexico-U.S.‌ ‌barrier,‌‌which‌‌he‌‌often‌‌referred‌‌to‌‌as‌‌“The‌‌Wall”,‌‌using‌‌                       

restrictionist‌‌think‌‌tank‌‌research‌‌to‌‌argue‌‌for‌‌the‌‌benefits‌‌of‌‌such‌‌a‌‌project.‌‌                         

The‌‌debate‌‌over‌‌funding‌‌for‌‌this‌‌wall‌‌would‌‌cause‌‌the‌‌longest‌‌government‌‌                       

shutdown‌ ‌in‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌history‌ ‌and,‌ ‌after‌ ‌facing‌ ‌many‌ ‌lawsuits‌ ‌from‌‌                   

expansionists‌ ‌groups‌ ‌such‌‌as‌‌the‌‌ACLU,‌‌would‌‌be‌‌funded‌‌by‌‌redirection‌‌                     

of‌‌funds‌‌from‌‌the‌‌Pentagon‌‌to‌‌the‌‌border,‌‌a‌‌decision‌‌would‌‌be‌‌upheld‌‌by‌‌                           
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the‌ ‌Supreme‌ ‌Court‌ ‌and‌ ‌federal‌ ‌appeals‌ ‌courts‌ ‌(Alvarez‌ ‌and‌ ‌LeBlanc,‌‌                   

2020).‌ ‌ ‌   

Many‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌actions‌‌taken‌‌were‌‌in‌‌relation‌‌to‌‌border‌‌and‌‌interior‌‌                       

enforcement,‌ ‌and‌ ‌ways‌ ‌to‌ ‌limit‌ ‌asylum.‌ ‌The‌ ‌family‌ ‌separation‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌a‌‌                     

“zero‌ ‌tolerance”‌ ‌approach‌ ‌to‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌which‌ ‌was‌ ‌also‌ ‌notorious‌ ‌for‌‌                   

the‌ ‌horrendous‌ ‌conditions‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌detention‌ ‌centers,‌ ‌was‌ ‌hugely‌‌                 

controversial‌ ‌and‌ ‌involved‌ ‌the‌ ‌separation‌ ‌of‌ ‌thousands‌ ‌of‌ ‌parents‌ ‌and‌‌                   

children.‌‌This‌‌too‌‌would‌‌be‌‌eventually‌‌challenged‌‌and‌‌halted‌‌by‌‌a‌‌federal‌‌                       

judge‌‌(Shear‌‌et‌‌al,‌‌2018),‌‌but‌‌poor‌‌record-keeping‌‌made‌‌it‌‌so‌‌that‌‌many‌‌of‌‌                           

the‌ ‌children‌ ‌could‌ ‌not‌ ‌be‌ ‌reunited‌ ‌with‌ ‌their‌ ‌parents‌ ‌despite‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy‌‌                       

ending‌ ‌(Shoichet‌ ‌and‌ ‌Alvarez,‌ ‌2019).‌ ‌Trump‌ ‌also‌ ‌attempted‌ ‌to‌ ‌remove‌‌                   

temporary‌ ‌protected‌ ‌status‌ ‌from‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌from‌ ‌various‌ ‌countries,‌‌and‌‌                 

various‌‌alterations‌‌to‌‌asylum‌‌procedures:‌‌mandating‌‌asylum‌‌seekers‌‌must‌‌                 

have‌ ‌applied‌ ‌to‌ ‌other‌ ‌countries‌ ‌as‌ ‌well‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌accepted‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌U.S.‌‌                         

agreements‌ ‌with‌ ‌Central‌ ‌American‌ ‌countries‌ ‌to‌ ‌redirect‌ ‌asylum‌ ‌seekers‌‌                 

abroad,‌ ‌and‌ ‌“a‌ ‌ramping‌ ‌up‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌Migrant‌ ‌Protection‌ ‌Protocols‌ ‌(MPP),‌‌                     

requiring‌ ‌migrants,‌ ‌mainly‌ ‌asylum‌ ‌seekers,‌ ‌to‌ ‌wait‌ ‌in‌ ‌Mexico‌ ‌for‌ ‌their‌‌                     

adjudications,”‌ ‌as‌ ‌well‌ ‌as‌ ‌attempts‌ ‌to‌ ‌lower‌‌refugee‌‌intake‌‌(Alvarez‌‌and‌‌                     

LeBlanc,‌ ‌2020).‌ ‌Other‌ ‌notable‌ ‌policies‌ ‌include‌ ‌assigning‌ ‌Border‌ ‌Patrol‌‌                 

and‌ ‌ICE‌ ‌agents‌ ‌to‌ ‌sanctuary‌ ‌cities,‌ ‌further‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌on‌ ‌admissions‌‌                   

based‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌COVID-19‌ ‌pandemic,‌ ‌attempts‌ ‌to‌ ‌limit‌ ‌poorer‌ ‌immigrants‌‌                   

from‌ ‌gaining‌ ‌permanent‌ ‌residency,‌ ‌increased‌ ‌fees‌ ‌for‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌and‌‌                 

asylum‌‌applications,‌‌termination‌‌of‌‌a‌‌program‌‌granting‌‌parents‌‌of‌‌gravely‌‌                   

ill‌ ‌children‌ ‌temporary‌ ‌status,‌ ‌and‌ ‌deploying‌ ‌the‌ ‌National‌ ‌Guard‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌‌                     

border‌ ‌multiple‌ ‌times.‌‌ ‌  

(2)‌ ‌Policy‌ ‌Impacts‌ ‌ 

The‌ ‌policy‌ ‌impacts‌ ‌of‌ ‌this‌ ‌phase,‌ ‌including‌ ‌a‌ ‌ballooning‌‌                 

enforcement‌ ‌budget,‌ ‌record‌ ‌levels‌ ‌of‌ ‌deportation,‌ ‌and‌ ‌only‌ ‌a‌ ‌slight‌‌                   

decrease‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌undocumented‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌population,‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌‌               

highlighted‌‌already‌‌in‌‌the‌‌general‌‌background,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌implications‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                     

phase‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌trends‌ ‌within‌ ‌this‌ ‌subsystem‌ ‌will‌ ‌be‌ ‌covered‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                       
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discussion‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌end‌‌of‌‌this‌‌paper.‌‌What‌‌does‌‌need‌‌to‌‌be‌‌said‌‌is‌‌that‌‌the‌‌                               

devolution‌‌of‌‌immigration‌‌policy‌‌into‌‌mainly‌‌more‌‌restrictionist‌‌and‌‌more‌‌                   

militarized‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌has‌ ‌not‌ ‌come‌ ‌without‌‌many‌‌victims.‌‌Every‌‌year‌‌                   

now,‌ ‌hundreds‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigrants‌ ‌die‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌Mexico-U.S.‌ ‌border,‌ ‌and‌ ‌many‌‌                     

scholars‌ ‌have‌ ‌held‌ ‌U.S.‌ ‌policy‌ ‌directly‌ ‌accountable‌ ‌for‌‌increased‌‌border‌‌                   

deaths,‌ ‌referring‌ ‌to‌ ‌an‌ ‌implicit‌ ‌strategy‌ ‌of‌ ‌“‘prevention‌ ‌through‌‌                 

deterrence’‌ ‌—‌ ‌intentionally‌ ‌redirecting‌ ‌migrants‌ ‌to‌ ‌more‌ ‌dangerous,‌‌               

remote‌ ‌areas,‌ ‌including‌ ‌the‌ ‌area‌ ‌referred‌ ‌to‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌US‌ ‌Customs‌ ‌and‌‌                       

Border‌ ‌Patrol‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌‘corridor‌ ‌of‌ ‌death’”‌ ‌(Holmes,‌ ‌2013:‌ ‌153).‌ ‌Such‌‌                     

results‌ ‌are‌ ‌often‌ ‌portrayed‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌result‌ ‌of‌ ‌migrant’s‌ ‌own‌‌decisions,‌‌and‌‌                       

not‌‌as‌‌the‌‌result‌‌of‌‌policies‌‌that‌‌“force‌‌certain‌‌categories‌‌of‌‌people‌‌to‌‌put‌‌                           

their‌‌bodies,‌‌health,‌‌and‌‌lives‌‌at‌‌risk‌‌in‌‌order‌‌for‌‌them‌‌and‌‌their‌‌families‌‌to‌‌                             

survive”‌ ‌(Holmes,‌ ‌2013:‌ ‌153).‌ ‌Cornelius‌ ‌also‌ ‌notes‌ ‌(2005:‌ ‌784)‌ ‌that‌‌                   

“officials‌‌invariably‌‌blame‌‌these‌‌deaths‌‌on‌‌professional‌‌people-smugglers,‌‌               

but‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌ ‌apparent‌ ‌that‌ ‌smugglers‌ ‌are‌ ‌only‌ ‌satisfying‌ ‌a‌ ‌demand‌ ‌that‌ ‌has‌‌                         

been‌ ‌created‌ ‌largely‌ ‌by‌‌…‌‌concentrated‌‌border‌‌enforcement,”‌‌while‌‌also‌‌                   

noting‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌border‌ ‌build-up‌ ‌has‌ ‌also‌ ‌brought‌ ‌with‌ ‌it‌ ‌a‌ ‌surge‌ ‌of‌‌                         

anti-immigrant‌ ‌vigilante‌ ‌activity.‌ ‌Furthermore,‌ ‌while‌ ‌the‌ ‌Obama‌‌             

administration‌‌claimed‌‌to‌‌be‌‌shifting‌‌deportation‌‌policies‌‌towards‌‌“serious‌‌                 

criminals,”‌ ‌the‌ ‌reality‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌ ‌policies‌ ‌were‌ ‌quite‌ ‌different:‌ ‌“nearly‌‌                   

two-thirds‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌deportations‌ ‌during‌ ‌the‌ ‌first‌ ‌five‌ ‌years‌ ‌of‌ ‌his‌‌                     

administration‌ ‌involved‌ ‌noncitizens‌ ‌who‌ ‌had‌ ‌committed‌ ‌only‌ ‌minor‌‌               

infractions,”‌ ‌some‌‌even‌‌with‌‌only‌‌traffic‌‌violations‌‌or‌‌no‌‌criminal‌‌record‌‌                     

at‌ ‌all,‌ ‌and‌ ‌“only‌ ‌about‌ ‌one‌ ‌in‌ ‌five‌ ‌involved‌ ‌people‌ ‌convicted‌‌of‌‌serious‌‌                         

crimes”‌ ‌(Gottschalk,‌ ‌2015:‌ ‌216).‌‌ ‌  
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Chapter‌ ‌4:‌ ‌Policy‌ ‌Entrepreneurship‌ ‌of‌ ‌Private‌‌ 

Prison‌ ‌Industry‌‌ ‌  
‌As‌ ‌this‌ ‌aspect‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌paper‌ ‌is‌ ‌more‌ ‌complimentary‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌‌                       

approach,‌ ‌it‌ ‌will‌ ‌focus‌ ‌less‌ ‌on‌ ‌showing‌ ‌the‌ ‌extent‌ ‌of‌ ‌impact‌ ‌the‌‌private‌‌                         

prison‌ ‌industry‌ ‌has‌ ‌had‌ ‌in‌ ‌changing‌ ‌public‌ ‌policy‌ ‌and‌‌more‌‌on‌‌defining‌                       

the‌ ‌attributes,‌ ‌skills,‌ ‌and‌ ‌strategies‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌private‌ ‌prison‌ ‌industry,‌ ‌while‌‌                     

looking‌‌at‌‌instances‌‌where‌‌they‌‌specifically‌‌were‌‌interested‌‌and‌‌involved‌‌                   

in‌ ‌trying‌ ‌to‌ ‌influence‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy.‌ ‌By‌ ‌briefly‌ ‌focusing‌ ‌on‌ ‌one‌‌                     

group‌ ‌acting‌ ‌out‌ ‌of‌ ‌their‌ ‌own‌ ‌self-interest,‌ ‌some‌ ‌insights‌ ‌about‌ ‌the‌‌                     

immigration‌‌policy‌‌subsystem‌‌can‌‌be‌‌gained‌‌that‌‌might‌‌be‌‌lost‌‌in‌‌the‌‌more‌‌                         

broad,‌ ‌belief-based‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌approach.‌ ‌It‌ ‌is‌ ‌also‌ ‌easier‌ ‌to‌ ‌identify‌‌                   

entrepreneurs‌ ‌than‌ ‌it‌ ‌is‌‌to‌‌identify‌‌policy‌‌brokers‌‌as‌‌defined‌‌in‌‌the‌‌ACF:‌‌                         

almost‌‌all‌‌of‌‌the‌‌policies‌‌identified‌‌in‌‌the‌‌ACF‌‌had‌‌no‌‌clear‌‌policy‌‌broker,‌‌                           

at‌ ‌least‌ ‌in‌ ‌terms‌ ‌of‌ ‌finding‌ ‌actors‌ ‌whose‌ ‌primary‌ ‌concern‌ ‌is‌ ‌reducing‌‌                       

conflict‌‌and‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌deliver‌‌compromise.‌‌There‌‌were‌‌key‌‌figureheads‌‌of‌‌                     

the‌‌different‌‌comprehensive‌‌reform‌‌efforts,‌‌but‌‌it‌‌is‌‌hard‌‌to‌‌argue‌‌they‌‌fit‌‌                         

this‌‌definition,‌‌which‌‌might‌‌be‌‌part‌‌of‌‌why‌‌this‌‌concept‌‌is‌‌often‌‌left‌‌out‌‌of‌‌                             

ACF‌ ‌studies‌ ‌entirely.‌ ‌ 

As‌‌Collingwood‌‌et‌‌al.‌‌(2018:‌‌275)‌‌put‌‌it,‌‌while‌‌restrictionists‌‌and‌‌                     

nativists‌ ‌believe‌ ‌in‌ ‌harsh‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌others‌ ‌look‌ ‌to‌ ‌gain‌‌                   

materially‌‌from‌‌them:‌‌“Harsh‌‌enforcement‌‌policies‌‌…‌‌enable‌‌and‌‌expand‌‌                   

a‌ ‌marketplace‌ ‌whereby‌ ‌private‌ ‌prison‌ ‌companies‌ ‌stand‌ ‌to‌ ‌increase‌ ‌their‌‌                   

bottom‌‌line,”‌‌with‌‌these‌‌companies‌‌“lobbying‌‌to‌‌expand‌‌the‌‌carceral‌‌state‌‌                     

into‌‌immigration‌‌policy.”‌‌In‌‌this‌‌case,‌‌when‌‌referring‌‌to‌‌the‌‌private‌‌prison‌‌                       

industry,‌‌CCA‌‌and‌‌GEO‌‌will‌‌be‌‌the‌‌main‌‌focus,‌‌as‌‌well‌‌as‌‌the‌‌lobbies‌‌that‌‌                             

represent‌‌them‌‌in‌‌advocating‌‌for‌‌their‌‌policy‌‌desires.‌‌Most‌‌notable‌‌among‌‌                     

these‌ ‌lobbies‌ ‌is‌ ‌the‌ ‌American‌ ‌Legislative‌‌Exchange‌‌Council‌‌(ALEC),‌‌in‌‌                   

that‌ ‌it‌ ‌uniquely‌ ‌is‌ ‌“composed‌ ‌of‌ ‌state‌ ‌legislators‌ ‌and‌ ‌corporate‌ ‌leaders‌‌                     

who‌‌collaborate‌‌to‌‌produce‌‌model‌‌or‌‌template‌‌bills‌‌that‌‌are‌‌introduced‌‌or‌‌                       

promoted‌ ‌by‌ ‌ALEC‌ ‌members‌ ‌within‌ ‌state‌ ‌legislatures”‌ ‌(Anderson‌ ‌and‌‌                 
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Donchik,‌ ‌2016:‌ ‌326)‌ ‌and‌ ‌that‌ ‌it‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌involved‌ ‌in‌ ‌modeling‌‌policies‌‌                       

and/or‌ ‌advocating‌ ‌for‌ ‌policies‌ ‌in‌ ‌many‌ ‌controversial‌ ‌areas,‌ ‌including‌‌                 

‘stand‌ ‌your‌ ‌ground’‌ ‌laws,‌ ‌anti-labor‌ ‌laws,‌ ‌laws‌ ‌lengthening‌ ‌prison‌‌                 

sentences‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌‘three‌ ‌strikes’‌ ‌or‌ ‌‘truth‌ ‌in‌ ‌sentencing’‌ ‌measures,‌‌                   

measures‌ ‌that‌ ‌assist‌ ‌corporations‌ ‌in‌ ‌evading‌ ‌environmental‌ ‌regulations,‌‌               

laws‌ ‌and‌ ‌policies‌ ‌criminalizing‌ ‌parts‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigrants’‌ ‌lives,‌ ‌and‌ ‌various‌‌                   

efforts‌‌aimed‌‌at‌‌privatizing‌‌different‌‌areas‌‌such‌‌as‌‌prisons‌‌and‌‌education,‌‌                     

among‌ ‌other‌ ‌things‌ ‌(Cooper‌ ‌et‌ ‌al,‌ ‌2016:‌ ‌385).‌‌ ‌  

4.1. Attributes‌ ‌ 

One‌ ‌fundamental‌ ‌attribute‌ ‌of‌‌entrepreneurs‌‌is‌‌ambition,‌‌which‌‌is‌‌                 

noted‌‌by‌‌the‌‌private‌‌prison‌‌industry’s‌‌willingness‌‌to‌‌invest‌‌in‌‌their‌‌policy‌‌                       

desires‌‌and‌‌to‌‌be‌‌committed‌‌to‌‌pushing‌‌for‌‌them‌‌(Mintrom‌‌and‌‌Luetjens,‌‌                       

2017).‌ ‌These‌ ‌ambitions‌ ‌partially‌ ‌rose‌ ‌out‌ ‌of‌ ‌necessity:‌ ‌private‌ ‌prisons‌‌                   

were‌‌largely‌‌kept‌‌out‌‌of‌‌immigrant‌‌detention‌‌in‌‌the‌‌1980s‌‌and‌‌1990s‌‌and‌‌                         

the‌ ‌industry‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌whole‌ ‌was‌ ‌“on‌ ‌the‌ ‌verge‌ ‌of‌ ‌bankruptcy”‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌latter‌‌                           

period,‌‌due‌‌to‌‌various‌‌scandals‌‌related‌‌to‌‌the‌‌industry‌‌that‌‌had‌‌made‌‌many‌‌                         

states‌ ‌distance‌ ‌themselves‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌industry‌ ‌immediately‌ ‌following‌ ‌a‌‌                 

speculative‌ ‌prison‌ ‌building‌ ‌boom‌ ‌(meaning‌‌many‌‌prisons‌‌were‌‌built‌‌and‌‌                   

then‌ ‌were‌ ‌soon‌ ‌left‌ ‌empty)‌ ‌(Ray,‌ ‌2018:‌‌117).‌‌It‌‌was‌‌at‌‌this‌‌time‌‌that‌‌the‌‌                             

private‌ ‌prison‌ ‌industry‌ ‌was‌ ‌able‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌a‌ ‌key‌ ‌pivot‌ ‌to‌ ‌immigrant‌‌                       

detention:‌ ‌marketing‌ ‌itself‌ ‌as‌ ‌being‌ ‌able‌ ‌to‌ ‌save‌ ‌the‌‌federal‌‌government‌‌                     

almost‌ ‌$35‌ ‌a‌ ‌day‌ ‌per‌ ‌detainee,‌ ‌CCA‌ ‌and‌ ‌GEO‌‌were‌‌both‌‌able‌‌to‌‌secure‌‌                           

lucrative‌ ‌federal‌ ‌contracts‌ ‌to‌ ‌run‌ ‌private‌ ‌immigrant‌ ‌detention‌ ‌facilities‌‌                 

(Berestein,‌ ‌2008).‌ ‌Thanks‌ ‌to‌ ‌these‌ ‌ambitious‌ ‌maneuvers,‌ ‌CCA’s‌ ‌stock‌‌                 

(both‌‌CCA‌‌and‌‌GEO‌‌are‌‌listed‌‌companies)‌‌rebounded‌‌from‌‌$1.15‌‌on‌‌Jan.‌‌                       

1‌ ‌1998‌ ‌to‌ ‌$70.13‌ ‌on‌ ‌Jan.‌ ‌1,‌ ‌2001,‌‌and‌‌GEO‌‌went‌‌from‌‌$2.50‌‌a‌‌share‌‌in‌‌                               

January‌ ‌2001‌ ‌to‌ ‌$26.76‌ ‌in‌ ‌May‌ ‌2008.‌‌ ‌  

Social‌ ‌acuity,‌ ‌or‌ ‌the‌ ‌attribute‌ ‌of‌ ‌“understanding‌ ‌others‌ ‌and‌‌                 

engaging‌ ‌in‌ ‌policy‌ ‌conversations,”‌‌is‌‌also‌‌necessary‌‌for‌‌success‌‌(Aviram‌‌                   

et‌ ‌al.,‌ ‌2020:‌ ‌626).‌ ‌As‌ ‌Mintrom‌ ‌and‌ ‌Norman‌ ‌(2009:‌ ‌652-654)‌ ‌put‌ ‌it,‌‌                       

entrepreneurs‌‌are‌‌“well-versed‌‌in‌‌the‌‌sociopolitical‌‌context‌‌in‌‌which‌‌they‌‌                   
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operate,”‌‌and‌‌thus‌‌are‌‌able‌‌to‌‌understand‌‌how‌‌others‌‌view‌‌problems,‌‌what‌‌                       

their‌ ‌driving‌ ‌concerns‌ ‌or‌ ‌motivations‌ ‌might‌ ‌be,‌ ‌and‌ ‌how‌ ‌to‌ ‌develop‌‌                     

strategies‌‌to‌‌appeal‌‌to‌‌others‌‌(Mintrom‌‌and‌‌Luetjens,‌‌2017).‌‌This‌‌is‌‌not‌‌to‌‌                         

be‌‌confused‌‌with‌‌sociability,‌‌which‌‌is‌‌more‌‌about‌‌how‌‌entrepreneurs‌‌try‌‌to‌‌                       

consider‌ ‌how‌ ‌others‌ ‌will‌ ‌respond‌ ‌to‌ ‌their‌ ‌solutions‌ ‌and‌ ‌must‌ ‌have‌‌                     

empathy‌ ‌for‌ ‌others’‌ ‌needs‌ ‌so‌ ‌they‌ ‌feel‌ ‌appreciated‌ ‌and‌ ‌understood.‌‌The‌‌                     

best‌‌representation‌‌of‌‌both‌‌these‌‌attributes‌‌is‌‌the‌‌work‌‌of‌‌CCA‌‌and‌‌GEO’s‌‌                         

lobbies,‌‌primarily‌‌ALEC‌‌which‌‌claims‌‌on‌‌its‌‌website‌‌to‌‌contain‌‌within‌‌its‌‌                       

members‌ ‌“nearly‌ ‌one-quarter‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌country’s‌ ‌state‌ ‌legislators‌ ‌and‌‌                 

stake-holders‌‌from‌‌across‌‌the‌‌policy‌‌spectrum.”‌‌ALEC‌‌advertises‌‌itself‌‌as‌‌                   

“a‌‌forum‌‌for‌‌stakeholders‌‌to‌‌exchange‌‌ideas‌‌and‌‌develop‌‌real,‌‌state-based‌‌                     

solutions,”‌ ‌which‌ ‌in‌‌practice‌‌means‌‌different‌‌task‌‌forces‌‌bringing‌‌private‌‌                   

sector‌ ‌actors‌ ‌together‌ ‌with‌ ‌legislators‌ ‌to‌ ‌work‌ ‌side-by-side‌ ‌in‌ ‌designing‌                   

policy‌ ‌proposals:‌ ‌since‌ ‌each‌ ‌individual‌ ‌gets‌ ‌an‌ ‌equal‌ ‌vote‌ ‌in‌ ‌these‌ ‌task‌‌                       

forces,‌ ‌“in‌ ‌order‌ ‌for‌ ‌a‌ ‌proposal‌ ‌to‌ ‌become‌ ‌model‌ ‌legislation,‌ ‌both‌ ‌the‌‌                       

public‌ ‌and‌ ‌private‌ ‌sides‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌committee‌ ‌must‌ ‌agree‌ ‌—‌ ‌granting‌‌                     

considerable‌ ‌power‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌corporate‌ ‌side”‌‌(Underwood‌‌and‌‌Mead,‌‌2015:‌‌                   

51).‌ ‌At‌ ‌the‌‌same‌‌time,‌‌it‌‌allows‌‌the‌‌industries‌‌utilizing‌‌ALEC’s‌‌services,‌‌                       

including‌ ‌the‌ ‌private‌ ‌prison‌ ‌industry,‌ ‌to‌ ‌develop‌ ‌their‌ ‌social‌ ‌acuity‌ ‌and‌‌                     

sociability‌ ‌with‌ ‌policymakers‌ ‌and‌ ‌their‌ ‌constituents,‌‌while‌‌also‌‌allowing‌‌                 

corporations‌‌to‌‌participate‌‌in‌‌policy‌‌evaluation‌‌and‌‌be‌‌active‌‌members‌‌in‌‌                     

policy‌ ‌decision‌ ‌making,‌ ‌albeit‌ ‌outside‌ ‌the‌ ‌formal‌ ‌policy‌ ‌process.‌‌ ‌  

In‌‌order‌‌for‌‌their‌‌policy‌‌proposals‌‌to‌‌be‌‌taken‌‌seriously‌‌and‌‌build‌‌                       

coalitions‌‌of‌‌support,‌‌the‌‌entrepreneurs‌‌and‌‌their‌‌solutions‌‌must‌‌be‌‌seen‌‌as‌‌                       

having‌ ‌credibility.‌ ‌Obviously,‌ ‌the‌ ‌private‌ ‌prison‌ ‌industry‌ ‌uses‌ ‌its‌‌                 

experience‌‌in‌‌criminal‌‌detention‌‌to‌‌try‌‌and‌‌make‌‌its‌‌case‌‌for‌‌being‌‌able‌‌to‌‌                           

manage‌‌immigrant‌‌detention.‌‌Finally,‌‌tenacity,‌‌or‌‌the‌‌“willingness‌‌to‌‌keep‌‌                   

working‌ ‌towards‌ ‌a‌ ‌bigger‌ ‌goal,‌ ‌even‌ ‌when‌ ‌that‌ ‌goal‌ ‌seems‌ ‌nowhere‌ ‌in‌‌                       

sight,”‌ ‌is‌ ‌important‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌sense‌ ‌that‌ ‌usually‌ ‌entrepreneurs‌ ‌are‌‌investing‌‌                     

with‌‌the‌‌risk‌‌that‌‌they‌‌will‌‌see‌‌nothing‌‌in‌‌return‌‌for‌‌their‌‌efforts‌‌and‌‌where‌‌                             

their‌ ‌chances‌ ‌of‌ ‌succeeding‌ ‌may‌ ‌not‌ ‌be‌ ‌great‌ ‌(Mintrom‌ ‌and‌ ‌Luetjens,‌‌                     

2017).‌ ‌This‌ ‌has‌ ‌already‌ ‌been‌ ‌highlighted‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌last-ditch‌ ‌efforts‌ ‌the‌‌                     
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industry‌‌made‌‌to‌‌secure‌‌immigrant‌‌detention‌‌contracts‌‌when‌‌the‌‌industry’s‌‌                   

stocks‌‌had‌‌generally‌‌crashed‌‌in‌‌the‌‌late‌‌1990s.‌‌As‌‌one‌‌commentator‌‌put‌‌it,‌‌                         

the‌ ‌immigrant‌ ‌detention‌ ‌contracts‌ ‌with‌ ‌different‌ ‌levels‌ ‌of‌ ‌government‌‌                 

were‌ ‌and‌ ‌are‌ ‌a‌ ‌life‌ ‌preserver‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌private‌‌prison‌‌industry:‌‌“if‌‌they‌‌lost‌‌                           

those‌‌federal‌‌immigration‌‌contracts‌‌tomorrow,‌‌I‌‌don’t‌‌know‌‌that‌‌we‌‌would‌‌                     

have‌ ‌a‌ ‌private‌ ‌prison‌ ‌industry‌ ‌of‌ ‌GEO‌ ‌and‌ ‌CoreCivic‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌end‌‌of‌‌the‌‌                           

month”‌ ‌(Jackson,‌ ‌2020).‌ ‌Thus,‌ ‌the‌ ‌tenaciousness‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌private‌ ‌prison‌‌                   

industry,‌ ‌and‌ ‌its‌ ‌willingness‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌risky‌ ‌investments‌‌with‌‌the‌‌hope‌‌of‌‌                       

influencing‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌is‌ ‌mostly‌ ‌the‌ ‌result‌ ‌of‌ ‌self-preservation.‌‌ ‌  

4.2. Skills‌ ‌And‌ ‌Strategies‌ ‌ 

Looking‌‌at‌‌how‌‌strategic‌‌thinking‌‌aids‌‌policy‌‌entrepreneurs,‌‌Kalil‌‌                 

(2017:‌ ‌19)‌ ‌pointed‌ ‌to‌ ‌how‌ ‌having‌ ‌clear‌ ‌goals,‌ ‌a‌ ‌constantly‌ ‌growing‌‌                     

toolbox‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy‌ ‌solutions,‌ ‌and‌ ‌effective‌ ‌networking‌‌can‌‌make‌‌working‌‌                   

with‌‌entrepreneurs‌‌easy‌‌and‌‌turn‌‌proposed‌‌solutions‌‌into‌‌real‌‌policies.‌‌For‌‌                     

the‌‌private‌‌prison‌‌industry,‌‌their‌‌goals‌‌in‌‌terms‌‌of‌‌immigrant‌‌detention‌‌are‌‌                       

fairly‌ ‌clear:‌ ‌maintaining‌ ‌and‌ ‌expanding‌ ‌the‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌private‌ ‌facilities‌ ‌and‌‌                     

funding‌‌for‌‌it.‌‌In‌‌terms‌‌of‌‌the‌‌policy‌‌toolbox‌‌and‌‌networking,‌‌much‌‌of‌‌this‌‌                           

is‌ ‌done‌ ‌by‌ ‌their‌ ‌lobbies,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌‌ALEC‌‌and‌‌its‌‌model‌‌legislation‌‌forum,‌‌                         

the‌‌connections‌‌it‌‌has‌‌made‌‌over‌‌time‌‌with‌‌government‌‌agencies,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌                       

experience‌ ‌it‌ ‌has‌‌in‌‌the‌‌field‌‌of‌‌detention‌‌already.‌‌ALEC‌‌makes‌‌working‌‌                       

with‌ ‌the‌ ‌industries‌ ‌it‌ ‌represents‌ ‌fairly‌ ‌easy‌ ‌and‌‌thus‌‌solution‌‌seeking‌‌(at‌‌                       

least‌ ‌in‌ ‌accordance‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌interests‌ ‌ALEC‌ ‌represents)‌ ‌as‌ ‌well:‌ ‌Tommy‌‌                     

Thompson,‌ ‌who‌ ‌was‌ ‌among‌‌other‌‌things‌‌the‌‌longest-serving‌‌governor‌‌in‌‌                   

Wisconsin’s‌ ‌history‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌19th‌ ‌United‌ ‌States‌ ‌Secretary‌ ‌of‌ ‌Health‌ ‌and‌‌                     

Human‌ ‌Services‌‌in‌‌the‌‌W.‌‌Bush‌‌Administration‌‌said‌‌that‌‌he‌‌had‌‌“always‌‌                       

loved‌‌going‌‌to‌‌[ALEC]‌‌meetings‌‌because‌‌I‌‌always‌‌found‌‌new‌‌ideas.‌‌Then‌‌                       

I'd‌ ‌take‌ ‌them‌ ‌back‌ ‌to‌ ‌Wisconsin,‌ ‌disguise‌ ‌them‌ ‌a‌ ‌little‌ ‌bit,‌ ‌and‌ ‌declare,‌‌                         

'That's‌ ‌mine’”‌ ‌(Kroll,‌ ‌2012).‌‌ ‌  

When‌ ‌looking‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌strategies‌ ‌the‌ ‌private‌ ‌prison‌ ‌industry‌‌                 

employs,‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌a‌ ‌few‌ ‌areas‌ ‌that‌ ‌these‌ ‌entrepreneurs‌ ‌have‌ ‌worked‌ ‌in‌‌                       

recent‌ ‌years‌‌that‌‌can‌‌serve‌‌to‌‌illustrate‌‌their‌‌strategies:‌‌in‌‌debates‌‌around‌‌                       
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the‌ ‌housing‌ ‌of‌ ‌inmates‌ ‌detained‌ ‌by‌ ‌ICE‌ ‌and‌ ‌debates‌‌regarding‌‌the‌‌DHS‌‌                       

appropriations‌ ‌budget‌ ‌that‌ ‌directly‌ ‌relate‌ ‌to‌ ‌private‌ ‌detention‌ ‌funding‌‌                 

(Ray,‌‌2018:‌‌124).‌‌While‌‌many‌‌details‌‌of‌‌what‌‌exactly‌‌lobbying‌‌entails‌‌are‌‌                       

unknown,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌clear‌‌that‌‌the‌‌industry‌‌is‌‌invested‌‌in‌‌maintaining/increasing‌‌                     

funding‌‌and‌‌government‌‌support‌‌for‌‌private‌‌immigrant‌‌detention‌‌facilities:‌‌                 

for‌ ‌example,‌ ‌CCA‌ ‌“has‌ ‌lobbied‌ ‌Congress‌ ‌each‌ ‌year‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌homeland‌‌                     

security‌ ‌annual‌ ‌appropriations‌ ‌bill,‌ ‌targeting‌ ‌increased‌ ‌funding‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌‌                 

Bureau‌‌of‌‌Prisons,‌‌the‌‌Office‌‌of‌‌the‌‌Federal‌‌Detention‌‌Trustee,”‌‌and‌‌ICE‌‌                       

(Ray,‌ ‌2018:‌ ‌129).‌ ‌It‌ ‌was‌‌noted‌‌in‌‌some‌‌of‌‌the‌‌materials‌‌submitted‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                           

Subcommittee‌ ‌on‌ ‌Privatized‌‌Immigration‌‌in‌‌2016‌‌that‌‌between‌‌2008‌‌and‌‌                   

2014,‌ ‌CCA‌ ‌“spent‌ ‌$9,760,000—61‌ ‌percent‌ ‌of‌ ‌total‌ ‌private‌ ‌prison‌‌                 

lobbying‌ ‌expenditures—in‌ ‌quarters‌ ‌where‌‌they‌‌directly‌‌lobbied‌‌the‌‌DHS‌‌                 

Appropriations‌‌Subcommittee,”‌‌while‌‌GEO‌‌spent‌‌$460,000‌‌between‌‌2011‌‌               

and‌ ‌2014‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌issues‌ ‌(Homeland‌ ‌Security‌ ‌Advisory‌ ‌Council,‌‌                   

2016).‌‌ ‌  

Besides‌ ‌increasing/maintaining‌ ‌funding‌ ‌and‌ ‌use‌ ‌of‌ ‌private‌‌             

immigrant‌‌detention,‌‌another‌‌reason‌‌for‌‌the‌‌industry’s‌‌interest‌‌in‌‌the‌‌DHS‌‌                     

appropriations‌ ‌process,‌ ‌at‌ ‌least‌ ‌since‌ ‌2009,‌ ‌is‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌purpose‌ ‌of‌‌                     

maintaining‌ ‌what‌ ‌has‌ ‌become‌ ‌known‌ ‌as‌ ‌“bed‌ ‌quotas,”‌ ‌which‌ ‌were‌ ‌first‌‌                     

introduced‌‌in‌‌2009‌‌during‌‌the‌‌Obama‌‌administration‌‌and‌‌“linked‌‌the‌‌US.‌‌                     

Department‌ ‌of‌ ‌Homeland‌ ‌Security's‌ ‌(DHS)‌ ‌funding‌ ‌to‌ ‌‘maintaining’‌ ‌[or‌‌                 

filling]‌‌33,400‌‌immigration‌‌detention‌‌beds‌‌a‌‌day”‌‌(Sinha,‌‌2017:‌‌77).‌‌This‌‌                     

quota‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌controversial‌ ‌and‌ ‌many‌ ‌have‌ ‌called‌ ‌for‌ ‌its‌ ‌removal‌ ‌but,‌‌                       

while‌‌language‌‌regarding‌‌the‌‌quotas‌‌is‌‌sometimes‌‌removed‌‌from‌‌proposed‌‌                   

budgets,‌ ‌there‌ ‌has‌ ‌in‌‌fact‌‌been‌‌an‌‌expansion‌‌of‌‌the‌‌quota‌‌in‌‌practice,‌‌for‌‌                           

example‌‌in‌‌2017‌‌when‌‌“DHS‌‌filled‌‌approximately‌‌44,050‌‌beds‌‌each‌‌day”‌‌                     

(Ray,‌ ‌2018:‌ ‌130).‌ ‌This‌ ‌naturally‌ ‌benefits‌ ‌the‌ ‌private‌‌prison‌‌industry‌‌and‌‌                     

they‌‌have‌‌lobbied‌‌to‌‌ensure‌‌that‌‌bills‌‌or‌‌formal‌‌reductions‌‌of‌‌the‌‌quota‌‌are‌‌                           

blocked,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌Justice‌ ‌is‌ ‌Not‌ ‌for‌ ‌Sale‌ ‌Act‌ ‌of‌ ‌2015‌ ‌that‌ ‌sought‌ ‌to‌‌                             

remove‌ ‌this‌ ‌quota‌ ‌but‌ ‌ultimately‌ ‌never‌ ‌made‌ ‌it‌ ‌out‌ ‌of‌ ‌committee.‌‌ ‌  

In‌‌lobbying‌‌to‌‌maintain/expand‌‌current‌‌levels‌‌of‌‌private‌‌detention‌‌                 

and‌ ‌its‌ ‌funding,‌ ‌the‌ ‌industry‌ ‌engages‌ ‌in‌ ‌problem‌ ‌framing,‌ ‌trying‌ ‌to‌ ‌put‌‌                       
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forth‌ ‌their‌ ‌preferred‌ ‌policy‌ ‌outcomes‌ ‌“in‌ ‌a‌ ‌politically‌ ‌--‌‌and‌‌culturally--‌‌                     

acceptable‌‌and‌‌desirable‌‌manner”‌‌(Beland,‌‌2005:‌‌12).‌‌This‌‌is‌‌not‌‌an‌‌easy‌‌                       

task‌ ‌in‌ ‌theory‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌industry:‌ ‌looking‌ ‌at‌ ‌a‌ ‌2016‌ ‌Report‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                         

Subcommittee‌ ‌on‌ ‌Privatized‌ ‌Immigration‌ ‌Detention‌ ‌Facilities‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌‌               

Homeland‌ ‌Security‌ ‌Advisory‌ ‌Council,‌ ‌one‌ ‌can‌ ‌find‌ ‌a‌ ‌number‌ ‌of‌‌                   

condemnatory‌ ‌statements‌ ‌about‌ ‌these‌ ‌facilities:‌ ‌a‌ ‌Department‌ ‌of‌ ‌Justice‌‌                 

review‌ ‌stating‌ ‌that‌ ‌private‌ ‌facilities,‌ ‌in‌ ‌almost‌ ‌all‌ ‌areas,‌ ‌have‌ ‌a‌ ‌worse‌‌                       

record‌ ‌on‌ ‌safety‌ ‌and‌ ‌security‌ ‌than‌ ‌public‌ ‌facilities;‌ ‌countless‌ ‌advocate‌‌                   

letters‌ ‌and‌ ‌testimonies‌ ‌from‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌members‌ ‌advocating‌‌               

for‌ ‌an‌ ‌end‌ ‌to‌ ‌private‌ ‌detention‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌bed‌ ‌quotas‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌specifically‌‌                       

detailing‌ ‌the‌ ‌many‌ ‌failings‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌facilities‌ ‌and‌ ‌their‌ ‌lack‌ ‌of‌‌                     

transparency;‌‌the‌‌United‌‌Nations‌‌High‌‌Commissioner‌‌for‌‌Refugees‌‌noting‌‌                 

a‌‌deep‌‌concern‌‌about‌‌the‌‌increasing‌‌detention‌‌of‌‌asylum‌‌seekers‌‌in‌‌private‌‌                       

facilities;‌ ‌and‌ ‌so‌ ‌on.‌‌ ‌  

One‌‌point‌‌of‌‌argument‌‌employed‌‌by‌‌the‌‌private‌‌prison‌‌industry‌‌is‌‌                     

that,‌‌considering‌‌how‌‌increasingly‌‌dependent‌‌the‌‌government‌‌has‌‌become‌‌                 

on‌‌private‌‌immigrant‌‌detention,‌‌it‌‌will‌‌be‌‌difficult‌‌to‌‌phase-out‌‌the‌‌use‌‌of‌‌                         

private‌ ‌detention‌ ‌and‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌government‌ ‌lacks‌ ‌the‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌to‌ ‌handle‌‌                     

such‌ ‌a‌ ‌phase‌ ‌out,‌ ‌so‌ ‌that‌ ‌while‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌some‌‌issues‌‌with‌‌the‌‌facilities,‌‌                           

they‌ ‌would‌ ‌be‌ ‌even‌ ‌worse‌ ‌if‌ ‌these‌ ‌facilities‌ ‌were‌ ‌not‌ ‌being‌ ‌used.‌ ‌The‌‌                         

cost-benefit‌‌of‌‌the‌‌facilities‌‌is‌‌often‌‌put‌‌forward‌‌as‌‌well,‌‌even‌‌though‌‌it‌‌is‌‌                           

unclear‌ ‌that‌ ‌private‌ ‌facilities‌ ‌are‌ ‌cheaper‌ ‌than‌ ‌public‌ ‌ones,‌ ‌and‌ ‌is‌ ‌often‌‌                       

argued‌‌in‌‌tandem‌‌with‌‌the‌‌first‌‌point,‌‌i.e.‌‌that‌‌the‌‌phase-out‌‌would‌‌be‌‌both‌‌                           

detrimental‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌quality‌ ‌of‌ ‌detention‌ ‌and‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌budget.‌‌ ‌  

Finally,‌‌when‌‌all‌‌else‌‌fails,‌‌the‌‌industry‌‌does‌‌its‌‌best‌‌to‌‌ensure‌‌that‌‌                         

failings‌ ‌and/or‌ ‌negative‌‌aspects‌‌of‌‌detention‌‌are‌‌not‌‌disclosed:‌‌in‌‌fact,‌‌as‌‌                       

is‌ ‌noted‌ ‌by‌ ‌many‌ ‌advocates‌ ‌opposing‌ ‌private‌ ‌immigrant‌ ‌detention,‌‌                 

“privately‌‌contracted‌‌prisons‌‌are‌‌not‌‌required‌‌to‌‌provide‌‌Congress‌‌or‌‌DHS‌‌                     

with‌ ‌information‌ ‌about‌ ‌detention‌ ‌operations,”‌ ‌exempt‌ ‌from‌ ‌Freedom‌ ‌of‌‌                 

Information‌ ‌Act‌ ‌request,‌ ‌and‌ ‌are‌ ‌“protected‌ ‌in‌ ‌litigation‌ ‌by‌ ‌complex‌‌                   

contractor‌ ‌immunity‌ ‌doctrines”‌ ‌(Ray,‌ ‌2018:‌ ‌121).‌ ‌This‌ ‌helps‌ ‌in‌ ‌keeping‌‌                   

the‌ ‌debate‌ ‌about‌ ‌prison‌ ‌capacity‌ ‌and‌ ‌costs,‌ ‌and‌ ‌not‌ ‌about‌ ‌human‌ ‌rights‌‌                       
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abuses‌ ‌or‌ ‌poor‌ ‌management‌ ‌of‌ ‌facilities.‌‌This‌‌also‌‌makes‌‌how‌‌adept‌‌the‌‌                       

industry‌ ‌is‌ ‌at‌ ‌gathering‌ ‌compelling‌ ‌evidence‌ ‌to‌ ‌support‌ ‌their‌ ‌solutions‌‌                   

important,‌ ‌as‌ ‌“entrepreneurs‌ ‌must‌ ‌be‌ ‌adept‌ ‌at‌ ‌collecting‌ ‌evidence‌ ‌and‌‌                   

using‌ ‌it‌ ‌strategically‌ ‌to‌ ‌support‌‌their‌‌quest‌‌for‌‌policy‌‌change”‌‌(Mintrom,‌‌                     

2019:‌‌313).‌‌Downplaying‌‌the‌‌profit-seeking‌‌aspects‌‌of‌‌the‌‌industry‌‌is‌‌also‌‌                     

common:‌ ‌Jerry‌ ‌Watson,‌ ‌the‌ ‌senior‌ ‌legal‌ ‌counsel‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌American‌ ‌Bail‌‌                     

Coalition,‌ ‌put‌ ‌it‌ ‌quite‌ ‌bluntly‌ ‌at‌ ‌one‌ ‌ALEC‌ ‌meeting‌ ‌in‌ ‌2007‌ ‌while‌‌                       

presenting‌‌a‌‌model‌‌bill‌‌to‌‌the‌‌legislators‌‌present:‌‌“If‌‌we‌‌can‌‌help‌‌you‌‌save‌‌                           

crime‌‌victims‌‌in‌‌your‌‌legislative‌‌district,‌‌and‌‌generate‌‌positive‌‌revenue‌‌for‌‌                     

your‌ ‌state,‌ ‌and‌ ‌help‌ ‌solve‌ ‌your‌ ‌prison‌‌overcrowding‌‌problem,‌‌you‌‌don’t‌‌                     

mind‌ ‌me‌ ‌making‌ ‌a‌ ‌dollar”‌‌(Cooper‌‌et‌‌al,‌‌2016:‌‌388).‌‌Trying‌‌to‌‌maintain‌‌                         

these‌ ‌exceptions‌ ‌to‌ ‌oversight‌ ‌is‌ ‌another‌ ‌reason‌ ‌why‌ ‌the‌‌industry‌‌invests‌‌                     

heavily‌ ‌in‌ ‌lobbying‌ ‌the‌ ‌appropriations‌ ‌process,‌ ‌and‌ ‌they‌‌lobbied‌‌against‌ ‌                   

“the‌‌Private‌‌Prison‌‌Information‌‌Act‌‌of‌‌2015,‌‌which‌‌would‌‌have‌‌subjected‌‌                     

private‌‌prison‌‌records‌‌to‌‌Freedom‌‌of‌‌Information‌‌Act‌‌requests,”‌‌but‌‌never‌‌                     

made‌ ‌it‌ ‌out‌ ‌of‌ ‌committee‌ ‌(Ray,‌ ‌2018:‌ ‌129).‌‌ ‌  

By‌‌membership‌‌in‌‌ALEC‌‌and‌‌through‌‌its‌‌lobbying,‌‌the‌‌industry‌‌is‌‌                     

attempting‌ ‌to‌ ‌use‌ ‌and‌ ‌expand‌ ‌its‌ ‌networks.‌ ‌Some‌ ‌have‌ ‌attributed‌ ‌CCA‌‌                     

securing‌ ‌its‌ ‌first-ever‌ ‌contract‌ ‌to‌ ‌operate‌ ‌immigrant‌ ‌detention‌ ‌centers‌‌to‌‌                   

one‌ ‌of‌ ‌its‌ ‌eventual‌ ‌founders,‌‌who‌‌was‌‌also‌‌a‌‌Chairman‌‌of‌‌the‌‌Tennessee‌                         

Republican‌ ‌Party,‌ ‌making‌ ‌key‌ ‌contacts‌ ‌with‌ ‌then-presidential‌ ‌candidate‌‌               

Ronald‌ ‌Reagan‌ ‌at‌ ‌a‌ ‌Tennessee‌ ‌fundraiser‌ ‌in‌ ‌1980‌ ‌(Koulish,‌ ‌2008:‌‌476).‌ ‌                     

CCA‌‌would‌‌eventually‌‌be‌‌founded‌‌in‌‌1984‌‌and‌‌would‌‌secure‌‌this‌‌contract‌‌                       

soon‌ ‌after‌ ‌its‌ ‌establishment.‌‌For‌‌entrepreneurs‌‌to‌‌succeed‌‌in‌‌networking,‌‌                   

team‌ ‌and/or‌ ‌trust-building‌ ‌skills,‌ ‌or‌ ‌networking,‌ ‌must‌ ‌be‌ ‌developed:‌ ‌as‌‌                   

Petridou‌ ‌put‌ ‌it‌ ‌(2014:‌ ‌S22),‌ ‌“entrepreneurial‌ ‌actions‌ ‌are‌ ‌carried‌ ‌out‌ ‌by‌‌                     

teams‌ ‌and‌ ‌not‌ ‌just‌ ‌one‌ ‌heroic,‌ ‌lonely‌ ‌individual.”‌ ‌It‌ ‌is‌ ‌vital‌ ‌to‌ ‌develop‌‌                         

trust‌ ‌in‌ ‌relationships,‌ ‌networks,‌ ‌and‌ ‌coalitions,‌ ‌and‌ ‌those‌ ‌entrepreneurs‌‌                 

“who‌‌get‌‌along‌‌well‌‌with‌‌others‌‌and‌‌who‌‌are‌‌well‌‌connected‌‌in‌‌their‌‌local‌‌                           

policy‌ ‌contexts‌ ‌are‌ ‌more‌ ‌likely‌ ‌to‌ ‌achieve‌ ‌their‌ ‌policy‌ ‌goals‌ ‌(Mintrom,‌‌                     

2019:‌ ‌312).‌ ‌This‌ ‌can‌ ‌also‌ ‌involve‌ ‌working‌ ‌with‌ ‌existing‌ ‌advocacy‌‌                   

coalitions‌ ‌or‌ ‌leading‌ ‌coalitions‌ ‌themselves.‌‌ ‌  
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Venue‌ ‌shopping‌ ‌is‌ ‌a‌ ‌strategy‌ ‌that‌ ‌has‌ ‌generally‌ ‌benefited‌ ‌the‌‌                   

industry‌ ‌in‌ ‌past‌ ‌endeavors:‌ ‌Collingwood‌ ‌et‌ ‌al.‌ ‌(2019:‌ ‌735)‌ ‌have‌‌                   

documented‌ ‌how‌ ‌ALEC‌ ‌“has‌ ‌exerted‌ ‌an‌ ‌overwhelming‌‌influence‌‌on‌‌the‌‌                   

introduction‌‌of‌‌anti-sanctuary‌‌legislative‌‌proposals‌‌in‌‌the‌‌U.S.‌‌states‌‌over‌‌                   

the‌ ‌past‌ ‌7‌ ‌years.”‌ ‌Another‌ ‌notable‌ ‌incident‌ ‌that‌ ‌points‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌industry‌‌                       

utilizing‌ ‌state‌ ‌and‌ ‌local‌ ‌initiatives‌ ‌is‌ ‌when‌ ‌“ALEC‌ ‌arranged‌ ‌secret‌‌                   

meetings‌ ‌between‌ ‌Arizona’s‌ ‌state‌ ‌legislators‌ ‌and‌ ‌CCA‌ ‌to‌ ‌draft‌ ‌what‌‌                   

became‌ ‌SB‌ ‌1070,‌ ‌Arizona’s‌ ‌notorious‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌law,‌ ‌to‌ ‌keep‌ ‌CCA‌‌                   

prisons‌‌flush‌‌with‌‌immigrant‌‌detainees”‌‌(Elk‌‌and‌‌Sloan,‌‌2011).‌‌Such‌‌cases‌‌                     

of‌ ‌entrepreneurship,‌ ‌while‌ ‌not‌ ‌directly‌ ‌changing‌ ‌federal‌ ‌immigration‌‌               

policy‌ ‌and‌ ‌perhaps‌ ‌occurring‌ ‌in‌ ‌part‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌the‌ ‌inability‌ ‌to‌‌initiate‌‌such‌‌                         

policies‌ ‌at‌ ‌the‌ ‌federal‌ ‌level,‌ ‌are‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌larger‌ ‌movement‌ ‌towards‌‌                       

mandating‌‌state‌‌and‌‌local‌‌participation‌‌in‌‌federal‌‌enforcement‌‌efforts,‌‌thus‌‌                   

increasing‌‌the‌‌need‌‌and‌‌demand‌‌for‌‌immigrant‌‌detention.‌‌It‌‌also‌‌assists‌‌in‌‌                       

building‌ ‌networks‌ ‌in‌ ‌government,‌ ‌potentially‌ ‌assisting‌ ‌in‌ ‌federal‌ ‌policy‌‌                 

change‌ ‌efforts.‌‌ ‌  

Besides‌ ‌these‌ ‌strategies,‌ ‌there’re‌ ‌also‌ ‌more‌ ‌straightforward‌‌             

approaches‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌donating‌ ‌to‌ ‌political‌ ‌candidates‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌ ‌industry‌‌                   

believes‌ ‌will‌ ‌support‌ ‌and‌ ‌increase‌ ‌funding‌ ‌for‌ ‌private‌ ‌immigrant‌‌                 

detention.‌ ‌For‌ ‌example,‌ ‌CCA‌ ‌and‌ ‌GEO‌ ‌donated‌ ‌respectively‌ ‌$250,000‌‌                 

and‌ ‌$225,000‌ ‌to‌ ‌either‌‌help‌‌elect‌‌Donald‌‌Trump‌‌or‌‌to‌‌donate‌‌to‌‌enhance‌‌                         

his‌ ‌inauguration‌ ‌ceremony‌ ‌(Schouten,‌ ‌2017).‌ ‌Various‌ ‌restrictionist‌‌             

legislators‌ ‌have‌ ‌also‌ ‌been‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌receiving‌ ‌end‌‌of‌‌these‌‌donations.‌‌Such‌‌                       

investments‌ ‌are‌ ‌a‌ ‌form‌ ‌of‌ ‌risk-taking‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌industry,‌ ‌hoping‌‌that‌‌these‌‌                       

donations‌ ‌will‌ ‌help‌ ‌aid‌ ‌policy‌ ‌efforts‌ ‌and‌ ‌give‌ ‌them‌ ‌allies‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌‌                       

policy‌ ‌process.‌ ‌ ‌   

While‌ ‌this‌ ‌section‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌research‌ ‌is‌ ‌not‌ ‌extensive‌ ‌enough‌ ‌to‌‌                     

establish‌‌the‌‌extent‌‌of‌‌influence‌‌the‌‌private‌‌prison‌‌industry‌‌and‌‌its‌‌lobbies‌‌                       

have‌‌had‌‌in‌‌the‌‌appropriations‌‌process,‌‌it‌‌would‌‌seem‌‌as‌‌if‌‌many‌‌of‌‌their‌‌                           

goals‌‌have‌‌been‌‌realized‌‌as‌‌of‌‌now:‌‌in‌‌2019,‌‌private‌‌immigrant‌‌detention‌‌                       

held‌ ‌70%‌ ‌of‌ ‌all‌ ‌detainees‌ ‌(Freedom‌ ‌for‌ ‌Immigrants,‌ ‌2020),‌ ‌maintaining‌‌                   

the‌ ‌government’s‌ ‌reliance‌ ‌on‌ ‌the‌ ‌private‌ ‌prison‌ ‌industry‌ ‌and‌‌its‌‌funding‌‌                     
88‌ ‌ 



‌ 

for‌ ‌it‌ ‌(further‌ ‌enhanced‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌larger‌ ‌failure‌ ‌to‌ ‌find‌ ‌alternatives‌ ‌to‌‌                       

detention);‌ ‌relatively‌ ‌little‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌done‌ ‌to‌ ‌enhance‌ ‌oversight‌‌                 

mechanisms‌ ‌on‌ ‌private‌ ‌detention‌ ‌(even‌ ‌if‌ ‌this‌ ‌is‌ ‌seen‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌best-worst‌‌                       

option‌‌in‌‌light‌‌of‌‌the‌‌dependence‌‌on‌‌private‌‌detention‌‌and‌‌inability‌‌to‌‌find‌‌                         

alternatives‌ ‌to‌ ‌such‌ ‌detention),‌ ‌allowing‌ ‌the‌ ‌private‌ ‌prison‌ ‌industry,‌‌                 

“incentivized‌ ‌by‌ ‌shareholders‌ ‌to‌ ‌maximize‌ ‌profit‌ ‌...‌ ‌to‌ ‌negotiate‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌‌                     

least‌ ‌costly‌ ‌standards”‌ ‌and‌ ‌leaving‌ ‌“detainees‌ ‌in‌ ‌those‌ ‌facilities‌ ‌…‌‌                   

subjected‌ ‌to‌ ‌noticeably‌ ‌worse‌ ‌living‌ ‌conditions”‌ ‌(Rollins,‌ ‌2020);‌ ‌and,‌‌                 

finally,‌‌the‌‌bed‌‌quotas‌‌have‌‌been‌‌maintained‌‌(with‌‌some‌‌minor‌‌alterations,‌‌                     

such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌Obama‌ ‌administration's‌ ‌supposed‌ ‌focus‌ ‌on‌ ‌detaining‌‌                 

“high-priority”‌‌individuals‌‌extending‌‌to‌‌the‌‌quotas‌‌process‌‌and‌‌occasional‌‌                 

exclusion‌ ‌of‌ ‌explicit‌ ‌language‌ ‌regarding‌ ‌quotas‌ ‌in‌ ‌proposed‌ ‌budgets‌ ‌or‌‌                   

ultimately‌ ‌meaningless‌ ‌recommendations‌ ‌of‌ ‌lowering‌ ‌quotas)‌ ‌and‌ ‌have‌‌               

survived‌ ‌various‌ ‌attempts‌ ‌to‌ ‌eliminate‌ ‌them‌ ‌(Sinha,‌ ‌2016).‌‌ ‌  

In‌ ‌this‌ ‌sense,‌ ‌the‌ ‌risks‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌‌been‌‌taken‌‌and‌‌investments‌‌the‌‌                       

industry‌‌has‌‌made‌‌into‌‌the‌‌process‌‌will‌‌most‌‌likely‌‌continue‌‌as‌‌long‌‌as‌‌the‌‌                           

government‌ ‌is‌ ‌still‌ ‌dependent‌ ‌upon‌ ‌private‌ ‌immigrant‌‌detention,‌‌as‌‌long‌‌                   

as‌ ‌comprehensive‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌reform‌ ‌efforts‌‌are‌‌stalled‌‌and‌‌alternatives‌‌                 

to‌ ‌detention‌ ‌are‌ ‌left‌‌simply‌‌as‌‌alternatives,‌‌and‌‌while‌‌the‌‌bed‌‌quotas‌‌and‌‌                         

oversight‌ ‌exceptions‌ ‌are‌ ‌maintained.‌ ‌ 
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Chapter‌ ‌5:‌ ‌Conclusion‌ ‌ 
5.1.‌ Discussion‌ ‌And‌ ‌Implications‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌is‌ ‌adept‌ ‌at‌‌identifying‌‌macro-level‌‌changes‌‌in‌‌a‌‌policy‌‌                     

subsystem,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌ ‌shift‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌Republican‌ ‌party‌ ‌from‌ ‌being‌‌                     

majority‌ ‌free-market‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌to‌ ‌majority‌ ‌restrictionist,‌ ‌the‌ ‌rise‌ ‌of‌‌                 

strict‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌policies‌ ‌within‌ ‌the‌ ‌Democratic‌ ‌party‌ ‌in‌ ‌response‌‌to‌‌a‌‌                     

restrictionist‌‌public‌‌and‌‌restrictionist‌‌gains‌‌at‌‌the‌‌state‌‌and‌‌local‌‌level,‌‌and‌‌                       

comprehensive‌ ‌reform‌ ‌(and‌ ‌many‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌policy‌ ‌beliefs)‌ ‌being‌‌               

pushed‌ ‌aside‌ ‌due‌ ‌to‌ ‌external‌ ‌crises‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌‌9/11‌‌or‌‌the‌‌Great‌‌Recession,‌‌                         

the‌‌linkage‌‌of‌‌national‌‌security‌‌and‌‌immigration,‌‌and‌‌the‌‌hurling‌‌stalemate‌‌                     

that‌ ‌comprehensive‌ ‌reform‌ ‌has‌ ‌become‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌face‌ ‌of‌ ‌declining‌‌                   

bipartisanship‌ ‌and‌ ‌restrictionists’‌ ‌reluctance‌ ‌to‌ ‌compromise‌ ‌on‌ ‌policy.‌ ‌ ‌   

However,‌ ‌there‌ ‌are‌ ‌numerous‌ ‌issues‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌theory‌‌in‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌                     

understand‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌change.‌ ‌For‌ ‌example,‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF’s‌ ‌offered‌‌                 

relatively‌ ‌little‌ ‌insight‌ ‌into‌ ‌the‌ ‌last‌ ‌phase‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌where‌ ‌most‌ ‌actions‌‌                       

came‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌ ‌result‌ ‌of‌ ‌executive‌ ‌order.‌ ‌Also,‌ ‌the‌ ‌behavior‌ ‌of‌ ‌individual‌ ‌or‌‌                         

collective‌ ‌entrepreneurs,‌ ‌who‌ ‌are‌ ‌acting‌ ‌and‌‌designing‌‌strategies‌‌in‌‌their‌‌                   

own‌‌self-interest,‌‌can‌‌be‌‌easily‌‌lost‌‌in‌‌trying‌‌to‌‌categorize‌‌every‌‌actor‌‌by‌‌                         

their‌‌beliefs,‌‌besides‌‌the‌‌fact‌‌that‌‌such‌‌micro-level‌‌behavior‌‌can‌‌be‌‌easily‌‌                       

pushed‌ ‌aside‌ ‌for‌ ‌the‌ ‌sake‌ ‌of‌ ‌condensing‌ ‌individuals’‌ ‌behavior‌ ‌into‌‌                   

coalitions.‌‌Depending‌‌on‌‌what‌‌level‌‌of‌‌government‌‌the‌‌analysis‌‌is‌‌done‌‌at,‌‌                       

it‌ ‌would‌ ‌seem‌ ‌there‌ ‌will‌ ‌almost‌ ‌always‌ ‌be‌ ‌some‌ ‌potential‌ ‌to‌ ‌miss‌‌                       

important‌ ‌aspects‌ ‌and‌ ‌debates‌ ‌around‌ ‌policy,‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌private‌ ‌prisons’‌‌                   

efforts‌ ‌around‌ ‌bed‌ ‌quotas‌ ‌and‌ ‌attempting‌ ‌to‌ ‌block‌ ‌phase-outs‌ ‌of‌ ‌private‌‌                     

immigrant‌ ‌detention.‌‌ ‌  

Some‌ ‌implications‌ ‌can‌ ‌be‌ ‌drawn‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌general‌ ‌trend‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌‌                     

federal‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌subsystem.‌ ‌The‌ ‌first‌ ‌note‌ ‌to‌ ‌make‌ ‌is‌ ‌that‌ ‌in‌‌                       

terms‌‌of‌‌the‌‌final‌‌phase‌‌of‌‌immigration‌‌policy,‌‌the‌‌courts‌‌figured‌‌heavily‌‌                       
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in‌‌shaping,‌‌or‌‌altering,‌‌the‌‌policy‌‌intentions‌‌of‌‌these‌‌administrations.‌‌Shin‌‌                     

(2019:‌‌859)‌‌has‌‌noted‌‌that,‌‌in‌‌the‌‌period‌‌of‌‌this‌‌study,‌‌the‌‌Supreme‌‌Court‌‌                           

in‌ ‌this‌ ‌period‌ ‌has‌ ‌generally‌ ‌supported‌ ‌expansive‌ ‌admissions,‌ ‌been‌ ‌more‌‌                   

negative‌‌in‌‌cases‌‌looking‌‌to‌‌increase‌‌immigrants’‌‌rights,‌‌and‌‌been‌‌divided‌‌                     

on‌ ‌issues‌ ‌of‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌enforcement.‌ ‌Whatever‌ ‌the‌ ‌court’s‌ ‌future‌‌                 

decisions‌ ‌end‌ ‌up‌ ‌being,‌ ‌the‌ ‌impacts‌‌and‌‌future‌‌of‌‌policies‌‌undertaken‌‌as‌‌                       

they‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌ ‌in‌ ‌this‌ ‌era‌ ‌(or‌ ‌the‌ ‌shape‌ ‌of‌ ‌policies‌ ‌to‌ ‌come)‌ ‌may‌‌                           

ultimately‌ ‌be‌ ‌decided‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌courts,‌ ‌in‌ ‌what‌ ‌has‌ ‌been‌ ‌referred‌ ‌to‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                           

“judicialization‌ ‌of‌ ‌politics”‌ ‌(Vallinder,‌ ‌1994:‌ ‌91).‌‌ ‌  

The‌ ‌second‌ ‌note‌ ‌is‌ ‌that,‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌current‌ ‌inability‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌two‌                       

parties,‌ ‌(or‌ ‌either‌ ‌coalition)‌ ‌to‌ ‌find‌ ‌a‌ ‌negotiated‌ ‌agreement‌ ‌on‌‌                   

comprehensive‌ ‌reform,‌ ‌part‌ ‌of‌ ‌a‌ ‌wider‌ ‌trend‌ ‌in‌ ‌polarization‌ ‌between‌‌                   

parties‌ ‌in‌ ‌Congress‌ ‌(Theriault,‌ ‌2008)‌ ‌and‌ ‌a‌ ‌general‌ ‌erosion‌ ‌of‌‌                   

bipartisanship‌ ‌since‌ ‌the‌ ‌1970s‌ ‌(besides‌ ‌brief‌ ‌rises‌ ‌in‌ ‌the‌ ‌late‌ ‌1990s‌ ‌and‌‌                       

following‌ ‌9/11)‌ ‌(Trubowitz‌ ‌and‌ ‌Mellow,‌ ‌2011:‌ ‌168),‌ ‌means‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌‌                   

foreseeable‌ ‌future‌ ‌of‌‌immigration‌‌policy‌‌may‌‌continue‌‌to‌‌be‌‌one‌‌defined‌‌                     

by‌ ‌the‌ ‌Reagan/H.W.‌ ‌Bush‌ ‌era‌ ‌of‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌admissions‌‌                 

policy‌ ‌and‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌policies‌ ‌that‌ ‌have‌ ‌continually‌‌                 

ramped‌‌up‌‌since‌‌the‌‌Clinton‌‌administration.‌‌These‌‌latter‌‌policies‌‌have‌‌also‌‌                     

become‌ ‌increasingly‌ ‌harsh,‌ ‌while‌ ‌the‌ ‌goals‌ ‌of‌ ‌such‌ ‌policies‌ ‌seem‌‌                   

increasingly‌ ‌removed‌ ‌from‌ ‌the‌ ‌policies’‌ ‌actual‌ ‌results.‌ ‌The‌ ‌inability‌ ‌to‌‌                   

negotiate‌ ‌also‌ ‌points‌ ‌to‌ ‌executive‌ ‌authority’s‌ ‌importance,‌ ‌enhanced‌ ‌by‌‌                 

clashing‌ ‌parties‌ ‌and‌ ‌coalitions,‌ ‌to‌ ‌be‌ ‌maintained‌ ‌going‌ ‌forward.‌‌ ‌  

There‌ ‌has‌ ‌also‌ ‌been‌ ‌a‌ ‌proliferation‌ ‌of‌ ‌sanctuary‌ ‌and‌‌                 

anti-sanctuary‌ ‌policies,‌ ‌as‌ ‌well‌ ‌as‌ ‌various‌ ‌federal‌ ‌policies‌ ‌aimed‌ ‌at‌‌                   

making‌ ‌local‌‌and‌‌state‌‌participation‌‌in‌‌enforcement‌‌mandatory.‌‌As‌‌Farris‌‌                   

and‌ ‌Holman‌ ‌put‌ ‌it‌ ‌(2017:‌ ‌142),‌ ‌“immigration‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌and‌ ‌policy‌‌                   

making‌‌has‌‌increasingly‌‌devolved‌‌to‌‌the‌‌local‌‌level‌‌in‌‌the‌‌United‌‌States,”‌‌                       

and‌‌it‌‌seems‌‌that‌‌both‌‌state/local‌‌policy‌‌innovations‌‌and‌‌federal‌‌utilization‌‌                     

of‌ ‌localized‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌enforcement‌ ‌policies‌ ‌will‌ ‌continue.‌ ‌ 

91‌ ‌ 



‌ 

‌Finally,‌ ‌it‌ ‌would‌ ‌seem‌ ‌the‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌needs‌ ‌to‌ ‌find‌‌                     

new‌‌ways‌‌to‌‌advocate‌‌for‌‌their‌‌positions.‌‌The‌‌Biden‌‌administration’s‌‌first‌‌                     

days‌ ‌in‌ ‌office‌ ‌have,‌ ‌besides‌ ‌the‌ ‌move‌ ‌to‌ ‌exclude‌ ‌private‌ ‌immigrant‌‌                     

detention‌‌from‌‌a‌‌phase-out‌‌of‌‌private‌‌prisons‌‌(despite‌‌campaign‌‌promises‌‌                   

to‌ ‌do‌ ‌so),‌ ‌so‌ ‌far‌ ‌maintained‌ ‌some‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌ ‌restrictions‌ ‌on‌ ‌asylum‌ ‌that‌‌the‌‌                           

Trump‌‌administration‌‌imposed‌‌(Montoya-Galvez,‌‌2021).‌‌While‌‌Biden‌‌has‌‌               

promised‌ ‌to‌ ‌pursue‌ ‌some‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌policy‌ ‌desires‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌the‌‌                   

legalization‌ ‌policies‌ ‌the‌ ‌Obama‌ ‌administration‌ ‌had‌‌pursued,‌‌it‌‌is‌‌unclear‌‌                   

that‌‌Biden‌‌can‌‌overcome‌‌the‌‌hurling‌‌stalemate‌‌that‌‌has‌‌generally‌‌hindered‌‌                     

many‌ ‌expansionist‌ ‌policy‌ ‌initiatives.‌ ‌Though‌ ‌Biden‌ ‌did‌ ‌halt‌ ‌the‌‌                 

construction‌‌of‌‌the‌‌Trump‌‌border‌‌wall‌‌and‌‌ended‌‌some‌‌other‌‌restrictionist‌‌                     

measures‌ ‌that‌ ‌Trump‌ ‌had‌ ‌enacted,‌ ‌some‌ ‌of‌ ‌these‌ ‌attempts‌ ‌(such‌ ‌as‌ ‌a‌‌                       

temporary‌ ‌ban‌ ‌on‌ ‌most‌ ‌deportations)‌ ‌have‌ ‌been‌ ‌blocked‌ ‌by‌ ‌the‌ ‌courts.‌‌                     

Finally,‌ ‌the‌ ‌coronavirus‌ ‌pandemic‌ ‌has‌ ‌made‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌and‌               

asylum-seekers‌ ‌a‌ ‌focus‌ ‌of‌ ‌Republicans,‌ ‌perhaps‌ ‌recognizing‌ ‌that‌ ‌the‌‌                 

pandemic‌ ‌is‌ ‌feeding‌ ‌into‌ ‌an‌ ‌already‌ ‌restrictionist‌ ‌public.‌ ‌All‌ ‌in‌ ‌all,‌ ‌it‌‌                       

points‌ ‌to‌ ‌a‌ ‌situation‌‌where‌‌the‌‌emphasis‌‌is‌‌more‌‌on‌‌the‌‌policy‌‌desires‌‌of‌‌                           

restrictionists‌ ‌than‌ ‌expansionists.‌‌ ‌  

5.2‌ Limitations‌ ‌ 

‌Some‌‌of‌‌the‌‌limitations‌‌of‌‌this‌‌paper‌‌arise‌‌from‌‌the‌‌study‌‌of‌‌recent‌‌                         

immigration‌‌policies‌‌of‌‌the‌‌Trump‌‌administration,‌‌which‌‌will‌‌most‌‌likely‌‌                   

be‌ ‌the‌ ‌topic‌ ‌of‌ ‌much‌ ‌more‌ ‌research‌ ‌as‌ ‌time‌ ‌passes‌ ‌and‌ ‌will‌ ‌see‌ ‌more‌                           

information‌ ‌disclosed‌ ‌about‌ ‌how‌ ‌these‌ ‌policies‌ ‌came‌ ‌about.‌ ‌The‌ ‌other‌‌                   

phases‌‌of‌‌immigraiton‌‌policy‌‌benefited‌‌greatly‌‌from‌‌being‌‌able‌‌to‌‌review‌‌                     

the‌ ‌wealth‌ ‌of‌ ‌research‌ ‌on‌ ‌immigration‌ ‌policies‌ ‌of‌ ‌those‌ ‌eras.‌ ‌On‌ ‌a‌‌                       

different‌ ‌note,‌ ‌considering‌ ‌the‌ ‌complexity‌ ‌of‌ ‌federal‌ ‌immigration‌‌policy‌‌                 

over‌ ‌a‌ ‌thirty-four-year‌ ‌period,‌ ‌exhaustive‌ ‌coverage‌ ‌of‌ ‌all‌ ‌aspects‌ ‌of‌ ‌the‌‌                     

policy‌ ‌subsystem‌ ‌could‌ ‌not‌ ‌be‌ ‌reached.‌ ‌In‌ ‌the‌ ‌same‌ ‌vein,‌ ‌this‌ ‌study‌ ‌is‌‌                         

limited‌‌by‌‌what‌‌information‌‌was‌‌accessible:‌‌better‌‌access‌‌to‌‌those‌‌directly‌‌                     

involved‌ ‌with‌ ‌the‌ ‌policy-making‌‌process‌‌would‌‌naturally‌‌allow‌‌for‌‌more‌‌                   
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exact‌ ‌descriptions‌ ‌of‌ ‌coalition‌ ‌disputes‌ ‌and‌ ‌this‌ ‌policy‌ ‌subsystem.‌ ‌Such‌‌                   

access,‌ ‌combined‌ ‌with‌ ‌tools‌ ‌from‌ ‌disciplines‌ ‌such‌ ‌as‌ ‌network‌ ‌analysis,‌‌                   

might‌‌allow‌‌for‌‌more‌‌assumptions‌‌to‌‌be‌‌drawn‌‌from‌‌a‌‌future‌‌analysis‌‌also‌‌                         

employing‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌and‌ ‌theories‌ ‌of‌ ‌policy‌ ‌entrepreneurship‌ ‌to‌‌                 

immigration‌ ‌policy‌ ‌issues.‌ ‌The‌ ‌private‌ ‌prison‌ ‌industry‌ ‌is‌ ‌notoriously‌‌                 

secretive‌ ‌about‌ ‌its‌ ‌lobbying‌ ‌and‌ ‌work‌ ‌in‌ ‌general,‌ ‌so‌‌better‌‌access‌‌to‌‌the‌‌                         

entrepreneurs‌‌themselves‌‌would‌‌be‌‌beneficial.‌‌Finally,‌‌this‌‌paper‌‌centered‌‌                 

its‌ ‌conceptual‌ ‌framework‌ ‌around‌ ‌the‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌and‌ ‌PE‌ ‌model,‌ ‌which‌ ‌comes‌‌                     

with‌ ‌their‌ ‌own‌ ‌strengths‌ ‌and‌ ‌limitations.‌ ‌Combining‌‌the‌‌aforementioned‌‌                 

theories‌ ‌with‌ ‌other‌ ‌approaches‌ ‌to‌ ‌policy‌ ‌change‌ ‌would‌ ‌enable‌ ‌one‌ ‌to‌‌                     

contrast‌ ‌and‌ ‌compare‌ ‌the‌ ‌findings‌ ‌and‌ ‌conclusions‌ ‌of‌ ‌each‌ ‌theoretical‌‌                   

approach‌‌to‌‌yield‌‌more‌‌useful‌‌information‌‌both‌‌about‌‌the‌‌subject‌‌area‌‌and‌‌                       

the‌ ‌theories‌ ‌themselves.‌ ‌ ‌   
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‌ 

국문초록‌ ‌ 

본‌ ‌연구‌ ‌논문은‌ ‌포괄적인‌ ‌이민‌ ‌개혁이‌ ‌이루어지지‌ ‌않은‌‌               

상황에서‌ ‌어떤‌ ‌일이‌ ‌일어났는지를‌ ‌살펴보기‌ ‌위해‌‌미국의‌‌현대‌‌이민‌‌                 

정책‌ ‌토론을‌ ‌검토한다.‌ ‌주된‌ ‌목적은‌ ‌옹호‌ ‌연합‌ ‌프레임워크(ACF)를‌‌               

사용하여‌ ‌미국‌ ‌연방‌ ‌이민‌ ‌정책을‌ ‌정성적으로‌‌분석하고‌‌발생한‌‌주요‌‌                 

정책‌ ‌변화와‌ ‌이를‌ ‌둘러싼‌ ‌연합을‌ ‌설명하는‌ ‌것이다.‌ ‌그러나‌ ‌ACF는‌‌                 

정책‌ ‌브로커에‌ ‌대한‌ ‌모호한‌ ‌개념에‌ ‌의해‌ ‌제한되며,‌ ‌하위‌ ‌시스템‌‌                 

내에서‌ ‌연구자가‌ ‌브로커를‌ ‌식별할‌ ‌수‌ ‌없고‌‌사리사욕이‌‌아닌‌‌믿음에‌‌                 

중점을‌ ‌두었기‌ ‌때문에‌ ‌최근‌ ‌개정에서는‌ ‌이‌ ‌개념이‌ ‌실제로‌‌               

프레임워크에서‌ ‌제외된다는‌ ‌점에‌ ‌주목했다.‌ ‌따라서‌ ‌정책‌ ‌기업가‌‌             

관련‌ ‌이론(즉,‌ ‌단순히‌ ‌신념에‌ ‌의해서가‌ ‌아니라‌ ‌물질적‌ ‌사익에‌ ‌의해‌‌                 

추진되는‌ ‌행위자)으로‌ ‌ACF를‌ ‌보완하는‌ ‌것이‌ ‌이러한‌ ‌결점을‌‌             

해결하고‌ ‌정책‌ ‌하위시스템의‌ ‌보다‌ ‌강력한‌ ‌분석을‌ ‌가능하게‌ ‌할‌‌               

것이다.‌ ‌ 

본‌ ‌연구의‌ ‌목표는‌ ‌다음과‌ ‌같다.‌ ‌하위‌ ‌시스템에‌ ‌명시된‌ ‌정책‌‌                 

변경‌‌또는‌‌조합의‌‌출처‌‌식별,‌‌이민‌‌정책‌‌하위‌‌시스템과‌‌이들이‌‌구성한‌‌                     

연합에‌ ‌관여한‌ ‌행위자‌ ‌식별,‌ ‌그러한‌ ‌연합의‌ ‌신념,‌ ‌전략‌ ‌및‌ ‌자원의‌‌                   

식별,‌ ‌마지막으로,‌ ‌정책‌ ‌기업가의‌ ‌특성,‌ ‌기술‌ ‌및‌ ‌특성을‌ ‌식별하는‌‌                 

동시에,‌ ‌이러한‌ ‌기업가들이‌ ‌정책‌ ‌하위‌ ‌시스템‌ ‌내에서‌ ‌정책‌ ‌변화에‌‌                 

어떻게‌ ‌영향을‌ ‌미치려고‌ ‌했는지도‌ ‌확인한다.‌ ‌ 

이‌ ‌논문은‌ ‌다섯‌ ‌개의‌ ‌장으로‌ ‌구성되어‌ ‌있다.‌ ‌1장에서는‌‌               

입문서로서‌ ‌연구‌ ‌배경과‌ ‌목표,‌ ‌연구‌ ‌범위와‌ ‌규모,‌ ‌연구‌ ‌방법론을‌‌                 

설명한다.‌ ‌2장에서는‌ ‌미국‌ ‌이민‌ ‌정책,‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌및‌ ‌정책‌ ‌기업가정신과‌‌                 

관련된‌ ‌문헌과‌ ‌이론을‌ ‌검토한다.‌ ‌3장에는‌ ‌미국‌ ‌연방‌ ‌이민에‌ ‌대한‌‌                 

ACF‌ ‌분석이‌ ‌포함되어‌ ‌있다.‌ ‌하위‌ ‌시스템에‌ ‌대한‌ ‌외부‌ ‌요인들을‌‌                 

검토하는‌ ‌섹션으로‌ ‌세분되며,‌ ‌상대적으로‌ ‌안정적인‌ ‌변수와‌ ‌외부‌‌             

충격이‌ ‌있고,‌ ‌그‌ ‌다음‌ ‌정책의‌ ‌여러‌ ‌단계를‌ ‌분석하여‌ ‌경쟁적인‌ ‌옹호‌‌                   

연합‌‌구성,‌‌각각의‌‌신념,‌‌전략‌‌및‌‌자원,‌‌그리고‌‌발생한‌‌정책‌‌산출물과‌‌                     

그‌‌결과를‌‌검토한다.‌‌4장에서는‌‌이민정책에‌‌영향을‌‌미치기‌‌위한‌‌사립‌‌                 

교도소‌ ‌산업의‌ ‌기업가적‌ ‌노력을,‌ ‌특히‌ ‌산업의‌ ‌속성,‌ ‌기술,‌ ‌전략,‌‌                 

자세히‌ ‌살펴본다.‌ ‌결론은‌ ‌5장에서‌ ‌도출되며‌ ‌결론과‌ ‌결론의‌ ‌논의와‌‌               
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함축성,‌ ‌그리고‌ ‌논문‌ ‌중에‌ ‌어떤‌ ‌제약이‌ ‌발생했는지에‌ ‌대한‌ ‌통지와‌‌                 

함께‌ ‌도출될‌ ‌것이다.‌ ‌ 

집행에‌ ‌관한‌ ‌논의는‌ ‌확장주의‌ ‌연합과‌ ‌제한주의‌‌연합‌‌사이에‌‌               

있을‌ ‌수‌ ‌있으며,‌ ‌전자는‌ ‌일반적으로‌ ‌외국인‌ ‌입국‌ ‌기회를‌ ‌확대하는‌‌                 

것을‌ ‌믿는‌ ‌반면‌ ‌후자는‌ ‌그러한‌ ‌기회의‌ ‌제한을‌ ‌믿는다.‌ ‌각‌ ‌연합의‌‌                   

구성은‌ ‌다양하다:‌‌확장주의‌‌연합은‌‌중요한‌‌기업,‌‌노동,‌‌시민권,‌‌민족,‌‌                 

종교‌ ‌및‌ ‌친이민‌ ‌단체들을‌ ‌포함하는‌ ‌반면‌‌제한주의‌‌연합은‌‌원주민과‌‌                 

반이민‌‌단체뿐만‌‌아니라‌‌특정‌‌사업‌‌이익단체,‌‌공화당,‌‌특정‌‌노동‌‌단체‌‌                   

및‌ ‌대다수의‌ ‌미국‌ ‌대중이‌ ‌포함된다.‌ ‌두‌ ‌연합은‌ ‌법적‌ ‌권한에‌ ‌대한‌‌                   

접근성,‌ ‌대중의‌ ‌지원,‌ ‌지지자‌ ‌동원‌ ‌능력,‌ ‌재정‌‌자원,‌‌정보,‌‌리더십‌‌및‌‌                     

제도‌ ‌규칙을‌ ‌자신들의‌ ‌이익을‌ ‌위해‌ ‌활용하고자‌ ‌한다.‌ ‌이는‌ ‌연합의‌‌                 

정책‌ ‌목표를‌ ‌홍보하고,‌ ‌향후‌ ‌정책‌ ‌이니셔티브에‌ ‌영향을‌ ‌미칠‌ ‌수‌‌                 

있도록‌ ‌정부‌ ‌기관과의‌ ‌관계를‌ ‌구축하고,‌ ‌사회‌ ‌동원‌ ‌및‌ ‌조정‌ ‌전략,‌‌                   

협상,‌‌파트너십‌‌및‌‌연합‌‌구축,‌‌정부의‌‌여러‌‌단계에서‌‌영향력을‌‌미치고‌‌                   

로비하는‌ ‌것을‌ ‌노력하고,‌ ‌정책‌ ‌과정에서‌ ‌영향력을‌ ‌증가시키는‌‌다른‌‌               

방법들‌ ‌쓰지만‌ ‌각‌ ‌연합은‌ ‌고유한‌ ‌영향‌ ‌전략도‌ ‌활용했다.‌ ‌ 

시간‌ ‌경과에‌ ‌따른‌‌정책‌‌변화를‌‌일반적으로‌‌요약하면,‌‌1986년‌‌               

이민개혁관리법(IRCA)과‌ ‌1990년‌ ‌이민법(IRCA)이‌ ‌오늘날까지‌ ‌남아‌‌         

있는‌ ‌입국허가‌‌측면에서‌‌확장주의‌‌정책‌‌체제를‌‌수립한‌‌반면,‌‌클린턴‌‌                 

행정부에서‌ ‌특히‌ ‌이민‌ ‌집행과‌ ‌집행에만‌ ‌국한된‌ ‌정책의‌ ‌일반적인‌‌               

흐름이‌‌있고‌‌제한주의‌‌정권을‌‌지향해‌‌왔다.‌‌이는‌‌기록적인‌‌추방자‌‌수,‌‌                   

구금‌ ‌중인‌ ‌이민자‌ ‌수의‌ ‌꾸준한‌ ‌증가,‌ ‌INS를‌ ‌대체할‌ ‌DHS‌ ‌산하의‌‌                   

다양한‌‌기관의‌‌설립,‌‌국경‌‌집행의‌‌군비화‌‌증가,‌‌그리고‌‌포괄적인‌‌이민‌‌                   

개혁‌ ‌통과‌ ‌실패와‌ ‌함께‌ ‌이루어졌다.‌ ‌ 

첫‌‌번째‌‌정책‌‌단계(1986-1994)는‌‌IRCA에‌‌이은‌‌일반적인‌‌하위‌‌               

시스템‌ ‌안정성으로‌ ‌특징지어졌으며,‌ ‌정책의‌ ‌초점은‌ ‌주로‌ ‌광범위한‌‌             

입국에‌ ‌맞춰져‌ ‌있고‌ ‌제한주의적‌ ‌정책‌ ‌욕구에‌ ‌덜‌ ‌관심을‌ ‌기울였다.‌‌                 

2단계(1994-2001)는‌ ‌단기적으로‌ ‌민주당을‌ ‌위한‌ ‌지배‌ ‌연합체제를‌‌           

구축하고‌ ‌공화당과‌ ‌주/지방‌ ‌수준에서‌ ‌규제주의자들의‌ ‌영향력이‌‌           

증가하는‌ ‌상황에서‌ ‌연합체제를‌ ‌빠르게‌ ‌상실함으로써‌ ‌시작되었다.‌‌           

이것은‌ ‌제한주의‌ ‌시행‌ ‌정책의‌ ‌증가와‌ ‌이민자들의‌ ‌권리‌ ‌약화가‌‌               

시작됐다.‌ ‌3단계(2001-2009)는‌ ‌공화당을‌ ‌위한‌‌체계적인‌‌통치‌‌연합의‌‌             
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‌ 

설립과‌ ‌9/11‌ ‌사태의‌ ‌외부‌ ‌위기와‌ ‌함께‌ ‌이루어졌다.‌ ‌이것은‌‌               

본질적으로‌ ‌팽창주의적‌ ‌이민‌ ‌정책에‌ ‌대한‌ ‌논의를‌ ‌없애고‌‌             

제한주의자들에게‌ ‌혜택을‌ ‌준‌ ‌이민과‌ ‌국가‌ ‌안보‌‌사이의‌‌연계를‌‌더욱‌‌                 

공고히‌‌했다.‌‌마지막으로,‌‌4단계(2009-2020)는‌‌이민에‌‌대한‌‌서로‌‌다른‌‌               

비전을‌ ‌가진‌ ‌두‌ ‌명의‌ ‌대통령이‌ ‌수행했던‌ ‌일방적인‌ ‌집행권‌ ‌조치를‌‌                 

통해‌ ‌정책으로‌ ‌이어지는‌ ‌당사자들‌ ‌간의‌ ‌협상된‌ ‌합의‌ ‌부족으로‌‌               

정의되었다.‌ ‌팽창주의자들은‌ ‌오바마‌ ‌행정부에서‌ ‌정책적‌ ‌욕구‌ ‌중‌‌             

일부를‌ ‌해결했지만,‌ ‌이러한‌ ‌이익의‌ ‌상당‌ ‌부분은‌ ‌트럼프‌ ‌정권‌ ‌동안‌‌                 

주장된‌ ‌반면,‌ ‌제한주의자들은‌ ‌두‌ ‌행정부‌ ‌모두에서‌ ‌정책적‌ ‌승리를‌‌               

달성할‌ ‌수‌ ‌있었다.‌ ‌ 

결론적으로‌ ‌ACF는‌ ‌정책‌ ‌서브시스템에서‌ ‌매크로‌ ‌수준의‌‌           

변화를‌ ‌식별하는‌ ‌데‌ ‌능숙하다.‌‌예를‌‌들어,‌‌공화당‌‌내‌‌다수‌‌자유‌‌시장‌‌                     

팽창주의에서‌ ‌다수‌ ‌제한주의자로의‌ ‌전환,‌ ‌주와‌ ‌지역‌ ‌차원의‌‌제한적‌‌               

대중과‌ ‌제한주의‌ ‌이익에‌ ‌대한‌ ‌민주당‌ ‌내‌ ‌엄격한‌ ‌시행‌ ‌정책의‌ ‌상승,‌‌                   

포괄적‌ ‌개혁(및‌ ‌많은‌ ‌팽창주의적‌ ‌정책‌ ‌신념)이‌ ‌9/11이나‌ ‌대공황과‌‌               

같은‌ ‌외부‌ ‌위기로‌ ‌인해‌ ‌밀려나고‌ ‌있는‌ ‌것,‌ ‌국가안보와‌‌이민의‌‌연계,‌‌                   

등을‌ ‌볼‌ ‌수‌ ‌있다.‌ ‌그러나‌ ‌ACF는‌ ‌이민‌ ‌정책‌ ‌변화를‌ ‌이해하려는‌ ‌데‌‌                     

있어서‌‌많은‌‌문제가‌‌있다:‌‌이‌‌이론은‌‌상대적으로‌‌행정‌‌명령의‌‌결과로‌‌                   

대부분의‌ ‌행동이‌ ‌이루어졌던‌ ‌정책의‌ ‌마지막‌ ‌단계에‌ ‌대한‌ ‌통찰력이‌‌               

거의‌ ‌없었다;개인‌‌또는‌‌집단‌‌기업가의‌‌행동은‌‌모든‌‌행위자를‌‌그들의‌‌                 

신념에‌ ‌따라‌ ‌분류하려‌ ‌할‌ ‌때‌ ‌쉽게‌ ‌상실될‌ ‌수‌ ‌있다,‌ ‌게다가‌ ‌그러한‌‌                     

미시적인‌ ‌행동은‌ ‌개인의‌ ‌행동을‌ ‌연합으로‌ ‌압축하기‌ ‌위해‌ ‌쉽게‌‌               

밀어낼‌ ‌수‌ ‌있다;‌ ‌ACF‌ ‌틀은‌ ‌거의‌ ‌항상‌ ‌침상할당제에‌ ‌대한‌ ‌사설‌‌                   

교도소의‌ ‌노력과‌ ‌개인‌ ‌이민자‌ ‌구금과‌ ‌감독‌‌면제의‌‌철폐를‌‌막으려는‌‌                 

시도와‌ ‌같은‌ ‌정책에‌ ‌관한‌ ‌중요한‌ ‌측면과‌ ‌토론들을‌ ‌놓칠‌ ‌것이다.‌ ‌ 

결론적‌ ‌논의에서‌ ‌몇‌ ‌가지‌ ‌시사점을‌ ‌언급한다.‌ ‌이민‌ ‌정책의‌‌               

마지막‌ ‌단계에‌ ‌법원은‌ ‌이러한‌ ‌행정부의‌ ‌정책‌ ‌의도를‌ ‌형성하거나‌‌               

변경하는‌ ‌데‌ ‌있어‌ ‌매우‌ ‌중요한‌ ‌역할을‌ ‌담당했으며,‌ ‌현재와‌ ‌같은‌‌                 

정책(또는‌ ‌향후‌ ‌정책의‌ ‌형태)의‌ ‌영향과‌ ‌미래는‌ ‌결국‌ ‌법원에‌ ‌의해‌‌                 

결정될‌ ‌수‌ ‌있다.‌ ‌현재‌ ‌두‌ ‌정당(또는‌ ‌두‌ ‌연합)이‌ ‌포괄적‌ ‌개혁에‌ ‌대한‌‌                     

협상‌ ‌타결을‌ ‌이끌어내지‌ ‌못하고‌ ‌있는‌ ‌것은‌‌이민정책의‌‌예측‌‌가능한‌‌                 

미래가‌ ‌팽창주의적‌ ‌이민입국정책과‌ ‌제한주의‌ ‌시행정책으로‌‌정의된‌‌           
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미래로‌ ‌계속‌ ‌유지될‌ ‌것임을‌ ‌의미한다.‌ ‌협상‌ ‌불능은‌ ‌또한‌ ‌앞으로‌‌                 

정당과‌‌연정이‌‌충돌함으로써‌‌강화되는‌‌집행권의‌‌중요성을‌‌지적한다.‌‌             

마지막으로‌ ‌성역‌ ‌및‌ ‌반성역‌ ‌정책은‌ ‌물론‌ ‌지역‌ ‌및‌ ‌주의‌ ‌집행‌ ‌참여를‌‌                     

의무화하는‌ ‌다양한‌ ‌연방‌ ‌정책이‌ ‌확산되어‌ ‌주/지방‌ ‌정책‌ ‌혁신과‌‌               

연방의‌ ‌국지적‌ ‌이민‌ ‌집행‌ ‌정책‌ ‌활용이‌ ‌모두‌ ‌지속될‌ ‌것으로‌ ‌보인다.‌ ‌ 

‌ 

키워드:‌ ‌이민‌ ‌정책,‌ ‌옹호‌ ‌연합‌ ‌프레임워크,‌ ‌정책‌ ‌기업가정신,‌ ‌정책‌‌                 
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