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Over the past decade, the number of immigrants naturalizing has surged. According to
the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) and the Bureau of Citizenship and
Immigration Services, naturalizations grew from an average of 146,000 annually in the 1970s, to
221,000 annually in the 1980s, to 562,000 annually in the 1990s. In the years since 1996—the
beginning of the contemporary surge—the number of immigrants naturalizing annually averages
650,000.

The origins of this steady increase in naturalization are several. While there are
particular shocks and enhanced incentives that appear periodically (Portes and Stepik 1993;
DeSipio 1996b), the underlying cause of the contemporary growth in naturalization is the
combination of high interest among immigrants in pursuing U.S. citizenship and steady growth
in the long-term immigrant population (Pachon and DeSipio 1994; NALEO Educationa Fund
2004). These long-term immigrants have been shown consistently to be more likely to naturalize
than are more recent immigrants, particularly among Latinos who make the largest pool of
immigrants to permanent residence.? The increase in immigration beginning with the 1965

amendments to the Immigration law ensures that there are now large numbers of immigrants

1 A slightly revised and edited version of this chapter will appear in Transforming Politics, Transforming America:
The Palitical and Civic Incorporation of Immigrantsin the United States, Taeku Lee, Karthick Ramakrishnan and
Ricardo Ramirez, eds. (2006, University of Virginia Press).

I would like to express my appreciation to Ricardo Ramirez, Karthick Ramakrishnan, Taeku Lee, and the
participantsin the“A Nation of Immigrants: Ethnic Identity and Political Incorporation” conference for comments
on an earlier draft of this chapter.

2 | use the terms L atino and Hispanic interchangeably to refer to U.S. residents who trace their origin or ancestry to
the Spanish-speaking nations of Latin America. The focus of this project is Latino immigrants and migrants, so all
analysis of Latinos presented here refers to people who were bornin the four nationsincluded in the TRPI survey
described later—M exico, Puerto Rico, the Dominican Republic, or El Salvador.



with the 12 to 15 years of legal residence that often precedes naturalization among Latinos (U.S.
Immigration and Naturalization Service 2003: Tables M and 54, and INS Satistical Yearbooks,
previous years).

The rapid increase in the number of immigrants naturalizing should not obscure the fact
that there is also an increase in the number of immigrants eligible to naturalize who have not.
Data on the emigration and deaths of the legal permanent residents is not maintained, so it is not
possible to provide an exact number of citizenship-eligible immigrants. A recent estimate of
2000 census data conducted by the Urban Institute’ s Jeffrey Passel for the NALEO Educational
Fund estimated that there were 7.7 million legal permanent residents in the United States 18
years of age or above with sufficient residence (generally, five years) to be digible to naturalize.
Of these, 4.2 million were Latinos (NALEO Educational Fund 2004). Lega permanent residents
under 18 years of age can naturalize only as part of their parents naturalization.

This large pool of immigrants, including a significant share of longer-term immigrants,
raises a recurring question for the polity. Will these immigrants join the polity and participate as
equals with the U.S. born? The United States has faced this question before, but the cyclical
nature of large-scale immigration makes it particularly pressing now. The roots of much
contemporary immigration can be traced to the 1965 changes to immigration law. The dramatic
effects of that law on the numbers of immigrants were not felt until the 1980s. So, we are now in
the era of a mature immigration where there are large numbers of recently naturalized citizens,
many long-term permanent resident immigrants, and an even larger pool of short-term
immigrants many of whom are undocumented. This variety offers an analytical opportunity,

exploited here, but also a pressing policy challenge.



In this chapter, | want to revisit two existing scholarly literatures on the civic engagement
of immigrants and on what differentiates immigrants who naturalize from those who do not. |
want to seeif the findings of this existing scholarship remain when a newly emerging
characteristic in the contemporary immigrant experience is added to the story. Specificaly, |
want to analyze the impact of transnational political engagements and comparative eval uations of
political opportunities in the United States and the country of origin on civic, residential, and
political attachment to the United States.

This chapter has three parts. First, | briefly review the existing scholarship on immigrant
civic engagement and immigrant naturalization propensity and indicate why “transnational”
politics might alter traditional patterns of U.S. immigrant political adaptation. Second, | discuss
anew data source—the Tomas Rivera Policy Ingtitute (TRPI) 2002 Immigrant Political
Participation Survey*—that allows me to test the impact several sets of immigrant characteristics
that have been shown to shape immigrant civic engagement and naturalization propensity
(demographic, attitudinal and familial, and immigration and settlement), but that also includes a
rich battery of questions relating to home-country political engagement and attitudes toward the
individual-level political opportunitiesin each country. Finaly, | test three models of immigrant

civic and political attachment to the United States.

Immigrant Civic and Political Engagement
The degree to which immigrants engage U.S. politics has long been atopic of scholarly
and public policy debate. Fear of permanent immigrant non-incorporation is often balanced in

the popular mind by equally ungrounded fears that immigrants will dominate U.S. politics and

3 | would like to express my appreciation to the Tomas Rivera Policy Institute for access to these data. The survey
was designed by Louis DeSipio, Rodolfo O. de la Garza, Harry Pachon, and Jongho Lee. A more detailed
discussion of the design of the survey and the findings related to the rel ationships between home-country political
activitiesand U.S. political engagement among Latino immigrants appearsin DeSipio et al. 2003
(http://www.trpi.org/PDF/Immigrant_politics.pdf, [Accessed June 15, 2004]).



change its core values (Huntington 2004, as a contemporary example). The reality, of course,
has been somewhere between these poles historically and continues to be today. In this chapter,

| examine three measures of immigrant civic, residential, and political engagement in U.S.
politics. Specifically, | assess community organizational involvement among Latino immigrants,
long-term residential intentions, and naturalization behaviors. Community organizational
activities are open to al immigrants and provide the opportunity to participate in civic life at the
local level. All immigrants can plan long-term residence in the United States, but immigrant
legal status may significantly shape those plans, particularly for those without legal status.
Naturalization, on the other hand, is open only to legal permanent residents who meet statutory
eligibility requirements (for most, five years of legal residence).

Immigrants from Mexico and other parts of the Americas have long participated in the
activities of organizations meeting collective needs. The rebirth of Mexican American politicsin
the late nineteenth century and the first manifestations of Caribbean immigrant politicsin this
same era took the form of locally-driven organizations formed to meet collective needs (Arellano
2000; Gutiérrez 1995: chapter 1; Sanchez Korrol 1994 [1983]: chapter 5).  Some of the major
evolutions in twentieth century Latino politics were driven by new organizational formulations.*

Degspite the critical role that organizations have played in the establishment and evolution
of Latino politics in the twentieth century, organizational politics has diminished in importance
for the broader field of Latino politics since the 1975 extension of Voting Rights Act coverage to
Latino communities (DeSipio 2004). The politics of U.S. citizen Latinos has increasingly
focused on electoral politics and community-based organizations often serve as foundations for

candidacies and campaigns. The relative decline in the importance of organizational life to

* These include organizations made up primarily the U.S-born—such as LULAC, the American G.I. Forum, the
Y oung Lords, and the Chicano M ovement organi zations—as well asimmigrant driven organizations—the Congress
of Spanish-Speaking Peoples, the United Farmworkers, and the Cuban American National Foundation.



politics, of course, is not a characteristic unique to the Latino community (Skocpol 2003), but the
decline is more dramatic in the Latino U.S. citizen population because organizations played a
relatively more important role in the era before the VRA reduced the manipulation and exclusion
of Latino voters.

For immigrant Latinos, who are largely precluded from direct participation in electoral
politics, organizations retain their more traditional role as a centerpiece of community politics.
Despite the importance of organizations to Latino immigrant politics, the mgjority of immigrants
do not participate in organizations (a characteristic also true of U.S.-born Latinos) (de la Garza,
with Lu 1999). The dynamics of who among Latino immigrants participates in organizations
and who does not is relatively understudied. Verba, Schlozman, and Brady (1995: chapter 8;
Burns, Schlozman, and Verba 2001: chapter 11) find that Latino immigrants are generaly less
likely that U.S.-born Latinos as well as Whites and Blacks to be organizationally involved.

Immigration has steadily increased in the 1980s and 1990s as has naturalization, so there
are consistently a higher share of recent Latino immigrants relative to longer-term, norn
naturalized immigrants. A few characteristics of the Latino immigrant population are worth
noting. First, Latinos generally, and Latino immigrants specifically, are younger and have lower
levels of education and income than non-Hispanic whites. Also, the longer the length of
residence in the United States, the higher is the likelihood of community organizational
participation among Latino immigrants (DeSipio et al. 1998).

Not all permanent residents naturalize. What distinguishes those who do from those who
don't? As previoudly indicated, the single most important predictor of naturalization among
immigrants is length of residence: immigrants who reside in the United States |longer are more

likely to naturalize than those with shorter periods of residence. Thisis true today and was true



of turn-of-the-century immigrants (Gavit 1922; U.S. Immigration and Naturalization Service
2003: Table 54). Speed of naturalization, however, varies by nationality and by region of origin.
In the contemporary era, Asian immigrants naturalize the fastest and immigrants from the
Americas naturalize the slowest. Traditionally, the nationalities with the longest wait between
immigration and naturalization are nationals of the two countries that border the United States—
Mexico and Canada.

At the individual level, several factors explain diverse rates of naturalization, among
them demographic characteristics, attitudinal and associational variables, immigration and
settlement characteristics, and inconsistent bureaucratic treatment. Of these, demographic
characteristics of immigrants are the most studied and have been shown to have the most reliable
and most sizeable impact on naturaization. Income, white-collar employment, professional
status, home ownership, years of schooling, and English- language abilities increase the
likelihood of naturalization (Barkan and Khokolov 1980; Portes and Mozo 1985; Jasso and
Rosenzweig 1990; Y ang 1994; DeSipio 1996a; Johnson et al. 1999). The married are more likely
to naturalize than the unmarried, and women more likely than men. Immigrants who arrived as
young children are more likely to naturalize than are those who arrived as teenagers or adults,
controlling for length of residence.

Attitudinal and associationa variables have also been shown to shape the likelihood that
an immigrant will naturalize. Roots in the United States, attitude toward life in the United
States, and social identification as an American each has been shown to have a positive impact
on the likelihood of naturalization (Garcia 1981; Portes and Curtis 1987). Immigrants who
associate mostly with non-citizens are less likely to naturaize (DeSipio 1996a). Jones-Correa

(1998) finds that an “ideology of return [to the home country]” discourages naturalization.



Finally, permanent residents who state an intention to stay in the United States are more likely to
express an interest in pursuing naturalization and in successful ly naturalizing (DeSipio 1996a).

Immigration and settlement experiences also shape naturalization propensity. Immigrants
who entered as refugees, skilled workers, or for political reasons are more likely to naturalize
(Jasso and Rosenzweig 1990; Portes and Mozo 1985). The higher the sending country's GNP,
the lower the likelihood of naturalization (Y ang 1994). National-origin differences persist after
controlling for other factors shown to influence naturaization. Jasso and Rosenzweig (1990)
find that immigrants from Mexico are less likely than average to naturalize than nationals of
other large immigrant-sending countries. Controlling for sociodemographic, associational, and
immigration-related factors, DeSipio (1996a) finds that among L atinos, Cubans and Dominicans
are more likely than Mexicans to begin the naturalization process and, once they began the
process, to become U.S. citizens. Johnson et a. (1999) examine how local governments can
influence immigrant naturalization propensity.

The administration of the U.S. naturalization program (now part of the Department of
Homeland Security—DHS) is the fina factor shown to influence naturalization. Naturalization
has traditionally been decentralized, which results in differential treatment of applicants from
one INS district office to another (DeSipio and Pachon 1992). INS has recently proposed
reforms that will minimize the variation in applicant treatment between naturalization offices
(DeSipio, Pachon, and Moellmer 2001), but the legacy of this differential treatment will likely
continue to cause confusion among some immigrants and, perhaps, discourage pursuit of
naturalization. Potential naturalizees are further confused by repeated changes in the fees

associated with naturalization (currently $390).



Incentives to naturalize and resources to assist immigrants seeking to naturalize also
change. In the mid-1990s, for example, many immigrants felt besieged and feared losing the
rights that had traditionally been extended to permanent residents (DeSipio 1996b). California
passed Proposition 187, which denied state education and social service benefits to
undocumented immigrants, and Congress passed the 1996 Welfare Reform bill, which
eliminated permanent resident eligibility for federal social welfare benefits such as Supplemental
Security Income and Aid to Families with Dependent Children. Congress also made it easier to
deport permanent residents who committed crimes in the United States. Administrative changes
at the Immigration and Naturalization Service (INS) also encouraged permanent residents to
pursue naturalization. Permanent residents with green cards more than ten years old had to
replace their cards for the first time in the agency’s history. INS also repeatedly raised the fee
for naturalization in this period. Finaly, Latino and immigrant organizations increased the
resources available to assist immigrants pursue U.S. citizenship. Univision and other Spanish
language media promoted the importance of naturalization to Latino audiences. It isnot possible
to disaggregate the impact of changes on individual Latino’s propensities to naturalize (DeSipio
and Pachon 2002), but the cumulative effect of these pressures and the growing pool of
citizenship-eligible immigrants was to move the largest number of immigrants in American
immigration history to apply for naturalization.

Over the past decade, scholars of the U.S. immigrant experience have increasingly
analyzed the degree to which immigrants, and in some cases their U.S.-born children, engage the
politics of their sending communities and countries. This emerging scholarship of immigrant
political transnationalism has made important, if sometimes overstated, contributions to our

understandings of the mechanisms of immigrant participation in home-community and home-



country society and of politics and of immigrant settlement in the United States. For the most
part, the case studies of active political transnationalism examine a specific immigrant sending
community (e.g. Levitt 2001) or a specific form of transnational behavior across multiple
immigrant-ethnic populations, e.g. migrant remittances (de la Garza and Lowell 2002). Some
transnational scholarship theorizes about the opportunities for the creation of sustained
transnational connections between immigrants and their sending communities (Glick Schiller,
Basch, and Blanc-Szanton 1992; Smith and Guarnizo 1998).

The new scholarship of transnational politics has also explored the administrative
structures and political implications of sending-country efforts to extend nationality or
citizenship to emigrants abroad (de la Garza and Velasco 1997; GonzalezGutiérrez 1999; de la
Garza and Pachon 2000; Jones-Correa 2001). Scholars have also begun to explore whether
transnational political attachements extend into the second generation (Fouron and Glick Schiller
2001; Levitt and Waters 2002). Finally, political theorists have also begun to explore the impact
of new transnational political formation among émigrés on traditional conceptions of citizenship
(Guarnizo 1997b; Ong 1999). As more émigreés and, perhaps, their children begin to maintain
political ties in both the United States and the country of origin/ancestry, traditional country-
bound notions of citizenship may have to be recast (Soysal 1994; Bosniak 2001).°

This burst of scholarship and the underlying phenomenon that it documents highlights
what might be aweakness in existing study of civic engagement and naturalization propensities

among immigrants in the United States. While certainly not a new phenomenon, the volume of

® This emerging scholarship of immigrant transnational politics does have some recurring weaknesses, however.
First, thereis no effort to assess the overall frequency of transnational politics among immigrants. Second, the
scholarship of transnational political often assumes, often uncritically, that such transnational political activity is
durable over time and offers immigrants resources that they can use to shape not just the politics of their sending
communities/countries, but also their communitiesin the United States. Finally, most analyses focus only on a
single sending commu nity or a single country of origin. Asaresult, it is more difficulty to identify general patterns
in the exercise of or significance of transnational political activity among immigrants.



contemporary immigration and the relative ease of international communication and
transportation make it much easier for immigrants to be transnational. The transnational
scholarship shows that some subset of immigrants — approximately 20 percent of Latino
immigrants and few in the second generation, by my estimate — engage the civic and political life
of their sending communities or countries after emigration (DeSipio et a. 2003). Yet, this
scholarship does not, for the most part, ask about the consequences of transnational engagement
for civic engagement in immigrant-receiving societies, in residential plans of immigrants, or in
naturalization.

Transnationalism raises questions about what we know about immigrant civic
engagement and immigrant naturalization propensity. One possibility (hypothesis one) is that
transnational engagement in the civic and political life of the sending country reduces the
likelihood that immigrants will become involved in U.S. civic life or seek naturalization. If the
transnational engagement allows a space for immigrants to achieve their political goalsin their
countries of origin and reduces the bonds that have developed in the past between immigrants
and the United States, then immigrants who are transnationally engaged will be less likely to
manifest civic or political attachment to the United States, controlling for other factors. A
second possibility (hypothesis two) is that the transnational engagement offers a resource for
immigrants who have engaged in transnational activities and that they can trandate the skills,
networks, and interests that they have developed to U.S. civic life and to naturalization. This
hypothesis—that the transnationally engaged will be more likely to be civicaly engaged in the
United States and to naturalize—builds on two notions. The first piece is that political learning
is transferable, so skills and interests developed in transnational politics can be applied to U.S.

politics (and visa versa). The second is that some people are more likely than others to become
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engaged in civic and political life. For immigrants, these interests are more likely to first
manifest themselves in home-country focused community and civic activities because those are
more pressing and more attainable. The interests of these more civically/politically engaged
immigrants, however, soon shift to their communities in the United States. Clearly, the null
hypothesis is that transnational behavior is irrelevant to immigrant civic engagement or
naturalization. If thisisthe case, then the measures of transnational behavior will not prove
significant and traditional predictors of civic and political engagement will assume their
traditional roles.

In the analysis that follows, | test three models of civic and political engagement in the
United States among contemporary Latino immigrants. The first model measures Latino
immigrant propensity to participate in U.S. civic organizations. The second looks at long-term
residential intentions. Finally, the third analyzes naturalization among Latino legal permanent
residents eligible for naturalization. These models include factors shown to influence the
likelihood of organizational participation and naturalization. | add to these predictors two
measures of transnational political behaviors and two measures of attitudes toward political

opportunities in the sending country and in the United States.

Data
The analysis is based on the results of a telephone survey with 1,602 Latino immigrants
conducted by the Tomés Rivera Policy Institute in July and August 2002. In order to ensure that
we could analyze between Latino national-origin groups, TRPI targeted the survey to four

nationality groups—three of the four largest Latino immigrant populations (Mexicans,
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Dominicans, and Salvadorans)® as well as Puerto Ricans. Although not immigrants because of
the Jones Act, TRPI hypothesized that Puerto Ricans experience a political adaptation as
migrants that parallels most experiences of immigrants. Puerto Ricans have, for the most part,
been neglected in the scholarship on transnational politics. That said, they are U.S. citizens by
birth and, consequently, are excluded from my analysis of U.S. naturalization propensity.

The survey includes at least 400 respondents from each national origin group. In
households with more than one eligible adult, TRPI randomly selected the respondent (using the
“most recent birthday” method) to reduce bias in sample. Respondents were given the
opportunity to respond in either English or Spanish and all interviewers were fully bilingual.
Approximately 94 percent of respondents answered the questionnaire in Spanish. On average,
surveys took 17 minutes to complete, once the screening was completed. 8

Characteristics of respondents’ families, as well as the respondents’ demographic
immigration characteristics appear in DeSipio et al. 2003. A quick review of these data indicate
that the respondents to the TRPI Immigrant Political Participation Survey are broadly
representative of the immigrant populations from these four nations. The share of naturalized
respondents among those either reporting citizenship or legal permanent resident status also

closely resembles the Latino legal immigrant population as a whole.

6 Cuban immigrants were excluded from the survey for two reasons. First, due to Cuba’' s non-democratic
government, Cubans do not have the same opportunities to participate in Cuban politics that the four nationality
groups under study do. Second, the Cuban American-Cuban relationship has been, and continues to be extensively
analyzed (Calvo and Declercq 2000; Croucher 1997; Garcia 1996; Torres 1999 as examples).

" In aseparate analysis, Adrian Pantojaand | have analyzed patterns of transnational engagement among Puerto
Rican migrantsto seeif thereis adistinct Puerto Rican pattern of transnational politics driven by the unique
relationship of Puerto Rico and the United States (DeSipio and Pantoja 2004).

8 All respondents were at least 18 years of age and immigrants/migrants from one of the four nations under study. In
order to complete the 1,602 surveys, TRPI completed calls to 10,470 phone numbers. Of these 4,454 were
disconnected, businesses, or had call screening software in place. Nearly 1,200 potential respondents refused to
participate at the point of initial contact. Approximately 2,000 potential respondents were found to beineligible to
participate during the six question screening process (for example potential respondents who were not of Mexican-,
Dominican-, Salvadoran-, or Puerto Rican-origin). Initial attempts were made to contact an additional 8,207 phone
numbers. These numbers remained available in the sample pool at the end of survey. Contact had not been made
for such reasons as reaching an answering machine, the phone not being answered, or reaching abusy signal.
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U.S. Civic and Residential Attachment Among Contemporary Latino Migrants

| test the relationship between transnational political engagement and U.S. residential and
civic attachments using multivariate models of this engagement. The first modd tests for the
predictors of engagement in at least one of seven U.S. civic organizations (a church, a labor
union, a parent-teacher organization, a sports club, a fraternal order, a home-town association, or
any other club). Approximately 28 percent of respondents reported no membershipsin any of
these organizations. Thisis a straightforward test of participation in organizations that
immigrants can participate in regardless of legal status and that are reliable predictors of other
forms of political activity. The second model tests for the predictors of intent to make a
permanent home of the United States. Overall, approximately 61 percent of respondents
reported that they did plan to make a permanent home of the United States. Although thisis
probably an underestimate of the actual long-term residential patterns of these migrants, it offers
an indication of where immigrants see their long term future and captures a nascent sense of
connection between immigrants and the United States, regardless of immigration status. Finally,
the third model focuses on predictors of naturalization. Since naturalization is limited to
permanent residents with five years of legal residence, | exclude respondents without legal status
and permanent resident respondents with fewer than five years of permanent residence from this
model. | aso exclude Puerto Ricans. This diminishes the sample somewhat to 710. In the TRPI
Immigrant Participation Survey, approximately 28 percent of residents from Mexico, the
Dominican Republic, and El Salvador reported that they were not permanent residents or
naturalized U.S. citizens. Of the remainder, 62 percent were permanent residents and 38 percent

had naturalized.
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The models | tested included three components: respondent demographics, respondent
immigration and settlement characteristics, and respondent transnational political engagement
and evaluations of political opportunitiesin the United States and the sending country.

As | have indicated, demographic characteristics have long been known to influence
naturalization and civic engagement. | include four demographic traitsin this model: age®,
education, household income, and gender. Based on the available scholarship, | anticipate that
older, more educated, and higher income respondents are more likely to be civically engaged in
the United States and to be naturalized. | would also expect these demographic characteristics to
be positive predictors of intending to reside permanently in the United States, though there is no
scholarship on this question to substantiate this expectation. Latina immigrants have been shown
to be more likely to be engaged in community organizations and to pursue naturalization
(Alvarez 1987, DeSipio 1996a; Pardo 1998).

| also control for the impact of several immigration and settlement-related characteristics:
length of residence in the United States, respondent immigrant legal status, location of the
respondent’ s immediate family, experience of discrimination in the United States, and country of
origin. Based on the previous scholarship, | anticipate that migrants who have resided in the
United States for longer periods will be more likely to be engaged in U.S. civic activity, more

likely to anticipate spending their lives in the United States, and much more likely to be

9 Asisthe casein many surveys, alarge share of respondents to the TRPI Immigrant Political Participation Survey
fail to provide answers to some specific questions, particularly demographic questions on age and household income
(14 percent and 16 percent, respectively). The final question that resulted in high non-response rates was year of
initial migration to the United States (13 percent). Aswill be evident, these non-responses reduce the overall sample
size by as much as one-third. It isreasonable to assume that these non-respondents are not randomly distributed.
Assuming these respondents are similar to those of other surveys, higher income respondents and older respondents
are more likely to be excluded. These respondents are generally more likely to have higher than average levels of
civic engagement and naturalization rates. The respondents who did not offer year of initial immigration were more
likely than average to report that they were neither permanent residents nat naturalized U.S. citizens. These
respondents are generally less likely to have higher than average levels of civic engagement and would beineligible
for naturalization (and excluded from the model).
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naturalized. Those with legal status or who had naturalized would also be more likely to be
civically engaged. Respondents whose immediate families are in the United States or are
divided between the United States and the country of origin will be more likely to engage U.S.
civic activities and be naturalized than are those whose family members are primarily abroad.
Finally, based on some previous research in immigrant responses to discrimination in the United
States (DeSipio 2002), | anticipate that respondents who perceive greater levels of discrimination
in U.S. society will be more likely to be engaged in U.S. civic activities and to have naturalized.
Discrimination here is a learned response which measures understanding of U.S. political
ingtitutions. | aso include country of origin as a control, but have no prediction as to the effects.

Finally, I include four measures of transnational political engagement: 1) participation in
organizations facilitating transnational engagement in the past year; 2) participation in home-
country elections or electionrelated activities in the period since migration; 3) attitudes toward
where the respondent’ s political voice would be more likely to be heard; and 4) perceived levels
of influence in the home country and the United States.

If transnational engagement facilitates incorporation in the United States, | would
anticipate that these factors would have a generally positive effect on the dependent variables,
controlling for the other factors. If, on the other hand, transnationalism encourages greater
distance from the United States, the variables would be signed negatively.

Organizations, meetings, and sending-country government offices offer a connection
between immigrants and their countries of origin. Overal, approximately 70 percent of
immigrants/migrants from the four nations under study have engaged in transnational
organizational activity in the year prior to the survey. Dominicans and Puerto Ricans were the

most likely to have engaged in these transnational activities and Salvadorans the least likely.

15



Just 60 percent of Salvadorans had participated in transnational organizational activity in the
year before the survey.

With the exception of following politics in the news, very few Latino immigrants
engaged in transnational electoral or partisan activities. No more than one in nine, for example,
had voted in home-country elections. Few had contributed money to candidates or partiesin the
home country, attended arally in the United States for a home country party, or had been
contacted by a representative of the home country to become engaged in home country political
or cultural affairs. Overall, just 19 percent had participated in some electora behavior in the
country of origin since migration. Puerto Rican migrants and Dominican immigrants were the
most likely to have participated in home-country electoral behaviors and Mexicans and
Salvadorans were the least likely. Nearly 30 percent of Dominican immigrants had been
electorally active in the Dominican Republic since immigration to the United States.

The final two variables in the model test respondents perceptions of political
opportunities in the United States and in the country of origin. Thefirst is a question of how
much influence the respondent perceives that he has on home country politics. | report it asa
three-point scale from “none’ to “agreat deal.” | include this as a control to make sure that the
reported transnational behaviors do not over-signify a sense of influence. In other words, it is
possible that immigrants who are engaged at home are doing so for family or social reasons and
do not perceive their activities to be palitically influential. Few respondents believe that they
have no influence (less than 10 percent for each nationality group); the majority of each
nationality group reports that they have “some’ influence on the home nation. Between 24
percent (Puerto Ricans) and 36 percent (Salvadorans) perceive that they have “a great dea of

influence.”
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The final transnational variable asks respondents where they perceive that they have more
influence—the home country, the United States, or both equally. Nearly 50 percent of
respondents report that they have more influence in the United States. Dominicans are the most
likely of the four nationality groups under study to report that they have more influence in the

home country (21 percent); Puerto Ricans are the least likely (11 percent).

Results

Demographic and immigration characteristics proved salient in predicting the likelihood
of immigrant participation in U.S. civic and community organizational activities than did the
transnational measures. These traditional explanatory variables, however, were joined by one of
the transnational measur es—participation in home country organizational activity.

Not surprisingly, more recent immigrants were somewhat less likely to participate in U.S.
political organizations. Respondents with familiesin the United States (whether al or in part)
were more likely to participate. As predicted, respondents reporting having experienced
discrimination were somewhat more likely to be organizationally involved (by afactor of 2).
Somewhat unexpectedly, increasing levels of education had a negative effect on the likelihood of
civic involvement. Permanent residents and naturalized citizens were more likely to be civically
involved than immigrants without legal status.

[Insert Table One Here]

One of the measures of transnational engagement also proved to be a significant predictor
of U.S. organizational involvement controlling for the more traditional predictors. Respondents
who reported membership in organizations focusing on the country of origin were more likely to
also beinvolved in U.S. organizations. This suggests, perhaps not surprisingly, that some

immigrants are simply more organizationally engaged. It also may suggest that the distinction
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that | am making between U.S. organizations and home country-focused organizations is not so
rigid.

The factors shaping migrants' long-term intentions about whether to reside in the United
States or the country of origins are shaped by a combination of immigration and transnational
engagement factors. Demographic characteristics other than, possibly, age had little statistically
significant impact on a reported intention to stay in the United States—each additional year of
age increased the likelihood of reporting an intention to stay in the United States by about 1
percent in the specification of the model that excluded length of residence in the United States.

[Insert Table Two Herel

In terms of immigration characteristics, more recent immigration diminished the
likelihood of reporting an intention to stay in the United States (each additional year reduced this
likelihood by 4 percent), respondents with most of their family in the United States were more
likely to report an intention to stay as were permanent residents and naturalized citizens relative
to migrants without legal status. Salvadorans were more likely than Mexicansto report an
intention to stay (by afactor or more than 1.5). Puerto Ricans and Dominicans were about half
as likely as Mexicans to report an intention to stay in the United States. Perceived discrimination
had no effect on residential intentions.

The transnational factors had a consistent impact. Respondents who reported
engagement in home-country electoral activities were approximately 25 percent less likely than
those who did not to report an intention to stay in the United States permanently. Involvement in
home country organizational activities was signed negatively, but did not achieve statistical
significance. Respondents who perceived that they had more political influence in the United

States were more likely to report an intentionto remain in the United States permanently.
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Because expectations about long-term residential patterns are so strongly shaped by one
factor—year of immigration, | tested a second specification of this model that excluded this
variable. The predictive power of the model declined significantly with this exclusion, but did
not ater the results. The predictive power of location of family increased in significance and
magnitude as did the predictive power of where the respondent thought that s'he had more
influence. Respondents who believed that they had more influence in the United States were
nearly twice as likely to report an intention to stay in the United States as those who believed that
they had more influence in the home country.

The findings of the existing scholarship on propensities to naturalize are largely
confirmed. Demographic factors dominate the story, particularly in amodel that excludes year
of immigration. In the specification including year of immigration, years of education has the
most explanatory power. My senseis that education both offers substantive skills that are
rewarded in the U.S. economy and the bureaucratic coping skills needed to complete the
naturalization application process. In this specification, year of immigration also proves
significant, with each additional year reducing the likelihood of naturalization by approximately
12 percent. Women were more likely than men to naturalize. Income was positive signed and
significant, but had no substantive impact. Family in the United States also proved to be positive
predictor, but of marginal significance.

[Insert Table Three Here]

Only one of the transnational measures proved to be significant: respondents who
perceived that they have more political influence in the United States were more likely to be
naturalized than immigrants who perceived that they has more influence in their country of

origin. Considering that the behavioral measures of transnational engagement proved significant
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in the other models, this finding should offer some solace to critics of U.S. naturalization policy.
Immigrants who naturalize are distinguished from those who do not based on individual
characteristics and their family relationships (as has, arguably, aways been the case) rather than
because of newly emerging relationships with their countries of origin.

For reasons discussed earlier, | tested a second specification of the model excluding year
of immigration. As with the second specification of the residentia intentions models, this
specification had less overall predictive value. In this model, age attained statistical significance.
The highest level of education remains significant, though the magnitude of the impact declines
dightly. Location of family members becomes quite significant with respondents reporting most
family members in the United States reporting naturalization more than 3.2 times higher than
respondents reporting most family members in the country of origin. In this specification,
Salvadoran migrants proved less likely to naturalize than Mexican migrants. Aswasthe casein
the first specification, respondents reporting more political influence in the United States were
considerably more likely to naturalize than those reporting more in the home country, controlling

for the other variables in the moddl.

Conclusions
As the post-1965 wave of immigration has begun to mature, the United States is in many
ways in a new phase of its long immigration history. The current wave of immigration is soon to
reach its fortieth birthday. Unlike the post-civil war immigration wave, the roots of an organized
opposition to immigration at current levels — either legal or unauthorized — do not have a
foothold in the policymaking process or in mass organizing (Tichenor 2002). So, it is reasonable

to assume that immigration will continue at current levels, or increase, for the foreseeable future.
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Immigrants today have opportunities to sustain or rebuild an engagement with their
sending communities and sending countries in away that was difficult for most in the past.
Transportation and communication networks allow for a sustained transnational engagement for
many migrants. The volume of immigration and the networks that facilitate it ensure that many
immigrants in the United States live and work around many from the same sending-communities.
Many continue to have family in these communities. Although a political transnational
engagement is the exception rather than the rule among most Latino immigrants, it is important
to measure whether this nascent transnationalism is reshaping the process of immigrant civic and
political engagement in U.S. politics and society.

Although this question can only be answered rigorously with longitudinal data, the
evidence from the TRPI Immigrant Political Participation Survey offers some insights. The
expanding opportunities for migrants to be involved in the electoral politics of their sending
countries does appear to have an independent effect on their perceptions of long-term connection
to the United States and, in more cases than not, speedsit. Involvement in these activities
reduces respondents’ evaluations of the likelihood of their staying in the United States
permanently. At the same time, this one form of home country engagement is balanced by
perceptions of influence. Migrants who perceive they have equal or more influence in the United
States see their futures here unlike those who perceive that their influence is primarily in the
sending country. These impacts appear even after controlling for demographic and
immigration/settlement related characteristics previously shown to influence questions of
attachment. With one exception, transnational engagement has little impact on U.S.
organizational participation. The exception—home country organizational behavior—aquite

likely tells a story not of transnationalism, but of political socialization. Individuals who are
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organizationally active are likely to be active in many arenas. Finaly, transnational engagement
does shape naturalization propensity, but in a civically encouraging manner. Those who feel the
most influence in the United States are the most likely to have naturalized. This indicates that
there remains a political dimension to decisions to naturalize. Home country electoral or
organizational involvement are not statistically valid predictors of naturalization suggesting the
Latino immigrants are not using transnational opportunities in ways that some scholars anticipate
of afully realized dual citizenship.

The final lesson of this survey of Latino immigrant transnational attitudes and behaviors
isthat this new set of resources for immigrant politics must be accounted for as scholars continue
to analyze the contemporary process of immigrant incorporation in the United States. The
contemporary scholarship analyzes the story of immigrant social and political adaptation as one
that occurs primarily in the United States. While transnationalism is the exception in immigrant
communities today, and will probably remain so in the future, it nevertheless offers an
opportunity (and a new one, for the mass of immigrants) for political socialization and an outlet
for individuals civic energies. Asthe number of immigrants grows and the concentrations of
immigrants from specific parts of the world deepen, it is likely that some will have political
experiences shaped by atransnational engagement that are distinct from the majority and that
these engagements will lead them to different political and civic outcomes. As the data here
suggest, that difference can serve as an encouragement to increase connections to the United
States and to U.S. civic ingtitutions. It is aso possible, however, to envision a scenario where
these transnational engagements act as a further barrier to informal and formal connections

between immigrants and U.S. politics.
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Table One. Predictors of Respondents Involvement in U.S. Organizations.

Qdds

I ndependent Vari abl e Rati o SE
Denogr aphi cs
Age 0.998 0. 008
Educati on (G ade School or Less)

Sonme hi gh school 0.873 0.213

HS graduate 0.611** 0. 237

Post - hi gh school 0. 760 0. 254
Househol d I ncome 1. 000*** 0.000
Gender (Men as control) 1.269 0. 164

I mmigration Characteristics
Year of imm gration 0.965*** 0.011
I mmigration status (Not perm resident

or naturalized citizen)

Per manent resident 2.001*** 0.219

Naturalized citizen 1.553** 0.283
Location of famly (Mst in hone country)

Equal Iy di vi ded 1.486** 0. 194

Most in United States 1.838*** 0.224
Country of Birth (Mexico)

Puerto Rico 1.426 0. 310

El Sal vador 1.058 0.216

Dom ni can Republic 0. 844 0. 250
Experi ence of discrimnation in U S 2.016*** 0.193
Transnational Political Engagenent

0. 182

Home country el ectoral behaviors 0. 970
Home country org. behaviors 1.761*** 0.086
Home country political influence (none)

Sone 0.788 0. 289
A great deal 0.613 0.311
VWere does respondent have nore influence (honme country)
About the same 0. 865 0. 236
More in the United States 0. 966 0. 227
Const ant (B) 69.523*** 21.716
Total cases 1, 051
Predicted correctly 77. 7%

R’=. 239

Key: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05; * p < 0.10.

Source: The TRPI Inmmigrant Political Participation Survey, 2002.
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Table Two. Predictors of Respondents Prediction of Long Term Residence—Home
Country or the United States.

Model Excl udi ng

Ful | Mobdel Year of |nmm gration
Qdds Qdds
I ndependent Vari abl e Rati o SE Rati o SE
Denogr aphi cs
Age 0. 992 0. 007 1.013** 0. 005

Educati on (Grade School or Less)

Some hi gh school 1.215 0. 180 1.213 0.170

HS graduate 1.134 0. 205 1.061 0. 190

Post - hi gh school 1.225 0. 213 1.236 0. 201
Househol d I ncome 1. 000 0. 000 1. 000 0. 000
Gender (Men as control) 1.045 0.138 1. 057 0.129
I mmigration Characteristics
Year of immgration 0.961*** 0.009 Excl uded
I mmigration status (Not perm resident

or naturalized citizen)

Per manent resident 1.794*** 0.202 1.911 0.189

Nat ural i zed citizen 1.720*** 0.248 2.215 0. 227
Location of famly (Mst in hone country)

Equal | y di vi ded 1.110 0.172 1. 247 0. 158

Most in United States 1.814*** 0.188 2.153*** 0.173
Country of Birth (Mexico)

Puerto Rico 0. 455*** (0, 245 0.509*** 0.227

El Sal vador 1.493** 0.195 1. 365* 0.181

Domni ni can Republic 0.562*** 0.215 0.478** 0. 200
Experience of discrimnation in U S. 0.983 0. 149 1.025 0. 139
Transnational Political Engagenent
Home country el ectoral behaviors 0.739*** 0.134 0. 780** 0.127
Home country org. behaviors 0. 986 0. 060 0. 963 0. 055
Home country political influence (none)

Sone 0. 857 0. 242 0. 847 0.228

A great deal 0.753 0. 261 0.782 0. 245
VWere does respondent have nore influence (honme country)

About the sane 0. 880 0. 203 0. 894 0.189

More in the United States 1.763*** 0.190 1.892*** 0.000
Const ant (B)78.188*** 17.188 (B)-1.393*** 0.388
Total cases 1, 051 1,172
Predicted correctly 64. 2% 63. 2%

R?=. 179 r2=. 156

Key: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05; * p < 0.10.

Source: The TRPI Inmmigrant Political Participation Survey, 2002.
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Table Three. Predictors of Respondent Naturalization (Among L egal Permanent Residents
with Five or More Years of Residence).

Mbde
Ful | Excl udi ng
Model Length of Residence
Qdds Qdds
I ndependent Vari abl e Rati o SE Rati o SE
Denogr aphi cs
Age 1.008 0.011 1.051*** 0. 008
Educati on (G ade School or Less)
Sone hi gh school 1.565*%* 0. 305 1. 406 0.273
HS graduat e 1.931* 0. 349 1.491 0. 298
Post - hi gh school 3.827*** 0.345 3.048*** 0. 301
Househol d I ncome 1. 000*** 0.000 1. 000*** 0. 000
Gender (Men as control) 1.712** 0. 224 1.548** 0.197
I mmigration Characteristics
Year of immgration 0.879*** 0.018 Excl uded
Location of famly (Mdst in home country)
Equal 'y di vi ded 1. 494 0.316 2.086*** 0. 280
Mbst in United States 1.693* 0. 317 3.234**x* 0.279
Country of Birth (Mexico)
El Sal vador 1.105 0. 289 0. 641* 0. 251
Domi ni can Republic 1.219 0. 298 0.729 0. 256
Experience of discrimnation in U S 1.081 0. 245 1.152 0.213
Transnational Political Engagenent
Home country el ectoral behaviors 1.067 0. 220 0.989 0. 196
Home country org. behaviors 0. 965 0. 099 0.770 0. 085
Hone country political influence (none)
Sone 0. 887 0. 365 0. 699 0. 332
A great deal 1.261 0. 386 0. 835 0. 349
Wher e does respondent have nore influence (honme country)
About the same 0. 884 0. 343 0. 948 0. 303
More in the United States 1.787* 0. 304 1.949** 0. 266
Const ant (B)252. 177*** 36.181 (B)-4.505*** 0. 685
Total cases 546 611
Predicted correctly 74. 0% 72.8%
R’=. 384 R’=. 269

Key: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05; * p < 0.10.

Source: The TRPI Inmmigrant Political Participation Survey, 2002.
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