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1 | INTRODUCTION

Abstract

Noncitizens seeking to make sense of US immigration
systems encounter a labyrinth of information and
deception. This paper is the first national study of
scams targeting noncitizens seeking immigration legal
services. | construct a county-year database (V = 3135
over a four-year time period, 2011-2014) across sec-
ondary data sources to analyze the correlates of immi-
gration scam complaints submitted to the Federal
Trade Commission (FTC). I find that welcoming
counties have more immigration scam complaints,
while counties with exclusionary contexts tend to have
fewer complaints. The results do not suggest that scams
are more prevalent in welcoming contexts, because the
actual number of scams is unknown. Instead, we can
conclude that noncitizens tend to come forward to
report immigration scams in welcoming contexts of
reception, even after accounting for exclusionary poli-
cies. A robust safety net proved the most reliable pre-
dictor of immigration scams reported to the FTC. The
concentration of immigration attorneys, legal aid ser-
vices, and language access was also positively associ-
ated with the number of FTC scam reports. Taken
together, these results suggest that immigrant-serving
capacity and access to key services support noncitizens
who report immigration scams, while hostility toward
immigrants may deter them from exercising those same
rights.

As localities have increasingly addressed immigration-related challenges via a patchwork of policies
(Varsanyi et al., 2012; Walker & Leitner, 2011), local contexts throughout the United States have
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implemented initiatives that are either more welcoming toward immigrants or less so (Garcia, 2019;
Prieto, 2018; Steil & Vasi, 2014; Valdivia, 2019). Past research has documented the role that local
contexts of reception—whether welcoming or not—can have on immigrant reports of employment-
related crime and discrimination (Fussell, 2011; Gleeson, 2009, 2015) and domestic violence
(Amuedo-Dorantes & Arenas-Arroyo, 2021; Muchow & Amuedo-Dorantes, 2020). In this study, I
investigate where noncitizens' are willing to denounce immigration scams by examining all county
contexts across the United States. When noncitizens make claims to justice by reporting immigra-
tion scams, are immigration scams reported to the Federal Trade Commission (FTC) positively
associated with welcoming contexts of reception, even after accounting for immigration
restrictionism?

To answer this question, I focus on immigration scam reports submitted to the FTC. To be
clear, no data capture the actual number of scams. Absent such a prevalence measure, I exam-
ine where noncitizens willingly denounce scams. I am interested in whether restrictionism offsets
an expected positive association between FTC scam reports and welcoming contexts of recep-
tion. On the welcoming end of the spectrum, noncitizens’ claims to justice should coincide with
local webs of support—namely meaningful access to the publicly funded safety net as well as
access to justice facilitated by social helpers. By contrast, scam reports should be less common
in restrictionist counties (i.e., counties with high deportation rates under the Secure Communi-
ties immigration enforcement program and counties in states with policies criminalizing
immigrants).

Contributing to existing research on the relationship between contextual factors and where
vulnerable groups denounce under-reported crimes (Gleeson, 2015; McVeigh et al., 2003), I find
that reports of immigration scams are more common in welcoming contexts. In addition, mea-
sures of welcoming contexts remain reliable predictors of scam reporting to the FTC, net of
restrictionism and other factors. Counties that deliver safety net services to poor Hispanics"
most consistently account for the difference between (a) higher-than-expected reports of
immigration scams in more welcoming counties and (b) the scant reporting of such crimes in
otherwise comparable but less welcoming counties. The positive relationship between the safety
net and FTC scam reports remains consistent across a series of regression models (both
cross-sectional and fixed effects) and robustness checks.

I also discuss the implications of these results for research on immigrant rights-claiming and
civic inequality (Bloemraad, 2018; Bloemraad et al., 2020; Leitner & Strunk, 2014a, 2014b).
With respect to the question of where noncitizens make claims to justice, welcoming contexts of
reception provide clues as to where immigrants choose to exercise their rights. Denouncing
scams amounts to civic action and reveals where noncitizens have spoken up to “stretch the
boundaries of liberal democratic citizenship” by enacting a form of insurgent citizenship
(Leitner & Strunk, 2014b, p. 354). Far from being evenly distributed across the country, these
actions are most common wherever welcoming webs of support abound. For instance, when
street-level bureaucrats deliver safety net services, they reach immigrant communities
(Marrow, 2009), and such access to mainstream institutions may translate into knowledge
about and trust in public institutions (Cook, 2001) like the FTC. Given the mismatch between
the current location of the nation’s noncitizen population and the uneven concentration of wel-
coming organizations (de Graauw et al., 2013)—as well as experienced lawyers (Sandefur,
2008; Sandefur & Smyth, 2011) and efforts to reduce language barriers in law enforcement con-
texts (Williams, 2015)—the publicly funded safety net may represent the lone reliable source of
support for immigrants living outside established immigrant destinations. Absent these webs of
support, we observe fewer people willing to file reports with the FTC. When noncitizens seek
protections as consumers in welcoming contexts, doing so can help bring people into the fold of
mainstream institutions. Currently, if noncitizens’ rights hinge on where they live, then uneven
contexts of reception could create relative winners and losers among noncitizens and exacerbate
civic inequality.
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2 | BACKGROUND ON IMMIGRATION LEGAL SERVICES CRIME

Immigration legal services crimes are not new. Accounts of legal services fraud appear throughout
ethnographic accounts of immigrant communities (Coutin, 2003; Hagan, 1994; Mabhler, 1995;
Menjivar, 2000). The enactment of the 1986 Immigration Reform and Control Act (IRCA) resulted
in a surge in demand for legal services. Given the large number of immigrants looking to adjust
their legal status, trained legal professionals could not meet the rising demand. Community organi-
zations, “lay lawyers,” and notaries each played a pivotal role in helping immigrants prepare for
IRCA (Coutin, 2003; Hagan, 1994; Longazel, 2018).

The rise of notaries and the attendant demand for legal services has downsides. Although
notaries provide valuable services, the line between notary services and the unauthorized prac-
tice of law can blur. The most notorious schemes involve notarios (Spanish for “notaries”), who
take advantage of immigrant clients by promising naturalization and work permits. Clients
unfamiliar with US law typically assume that notarios know best, in part because the word
“notario” is a false cognate commonly understood in Latin America as a synonym for a sea-
soned lawyer (Cohen et al., 2013; Longazel, 2018).

Over time, notary and related services have become increasingly elaborate. In the 1990s, mul-
tipurpose agencies offering a range of legal, remittance, tax, and financial services emerged.
Unsuspecting clients seeking legal advice from lawyers could end up consulting with untrained or
misleading service providers. As Mabhler (1995) observed, “Itinerant translators and self-professed
‘lawyers’ travel from town to town like nineteenth century quacks selling home-made remedies”
(pp. 141-142). Similarly, there have been cases in which notaries have “charged exorbitant sums
to fill out applications for political asylum or Temporary Protected Status,” as well as “cases in
which these ‘legal workers’ have disappeared with money that people have paid in advance for
their services” (Menjivar, 2000). Survey data from the mid-1990s suggest that sources of legal
assistance varied, and unauthorized immigrants and asylum seekers (unlike US citizens, perma-
nent residents, and refugees) were more likely to rely on notarios than on private attorneys
(Bach, 1993). A qualitative study of fraud targeting immigrants noted the persistence of notario
fraud (Marlowe & Atiles, 2005). By the 2000s, half of immigrant respondents had adjusted their
status with help from lawyers or other legal practitioners (Jasso et al., 2006). Immigrants without
access to legal services tend to rely on family members to navigate legal issues (Delgado, 2020).

Data on the prevalence of immigration scams do not exist. However, we do know where
immigrants have willingly reported scams to the FTC. Since 2011, the FTC began tracking inci-
dents such as notario scams and related crimes. Anyone can submit a complaint—either in
English or Spanish—via an online “FTC Complaint Assistant” or a toll-free Consumer Response
Center. In order to spread the word to consumers, the FTC conducts media outreach and holds
meetings with legal services partners. Targets of scams, family members, and intermediaries
reporting an incident on behalf of a crime victim can submit complaints. When victims of crime
come forward to report scams, they do so in order to prevent others from becoming scam victims.
For example, a complainant submitted the following to the FTC (translated from Spanish):

A friend recommended them [the scammer] to me because they supposedly had
contacts with immigration services, and they could help me obtain a work visa, and
also speed up a friend’s [immigration] case, who was also scammed, and another
friend of mine, too, and they keep doing the same thing and someone needs to put
a stop to this, since they keep doing the same thing to other people. I have another
acquaintance who also lost $5,000—please someone do something so they don’t
keep scamming people.

The FTC then maintains a record of each complaint and shares scam reports with state and
local law enforcement to identify recurring scams. When reporting a scam to the FTC,
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complainants often noted that they lost income (median: $300-500). In cases where complain-
ants reported losing thousands of dollars, the amount lost was much larger (median: $3000—
4000). In select cases, the FTC helps customers to recoup lost expenses. For example, following
litigation brought by the FTC, a court ordered a firm to repay $616,000 to customers and to
cease providing immigration services. As reflected in FTC claims data, immigration scams also
siphon immigrants’ resources and social capital, further exposing those at risk of deportation
(Hagan et al., 2015; Valdivia, 2019).

I analyze these FTC complaints to examine where various kinds of immigration scams come
to light. Based on complaints submitted to the FTC, reported immigration scams come in many
forms. In addition to notario scams and instances where lawyers mishandle an immigration
case, noncitizens report telemarketers impersonating immigration authorities and demanding
payment under threat of deportation. Fake enforcement (or citizenship services) agents call peo-
ple at home and sometimes secure credit card information or electronic payments from scam
victims who believe that they are speaking with government officials. Online schemes include
fake and misleading organizations selling green card lotteries and misrepresenting services as
immigration benefits. Often, scammers create fake websites designed to resemble either federal
government agencies or legitimate immigration service providers. Such scams target noncitizens
who lack knowledge of immigration law, fear the threat of deportation, are willing to pay for
schemes that later turn out to be “too good to be true,” or rely on incompetent or misleading
advice regarding their immigration situation.

3 | VARIATION IN IMMIGRANT RIGHTS-CLAIMING ACROSS
CONTEXTS OF RECEPTION

3.1 | Contexts of reception

Contexts of reception help shape immigrant and noncitizen integration and can make the
difference between welcoming versus exclusionary responses to new arrivals. Whether and
how noncitizens exercise their rights depends on a dynamic set of constraints
(Bloemraad, 2021; Gleeson, 2010), within which noncitizens can make resonant claims
based on their “structured agency” (Bloemraad, 2018). I explore meso-level pathways across
welcoming contexts of reception that may provide “access to receiving society institutions to
resolve issues,” as Martinez-Schuldt (2020) has theorized, as well as whether rights-claiming
actions in otherwise welcoming locations can withstand hostilities toward immigrants codi-
fied in restrictionist immigration initiatives. I leverage variation in welcoming contexts
across multiple domains: the social safety net, language services, community organizations,
and immigration lawyers. Such “assemblages” (Leitner & Strunk, 2014a) of entities and
actors have their own agendas and interests, but they nevertheless operate as webs of sup-
port conducive to immigrant rights-claiming actions. Scam reports thus reveal the extent to
which various webs of support predict acts of “insurgent citizenship” (Leitner &
Strunk, 2014b) in the form of noncitizen rights-claiming.

Variation in contexts of reception can stratify immigrants’ interactions with US institutions.
Practically speaking, relatively welcoming public service agencies deliver tangible benefits and
demonstrate how US bureaucracies can be accessible and trustworthy sources of support. For
instance, public entities can shape immigrants’ context of reception via access to the safety net
(Fortuny & Chaudry, 2012; Gelatt et al., 2014; Marrow, 2009) and municipal resources
(de Graauw, 2016). Transnational entities such as consulates can also soften the landing by pro-
viding assistance, especially where unauthorized and recent Mexican immigrants settle
(Martinez-Schuldt, 2020). Welcoming contexts can likewise lower barriers to interactions
between noncitizens and mainstream institutions by opening lines of communication. For
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example, law enforcement agencies can attempt to address language barriers in crime reporting
via outreach in immigrant communities (Provine et al., 2016; Williams, 2015).

Furthermore, for those seeking legal advice and assistance regarding immigration or
immigration scams, webs of support also include community-based organizations and expe-
rienced immigration lawyers. Welcoming contexts, where such entities are most common,
can facilitate access to justice. For example, immigrant-serving organizations facilitated
naturalization applications in Houston following federal immigration reform in the 1980s
(Hagan, 1994). Decades later, organizations also assisted immigrants applying for the
Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals (DACA) program and its immigration benefits
(Wong & Garcia, 2016). The concentration of such organizations may lighten the burden on
Mexican consular offices tasked with serving Mexican immigrants (Martinez-Schuldt, 2020).
Recent evidence also suggests that deportations are lower in counties with nonprofit capac-
ity to assist with immigration cases (Chand et al., 2020). Similarly, Gleeson (2015) high-
lights the role of labor unions and state Equal Employment and Opportunity Commissions
in identifying cases of wage theft and workplace discrimination against immigrants. These
findings echo related work on an influx of legal aid funding dating back to the 1960s, which
helped individuals report previously underreported crimes and lowered riot propensities
(Cunningham, 2016; Cunningham & Gillezeau, 2018). Similarly, places with a history of
civil rights organizing were shown to outperform other parts of the country in hate crime
reporting (McVeigh et al., 2003).

Experienced immigration lawyers can also play a role in integrating and orienting non-
citizen clients by shaping noncitizens’ awareness of US laws and institutions (Menjivar &
Lakhani, 2016), and can thus alter their “legal-spatial consciousness” amidst a shifting
immigration policy landscape (Flores et al., 2019). However, as immigration law has
become increasingly complex and noncitizens have moved to new US destinations, the
number of available legal service providers has lagged behind demand (de Leon &
Roach, 2013; Legal Services Corporation, 2017; Sandefur & Smyth, 2011). In fact,
although access to legal representation can make a difference for noncitizen
detainees’ outcomes in US immigration custody (Ryo, 2018; Ryo & Peacock, 2018, 2019),
experienced immigration attorneys are mostly located in established immigrant
destinations.

3.2 | Immigration enforcement inhibits a welcoming context

The reputation of US public sector entities among noncitizens must also contend with the pro-
liferation of a patchwork of immigration policymaking (Varsanyi et al. 2012) at the state and
local level via laws, ordinances, and administrative partnerships between immigration authori-
ties and other subnational authorities (Armenta, 2012, 2017; Coleman, 2012; Garcia, 2014;
Pedroza, 2019; Steil & Vasi, 2014). As restrictionism has increased, the negative consequences
of deportations and noncitizen criminalization have followed (Vargas et al., 2019), including
mistrust of mainstream institutions (Cruz Nichols et al., 2018). This mistrust extends to local
law enforcement (Menjivar et al., 2018; Nguyen & Gill, 2015; Rocha et al., 2015; Theodore &
Habans, 2016; Wong et al., 2021), likely due to cynicism regarding police and the legal system
(Kirk et al., 2012; Ryo, 2016) and fear of deportation among, for instance, victims of wage theft
(Fussell, 2011) and immigration scams (Marlowe & Atiles, 2005). Notably, the erosion of trust
associated with restrictionism may not be insurmountable: local-level public servants may help
clients overcome the fear of deportation if, for example, community members believe they will
be treated fairly (Messing et al., 2015).
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3.3 | Scam reports across contexts of reception

As the first empirical study of immigration legal services crime, this paper highlights where claims
to justice come to the attention of the federal government after noncitizens willingly report scams to
the FTC. When choosing to make claims to justice with the FTC, immigration scam victims vary
with respect to the possible webs of support at their disposal, depending on where they live. Exam-
ining scam reports as a case of making claims to justice, I extend what we know about the relation-
ship between divergent contexts of reception and immigrant rights-claiming. Following research on
the role of contextual factors as a predictor of rights-claiming activity (Gleeson, 2015; McVeigh
et al., 2003), I measure variation across contexts of reception to analyze where immigration scams
are coming to light in the form of complaints filed with the FTC, an entity tasked with helping con-
sumers who have lost (or were at risk of losing) income to unscrupulous actors. The analyses below
examine whether we observe reports to the FTC in welcoming counties more than in other contexts,
net of the association between immigration restrictionism and scam reports.

4 | EXPECTED ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN FTC REPORTS AND
MAIN INDEPENDENT VARIABLES

Based on prior research, I expect more scams to come to light in welcoming contexts of reception. 1
expect that FTC reports will be positively associated with (a) access to the safety net; (b) legal aid
capacity; (c) immigration lawyer capacity; and (d) language services capacity via local law enforce-
ment. Conversely, immigration restrictionism should predict a fewer-than-expected number of such
reports. A positive relationship between welcoming contexts and FTC complaints—and a
corresponding negative relationship between restrictionism and FTC complaints—would echo
existing research on how social helpers tend to encourage noncitizens to claim their rights. I am
interested in whether restrictionist contexts offset these positive relationships.

5 | DATA

In this paper, I track immigration scam complaints known to the FTC. I leverage these data to
examine where noncitizens come forward to claim rights by comparing the volume of com-
plaints across contexts of reception. Table 1 details data sources and descriptive statistics for
the variables described below.

5.1 | Dependent variable

I obtained FTC data on immigration scam reports through an FOIA request.™ According to FTC
reports, between 400 and 700 immigration scams were reported annually between 2011 and 2014
(2314 total), which makes them about as common as anti-Hispanic hate crimes reported to the Fed-
eral Bureau of Investigation (FBI) over the same time period (1709 total, or 300-600 annually).
Complaints are unevenly distributed across the country: 2650 counties reported no complaints
during the study period, and few reported more than 10 complaints (Table 2). The number of FTC
scam reports in California between 2011 and 2014 eclipsed similar complaints submitted to the
California Attorney General between 2010 and 2015 (340 total, 50-64 each year)."

Using FTC data, we can analyze where complaints are located. The FTC administrative
data at the core of this paper required extensive data management and verification, including a
case-by-case review of each complaint. I reviewed and geocoded each complaint recorded
between 2011 and 2014 and supplemented location information with contextual data from
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TABLE 2 Total FTC complaints and counties (by year and range of FTC complaints)

Range of FTC complaints

0 1 24 5-9 10-14 15+ Total
Year Number of counties in sample (by range of FTC complaints)
2011 2895 132 77 19 8 4 3135
2012 2949 110 54 17 3 2 3135
2013 2912 124 71 22 2 4 3135
2014 2889 135 71 29 5 6 3135
Total 11,645 501 273 87 18 16 12,540

Source: Author’s tabulations of FTC data.

secondary sources (Table 1). Nearly two-thirds of immigration services complaints are submit-
ted directly to the FTC online (65%), with the remainder being referred to the FTC by organiza-
tions (e.g., the Better Business Bureau, state attorneys general, and nonprofit organizations) on
behalf of consumers. In addition, a description of the incident accompanies each complaint,
which allows us to review the content of each complaint.”

5.2 | Access to the safety net

In this paper, each of the main independent variables is continuous and varies across counties
and over time. First, | measure access to the safety net among Hispanics, the largest immigrant-
origin population. I use county-level data from the American Community Survey (ACS) to
measure access to the safety net by accounting for the ratio of (a) Hispanic households receiving
food stamp benefits and (b) the local Hispanic population living in poverty. In this paper, access
to food stamps signals an inclusive approach to public benefits among local entities charged
with administering the safety net because households receiving food stamps receive tangible
support from a public program. Previous research shows that Hispanic households receiving
food stamps include mixed-status households with unauthorized parents and US-born children
(Hanson et al., 2014), and that select segments of the noncitizen population (e.g., pregnant
mothers, refugees, long-term residents, and lawfully present residents) can also access the safety
net (Fortuny & Chaudry, 2012).

Of course, Hispanic access to food stamps is not the only measure of safety net access. How-
ever, county-level ACS estimates covering the entire country are only available for one type of
public program (food stamp receipt) and for one group relevant to this paper (Hispanics, but
not immigrants or specific types of Hispanic households). Using available ACS microdata on a
subset of US counties, I conduct robustness checks to examine whether a similar relationship
holds when employing alternate measures of access to the safety net.

5.3 | Access to justice

Legal aid capacity is a proxy for access to justice in immigrant communities. Following work
on nonprofit capacity (Chand et al., 2020; Gleeson, 2009, 2015; Gleeson & Bloemraad, 2013;
Joassart-Marcelli, 2013; Martinez-Schuldt, 2020; McVeigh et al., 2003; Yasenov et al., 2020), 1
manually construct a nationwide county-level measure of legal aid capacity specific to
immigrant-serving nonprofits. I use a list of organizations that represent immigrants from the
Department of Justice’s (DOJ’s) “Recognized Organizations and Accredited Representatives
Roster” (Executive Office for Immigration Review, 2021) and supplement it with additional
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sources: National Center for Charitable Statistics (NCCS) data queried by de Leon and
Roach (2013), the Immigration Advocacy Network (Immigration Advocates Network, 2021),
and a list of Catholic Legal Immigration Network members." I also include nonprofits that
filed 1099 forms with the Internal Revenue Service. As suggested by Bloemraad et al. (2020),
legal aid capacity in this paper captures variation in nonprofit resources, which I measure as
county-year salaries for non-executive staff (divided by county size, in 2013 dollars, and lagged
one year). I anticipate that greater capacity will mean that nonprofit staff will be able to spot
crimes targeting vulnerable groups like noncitizens. In an FTC complaint, a nonprofit worker
providing services to a client recounted how an immigrant victim of domestic violence had vis-
ited an informal organization selling immigration legal services. The worker helped the client
file an FTC complaint against the informal provider, which had previously requested thousands
of dollars to represent her case and then refused to turn over the client’s personal documents
after nonprofit staff became involved in the matter.

The analyses also account for the concentration of immigration lawyers (per 100,000 noncit-
izens in each county) listed as members of the American Immigration Lawyers Association
(AILA) who also have experience working with deportation cases (American Immigration Law-
yers Association, 2021). I anticipate that the concentration of these experienced lawyers will
predict more reports of immigration scams to the FTC. Previous research has found that the
proximity of immigration lawyers to immigrant detainees translated into positive outcomes for
immigrant detainees (Ryo & Peacock, 2018, 2019).

Finally, the analyses also account for variation in language interpretation services. When
local law enforcement aims to provide language access, these entities attempt to reach non-
English speakers who may want to report a crime (Shah et al., 2007). Using law enforcement
survey data (Department of Justice, 2011), I create an index of each county’s total number of
language interpretation services provided by a range of personnel and partners (per 100,000
noncitizens). Scam reports should be more common in counties with language access to law
enforcement compared with counties without such services.

5.4 | Restrictionist immigration policy

Prior work has identified immigration restrictionism as an important predictor of the context of
reception. State and local policies and programs designed to criminalize and deport immigrants
escalated during the study period, albeit unevenly across states (De Trinidad Young & Wallace, 2019)
and local communities (Moinester, 2018; Pedroza, 2019). I construct an index based on two existing
measures of immigration restrictionism: a state-level measure of laws and policies that criminalize
immigrants (minimum: 1; maximum: 6) as developed by De Trinidad Young and Wallace (2019),
plus a county-level rate of deportations carried out by US Immigration and Customs Enforcement
(ICE) under the Secure Communities program (Pedroza, 2019). The deportation rate equals:

log{ (depzr)t(a;ions) N 1},

where deportations equal the number of county-level deportations under the Secure Communi-
ties deportation program adjusted for the size of the noncitizen population (r) and the number
of days each county had the program (d). Deportation rates are lagged one year and logged to
reduce the influence of outliers. Each of the two measures is first standardized (mean: 0; stan-
dard deviation: 1), then summed, and finally restandardized. Both measures capture a range of
contexts, including the most restrictionist counties in the nation as well as locations where local
communities have challenged hostile immigration laws (Steil & Vasi, 2014) and the Secure
Communities program (Strunk & Leitner, 2013).
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5.5 | Other correlates of crime report activity

5.5.1 | State contexts

My unit of analysis is county-years between 2011 and 2014. However, state-level variations in
deportation rates (Pedroza, 2013), access to the safety net (Hero & Preuhs, 2007), and the con-
centration of legal aid (de Leon & Roach, 2013) and lawyers (Sandefur & Smyth, 2011) are all
well known. In the regression models presented below, I include state fixed effects and cluster
standard errors at the county level.

5.5.2 | Demographics

Echoing the negative relationship between immigrant concentration and crime reporting
(Gutierrez & Kirk, 2017), reported consumer crime is typically lower in locations with high con-
centrations of Hispanics (Raval, 2016). As such, I adjust for key characteristics: (a) total popu-
lation (logged); (b) total noncitizen population (logged); and (c) population density (per square
mile). The analyses also account for a series of variables that might affect scam reports.

5.5.3 | Legal services market

In order to account for local variation in potential legal service needs, I use an index of internet
search activity for Spanish and English language terms for immigration legal services, following
the Google Trends method developed by DiGrazia (2017).""

5.54 | Republican voter support

Support for restrictionist immigration policies tends to follow partisan divides (Chand &
Schreckhise, 2014). I measure Republican voter support, or the proportion of votes for Republi-
can Presidential candidates, as a percentage of those cast for the two major parties. I use 2008
results as predictors of FTC complaints in 2011 and 2012 and results from 2012 as predictors of
complaints in 2013 and 2014 (Leip, 2012).

5.5.5 | Criminal justice context

Differences in the number of reports related to immigration scams may also stem from local
variation in other rights-claiming actions. As such, DOJ data on anti-Hispanic hate crimes (log-
ged) are included as a proxy for the positive relationship between civil society capacity and
rights-claiming (McVeigh et al., 2003). Finally, it is possible that FTC complaints are merely a
function of other crime reports. I account for five different arrest rates to determine whether
FTC reports are associated with local arrest activity among a county’s general population (per
100 residents).

6 | METHODS

FTC complaints capture incidents of people coming forward to denounce immigration scams.
To be clear, the underlying prevalence of such criminal activity is unknown, and the vast
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majority of counties had no reported scams during the study period (Table 2). Absent data on
the location and prevalence of unreported immigration scams, the current study is limited to
known cases and may not apply to the full universe of immigration scams. The challenge of
analyzing known crime rather than all crime is not unique to this paper. Past work analyzing
underreported crime, especially crime against vulnerable groups (e.g., hate crimes, sexual
assault, wage theft, and workplace violations) has likewise focused on predicting known and
reported incidents of crime against vulnerable groups. In doing so, I rely on count models that
are ideally suited to account for variation in known incidents, especially rare events
(Gleeson, 2015; McVeigh et al., 2003). The approach below is designed to differentiate between
counties where we expect to find FTC complaints of immigration scams and locations where
they are unlikely to be found given known county characteristics.

The outcome is a county-year total of events that features an excess number of zeros with a
non-random distribution across the country. Count models can account for excess zeros, or
counties with no complaints where at least one complaint is expected due, for example, to a
sizeable immigrant presence. I employ zero-inflated negative binomial (ZINB) regressions to
estimate two separate processes: whether we expect any complaints (0, 1), and the number of
complaints expected given a set of county characteristics. The first process is estimated as:

P(Y:y|w"u):a)+eiﬂ(l—a))f0r YZO,

where @ represents the structural zeros, or zero counts not expected, and y represents expected
scam reports. The process follows a binomial distribution and assumes that some counties with
no complaints also have a very low probability of immigration scams, such as small counties
with few immigrants.

There are three reasons why we might expect zero scam reports: (a) consumer crime goes
unreported; (b) no consumer crime occurred; or (¢) there are no potential victims in the county.
The first source of excess zeros remains unknown. In order to partially account for the second
source of zeros, the logistic function measures anti-Hispanic hate crimes. If no hate crimes are
reported, then the likelihood of observing scam reports may also be near zero if we assume that
rights-claiming among victims of immigration scams is closely related rights-claiming among
Hispanic victims of hate crimes. The third source of structural zeros (i.e., zero scams in places
with no prospective victims) should be a function of population size. State fixed effects are
included to account for unmeasured variation across states.

The probability of observing structural zeros is then used to weigh a second process, which
follows a Poisson distribution for event outcomes (Long & Freese, 2006; Tutz, 2011) such as
FTC complaints:

e (l-w)

P(Y =ylo,u) = )

The count process is a function of the independent variables described earlier as well as year
fixed effects (reference year: 2011), and standard errors are clustered at the county level.

7 | RESULTS

The noncitizen proportion of a county (mean: 2.8%; standard deviation: 3.7%) is strongly
related to the number of FTC complaints, but notable exceptions exist. Between 2011 and 2014,
Los Angeles County, for example, reported the most immigration legal services crimes to the
FTC (150), followed by San Diego County (56) and Miami-Dade County (53). The noncitizen
proportion of these three counties’ respective populations was high (between 12% and 23%)
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compared with the national average (<3%). In select cases, smaller counties contributed more
than their anticipated share of scam reports given their county size; for instance, there were
20 combined scam reports filed in three counties (eight reports in Cobb County, Georgia; six
reports in Marion County, Oregon; and six reports in Santa Cruz, California) with noncitizen
populations of 9%—12%. However, other places do not necessarily report a comparable number
of complaints given their respective share of noncitizens. Consider Madera County, California,
and Cameron County, Texas, which have high percentages of noncitizens (16% and 17%,
respectively) and over 25,000 and 70,000 noncitizens, respectively. Despite having such rela-
tively high noncitizen populations, these counties reported fewer complaints (zero and three,
respectively) than Denver, Colorado (10% noncitizen; 70,000 noncitizens), which had 14 com-
plaints between 2011 and 2014. The above examples are emblematic: the number of FTC com-
plaints is not uniformly associated with the size of a county’s noncitizen population. Next, I
examine whether scam reports are more common in welcoming contexts, net of immigration
restrictionism and other predictors (Table 1 and Figure 1).

Welcoming contexts of reception should predict a higher-than-expected number of FTC
reports of immigration scams. The results are adjusted for differences in counties with no scam
reports compared with those with scam reports. The models first compare whether counties
without complaints differ from those with any FTC reports in terms of county size, population
density, noncitizen population, anti-Hispanic hate crimes, and state context. The results below
then help answer the main question: are indicators of welcoming contexts of reception reliable
correlates of county scam reports once we account for variation in immigration restrictionism?

First, I examine the role of contexts of reception as correlates of FTC reports to determine
whether scam reports are more common in counties with social helpers and sources of support.
I differentiate between multiple proxies for welcoming and exclusionary contexts that are rarely
measured when predicting an immigration-related outcome. It is worth noting how unevenly
distributed different types of social and legal services are across the nation. For example, only
4% of counties had multiple nonprofit organizations offering legal aid to immigrants, including
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Total FTC Complaints per County between 2011 and 2014

FIGURE 1 Total FTC complaints related to immigration legal services crime (by noncitizen share of county’s
population). Source: Author’s tabulations of FTC data. Circle size equals total number of FTC complaints (0 to 150)
within each county for the entire study period (2011-2014). Among counties with any complaints, the mean is 4.8
complaints (standard deviation: 10.2 complaints; 25th percentile: 1 complaint; 75th percentile: 4 complaints).
Noncitizen population shares also vary across the nation (mean: 2.8%; standard deviation: 3.7%), especially among
counties where noncitizens comprise more than 10% of the county (mean: 14.7%; standard deviation: 4.6%)
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those who cannot afford lawyer fees. Similarly, 5% of counties had multiple immigration law-
yers with deportation experience. Compared with legal services, public sector services like food
stamps and language interpretation services were—albeit far from universal— less unevenly dis-
tributed. Specifically, the ratio of Hispanic households receiving food stamps to poor Hispanics
was robust (i.e., above one-to-three) in one-fifth of US counties. In addition, about one-eighth
of counties surveyed in 2007 reported having multiple language interpretation options. With
respect to immigration enforcement, about one-seventh of counties reported 15 or more depor-
tations during this time period, which coincides with a nationwide increase in mass deporta-
tions. The results confirm that restrictive and welcoming contexts predict FTC complaints in
the expected opposite directions: more reports of known scams are filed in counties with wel-
coming contexts and fewer come to light in counties where immigration restrictionism is
common.

Table 3 displays results from ZINB models predicting changes in the expected number of
complaints after adjusting for a range of county-level factors. Each coefficient represents the
expected change in FTC complaints per standard deviation increase in each measure of the con-
text of reception. In the first model, I find support for the idea that a robust safety net is associ-
ated with more reports of immigration scams. Specifically, a standard deviation increase in
access to the safety net coincides with an 18% rise in FTC reports. For reference, a standard
deviation increase in the safety net measure (going from 0.23 to 0.45) is akin to going from a
county where poor Hispanics outnumber Hispanic households receiving food stamps four-to-
one to a county where the latter are outpaced by only two-to-one. Supplementary analyses
using ACS microdata of identifiable counties (15% of the nation) confirm that safety net access
predicts more reports of known scams when we measure safety net access to either food stamps
or Medicaid among different subpopulations (e.g., Hispanics, immigrants, Hispanic households
with US-born children, or immigrant households with US-born children). Furthermore, the
association between food stamp access and scam reports is not explained by states” safety net
generosity for immigrants (Hero & Preuhs, 2007).""

Webs of support can also come in the form of legal aid assistance for immigrants, experi-
enced immigration lawyers, and local law enforcement agencies providing language services. 1
find evidence that each of these also predicts more FTC reports denouncing immigration scams.
In Model 2, a standard deviation increase in legal aid capacity coincides with a 1.8% rise in the
expected number of complaints. Substantively, the results suggest that increasing legal aid
resources from the national average of $1.12-19.38 per capita (or two standard deviations
higher) would be associated with nearly a 4% increase in expected complaints. In addition,
counties with access to experienced lawyers and language services also tend to be counties in
which noncitizens file a higher-than-expected number of FTC complaints. In Model 3, a stan-
dard deviation increase in immigration lawyers per capita is associated with a 20% increase in
expected complaints. Similarly, in Model 4, a standard deviation increase in the concentration
of law enforcement agency language services predicts an 8% increase in total complaints relative
to what we would otherwise expect. In sum, each proxy for welcoming contexts predicts an
increase in the number of people willing to report scams.

If welcoming contexts positively predict the number of FTC reports, scam reports should be
inversely related to restrictionist immigration policies. As expected, restrictionist intensity, as
captured by state laws criminalizing immigrants as well as Secure Communities deportation
rates, is associated with fewer-than-expected FTC complaints. Specifically, in Model 5, a stan-
dard deviation increase in restrictionism is related to an 8% drop in complaints.

So far, the results confirm a relationship between FTC complaints and proxies for local con-
texts of reception. But are reports still more common in welcoming contexts when adjusting for
immigration restrictionism? Net of all factors (Model 6), I find that welcoming contexts predict
a higher-than-expected number of scam reports, while restrictionism and FTC complaints
remain inversely related. Among the proxies of welcoming contexts, the magnitude of each of
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the relationships remains largely the same (see Model 6 compared with other models in
Table 3).

Among other correlates of scam reports, hate crime reports and a county’s concentration of
noncitizens both predict more complaints than otherwise expected. Google search activity for
immigration legal services and Republican voter support predict FTC reports in opposite direc-
tions, although neither measure is statistically significant in the full model. None of the five
arrest rates is statistically significant.

7.1 | Robustness checks

Next, I discuss whether the results hold if we examine (a) variation in FTC complaints over
time, (b) variation by the source of FTC complaints, and (c) possible interactive relationships
between restrictionist and welcoming indicators.”™ First, do the results hold if we predict year-
to-year changes in FTC complaints? In fixed-effects count models, the availability of immigra-
tion lawyers, language services, and legal aid is not sufficient to predict a year-to-year rise in
FTC reports. Meanwhile, access to the safety net remains just as reliable a predictor of com-
plaints in fixed-effects or multilevel negative binomial regressions as in the above results.

Second, what if we analyzed the subset of reports filed by organizations on behalf of individ-
uals? In ZINB models predicting FTC reports filed by organizations (N = 799, or 35% of all
immigration scam complaints), each welcoming context measure is positively related to FTC
reports. Similar to the above results, safety net access is most positively correlated with FTC
reports filed by organizations, as compared with other indicators of welcoming contexts. In
fixed-effects models, each measure of welcoming contexts predicts more scam reports filed by
organizations. Notably, the relationship between nonprofit legal aid and scam reports facili-
tated by organizations was more pronounced than when analyzing the association between legal
aid capacity and all complaints.

Third, the main results predicting FTC complaints above assume that indicators of welcoming
versus restrictive contexts operate independently of each other. But what if these relationships
intersect with each other to predict scam reports? Not surprisingly, welcoming immigrant destina-
tions with a longstanding history of integrating immigrants (e.g., Chicago, New York, Los
Angeles) have more FTC reports than expected, while new immigrant destinations with restric-
tionist policies (especially in the Southeast and Southwest) tend to have few scam reports. Other
locations, however, have a mix of both inclusionary and exclusionary contexts. For instance,
select counties with exclusionary contexts (Bexar and El Paso, Texas; Durham and Wake, North
Carolina; Fulton, Georgia; Pima, Arizona) report higher-than-expected numbers of scam reports,
perhaps because their county seats (San Antonio and El Paso; Raleigh-Durham; Atlanta; and
Tucson, respectively) also have higher-than-average access to the safety net and/or legal services.
However, interactive models are inconclusive. In cross-sectional ZINB models, only the interac-
tion between restrictionism and access to the safety net is positive, which suggests that Hispanic
access to food stamps can outweigh the negative association between restrictionism and FTC
complaints, although the relationship is not statistically significant. Other interactive models are
also not statistically significant, suggesting that neither restrictionist nor welcoming indicators
reliably outweigh each other when predicting scam reports.

7.2 | Limitations

These results should be interpreted with caution. Similar to studies of hate crimes (McVeigh
et al., 2003) and workplace violations (Gleeson, 2015), the analyses performed here cannot
assess the extent of underreported crime; they work to predict the numerator (i.e., those willing
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to report scams) because the denominator (i.e., the actual number of scam incidents) is
unknown. In addition, it remains possible that unmeasured factors affect both (a) where noncit-
izens lodge FTC complaints and (b) variation in the contexts of reception. Scam reports may be
influenced by variation in immigrant civic participation (Ebert & Okamoto, 2013; Garcia
Bedolla, 2014; Terriquez, 2012) or other determinants of engagement such as economic down-
turns, evictions, and foreclosures (Rugh, 2020; Slee & Desmond, 2021). In analyses not pres-
ented above, proxies of these measures (e.g., protest size per noncitizens during the spring 2006
immigration marches, lagged unemployment rates, etc.) were not reliable predictors of scam
reports. However, other civic and economic factors might predict scam reporting. Moreover,
the analyses rely on one important source of information on immigration scams (the FTC), but
results may differ when examining other sources of information on scam reports at the federal,
state, or local level.

Furthermore, the contextual analyses are constrained by available data sources. Ideally, the
analyses could account for individual-level variation across scam reports to examine, for exam-
ple, reports filed by unauthorized versus lawfully present immigrants, especially since these
immigrants’ experiences as “semi-citizens” are not uniform (Cohen, 2009). Nevertheless, this
study leverages variation across and within US counties to identify reliable predictors of scam
reports. Despite the shortcomings of the FTC data, this paper provides valuable insights into
where noncitizens report consumer crime in welcoming contexts using a novel nationwide
dataset on immigration scams reported to the FTC.

8 | DISCUSSION

When weighing whether to report scams, noncitizens must decide whether making claims to jus-
tice might do them more harm than good. The conflicting commitments (Gleeson, 2012) of
rights-affirming US institutions and immigration enforcement complicate the decisions of non-
citizen victims of crime, who must weigh the possible benefits of reporting a scam against the
potential complications of reporting crimes that may expose their legal status. When noncitizens
seeking legal services are misled and decide to report such scams, geographic variation in levels
of welcomingness versus restrictionism toward immigrants (Provine et al., 2016; Varsanyi
et al., 2012; Williams, 2015) predicts where noncitizens choose to report immigration scams to
the FTC. Specifically, welcoming counties have more immigration scam complaints, and
counties with exclusionary contexts tend to have fewer complaints. Taken together, the results
suggest that immigrant-serving capacity and access to key services support noncitizens who
report immigration scams, while hostility toward immigrants may deter them from exercising
those same rights. Crucially, although we observe fewer-than-expected FTC complaints in
counties where immigration restrictionism is common, exclusionary policies do not account for
the higher-than-expected number of FTC reports in more welcoming contexts.

Next, I discuss avenues for promoting welcoming initiatives, with an emphasis on the safety
net, legal aid capacity, access to immigration lawyers, and language services. Since these webs
of support can promote noncitizen rights-claiming, the uneven distribution of such services may
hinder acts of insurgent citizenship (Leitner & Strunk, 2014a, 2014b) such as denouncing immi-
gration scams. Currently, the gap between where noncitizens do and do not exercise the power
of claims-making could have potentially long-term consequences for “civic inequality”
(Bloemraad et al., 2020). Investing in welcoming initiatives will require addressing the mismatch
between the concentration of support services and the concentration of noncitizen residents,
especially in contexts where restrictive immigration policies remain common and where access
to supportive services remains scarce.



PEDROZA LAW&P oLicy  DENVER RAYA| LEYJ—61

8.1 | Investing in welcoming initiatives

The evidence presented here collected from an examination of FTC complaints provides meso-
level insights into the degree to which different types of welcoming contexts might matter for
insurgent citizenship. A central lesson of this paper is the reliable role of access to the safety net
as a predictor of where immigrants feel empowered to enact an insurgent citizenship in the form
of rights-claiming acts. Expanding access to safety net services helps families to make ends meet
and, in turn, may also assist immigrants in navigating public institutions. Based on FTC data
alone, we cannot know for certain that experience with the safety net translates into heightened
trust of institutions in general. However, it seems plausible that immigrants applying for social
services might also gain such experience when engaging other public institutions.

My results echo qualitative work on how the safety net can function as a web of support for
immigrants. Social helpers in the public sector (Marrow, 2009) can relay information about
how US bureaucracies work. Households seeking food stamp assistance undergo a rigorous
application process. Crucially, noncitizen applicants applying on behalf of eligible US citizen
children need to trust that the information they share will not expose them to immigration
authorities. Safety net providers must overcome these and related barriers (e.g., limited access
to bilingual staff, complex applications and eligibility rules, etc.) when promoting immigrant
families’ access to safety net services (Perreira et al., 2012). In order to secure and retain bene-
fits, families eligible for safety net services also periodically renew benefits, which can require
assistance from community organizations (Crosnoe et al., 2012; Goodman-Bacon &
Cunningham, 2019; Yoshikawa et al., 2014). In sum, promoting and funding welcoming, cul-
turally responsive, and meaningful access to the safety net—alongside the public sector’s respec-
tive nonprofit, community-based partners—can help immigrants interact with trusted
government entities.

The results also point to immigration attorneys, translation services, and nonprofit legal aid
as indicators of welcoming contexts, whose representatives empower or enable noncitizens to
make their rights real (Bloemraad, 2006; Gleeson, 2009; Hagan, 1994). Local governments and
nonprofit funders should invest in ways to improve access to experienced low-cost or pro bono
legal and translation services. For example, the data sources I used can help to match immi-
grants looking for legal services with reliable organizations and experienced service providers.
Immigrants seeking legal services can search for service providers in their communities—by
location, language, populations served, and immigration specialties—using online directories.
The data I analyze is derived from a directory of AILA members (American Immigration Law-
yers Association, 2021) with experience handling deportation cases, the Immigration Advocates
Network’s directory of community organizations (Immigration Advocates Network, 2021), and
the Executive Office for Immigration Review’s catalog of DOJ-accredited representatives
(Executive Office for Immigration Review, 2021). The Immigration Advocates Network has
also begun cataloguing remote and pro bono legal service providers that can meet legal service
demand in places with limited local-level capacity. Some data sources analyzed in this paper,
however, are not accessible in a user-friendly manner, such as DOJ data on enforcement agen-
cies providing language interpretation services. If made publicly available in a searchable for-
mat, this information could also assist immigrants in search of assistance. Efforts to document
which communities and organizations provide welcoming (Huang & Liu, 2016) and immigrant-
friendly (Smith & Schmitt-Sands, 2021) services for local communities in the nonprofit
(Yasenov et al., 2020) and public sectors (Williams, 2015) could also help identify gaps in assis-
tance and catalog programs and organizations that warrant investment.

I also find differences in how noncitizens choose to report immigration scams. Specifically,
scam reports filed by intermediary organizations are similarly related to each measure of wel-
coming contexts, with one exception: nonprofit legal aid. In supplementary analyses, I exam-
ined FTC reports filed by organizations (N = 799; one-third of reports) and found that these
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scam reports were more strongly related to legal aid capacity than those filed by individuals.
Although I do not aim to identify which services legal aid staff, especially non-attorney practi-
tioners (Han, 2019; Shannon, 2011), can and should deliver, it seems that nonprofit legal aid
can play a tangible role in supporting immigrants’ insurgent citizenship.

Although the main results and the data sources noted above point to the supportive role of
trusted and experienced service providers, daunting challenges remain. To begin, even the most
welcoming contexts may not have enough experienced service providers to accommodate all
immigrant populations. As a result, acts of insurgent citizenship depend on whether webs of
support have the capacity to assist individuals whose questions or language needs reflect service
providers’ experience. Complicating matters further, experienced providers respond to a rising
demand for services by queuing immigrant clients, which related work has found can result in
lawyers deciding not to pursue a case (Galli, 2020). Moreover, long waitlists contribute to an
unmet need for legal services (de Leon & Roach, 2013; Legal Services Corporation, 2017), espe-
cially since only a few counties are home to multiple service providers. Recall that only 4% of
counties had multiple legal aid options, and only 5% had multiple AILA lawyers. Given such a
mismatch, access to support services in large immigrant destinations may not resemble access in
new destinations, suburbs, small towns, and rural areas (Carrillo, 2016; Cordero-Guzman
et al., 2008; Panchok-Berry et al., 2013).

While access to experienced immigration lawyers and legal aid was concentrated in a small
proportion of counties, two sources of support were more common: access to the safety net and
the availability of language interpretation services among law enforcement agencies. As noted
in the results, one-fifth of US counties reported robust, higher-than-average access to food
stamps, and one-eighth of counties surveyed had multiple language interpretation options.
Immigrants looking to report immigration scams who live in counties without lawyers or legal
aid may then turn to these public sector sources of assistance. In small or remote counties where
the safety net and law enforcement are immigrants’ main (or lone) points of contact, investing
in welcoming initiatives means improving access to publicly funded outreach and service deliv-
ery. Absent local sources of support, immigrants may instead rely on nearby immigrant destina-
tions if they prefer to receive assistance from longstanding, trusted community organizations
located in large urban centers (de Graauw et al., 2013; de Leon et al., 2009).

Although all scam victims—regardless of legal status—have both the same rights “on the
books” and comparable opportunities to report consumer complaints to the FTC, county-level
variation in how many actually do so reveals where noncitizens trust the FTC enough to report
scams. If webs of support and experience working with trusted intermediaries can promote non-
citizens’ claims to justice, the evidence presented here points to multiple promising avenues for
assistance at the local level. Such support can help ensure that the onus of identifying scams
does not fall on the targets of consumer crime—as cautioned in prior research on notario fraud
(Longazel & Fleury-Steiner, 2013)—but rather on immigrant-serving and public safety organi-
zations tasked with protecting everyone’s rights. Otherwise, if large segments of the noncitizen
population do not exercise their rights as consumers, or if doing so remains dependent on an
uneven distribution of social helpers, then US society will reinforce existing inequalities between
noncitizens and everyone else. In response, scam artists will have ample incentive to innovate in
how they take advantage of immigrants, which undermines equal protection under the law.

8.2 | Open questions about scam reports and the unknown prevalence of scams

Future research can address two open questions: why are scams reported more often in certain
locations, and what is the prevalence of scams? On the first issue of scam reporting, the insights
into FTC scam reports discussed so far cannot conclusively test which mechanisms explain the
results. Although organizations can help individuals make claims to justice in welcoming
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contexts, two other explanations are also possible. For instance, news stories have detailed how
nonprofit staff can mishandle cases or mislead clients (Fertig, 2017), which has led some to
argue that only lawyers can properly serve clients (Das, 2016). If nonprofits do more harm than
good, then the positive association in this paper might mean that scams are more common
where nonprofits operate. But this interpretation, which characterizes the dependent variable as
a measure of scam prevalence, would also have to explain why immigration restrictionism pre-
dicts fewer scam reports. Alternatively, if scam artists focus on traditional immigrant destina-
tions when searching for potential scam victims, then the results might suggest that welcoming
contexts draw the attention of scammers. These results cannot rule out such an explanation.
Nevertheless, we can safely conclude that the number of scam reports in a given location of
scam reports is correlated with the number of reported hate crimes, not arrests for a range of
other offenses, suggesting that scam reports are a proxy for rights-claiming rather than preva-
lence of arrests. Future research can disentangle the exact mechanisms that may explain why
more scam reports get filed in welcoming locations and fewer-than-expected complaints are
reported where immigration restrictionism abounds.

The second issue concerns the actual prevalence of scams. To the best of my knowledge, no
dataset captures the prevalence of scams beyond those incidents reported to law enforcement.
To arrive at a prevalence estimate, we could gather information concerning where scam artists
are most likely to place advertisements for legal services across locations. Based on the number
of generic Craigslist ads for immigration-related legal services (in the 20 largest immigrant cities
between 2016 and 2018), the nine least welcoming cities averaged five times more ads for
immigration-related help than the five most welcoming cities. Similarly, the Craigslist sites for
six cities with a mix of welcoming and restrictive policies saw double the number of these ads
than the sites for the most welcoming cities. In other words, these ads were much more common
outside of welcoming immigrant destinations like Chicago, San Francisco and the Bay Area,
and New York, where FTC reports are concentrated. Consistent with these patterns, recent
work suggests that unlicensed and inexperienced legal service providers seek captive markets in
places where immigrant-serving organizations are sparse (de Graauw & Gleeson, 2020).

Future empirical research could also sample a range of immigrant destinations and audit a
diverse group of legal service providers to estimate the risk of fraud. If we knew where scams
are most likely to happen, then such information could help identify locations and groups most
likely to be targeted by scam artists. A prevalence study could also determine whether and how
much the universe of alleged scams—including those that go unreported—differs from those
known to law enforcement agencies such as the FTC. An audit study could help establish a
sampling frame for additional work on immigrants’ unmet needs for legal representation, which
could mushroom if the federal government reforms the nation’s legalization processes.

9 | CONCLUSION

This paper provides the first nationwide analysis of immigration legal services crime, providing
insights into where noncitizens make claims to justice. Currently, scam reports remain uneven
and patterned after local contexts of reception. According to the findings in this paper, reports
of immigration scams lag behind in counties where these restrictionist initiatives have taken
hold. These policies may end up exchanging escalating enforcement for trust in public institu-
tions. It seems that we may have much to learn from locations that provide robust services for
the poor, immigrants, and non-English-speakers, as these are the places where noncitizens most
often report immigration scams to the FTC. If extending such webs of support across local
immigrant communities can encourage immigrants to make claims to justice, then we know
where to start: access to the safety net, access to legal counsel and representation, and transla-
tion services.
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ENDNOTES

! Since available data on the location of immigration scams include no information on legal status, “noncitizen” refers
to all immigrants who are not naturalized US citizens.

i Tn this paper, Hispanic safety net access is used as a proxy for immigrant safety net access at the county level. In pub-
licly available Census data, public benefit receipt across US counties only covers Hispanic access to food stamps. The
term “Hispanic” is used in this paper because the analyses rely on secondary data sources that variously refer to His-
panic and Latinx/a/o groups as “Hispanic” or people of “Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin.”

il Experts on the unauthorized practice of law (two attorneys: Anne Schaufele and Joshua James) submitted FOIA
requests, and I provided input. We requested a copy of all “immigration services” complaints submitted by consumers
to the Consumer Sentinel Network. The analyses rely on variables provided in the data provided by the FTC.

¥ This is based on figures I obtained through a public records request.

V¥ To ensure that we included only consumer complaints related to immigration legal services, I worked with a research
assistant, Melissa Diaz, to review FTC administrative data.

V! A research assistant, Jeanette Rios, and I verified organization names before cross-referencing and geocoding unique
organization identifiers across available data sources.

” ”»

V" The search terms are “notario,” “abogado de inmigracion,” “deportacién,” “inmigracion,” and “permiso de trabajo”
LN T34 LT3

(“notary,” “immigration lawyer,” “deportation,” “immigration,” and “work permit”). Two common Spanish-
language words (“television” and “futbol”) are used as baseline terms.

Vil R esults available upon request.

i Robustness results available upon request.

REFERENCES

American Immigration Lawyers Association. 2021. “AILA’s Immigration Lawyer Search.” https://www.ailalawyer.com.

Amuedo-Dorantes, Catalina, and Esther Arenas-Arroyo. 2021. “Police Trust and Domestic Violence among Immi-
grants: Evidence from VAWA Self-Petitions.” Journal of Economic Geography: 1bab007. https://doi.org/10.1093/
jeg/lbab007

Armenta, Amada. 2012. “From Sheriff’s Deputies to Immigration Officers: Screening Immigrant Status in a Tennessee
Jail.” Law & Policy 34(2): 191-210.

Armenta, Amada. 2017. Protect, Serve, and Deport: The Rise of Policing as Immigration Enforcement. Berkeley: Univer-
sity of California Press.

Bach, Robert L. 1993. “Building Community among Diversity: Legal Services for Impoverished Immigrants.” Univer-
sity of Michigan Journal of Law Reform 27: 639-59.


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4929-5586
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4929-5586
https://www.ailalawyer.com
https://doi.org/10.1093/jeg/lbab007
https://doi.org/10.1093/jeg/lbab007

LovgPouc o AUTBNERR

Bloemraad, Irene. 2006. Becoming a Citizen: Incorporating Immigrants and Refugees in the United States and Canada.
Berkeley: University of California Press.

Bloemraad, Irene. 2018. “Theorising the Power of Citizenship as Claims-Making.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 44(1): 4-26.

Bloemraad, Irene. 2021. “Claiming Membership: Boundaries, Positionality, US Citizenship, and What It Means to Be
American.” Ethnic and Racial Studies. https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2021.1986225

Bloemraad, Irene, Shannon Gleeson, and Els de Graauw. 2020. “Immigrant Organizations: Civic (In)equality and Civic
(In)visibility.” In The Nonprofit Sector: A Research Handbook, 3rd ed., edited by Walter W. Powell and Patricia
Bromley, 292-313. Stanford: Stanford University Press.

Carrillo, Dani. 2016. “Unity out of Adversity: Non-Profit Organizations’ Collaborative Strategies to Serve Immigrants
in Bay Area Suburbs.” http://escholarship.org/uc/item/2zm3m8n4.

Chand, Daniel E., M. Apolonia Calderon, Daniel P. Hawes, and Lauren O’Keeffe. 2020. “Serving Immigrant Commu-
nities: Effectiveness of Nonprofit Legal Aid Organizations in an Age of Heightened Enforcement.” International
Journal of Voluntary and Nonprofit Organizations 32: 1-13.

Chand, Daniel E., and William D. Schreckhise. 2014. “Secure Communities and Community Values: Local Context
and Discretionary Immigration Law Enforcement.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 41(10): 1621-43.

Cohen, Elizabeth F. 2009. Semi-Citizenship in Democratic Politics. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Cohen, Elizabeth, Caroline Van Wagoner, and Sara Ward. 2013. “To Protect and Serve: Access to Justice for Victims
of Notario Fraud in the Nation’s Capital.” Washington, DC: Ayuda and the Community Justice Project, George-
town Law.

Coleman, Mathew. 2012. “The ‘Local’ Migration State: The Site-specific Devolution of Immigration Enforcement in
the US South.” Law & Policy 34(2): 159-90.

Cook, Karen. 2001. Trust in Society. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Cordero-Guzmaén, Hector, Nina Martin, Victoria Quiroz-Becerra, and Nik Theodore. 2008. “Voting with Their Feet:
Nonprofit Organizations and Immigrant Mobilization.” American Behavioral Scientist 52(4): 598-617.

Coutin, Susan Bibler. 2003. Legalizing Moves: Salvadoran Immigrants’ Struggle for US Residency. Ann Arbor: Univer-
sity of Michigan Press.

Crosnoe, Robert, Juan Manuel Pedroza, Kelly Purtell, Karina Fortuny, Krista M. Perreira, Kersti Ulvestad, and Ajay
Chaudry. 2012. “Promising Practices for Increasing Immigrants’ Access to Health and Human Services.”
Washington, DC: Urban Institute.

Cunningham, Jamein P. 2016. “An Evaluation of the Federal Legal Services Program: Evidence from Crime Rates and
Property Values.” Journal of Urban Economics 92: 76-90.

Cunningham, Jamein P., and Rob Gillezeau. 2018. “The Effects of the Neighborhood Legal Services Program on Riots
and the Wealth of African Americans.” RSF: The Russell Sage Foundation Journal of the Social Sciences 4(6):
144-57.

Das, Alina. 2016. “Self-Representation, Civil Gideon, and Community in Immigration Cases.” In Beyond Elite Law:
Access to Civil Justice in America, edited by Samuel Estreicher and Joy Radice, 141-57. Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

de Graauw, Els. 2016. Making Immigrant Rights Real: Nonprofits and the Politics of Integration in San Francisco. Ith-
aca: Cornell University Press.

de Graauw, Els, and Shannon Gleeson. 2020. “Metropolitan Context and Immigrant Rights Experiences: DACA
Awareness and Support in Houston.” Urban Geography 42: 1119-46.

de Graauw, Els, Shannon Gleeson, and Irene Bloemraad. 2013. “Funding Immigrant Organizations: Suburban Free
Riding and Local Civic Presence.” American Journal of Sociology 119(1): 75-130.

de Leon, Erwin, Carol J. De Vita, Elizabeth T. Boris, and Matthew Maronick. 2009. “Community-Based Organizations
and Immigrant Integration in the Washington, DC, Metropolitan Area.” Washington, DC: Urban Institute.

de Leon, Erwin, and Robert Roach. 2013. “Immigrant Legal-Aid Organizations in the United States.” Washington,
DC: Urban Institute.

De Trinidad Young, Maria-Elena, and Steven P. Wallace. 2019. “Included, but Deportable: A New Public Health
Approach to Policies That Criminalize and Integrate Immigrants.” American Journal of Public Health 109(9):
1171-6.

Delgado, Vanessa. 2020. ““They Think I'm a Lawyer’: Undocumented College Students as Legal Brokers for Their
Undocumented Parents.” Law & Policy 42(3): 261-83.

Department of Justice. 2011. “Law Enforcement Management and Administrative Statistics (LEMAS), 2007.” Ann
Arbor, MI: Inter-University Consortium for Political and Social Research [Distributor]. https://doi.org/10.3886/
ICPSR31161.v1.

DiGrazia, Joseph. 2017. “Using Internet Search Data to Produce State-Level Measures: The Case of Tea Party Mobili-
zation.” Sociological Methods & Research 46(4): 898-925.

Ebert, Kim, and Dina G. Okamoto. 2013. “Social Citizenship, Integration and Collective Action: Immigrant Civic
Engagement in the United States.” Social Forces 91(4): 1267-92.


https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2021.1986225
http://escholarship.org/uc/item/2zm3m8n4
https://doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR31161.v1
https://doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR31161.v1

“_LWI LEY LAW&POLICY

Executive Office for Immigration Review. 2021. “Recognition & Accreditation (R&A) Program: Recognized Organiza-
tions List; Accredited Representatives List; Organizations and Representatives, Listed by State.” https://www.
justice.gov/eoir/recognition-accreditation-roster-reports.

Fertig, Beth. 2017. “Immigration Lawyers Call for More Oversight of U.S. Representation Program.” National Public
Radio. https://www.npr.org/2017/05/12/528166388/immigration-lawyers-call-for-more-oversight-of-u-s-representation-
program.

Flores, Andrea, Kevin Escudero, and Edelina Burciaga. 2019. “Legal-Spatial Consciousness: A Legal Geography
Framework for Examining Migrant Illegality.” Law & Policy 41(1): 12-33.

Fortuny, Karina, and Ajay Chaudry. 2012. Overview of Immigrants’ Eligibility for SNAP, TANF, Medicaid, and CHIP.
Washington, DC: US Department of Health and Human Services.

Fussell, Elizabeth. 2011. “The Deportation Threat Dynamic and Victimization of Latino Immigrants: Wage Theft and
Robbery.” The Sociological Quarterly 52(4): 593-615.

Galli, Chiara. 2020. “Humanitarian Capital: How Lawyers Help Immigrants Use Suffering to Claim Membership in
the Nation-State.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 46(11): 2181-98.

Garcia, Angela S. 2014. “Hidden in Plain Sight: How Unauthorised Migrants Strategically Assimilate in Restrictive
Localities in California.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 40(12): 1895-914.

Garcia, Angela S. 2019. Legal Passing: Navigating Undocumented Life and Local Immigration Law. Berkeley: University
of California Press.

Garcia Bedolla, Lisa. 2014. Latino Politics, 2nd ed. Cambridge: Polity.

Gelatt, Julia, Heather Koball, and Juan Manuel Pedroza. 2014. “California’s Implementation of the Affordable Care
Act.” Washington, DC: Urban Institute.

Gleeson, Shannon. 2009. “From Rights to Claims: The Role of Civil Society in Making Rights Real for Vulnerable
Workers.” Law & Society Review 43(3): 669—-700.

Gleeson, Shannon. 2010. “Labor Rights for All? The Role of Undocumented Immigrant Status for Worker Claims
Making.” Law & Social Inquiry 35(3): 561-602.

Gleeson, Shannon. 2012. Conflicting Commitments: The Politics of Enforcing Immigrant Worker Rights in San Jose and
Houston. Ithaca: Cornell University Press.

Gleeson, Shannon. 2015. “Brokering Immigrant Worker Rights: An Examination of Local Immigration Control,
Administrative Capacity and Civil Society.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 41(3): 470-92.

Gleeson, Shannon, and Irene Bloemraad. 2013. “Assessing the Scope of Immigrant Organizations: Official Undercounts
and Actual Underrepresentation.” Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly 42(2): 346-70.

Goodman-Bacon, Andrew & Jamein P. Cunningham 2019. “Changes in Family Structure and Welfare Participation
since the 1960s: The Role of Legal Services.” Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of Economic Research.

Gutierrez, Carmen M., and David S. Kirk. 2017. “Silence Speaks: The Relationship between Immigration and the
Underreporting of Crime.” Crime & Delinquency 63(8): 926-50.

Hagan, Jacqueline. 1994. Deciding to Be Legal: A Maya Community in Houston. Philadelphia: Temple University Press.

Hagan, Jacqueline, David L. Leal, and Néstor Rodriguez. 2015. “Deporting Social Capital: Implications for Immigrant
Communities in the United States.” Migration Studies 3(3): 370-92.

Han, Jean C. 2019. “The Good Notario: Exploring Limited Licensure for Non-attorney Immigration Practitioners.”
Villanova Law Review 64: 165.

Hanson, Devlin, Heather Koball, Karina Fortuny, and Ajay Chaudry. 2014. “Low-Income Immigrant Families’ Access
to SNAP and TANF.” Washington, DC: Urban Institute.

Hero, Rodney E., and Robert R. Preuhs. 2007. “Immigration and the Evolving American Welfare State: Examining
Policies in the U.S. States.” American Journal of Political Science 51(3): 498-517.

Huang, Xi, and Cathy Yang Liu. 2016. “Welcoming Cities: Immigration Policy at the Local Government Level.” Urban
Affairs Review 54(1): 3-32.

Immigration Advocates Network. 2021. “National Immigration Legal Services Directory.” https://www.
immigrationadvocates.org/legaldirectory.

Jasso, Guillermina, Douglas S. Massey, Mark R. Rosenzweig, and James P. Smith. 2006. “The New Immigrant Survey
2003, Round 1 (NIS-2003-1) Public Release Data.” Princeton, NJ. Funded by NIH HD33843, NSF, USCIS,
ASPE & Pew. http://nis.princeton.edu.

Joassart-Marcelli, Pascale. 2013. “Ethnic Concentration and Nonprofit Organizations: The Political and Urban Geog-
raphy of Immigrant Services in Boston, Massachusetts.” International Migration Review 47(3): 730-72.

Kirk, David S., Andrew V. Papachristos, Jeffrey Fagan, and Tom R. Tyler. 2012. “The Paradox of Law Enforcement
in Immigrant Communities: Does Tough Immigration Enforcement Undermine Public Safety?” The Annals of the
American Academy of Political and Social Science 641(1): 79-98.

Legal Services Corporation. 2017. “The Justice Gap: Measuring the Unmet Civil Legal Needs of Low-Income Ameri-
cans.” Washington, DC: Legal Services Corporation.

Leip, David 2012. “2008 and 2012 Presidential Election Results by County.” Dave Leip’s Atlas of US Presidential Elec-
tions. https://uselectionatlas.org.



https://www.justice.gov/eoir/recognition-accreditation-roster-reports
https://www.justice.gov/eoir/recognition-accreditation-roster-reports
https://www.npr.org/2017/05/12/528166388/immigration-lawyers-call-for-more-oversight-of-u-s-representation-program
https://www.npr.org/2017/05/12/528166388/immigration-lawyers-call-for-more-oversight-of-u-s-representation-program
https://www.immigrationadvocates.org/legaldirectory
https://www.immigrationadvocates.org/legaldirectory
http://nis.princeton.edu
https://uselectionatlas.org

PEDROZA LAW&POLICY DENVER RYYAI LEYJ—67

Leitner, Helga, and Christopher Strunk. 2014a. “Assembling Insurgent Citizenship: Immigrant Advocacy Struggles in
the Washington DC Metropolitan Area.” Urban Geography 35(7): 943-64.

Leitner, Helga, and Christopher Strunk. 2014b. “Spaces of Immigrant Advocacy and Liberal Democratic Citizenship.”
Annals of the Association of American Geographers 104(2): 348-56.

Long, J. Scott, and Jeremy Freese. 2006. Regression Models for Categorical Dependent Variables Using Stata. College
Station: Stata Press.

Longazel, Jamie. 2018. “Relieving the Tension: Lay Immigration Lawyering and the Management of Legal Violence.”
Law & Society Review 52(4): 902-27.

Longazel, Jamie, and Benjamin Fleury-Steiner. 2013. “Beware of Notarios: Neoliberal Governance of Immigrants as
Crime Victims.” Theoretical Criminology 17(3): 359-76.

Mabhler, Sarah J. 1995. American Dreaming: Immigrant Life on the Margins. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Marlowe, Julia, and Jorge H. Atiles. 2005. “Consumer Fraud and Latino Immigrant Consumers in the United States.”
International Journal of Consumer Studies 29(5): 391-400.

Marrow, Helen B. 2009. “Immigrant Bureaucratic Incorporation: The Dual Roles of Professional Missions and Govern-
ment Policies.” American Sociological Review 74(5): 756-76.

Martinez-Schuldt, Ricardo D. 2020. “Mexican Consular Protection Services across the United States: How Local
Social, Economic, and Political Conditions Structure the Sociolegal Support of Emigrants.” International Migra-
tion Review 54(4): 1016-44.

McVeigh, Rory, Michael R. Welch, and Thoroddur Bjarnason. 2003. “Hate Crime Reporting as a Successful Social
Movement Outcome.” American Sociological Review 68(6): 843-67.

Menjivar, Cecilia. 2000. Fragmented Ties: Salvadoran Immigrant Networks in America. Berkeley: University of Califor-
nia Press.

Menjivar, Cecilia, and Sarah M. Lakhani. 2016. “Transformative Effects of Immigration Law: Immigrants’ Personal
and Social Metamorphoses through Regularization.” American Journal of Sociology 121(6): 1818-55.

Menjivar, Cecilia, William Paul Simmons, Daniel Alvord, and Elizabeth Salerno Valdez. 2018. “Immigration Enforce-
ment, the Racialization of Legal Status, and Perceptions of the Police: Latinos in Chicago, Los Angeles, Houston,
and Phoenix in Comparative Perspective.” Du Bois Review: Social Science Research on Race 15(1): 107-28.

Messing, Jill Theresa, David Becerra, Allison Ward-Lasher, and David K. Androff. 2015. “Latinas’ Perceptions of Law
Enforcement: Fear of Deportation, Crime Reporting, and Trust in the System.” Affilia 30(3): 328-40.

Moinester, Margot. 2018. “Beyond the Border and into the Heartland: Spatial Patterning of US Immigration Deten-
tion.” Demography 55(3): 1147-93.

Muchow, Ashley N., and Catalina Amuedo-Dorantes. 2020. “Immigration Enforcement Awareness and Community
Engagement with Police: Evidence from Domestic Violence Calls in Los Angeles.” Journal of Urban Economics
117: 103253.

Nguyen, Mai Thi, and Hannah Gill. 2015. “Interior Immigration Enforcement: The Impacts of Expanding Local Law
Enforcement Authority.” Urban Studies 53(2): 302-23.

Nichols, Vanessa Cruz, Alana M. W. Lebrdn, and Francisco 1. Pedraza. 2018. “Spillover Effects: Immigrant Policing
and Government Skepticism in Matters of Health for Latinos.” Public Administration Review 78(3): 432-43.

Panchok-Berry, Andrea, Alex R. Rivas and Alexandra K. Murphy. 2013. Shifting Settlement Patterns & Mismatched
Resources: The Landscape of Immigrant Organizations in Urban & Suburban Philadelphia (August 23, 2013).
Available at SSRN: https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2318088

Pedroza, Juan Manuel. 2013. “Removal Roulette: Secure Communities and Immigration Enforcement in the
United States (2008-2012).” In Outside Justice: Immigration and the Criminalizing Impact of Changing Policy and
Practice, edited by David C. Brotherton, Daniel L. Stageman, and Shirley P. Leyro, 45-65. Berlin: Springer Sci-
ence & Business Media.

Pedroza, Juan Manuel. 2019. “Deportation Discretion: Tiered Influence, Minority Threat, and ‘Secure Communities’
Deportations.” Policy Studies Journal 47(3): 624-46.

Perreira, Krista M., Robert Crosnoe, Karina Fortuny, Juan Manuel Pedroza, Kjersti Ulvestad, Christina Weiland,
Hirokazu Yoshikawa, and Ajay Chaudry. 2012. “Barriers to Immigrants’ Access to Health and Human Services
Programs.” Washington, DC: Office of the Assistant Secretary for Planning and Evaluation.

Prieto, Greg. 2018. Immigrants under Threat: Risk and Resistance in Deportation Nation, Vol 5. New York: NYU Press.

Provine, Doris M., Monica W. Varsanyi, Paul G. Lewis, and Scott H. Decker. 2016. Policing Immigrants: Local Law
Enforcement on the Front Lines. Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Raval, Devesh. 2016. “What Determines Consumer Complaining Behavior?” Federal Trade Commission. Washington,
DC: US Federal Trade Commission.

Rocha, Rene R., Benjamin R. Knoll, and Robert D. Wrinkle. 2015. “Immigration Enforcement and the Redistribution
of Political Trust.” The Journal of Politics 77(4): 901-13.

Rugh, Jacob S. 2020. “Vanishing Wealth, Vanishing Votes? Latino Homeownership and the 2016 Election in Florida.”
Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 46(18): 3829-54.


https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2318088

68_|_Wl LEY LAW&POLICY DENVER

Ryo, Emily. 2016. “Fostering Legal Cynicism through Immigration Detention.” Southern California Law Review 90:
999-1053.

Ryo, Emily. 2018. “Representing Immigrants: The Role of Lawyers in Immigration Bond Hearings.” Law & Society
Review 52(2): 503-31.

Ryo, Emily, and lan Peacock. 2018. “A National Study of Immigration Detention.” Southern California Law Review
92: 1-67.

Ryo, Emily, and Ian Peacock. 2019. “Beyond the Walls: The Importance of Community Contexts in Immigration
Detention.” American Behavioral Scientist 63(9): 1250-75.

Sandefur, Rebecca L., and Aaron Smyth. 2011. Access Across America: First Report of the Civil Justice Infrastructure
Mapping Project (October 7, 2011). Available at SSRN: http://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1962790

Shah, Susan, Insha Rahman, and Anita Khashu. 2007. “Overcoming Language Barriers: Solutions for Law Enforce-
ment.” New York, NY: Vera Institute.

Shannon, Careen. 2011. “To License or Not to License? A Look at Differing Approaches to Policing the Activities of
Nonlawyer Immigration Service Providers.” Cardozo Law Review 33: 437.

Slee, Gillian, and Matthew Desmond. 2021. “Eviction and Voter Turnout: The Political Consequences of Housing
Instability.” Politics & Society. https://doi.org/10.1177/00323292211050716

Smith, Richard J., and Catherine Schmitt-Sands. 2021. “How Many Immigrant-Friendly Communities Are in the
United States? Classifying the Policy Stream.” Social Work Research 45(4): 243-56.

Steil, Justin Peter, and lon Bogdan Vasi. 2014. “The New Immigration Contestation: Social Movements and Local
Immigration Policy Making in the United States, 2000-2011.” American Journal of Sociology 119(4):
1104-55.

Strunk, Christopher, and Helga Leitner. 2013. “Resisting Federal-Local Immigration Enforcement Partnerships:
Redefining ‘Secure Communities’ and Public Safety.” Territory, Politics, Governance 1(1): 62-85.

Terriquez, Veronica. 2012. “Civic Inequalities? Immigrant Incorporation and Latina Mothers’ Participation in Their
Children’s Schools.” Sociological Perspectives 55(4): 663-82.

Theodore, Nik, and Robert Habans. 2016. “Policing Immigrant Communities: Latino Perceptions of Police Involve-
ment in Immigration Enforcement.” Journal of Ethnic & Migration Studies 42(6): 970-88.

Tutz, Gerhard. 2011. Regression for Categorical Data, Vol 34. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Valdivia, Carolina. 2019. “Expanding Geographies of Deportability: How Immigration Enforcement at the Local Level
Affects Undocumented and Mixed-Status Families.” Law & Policy 41(1): 103-19.

Vargas, Edward D., Melina D. Judrez, Gabriel R. Sanchez, and Maria Livaudais. 2019. “Latinos’ Connections to
Immigrants: How Knowing a Deportee Impacts Latino Health.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 45(15):
2971-88.

Varsanyi, Monica W., Paul G. Lewis, Doris M. Provine, and Scott H. Decker. 2012. “A Multilayered Jurisdictional
Patchwork: Immigration Federalism in the United States.” Law & Policy 34(2): 138-58.

Walker, Kyle E., and Helga Leitner. 2011. “The Variegated Landscape of Local Immigration Policies in the
United States.” Urban Geography 32(2): 156-78.

Williams, Linda M. 2015. “Beyond Enforcement: Welcomeness, Local Law Enforcement, and Immigrants.” Public
Administration Review 75(3): 433-42.

Wong, Tom K., S. Deborah Kang, Carolina Valdivia, Josefina Espino, Michelle Gonzalez, and Elia Peralta. 2021.
“How Interior Immigration Enforcement Affects Trust in Law Enforcement.” Perspectives on Politics 19(2):
357-70.

Wong, Tom K., and Angela S. Garcia. 2016. “Does Where I Live Affect Whether I Apply? The Contextual Deter-
minants of Applying for Deferred Action for Childhood Arrivals.” International Migration Review 50(3):
699-727.

Yasenov, Vasil, David Hausman, Michael Hotard, Duncan Lawrence, Alexandra Siegel, Jessica S. Wolff, David D.
Laitin & Jens Hainmueller 2020. “Identifying Opportunities to Improve the Network of Immigration Legal Ser-
vices Providers.” arXiv. https://arxiv.org/abs/2008.02230.

Yoshikawa, Hirokazu, Christina Weiland, Kjersti Ulvestad, Krista M. Perreira, Robert Crosnoe, Ajay Chaudry,
Karina Fortuny, and Juan Manuel Pedroza. 2014. “Improving Access of Low-Income Immigrant Families to
Health and Human Services.” Washington, DC: Urban Institute.

AUTHOR BIOGRAPHY

Juan Manuel Pedroza is an Assistant Professor of Sociology at the University of California,
Santa Cruz, where he studies the changing landscape of immigration in the United States.
Over the past decade, he has examined the vast inequalities of immigrants’ access to justice,
the social safety net, and poverty. His research examines how and where deportation and



http://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1962790
https://doi.org/10.1177/00323292211050716
https://arxiv.org/abs/2008.02230.

PEDROZA LAW&POLICY DENVER RYYAI LEYJ—69

enforcement initiatives exacerbate these inequalities and leave imprints in our local
communities.

How to cite this article: Pedroza, Juan Manuel. 2022. “Making Noncitizens’ Rights Real:
Evidence from Immigration Scam Complaints.” Law & Policy 44(1): 44-69. https://doi.
org/10.1111/lapo.12180



https://doi.org/10.1111/lapo.12180
https://doi.org/10.1111/lapo.12180

	Making noncitizens' rights real: Evidence from immigration scam complaints
	1  INTRODUCTION
	2  BACKGROUND ON IMMIGRATION LEGAL SERVICES CRIME
	3  VARIATION IN IMMIGRANT RIGHTS-CLAIMING ACROSS CONTEXTS OF RECEPTION
	3.1  Contexts of reception
	3.2  Immigration enforcement inhibits a welcoming context
	3.3  Scam reports across contexts of reception

	4  EXPECTED ASSOCIATIONS BETWEEN FTC REPORTS AND MAIN INDEPENDENT VARIABLES
	5  DATA
	5.1  Dependent variable
	5.2  Access to the safety net
	5.3  Access to justice
	5.4  Restrictionist immigration policy
	5.5  Other correlates of crime report activity
	5.5.1  State contexts
	5.5.2  Demographics
	5.5.3  Legal services market
	5.5.4  Republican voter support
	5.5.5  Criminal justice context


	6  METHODS
	7  RESULTS
	7.1  Robustness checks
	7.2  Limitations

	8  DISCUSSION
	8.1  Investing in welcoming initiatives
	8.2  Open questions about scam reports and the unknown prevalence of scams

	9  CONCLUSION
	ACKNOWLEDGMENTS
	Endnotes
	REFERENCES


