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ABSTRACT

Previous studies indicate that there is a close relationship betmeeigration or
immigration attitudes anthe welfare stateFor examplejmmigration orci t i zens o
attitudes toward immigten can considerably affect their attitudes toward welfare
spending and programs. However, it is still uncertain whether such effects are
conditional on other factors and, if so, how they workontendthat such effects are

likely to diverge according tolitical institutions such as government types and

welfare pp gr ams 0 p g &ndmeewns of pessonglrexgosure to or contact with
immigrants Through applyingvarious advanced empirical strategies to analyze
representative public datasetad original survey experiment data, | examine and

analyze how differenjovernment typemoderate the effects of immigratigoaleon

welfare spendinghowwe | f ar e progr ams 6 ptyoesofpeysondle si gn
interaction with ethnic minoritiess h a p e citizenso percept.i
beneficiarieandmoderatehee f f ect s of citi zensdé6 | mmigr at
support Such analyses could provide us with a better understanding of the role of
immigrans and their welfarparticipationins hapi ng citi zensd wel f a

nature of public opinion toward the welfare state.

XV



CHAPTER 1: Introduction

1.1 S%armdcdl mpacts of | mmigration

In recent decadethe immigration influx and immigrant populationrimany developed
countrieshave shown a growing trenigor example, in the United Statdsistgrowing
tendencyis reflected in both the number of immigrants and the immigrant share of the
U.S. populatiof War d and B.#A$ FRgure lvdsplagsOfid 3970 toZA)

the immigrant share of the U.Sopulation has nearly tripled, atite number of

immigrants has more than tripled.

FigdateSi ze and ShaBcer mfPdpmwel &toiren ginn t he |
18=22@®1
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Immigrant Share of U.S. Population =& MNumber of Immigrants

Source:Ward Nicole and Jeanne Batalova. 2023 Fr equent |l y requeste
i mmi grants and i mmigration in the United

With the surge in the immigrant population,-faaching changes have taken place
in the domestic political and soegwonomic developmeit many advanced countries
In the United Statesush changes in American life have received extensive attention
from scholars and policymakers and triggered heated debates about immigration and its
effects However, how immigratioaffects thevelfare stateemains understudide . g .

Gar and, Xu, and Davis 2017; Hanson, Schev
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Mayda, Peri, and Steingress 2022; Pevnick

1.2 I mmigration and Social Wel f are:

In the field of politics othewelfarestatein the United Stategreviousscholars
mainly focus on the role of the racial makeup of welfare target populations in affecting
public support for welfare spending and progrénsi | ens 1996, 1999; L
2001; Peffl ey, Hur wi t z, .dmpdrtic8an, mahg r man 199
scholars argue that racial stereotypes and resentment, such as perceptions that blacks are
lazy and heavily rely on welfare programs, and higher racial diversity in a region can
erodethe support for welfare redistribution and provisions of public doddl e si n a,
Baqir, and Easterly 1999; Alesina and GI a
and Faricy 2020; Fouka and Tabel lini 2022
2022; Lut.tmer 2001)

According to theoretical arguments and empirical results provided by the
aforementioned scholars, there is no doubt that the racial and ethnic identities of welfare
recipients primarily featured by the blagkite racial divideplay a mnsequentialole
in affecting ci tniaddigon scliolare @ Europearepoliics lpaypeo r t .
examined and found that the influx of immigraint® European countriesan impact
natveborn citizen¢®dl esli hare Msapwortand Stant
and Rooduijn 2021; Eger 2010; Larrsen 2011
Cat r an andSiSiarly, m secett Qedr@\merican scholars have also found
that immigrant participation iAmericanwelfare programs can arouse mass feedback
andprofoundly impact i t iweléare atiitudede . Gar and, Xu, and Dayv
Hasel swerdt 2021; Her o 2010, Foteeamge, and Pr e

Garand, Xu,andDavis2 Opd)nt out that the fArecent | a



caused fundamental changes in Americabds d
Americansod views about the modern wel fare
safety net. o Therefore, the current Amer.|
Al mmi gr athaomafri &zecidaol itzed, 0 as American cit
immigration have now become a critical explanation for welfare support in America
(2017, 147)

In general, the argument that negative attitudes toward immigrataermine
welfare support can be explained by several rationales. First, compared tdooative
citizens, although some classes of immigraatg, (undocumented immigrants) might
be ineligible for many welfare programs, immigrants are more likely to bénloome
individuals, which means that theguld bemore likely to be eligible for various
welfare programs antbnsumaevelfare benefits Therefore, the higher welfare
participant rate of immigrants has the potential to erode benefits for all citizens
(Camarota 2012; Camarota and.Séendgl|l er 2018
negative resentment and stereotypes about immigrants, such as that immigrants are
generally incompetent and untrustworthy, may cause them to be preserved as the
undeservedbor receiving welfare benefisBur goon and Roodui jn 20
2006; Van Oorschot 2006)

Third, a higher level of racial and ethnic diversity brought by immigration can

enrich the diversity of culture, values, and demographics in a country. However, such

1Thwel fare consumption and fiscal i mpact ssionf2 Othdei gr at i o
Survey of 1 ncome amndt BROxaadarraon aP agrat@iflakigpileghl iktalite Uni t ed St atf
except for hoalsfianrge puogriasmshi gvher for every type of i mn
houseByglodisttrharsd ungrre s tgiogveetrinnnge nt safnide ¢ dlar re o pPNeonwt iatsutreeh dat
andowa(r2doR@dnmt hat i mmi grants consume-bbeweAmewel tane banaf
social wel fare programs.
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diversity may also induce natheor n resi dentsé6 fear of the
norms and behaviors thdwere developed in the past within a homogenous saciety
(Garand, Xu, a naspednalyconsderidgtiaizin recantdécpdes, the

majority of immigrants entering the United Stadesl other developed countrieeme

from nonEuropeanaregsAvdagi ¢ and Savage 2024; Brant
Therefore, with these considerations, perceptions, and concerns, it is likely that the

increased scale or diversity of the immigrant populationimnagrantparticipation in

welfare programdiminishc i t i zens 6 wel fare support.

1.3 Argument in BriamBderPodndali cal | n

| nt erswittihon mmi gr ant s

Although scholars hawaade a tremendous contribution to exploring and
analyzing howtheimmigrant population ananmigrant participation in welfare
programs affeavelfare spendingancli t i zens 6 wel fare attitude
obtained a comprehensive picture of the nature of the relationship bétveigmation
and welfare expenditureas well as the nexus betwegssumptions and perceptions of
immigrant participationn welfare programand public opinion toward the welfare
state. For exampl®Vill the dfectsof immigration on welfare spenditfgnge on
domestic political institutionsuch as government typedill the effect of immigrant
attitudeonwelfare support be conditionalene | f ar e programsé desig
asmeanstested rule? Will frequencies of exposure to or contact with immigrants
affect citizens6 at t iAndifdoeow dodheyavork? wel f ar e
Unfortunately previous literature has not thoroughly analyzed and answered these
guestions, and this is the void my research willfliblic opinion on social welfare is

worthy of study, as it affects both the likelihood of adoption and maintenance of certain

4



policies and the design and content of those policissa g ni 20 2 4 ; Re hm, H
Schlesinger 2012)

In recent yearshe impacts of immigration on government welfare spenlavg
drawn increasing attention frotine existing scholarshipOn the one hand, some
scholars claim that an increased immigrant population could lead to a retrenchment of
welfare spending since atnmigration feelings may raise worries among native
residents that wel f ar e rebpenteahd, thusedusathel go t
publicbés weBiimgeosupkKoster, and van Egmon
Roodui jn 2021; Eger 2010; Eger and Brezna

On the other hangdomeresearch contesdhat the rising levels of ethnic
heterogeneity are likely to drive up welfare spending. @minantreason ighat
immigrants, especially those from developing countries to developed countries, are
generally lowincome and lowskilled, and thus, they are more likely than native
citizens to use social welfare programs and engage in welfare shépBirgr | as 199 9 ;
Sor ok a e.Whilathemultfcdtegl hature of immigration may allow
immigration to have either an overall positive effect (more welfare spending) or an
overall negative effect (less welfare spending) on the welfare stateeffectsould
depend on political institutions and, particularly, the government Bgyeexampleby
enabling parties with egalitarian values andipmmigration preferences to have
fragmented electoral accountability to externalize dodlsa wn and Rosenbl ut
and to have a strong capacity to restrain the majority resentment toward immigrants,
coalition and minority governments tend to be more likely to accept the increased scale
of immigration and corresponding largeale welfare spending than singlarty
mgority governments.

In addition previous studiealsodemonstrate that policy design elements, such as



mechanismsf policy implementatior{f As hok and Huber 2020; Far
Fusaro 2021; Ha s e | dunding sburcesx eligibilitlanitst(eQlis 2015
and Has el samedistikutioZaébizsdguencgssCook, Jacobs, and
2010; Guar di no caaimldenckpalictattitees todd@iddda) welfare
programs| argue thasomeelements of policy designsuch asneanstested ruls, not
only directly affect citizensd wel fare at
moderating the effects of immigrant participation on welfare support.

Moreover sane studies suggest that lotevel exposure to ethnic minorities (e.g.,
l' iving in areas with |l arge i mmigrant popu
(Abrajano and Hajnal 2015; Dahl berg, Edma
Breznau 20Catr &t hanndit Spi es 201 @hileckhereel e a
literature demonstrates that such ldeakl contact with immigrantsitigates
stereotypes regarding slothfulnésg o x  @hd rake)citizens more likely to support
redistribution( Bur goon, Koster, and van Egmond 20
2 0 2 RoJj example, using survey data from 17 European countries, Burgoon, Koster,
and Egmond 2 0 ibdicate that exposure to the increased size of immigration at the
occupational level triggers economic uncertainties among native residents and leads to
larger support for redistribution.

On the contrary, by analyzing multilevel data for several time points from 1994 to
2010, SchmidCatran and Spigs 2 0 fin@ that in Germany, native citizens are less
supportive of welfare programs when the proportion of immigrants at the regional level
increases. Moreover, such an effect is stronger in the initial phase of immigration than
in other phases of immigratiohhrougha multilevel analysis of survey data, Eick and
Busemeye( 2 0 als® indicate thaBerman citizens are less likely to support welfare

as the proportion of immigrants at the local level increases, though such an effect is



conditional on economic rislAfter comparing 13 countries and 114 regions in Europe,
Eger and Brezna(l 2 0 dugggst that there is a negatimxusbetweerthe proportion
of foreignborn individuals in a region and backing for redistributemwell as
between the proportion of foreighorn individuals in a region arehdorsemerfor a
comprehensive welfare state.

However,it is likely that levels of immigrant population or ethnic diversity cannot
al ways accurately reflect citizensd perce
support.In fact, typesand frequencies of contact with and exposure to immigrants
could play a crucial role in explaining the relationship between assumptions and
perceptions about immigrants and welfare support.

These research themes are important and merit additional study, as immigration
and the welfare state continue to shape social and economic policy and define politics in
many democratic countries, especially the United States. My research will shed further
light on important factors affecting the contemporary welfare state and daapen
understanding of the working mechanisms of major welfare programs. My dissertation
alsocontributes to our understanding of the relationship between immigration and the
welfare state, improves theoretical mechanisms through which immigration affects
citizensdé perceptions of i mmigrants and c
and social equity, and helps citizens form a more objective, rational, and fairer attitude

towards immigrants and immigrant participation in welfare programs.

1.4 Dissertation Pl an

My dissertatiorconsistf five chapters. The first chapter is the introduction,
which presents and generalizes major theories and arguments imfhimigvation and
immigrans 6 w @drtiCigatioe impactsvelfare spending anglblic opinion toward

7



welfare programghe current perplexities and theoretical gaps that are waiting to be
explored, and the importance and meaning of analyzingplotitical institutions and
personalnteractonswith immigrantsmoderate the effects of immigration attitudes
toward immigratioron welfare spending or welfare suppdrhe second chapter (essay
one) analyzethe nexus between immigration and the welfare state from a comparative
perspective. In particularsing timeseries crossectional data from 1980 to ZDfor

28 advanced industrial countriégxamine the effects of immigration and government
types ora variety ofwelfare expenditure3.hethird chapter (essayvo) evaluates how

the meandested desigo f wel fare programs affect citi
immigrant beneficiariesl usedata fromoriginal survey experimestonducted in the
U.S.to test relevant hypothes@he fourth chapter (essay three) assdssesliving

around immigrants affects citizéhgerceptions ofvelfarebeneficiariesand welfare
preferencesParticularly, | explore whether different ways through which people
interact with immigrant$mereexposure vsactual contagthavedisparatempactson

citi zens 6 suppdrtOrminabsurpey éxpesmerftonducted in the U.S.)

data will be used to test hypotheses in this chapker final chapter displays the

conclusion of my dissertation.



CHAPTER 2: Immigration, Government Type, and Social

Welfare Spending

Previous research identifies the effects of immigration on social welfare from different
perspectives. However, existing studies have not thoroughly explored how political
institutions shape theexus between immigration and the welfare state. In this chapter, |
argue that government types condition i mm
policy influence of antimmigration resentment and sharing the responsibility for
expanded welfarspending across the government as a whole, coalition and minority
governments tend to spend more on welfare when facing increased immigration than
singleparty majority governments. Using tirseries crossectional data between 1980
and 2019 from 28 advaad countries, | find that the increase in immigration inflow
leads to the expansion of welfare expenditures, although these results lack statistical
significance. However, such a relationship is substantially influenced by government
types. Immigration utter coalition and minority governments has a larger positive

effect on welfare spending than under sifuaety majority governments.

2.1 Introduction
Scholars have |l ong ®eenomnceneaesdstedlinitche
by ethnic and racial diversity, and the r

and the welfare state has/(AuspuogeBnitddrl,yandr ecei v
Wodhler 2019; Avdagic and Savage 2024; Burgoon and Rooduijn 2021; Ferwerda,

Marbach, and Hangartner 2024; Garand, Xu, and Davis 2017; Haselswerdt 2021;
Martensson et al. 2023; Schmidatran and Spies 2016) However, the dir

i mmi grationb6s effect on social welfare re



scholars claim or find that an increased
retrenchment of we-l hmir@r apieondi hgelsi mge ®@a
among native residents that welfare benef
t husu,cer eedhe publi ¢B8Bsrgebhaneds®ppdui jn 20

Breznau 2017)

On the other hand, plenty of research i
heterogeneity are |ikely to drive up welf
i mmi grants, especially those from devel op

generwil h yo me® -akidl l@odv, and thus, they are

citizens to use social welfarEeBopnmrjoas ains9 @&
Soroka et al. 2016)

Il n this study, | -faar geutee d hrmaat umhea | cef tihnmnemim
all ow i mmigration to have either an over a
an overal/l negative effect (less welfare
deplemn political institutionByaedabbpbiangi

parties with egailmnmiagriatni ovna | pureesf earnedn cperso t
el ector al account a(bBawnt yantdo Reoxateedrbnbaylti hz e2 Oc
restraining majority resentment toward in
governments tend to be more |ikely to acc
wel fare spenglamigy tmajnomsiiingl @gover nment s.
Usi ngsdrnimesectriosnsal data from 1980 to 2
industrial countries, this study examines
types on different welfare expenditures.
condi tionfi ngowdrfremdarmrt ot ypes on the relati

infl ows and welfare expenditures. Il n part

10



i mmi gration inflow on welfare expenditure
which provides suggestive support for the
usually brings higher demands for welfare
immi gration on each wel fare expenditure i s
type. Compegraed yt anagiomrgltey gover nments, mi
governments, such as surplus coalition go
of I mmi gwealtfiaorne oenx pendi tures. These resul"
checks.

This study compares and examines the ef
wel fare expenditures, considering a detai

influential aspect of democratic institut
poliandadape and influence the governance
outcomes in deMmMaglkdven cduhQ;rie@lsark, Gol d
Through these investigations, this study
results in the |iterature on i mmigration.
i mmi gration and the welfare stataey bay demo
profound role in shaping the politics and
Previous work has typically focused on ho
overcome ideol ogical opposition to i mprov
wel fareofle mabBdrgzoevnsd ee 2016, Fer wer da, Mar |
2024, Mi chel Mmowevgbl2)ess explored is how
policymakersdé responses to the ramificat:i
i mmi grant s, on the welfare state. Il n the
pol i ti cal(Elgserbnd versera2023;dMettler, Jacobs, and Zhu 2023) t i s

particularly cruci al to further investiga

11
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ratic instituti ons-eicronmointiicg atnidn go od ri |
ures and crises. Arguments and findi

hts for future research in this fiel

mmi gration and Welfare Spendin

cent decades, with the acceleration
ency of migration, the effects of mi
hotly debated. I n this fieldonstwo st
One theoretical explanation elucid
d social welfare spending. Several r

nts, especially those from developi

>

genlelryai necw me -akidl Il owdv, and thus, t-beynare

citiz
Sadka
compa
recog

di scr

nati v
i mmi g

wi t h

ens to use wel fare KheBmeafjiatss 10BMMD ; p WRras
2000; SorAkaRZn@&pho.n s2tOrlabt)es, i n gen.
red to native residents, i mmigrants
ni zed work experience, | ess relevant
i mination in the | abor mdwukehg and b
cal (ROwmBt, ulrhrksste di sadvantages make i |
empl oyment and soci al wel fare benef.i
ond, the influx of i mmigrants may <cr
e cicalziemsomafthdre redis¢espbonseono

raaditoonfnfgs et percei ved economic insec.!

i mioiBgraaltyi amd Finnigan 2014, Burgoon

2008 )Mor eover, unf avorabl e economic condi't

amplify the positive effect as native <cit
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economi(cSah-Aktstoan and Spies 2016, 245)

Conversely, another theoretical explana
contraction in welfare spending. First, i
than natives and are |l ess I|ikely than nat
thaye el igible due to | anguag(eNanmresiteard o

2007; -Wabeaktes and .Fellhdemern o2®L1)increased i
|l i kely to bot h-aigrec popud atth @ nwo mk ihrogt cour
increase in per capita soci#dlersmpemdieng on

Additionally, accegrrdoiunpg ctoon ftlhiecar,i eest honfi ¢
group threats an dAugpurg] Brirdenj andeVéohler 2OILS; Rladocki t y
1967; Thomann and Rapp 2018) For examp !l egr d thpe (droartiinvaes)
feel superior t-@gr dbhe Giummirgi amat £ @&@mud hol
resources (welfare benef it sg)r osuhpo umedmbbeer sedx
(Sch-@atdtan and SpiThsus20 lath, i hLkd)eased | mmi ¢
access to welfare benefits may deteriorat
citizens.

Nevertheless, both theoretical expl anat
S u p feogr, Eenwick 2019; Gaston and Rajaguru 2013; Lipsmeyer and Zhu 2011;
Romer 2023; Soroka, Banting, and Johnston 2006For exampl e, f ocusi
European cougo2op®@esvi Fesswempi ri cal resul ts
fordogm popul ation has a positive and ste
spending, though I mmigration has no stati
wel fare generosi tcympradex.g CS8ntOELDI Icy,unhy i
peri oi00PGO Sor ok a, BaaobD6pd Bhdt Jobmpaoeac

countries with | imited I mmigration popul a
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i mmi gration usually have a sl ower increas
and static pah202Bhpwelad,r RBumetr and signi f
association between net i mmigration and s
is no clear evidence that i mmigration inc

Considering that both competing expl ana
empirical evidence in this field is mixed
wel fare state could be either positive or

her e slkeecedlements of both sidesdé argument s

do not sufficiently take into account the
pol i ticalSiinncset iptruetviioonuss. st udies in this f|
paltical institutions on i mmigi®&8rieamigol it

and Luedt kteo 2f0i0I8I) t hi sselcadwma, wihHd ffmlclusw
cruci al poligoavcerlnmesditaiiteupteit dhre r el at i ons hi

i mmi gration and wel fare spending.

2.3 How Government Type Moderates t

| mmi gration and Welfare Spending

Previous research demonstrates that gover
pl ays a substanti al rol e 1 n deEArnati202i;,ni ng g
Back, Muller, and Nyblade 2017; Bawn and Rosenbluth 2006) n par ti cul ar,

governments or minority governments with

fragmentation tend to increasgagdwer nment
maj ority governments in which fAthe compet
pushes the incumbent towards efficient pol
are more |ikely to create electoral conf |

14



(Persson and TabSddaomd, 2c0dadl,i t7i302n) gover nm
icommon po®l apr palréemses fuse their control
advance their specific spending prioritie
(Back, Muller, and Nyblade 2017,33) As a result, these gover

prone to budgetpadeafyi cratjsortihan gsoivreglnement s .

Since there is no doubt that government
government spending, it is possible that
i mmi gration on welfare spending. As Breun

i n a gitvenhidpeotler mi ne t-hemdggatekeohopwhi thc:
actually gain a voice and can (dBrewni ol i
and Luedt k.e 120 Op8a,r tli2¢chupp alr i, t t bal momnet it hat i
check majoritwesiénmsisgmaanttiion rul i ng party
reprecBmeendi g and Luedtke 2008, 128)

Il n terms of government type,arltyanmtaijoirp a
governments, coalition and minority gover
on the increases in welfare expenditures
t he pveatyoer t hpeaorrtyy, nsaijnogrliet y governments ha

pl ayyemwhile coalition and minority governr

2Exi sting hsacsh adlearasHiepd expl anations for common pool pro
that fAeach minister determines the spending priorities
mar ginal (¢Hx!| lbaaremg and .volnhiHagiesn nlo9r9%9 ,pr20lb2l)e mati ¢ i n
governments as the finance minister is less |likely to |
Therefore, coaldabiometgo vea mpreingisngra greater number of
ri sk of bddget odefic bhdhasln (hooty29zb; Bdck, Miller, and Nyblade 2017)

SVeto players, by definition, are individuals or coll ec
stat STsegbel.is 2011)

15



determine governmentsd capability to chan

maj oritariani sm. I n terms of changing pol
pl ayers with significant i1ideological di ff
eaer it is to produce significant | aws. I
opposition in chamgne gofatv ethno p@mo it awe 8,g & mntcif
parties that wusually endorse thatodtheir

much I mmii uagioonoand Rooduikej mo2e2lj kevy)t

pass | Aumifgrriaenntd | y ppoalritcyi ensajionr istiynggloever nme
coalition and minorityugbrvieendentpol Thesee
banning i mmigrants from ceritcaier welqgfua rre ng
for i mmigrants to participate in welfare

pertinent welfare expenditures or even re

associate programs with i mmigrants.
However, despite facing the same weak o
government, it-imsmidoabt bal-pwahgt eppréeecg), i

sinmdrety majority governments ceuld have
i mmi gr at i on cchoaunngtee rtphaer tsst attous quo and i mpl
wel fare policies associated with an incre
i mmi gration has become one paramount Asou
advanced coumtrgiread . oAotsieiniimimgmati on conce
public have prevailed across the develope
countries tend to pr ef gAuspurg Brtiderl,and i ve i mmi
Wodhler 2019; Avdagic and Savage 2021, 2024; Claassen and McLaren 2022; Eger

and Breznau 2017; Magni 2024) As Avdagi(@ 0O&2ndd do2adgter at e,

I n the UK,emenng gd aas oad @b &teeasd | ngoppctonth
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Referendum and t he s u;bnsieGeuremmatn yB raenxdi tS wneedgeo
2015 refugee crisis has heightercéddicieti ze
madet hegy Ger man and Swedias hs ugbosvtearnntmeanlt sn utnok
refugees has faced notable domestic oppos
of -rfiagcht parti esi mmivgrcarltinnajadadnidtai.notni, accor
descriptive anatgseal oéesnamabesl ot i memi gr
concern in Claaendcacaangymeoro) evel of i mmi
concern (concern about the issue of i mmig
the 28 European countries has shown an up

On how mam tgir ati on attitudes spil-l over i
i mmi gration feelings may simultaneously <c
boosts wel far e -ssoupipdoarrti tayn de fafne ciitadon ttihat un:
i n stchael e of i mmigration is more |ikely to

The rational e -drsouppapgo whleat itdhre iosutsmal | ,

citizens mmitghaamtoin attitudes, will feel I
wilel more | i kely to pay attention to their
However, when the i mmigbhamnnh popgulvatdivan si @
i mmi gration sentiments wil/ intensify fea

di spropordtiisamalblut ed t o tbhoer nl epsesr sfodness earnvde, (

wi || reduce or even wit(lBdmagwonu@amar tRofodru i

183; Garand, Xu, and Davis 2017)
Accordingly, it i s -iprommisg rbd tei drh ap @ rstoymeed |

governments deli berately i gnore or even s

“Figurb6 Aresents the recent immigration trend in select
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increased wel fare demands caused by the r

preserve the status quo to avoid extensiyv

right. Il n the United States, Democratic p
i mmiigomtpol icies enacted by the Trump Adm
these | aws and establish a more effective
backlash from conservative voters, bl ame
obstruction byesonsmethat jueitoal system,
policy architecture of the Trump era r ema
Protocol s);imamdrsacdmenpremdeavors 1initiatec

Admini stration hav(eCuiad.| 22 r209ro vbeere n gh Iveecnk €
concer ndgeradwiung i mmi gration scale in Amer
prominent even among emamnreatts BB ) Idredhe p e
Admini stration has demmidedttionp crouu e ea floa
reasons as the new presidenti al el ection

|l n Eur opei, mwhgmamtntsenti ment among t he
influential cent erarary Ilgeofvte rmametnitess hianv es it

or even pwrngtedrtightt solutions and att.i

nesasy voters in to maintain their rule ¢
i n Denmark, since -gadiret f ogomnadri rome rotf an & i tnhy
wing bloc possessed a majority in parlianmn
has a&demted tougher i mmigration policies

wel fare algawnyvianit®t get the necessary votes

to focus more on other poOPisgra2ea’s; Rath

SWel fare chauvinism is a notion claiming fAa system of s
ethnically defined communiikKytawcdhewhoamav McGCamnhr 1®97ed 21
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nt that f aced-swkietpht ifica ahnidg hllayt einminhiyg r:

, i eyge malj eofrtity governments wil/l ref

ies retltiaadredi ft ofi punbmli ige aopi ni on gets 0

rendum or a s u(c2cOelsés,.f u2088)di c al righ

he other hand, the mormmvgtanpl ayer
itarian sentiment is to be -restraine
ation political forces are to captu

| aarregae,r tnhuember of decisive parties
and negotiating inefficiency that h
sing welfare expenditures at will,
s iaerse. |llenf ta dpdairtti on, governments wit
obbying opportuni-t mmsgfant i ptefeseén
government organi zations attaching
en buavorsismmi ghant ifacBraewmiegapamhahb
e 20DIBer a28&ne, in coaliti-mhawed min
si mvmmit ghr gtrioon attitudes wo-uld be mor
ation preferences -fmmimgoathieon paolti @
nd, another subst gmtritayl mdij opariyt ygoh
alition and minority governments 1| s
nted el ector al accountability all ow
mefmp rsi mer ibley responsi ble for only a
Il cy areas i n which (tBhaewsne apnadr tR oesse nhba
Zhhat i s, t-perpwrmgj oni aysgogbeenment
nstituents for all/l the spending dec
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native residents to attribute spending de
and minoritfAgiooterinm2m2 5)

Therefore, whef mmagirmg i onr egmeg samutries fr c
of thebdromepa@gmuwiantg opnar thpeafstt y nmaj ogi €y go\
may hesitate to increase welfare spending
areocoamntable for all of their policy deci ¢
interest of a broad support base to maint
control over specific ministries to advan
paesiin the coalition and minority govern
courageous than thgpanrtyomajteriptay tgover gsinea

priommi gration party preferernoens.griRdri oenx am

parties ceullfdrexmppreadwng in response to t
and a corresponding increase in demand fo
parties in the coalition and minority gov

for expandedgwigdhatrleespamnmtdi eaf t(RAe i @gaveéer nm
2021, BA)France, fowi mgammpiltei, eswhiihei gt gthlt
should close its borders as they contend

identity and security and brings enor mous

Socialist Party) in the French coalition
cruci al role in -frmil gmat romghef fpartts easmdd ad
spending for i mmigrants to access to welf
(Sl aven, Casella Col ombeau, and Badenhoop

't i s worth noting tphaami yi agraiiger antmeart su md
also have a smaller positive effect on we
minority governments. This-paoculyd gwmer el evanaeu
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sinmdrety minority government also has gre
coalition and mlimoaddiytpgaam,er snmegotresi .t y g oV e
are more |ikely to disregard the restrain
i mmi gration since either Athe opposition
not agree on a suitkhdsde siepdlaeegnewneOoni ng
relatively | arge parties |l ocated in the n
opposattoaspon( CGliatrhke,r Gsoilddeeor , .a rHb Wmeovledegr a.
minority goveanmgnms pnosi hgl governments ar
wel fare when facing i neragase dnaijmmiidryatgioon

Taken together, immigration inflows cou
negative) on welfare spending through var
is that i mmigration mmifdmuantf i gent iamgegnmtay,at
Ssubsalalnyt ier ode wel fare support among nat.i
and preferences on welfare policies. Howe
expressions and competitive strategies as
polciat i g ArbiGinea g i 2016 ; Breuni goandilaedt he
especially government type, | argely deter
freely transmitted from the mass public t
political parties to c hbawntgieom odfi cweelsf arne t
For these expectations, this paper drives

Hypot:helsmmi gration under <coalition and
| arger positive effect opawelf maegospeénwdin

government s.
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2.4 Dat a

To assess the impact of i mmigration inflo
government types, I combine data from the
and the OECD International Mi gration Dat a
politicalonand dicausdtlirtyduatia, i nc I(UAdim gn ggeoowme r
Engler, and.Ldbdma®@OWECD0O22)Y ernational Mi gr a
i mmi gr ati on Cohantbane these results in a par
year s2A98B.0 The starting year is 1980 beca
wel fare expenditures in various countries
because tileesséd aweurtal ues available for bot
independent variabl es

The most direct way to gauge the effort
equality is to measure these governmentsao
Therefore, the dependenlTtotvadr isalcliead iernx ptemic
whircehpr d odmtls annual public and mandatory
percentage of GDP,Sanidal teax B e madvhmycdea einin sc
measures annual public and mandatory priwv
percentage of GDBortanl eeaxcphe ncdoi uanbtireyh i agnadk g B d

annual public and mandatory private soci a

fData aht¢epseds/ stats.oecd. or g./ | Braeau saes ptx?iDsa t vaeSked iCtoad ec=rM|
i mmi gration data for OECD countries from 1995, I col |l e
from N2YV@&®J t hTe elmask in I nteponbtioshad I1IMPEBBECDOdat a sour
are based on i mmigration data provided by OECD.
‘"Details about countries andl2€hesmcaai hg Yaundsiaf Awpek
expenditur @ aviacrcidaamliend 2fBA B aared s2®PpIdeanieantttesdo ECD Soci al
Expendi turhd tpast:dbasdeat s. oecd. org/ I ndex. aspx?datasetcode
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GDP in each country. The major advantages
provides a good indication of the overal/l
to correct for inflation and exchfange r at

high quality for advancéBeowuakrlhe UV dri ¢

usiTmg al sociahdekpsntdiwWmsc ampemarretng vari a
i mprove the depth and applicability of th
nuanced comprehension of the | andscape of

The primary independemt gvabni abheiaoatioust

variable measuring the inflow of foreign
popul ation in each country. Existing rese
more | ikely to trigger shifts ronepbhgeyop

t he popul at i-b o (efy.hBreunigiasd Liedtke 8008) Romer 2023;

Soroka, Banting, and Johnston2006) | n addi ti on, considering
popul ation bases across countries, the sa
generate different effects on welfare spe
influx of 10,000 i mmograeabl ssoumpdgabtivenag
spending in Ireland than in the United St
foreign populdatviiadred( ibry T h@00hxa)ti onal popul
ot her key independenGowmentabtl seipagltree i ndi c
maj ority government (the excluded categor
coal i ti-partyyimigneri ty gpoaweryn nmei mto,r ianyd gnowle

which are the most prevalent government t

8Exi sting ssughgcelsahsiskéhmth benefits are an i mportant compo
of such benefits fihas yet to be fufldryt h errc oirpoerdart eld o mt «
b e n e fsi etass etna @Eligatr and Iversen 2023, 397)
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Di stinguishing in detail bet ween differen

us to meaningfully compare how institutio
bet ween i mmigration and government soci al
patg ebewt ween i mmigration and social wel f a
tested using interaction terms of the i mn
indicator s. Positive and statistically si
f ohre thypothesis, since they would establi
positive i mpact on welfare spending in go

categor ypaorft ysimagjloer i tvy.

Previous research in this field recomme
political factors that may potentially in
independefBawaraatdl Besenbl uth 200Bhe<deib
inclTuadee gPenarsmenGDP ey FlonnftethAbhoal, def i ci

Unemp!l oWnmeonnt ,Eeosiomy c °

i némqu @ll, a ttaiyoodn vari ous
pol itical vEfrfieacbtlievse ,spuaithi yatsn u mbehe ef fect
| egi s| atPAavrel ipaametniteasa,ty iredi en@t or vari abl e ¢

a country has a paGbvememéeatychaeggeme Beda

Bi cameral i &md endae&ssrmnomnuttr ol variables. To
government ideol oglyef tl g ®wdawnmdmenidh &€ avt armri alz
equal t o -bemmodrfatsiocia@arl ot her | eft 1lparties

di spl ays diesstcircisptfiovre ‘tshteatkey vari abl es

Economi c danteag ucaobwet yf r(o2@t2h0e)r contr ol variables are from
Tabll2p rAe stehnet sf requency of government type change in ea
government type ch&angd ftegetamyaid @Beviation is 3.5
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2.5 Diagnostics and Solutions

Previous resear-shripedecabes (M8CS)i dat a w
continuous dependent variables could caus
contemporaneous correlationhBavwmwmdamd oupwi s
Rosenbluth 2006; Beck and KatAzub995yobe¢e B
( I-Pfne s aSrhamn panel unit root test) shows t he
variables have wunit root probl ems. Howeve
shows towatdea faute®ttorrel ati on gddibtlieam ,e xa s
modi fied Wald twsseshewsrbbBaedgsoupity is

specifications.

To deal with these potenti al probl ems,
such as the serially correlated (SC) erro
model , and the Are(Baonk ®Bmoad.dKIGMM R HE)es e
study, | use an -ctarVr enrotdeed swtiarhd gprachedr r or s

ef flectTshere are two main reasons for chooct
t heoretical reasons suggest that given th
adjustment, it is plausible to assume t ha
on curr éAtipear 628021; Brender ,anwlhiDcrha zae n
|l agged dependent variable can capture the
although including a | agged dependent var
mi ght be fiperniciouso because the lcdoexi st
induce a correlation of the i d(i®rseyenncer at i c

2003 )many analyses show that for typical T

11 also apply an AR(1) correction for the autocorrelate
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model s with fixed effects and a | agged de
the much more complicated Kiviet estimato
better than the ANhBaewmsoamin HsRaxe reksltutmat 2¢O
1995, 2011; Leszczensky and Wol bring 2022

Existing scholarship also indicates tha

effects on welfare spending since newly a

affect social spending by claiming more (
(R6bmer 2023,74) To capture these i mmediate effec
independent variables in the anal yses. Mo
included in the App%ndix as robustness ch
2The reason for both using current anhtdel Aaggedli yeapsn d
across countries. Some couahnMMewsZdal. ygnd) Aluavt e afl i @a¢c alCayne
the middle of the year, while some countriesd fiscal ye
Ger many, Greece, Spain, and Sweden). For mgewrcotutheri e:
annual government budgets are wusually reviewed and app!l
such cases, governments can perceive and take into acc
year in ith@ipr buedget Therefore, it would be better to
dynami cs. On the other hand, for countries whose fiscal
more | ikely to be af faencttse di nb yt hteh ep rienvfil oouwss yoefa ri.mnMogrre ov e
many of these advanced democracies, such as France and

more effectilvremitgranatdieerr aggmidc controls with current pol

analyze theARGlwadii a20 bét;s Br eunHagwewdar ,L ugidu &kre t2H00t8 )gov er

do not wusually coincide perfectly with actual spending
guickly trigger unexpected government expeadibfires in
independent variables in models in the main text and h:

model s as robustness tests.
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2.6 Resul ts

Before assessing how government types mod
i mmi gration and welfare spending, it is n
i mmi gration on welfare expenditures, thou
t hese umalo nédfifteii@d sde spl ays | anone fyfrfiadoimomt s 0 1
di fferent models described in the | egend
Al. 3 for )Y.wlAcoocersduilngs t o21t] memi rgahsausli tgpgo siint iFvi
relationships with the measured types of
are not statistically significamntvaandanapp
couwrstpreyci fic characteristicgeaBlees & 1 engnulgt

may promote an expansion of welfare spend

findings are far from conclusi ve. It 1is p
effectsi tmatsikonalstdi fferences in response

associated with increases in i mmigrant po
model s includi ngl mmitgeraatdit o mGosveebrenbnineenetn t y p
Bl use the intermamit joaaldé fem mg dhea mieeastn ti f i mmi gr ati on unoc
dominated by |l eft parties has a | arger posilQsihvoew ef f ect
that the coefficient of the interaaztthen A®whiedlml each m
provides empirical evidence that governments dominated
and i mpl ement more generous welfare policies when faci.
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Figure 2.1 Effectbborod Romgdloam iodn F(o% ed fgnTo:
on Wel fare Expenditures with 95% Confiden
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Fi gurgeo F29ugreaphically display the effe
di fferent government types sere Jiawée dnoment
full YYesHlL @hoevs2t hat the average margi nal

under -pairngygl enmaj ority governments on differ

negati ve. However, for all three types of
effects of an rmardd ad e nial tlh g eirrcfelndaw iof i m
popul ation under the coalition and minori

to positive.

“Tablle4 Adi spl ays the main results on how different gove
effects. As all model s show, the | agged dependent vari
sighmmf gr st iadmways negative regardless of whatl #i xed ef
include interalcmmiograatdiras f bet waengoverrmmgntmat ypeéds yand
government is the excl udnend gapatteésgeanrtys, tthhee ecfofeefcfti coife nit mnoif
expendi tur eparutnyd ema jsarnigtlye governments. The negative sig
sinmdrety majority governments has a negayiwvkeeféetctabn
argument . Thlemmiogrd d&tiiboreht sogned negatively and statisti
the models of total welfare spemdisreg vaen d nwe Infsa rgen isfp ecradi
ol mmi gir aathhremdhewe loffare spending in kind t haMordeooevse rnoti ni nc
Tablled A most inter dammi grmatde dmse b etdiegjexiratyy @fovreeamment t
positive and significantparRegl antaijwe ity tgloe ey amsnelnitse awfe
government is a minimal winni-mar tcy arian d&repnagnit,ey mui rnpolrui st yc, «

the negative effects of i mmigration on welfare spendi n
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NotDeasxt a are calculated according to Model
Al 4.

Fi g23%,e F24g,ureen d25Fisdhworwe t he binary compar
of government types on welfare expenditur
i mmi gr at i onparutsyi nngajsornigtlyy gover nment as a
under pairngygl enmaj ority gmeaeranfmewdl!|, f drhe 4hered
as the inflow of i mmigration grows. By <co
minority government s, i ncreasing I mmigrat
spending changes or assori satrmymp wihteh hypen d

receives empirical support

1t is worth tnoideekiwngh awelut awbyspending liflbivide(e. g.,
somealggersetsiuviet s. One potential theoretical reason would
controllable since a lot of it is healthcare spending
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2.7 Robustness Checks
To examine 1 f the major results and findi
alternative empirical specifications, Il ¢
general, results from robustness checks a
Tablle4d A Details of these results from rob

Appendi x.

Fi d.so ,( ifdeomm iTckblleet ae plta bfl ®@r Ahavi r

ti me tr emoddeiln elao®hTalbliend®&l uded a | inear ti
to account for the variablesd trending be

I n addition, previous | iterature mentio
reactions, and policy changes in response
and policy decisions can be(Bémwgigclh2919:e
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ka et Taol .c a2p0tluér)e such del dynm g r aftfi oent
economi c ¢ dmtmi @lrasntdw ietrcho nlocangigce dclo @t r ol s
replaced al l i ndependent variabl es wi
graatdi ons i nteractions wit/h daodertnoemt
random effects model s 1w8 .t hdantd pa nayc efdi x
ar ti me utatpaydisf iwd tlhi near ti me LtIrG®nds

Il ow eadhb!| ¢ owntar yl Rt 5 @t essitnaitleaera dtacd nt h e

|l ts replodt addi shupopdotifnee sAi hse

Concl usi on

broad message displayed in this paper
itutions play a considerable role in
cratic countries, but the way that th
i fdaiefdi.c a&Slpley, wusing TSCS data from 28
to 2019, this paper examines the rel
s, and their effects on government we
r imadiciammi gration has an overall pos
gh the effect is statistically insign
overnment typesartg€ompaonedtiyogsesvegheen
rityndsvdeérarvre a positive moderating ef
nditures brought by i mmigration. l gno
ously bias the analyses of i mmigratio

e results of this study have substant

The

hypothesis also receives support from systematic
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of i mmigration in developed democraci es.

the influx of i mmigration, governments 1in
to avoid suchiphessugevemrsmenesydeal with
i ssuaig ht prod i cy adjustments, such as adj us
the pot eemadmdmismcamd political <crises. Ho

governments have different solutions to d

mi norityomangocemahmémnts that actively 1incr
the changes in welfare demanpdarbtryo ungahjto raibto
governments are more inclined to reduce w
and strengptfhegmvseummpnrcte. The reasons for t

traced back to the different foundati ons

arrangements of power checks and bal ances

opinion plays itsatotecbontdrfferent democ
Previous studies in the field of the we
role of the working classes in affecting

resource tHeaodBnoastKanwis, di fferences ir
expendi turceanonbeweaviaariecanted to tbé pbokiti
wor king cl ass. However, in recent decades
i mmi grati on may -utnaredimi v ec d dnlei thilmmgyg of wo
forms of differences. o0 | mmi grcaaulodh dainndi rpie
class identities by fisetting the focus on
maj ority popul atiimgn a ncd rmndRdinmef2023/m@ieard .i

Sorokaetal. 2016) Fi ndi ngs in this study also rem
focusing on class competitions and moveme

interactions with political institutions
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dynamics of the welfare state.

Al t hough this paper analyzes the moder a
i nstiifgoveonment compositions, other types
effective number of | egislative parties,
(Crepa,z t1®®i8r) weltflagier erfdleattisgn samidps wi t h
merit exploration. For example, will the
on institutional veto points such as fede
di fferent types ofamndamli gswkaililgehd( e .ngmi,g rraenftu
di fferent effects on the welfare state an

institutions al so moderate such effects?

working class and i mmirgea apga rotni cainpda ti imom g ta
exploration. Forcémampketi wehbk wotkidgffe
separate viewpoints toward i mmigrantsoé we
and meaningful to do more studies in this
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CHAPTER 3: Immigration, Beneficiary Assumptions, and

Welfare Support

Previous research demonstrates that assumptions and perceptions about who benefits

from welfare programs and the deservingness of those welfare beneficiaries play a
considerable role in shaping individual sbo
understanding of how these assumptions and perceptions are &tilhmexkds to be

discoveredIn this chapter, | indicate that elements of welfare policy design (e.g.,

meanst esting rules) have a substanti al I mpa
immigrants as welfare beneficiaries. Through an original survey experiment on Lucid, |

find tha including a meantesting rule makes respondents more likely to assume a

welfare program benefits immigrants to the exclusion of nditw& Americans. Such a

rule also prompts citizens to presume those programs benefkib@d immigrants

and newcomers from less developed countries more thasskilggd immigrants and
foreignersrom more developed countries. Moreover, these assumptions strengthen the

effect of individual sé6 existing I mmigrant

3. Introducti on

Existing studies suggest that in many advanced countries, issues of immigration have
become too significant and substantial to be ign¢Adekina, Harnoss, and Rapoport

2021; Hero 2010; Romer 2023; Schmicitran and Czymara 2023 recent years,

various strains of scholarship have been devoted to explaining how immigration

affects redistribution policies and the support for social we(faee. g. , Gar and,
Davis 2017; Larsen 2011; Magni 2024; Stee

For example, many nativ@orn residents assume that welfare provisions in their
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countries benefit or even disproportionately benefit immigrants and consider
i mmi grants Al ess motivated, | es(sScwintilditng,
Catran and Spherefare, theDwklfare suppbreamong these citizens
shrinks accordingly.

Al t hough native citizensd assumptions a
welfare beneficiaries could generate profound impacts on public opinion toward
welfare programs and expenditures, we still lack evidence on what prompts these
native residents tftorm such assumptions initially. To explore this question, in recent
years, some scholars have begun to carry out relevant explorations and analyses, and
they find that both potential impacts of immigration on host countries and welfare
policy designs (g., a work requirement) could shape such assumptidiaa s el swer dt
2021,. 2022)

While existing scholarship examines the role of welfare policy designs in the
politics of immigration and social welfare, it has not adequately considered one
paramount element of welfare program desigtise presence or absence of means
testing.Inadditon, al t hough previous research shc
toward i mmigrants vary based on i mmigrant
belief, and educational attainment) and national backgrbpupde Coni nck 2020
Hai nmuel |l er and Hopki pneexitodgwork ex&inesabac et
factors that might lead natives to associate welfare beneficiaries with different
categories of immigrants. Answering these questions is essential, as race and ethnicity
have become a widely recognized dimension of the pobfiesdistribution in the
United Statege.g., Elkjeer and Iversen 2023)joreover, given the current growth in
immigration, the accumulation of economic pressures, and the rising inequality,

delving into the micrdoundation and essence of public opinion on the welfare state
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could also contribute to the reform and improvement of American welfare programs.

| contend that, as one of the fundamental elements of welfare policy design,
meanstesting’ not only determines the scope of welfare provigioBu gus hvi | i ar
Van Oor s chhuat a20s20 )pl ays a considerabl e rol
assumptions about i mmigrantsdé participati
selective attribute of the meatesting rule makes the identity and deservingness of
beneficiaries more salienhd relevant to the formation of attitudes toward such
welfare policies.

Through conducting an original survey experiment, | find that the inclusion of a
meanstesting rule induces respondents to assume welfare programs benefit
immigrants to the exclusion of nathm®rn Americans. In addition, native citizens
believe that lowskilled immigrants and newcomers from less developed countries are
more likely to benefit from mearstested programs than higlkilled immigrants and
foreigners from more developed countries. Moreover, these presumptions, shaped by
the meandestingrule, s bst anti ally condition the effe
immigrant attitudes on welfare support. These findings indicate that policy designs
play a substantial role in the formation of welfare policy preferences. These results
also contribute to a bettenderstanding of the malleability of assumptions about
welfare beneficiaries and their ramifications on the politics of redistribution.
Furthermore, since this study is directly related to the designs and rules of important
government programs, it coutelp administrators understand the designs of

government programs better and facilitate public managers in designing and

"By definition, ommss scednei hgstsudalhlay seekifiso identify
assumed to be the mai,n faonrdm socfh osl éakr esc tnieovr ensaph fih @ye ilispE@M\SEi t Yy
testingo i (Gegubbhwgkabhpd Van Oorschot 2020, 1457)
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implementing better public programs to solve inequality and poverty.

3.Pol beyi gns and Assumptions about V

I n many advanced democracies, citizenso6 a
extent, can be explained by their political values or ideoldgiBd e k esaune and
Quadagno 2003; F e | d mgaalicyaeasigns &hd sdlmimstrativeg en 2 0
burden of social progranfsAs hok and Huber 2020; Keiser .
Ha s el s we, and perc@pfioAsdabhout who benefits from these programs and the
deservingness of those welfare beneficigiBzekgaard, Herd, and Moynihan 2023;
Martensson et al. 2023; Petersen et al. 2011; Van Oorschot 206)ms of whether
welfare recipients are deserving or not, many individuals base their judgments on racial
or ethnic consideratioisGar and, Xu, and Davis 20.17; Gi
However, less explored is the question of how citizens form their ideas about who
benefits from welfare progranmstially ( Has el swer dt 2022)
In the United States, race and ethnicity profoundly affect the politics and policies
of the welfare state. For example, existing work shows that stereotypes about the work
ethic and welfare dependence of Black people have sizeable impacts on support for
sccial programs among Americafse . g. , Cal |l aghan and Ol son
Lanford and Qddiiohallg becaus2 tnghigrants are usually
stigmatized as welfare dependents and a drain on public benefits, many native citizens
consider them one of the | ess fAdeservingo
(Brady and Finnigan 20.14; Levy 2021; Ro me
However, not all welfare programs are affected by the racial or ethnic politics
mentioned above. For some welfare programs, such as Social Security and Medicare,
American citizens usually associate these programs less with racial or ethnic concerns,
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although it is worth noting that these programs provide benefits to millions of
individuals from minority groups. Insteanljtgroup resentment is more likely to be
replaced by positive stereotypes andjioup solidarit{ J ar di na 2019; Kind
Kam 2010; Winter 2008)
Why do only some but not all social wel
ethnic concerns and resentment? One explanation proposed by existing scholarship is
that policy design makes certain types of programs more likely to be associated with
certantypesof peopl¢ Far i cy 20 15.; ASckcoocrpdoilngl %991 )t he .
construction of target populationso appro
socially constructing target groups among diverse audiences. Various components of
policy design (e.g., work requirements, policy delivery meisinas, and legal
residency requirements) convey judgments about whether beneficiaries are deemed
Adeservingo or Aundeser vi(ngd ookf arnedc eH uvhienrg
|l ngram and Smith 1993; Schneider and I ngr
Yoo 2AsMH8sglswerdt 2 0 2 2 argu@s,/the Eligibilitgriteriaandrequirements
of a welfare program may fAmatch up with s
making a person more or | ess |ikely to as
To answer this question and explore the way welfare policies are designed impacts
the assumptions citizens make about the racial or ethnic constructions of the target
population, some scholars have made their contributions by focusing on the potential
impeacts of immigration on host countries and particular elements of policy design. For
example, after analyzing data from a survey experiment, Haselgw@rdt 2udgests
that priming immigrants as a fiscal threat significantly increases the likelihood that
individuals assume that welfare programs will berfefgignersrather than native

citizens However, priming foreigners as cultural or demographic threats shows no
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significant effect. In addition, through conducting another original survey experiment,
Haselswerd{ 2 0 fn@s)that policy design elements, such as a work requirement,
significantly affect respondentsd assumpt
race and national origin, and these assum
support (condibnal on existing attitudes about race or immigration).

Neverthelessthe existing literature on policy design and target groups has yet to
explore a fundamental distinction in the welfare statdnether the eligibility of a
welfare program is universal or selective. In universal welfare programs, since the basic
principle s not to discriminate between citizens, not only the poor but also the middle
class can benefit from a given welfare polic r e paz and Damron 2009
St ol | eThezetbr@, hdtive citizens, such as White residents, are less likely to
associate these welfare programs with negatively stereotyped groups directly. Also,
classifying or labeling welfare recipients in universal welfare programs is less likely,
and otherconsiderations, such as racial or ethnic concerns, should be less consequential.

On the contrary, measiested welfare policies are intended to aid some groups but
not others. In meartested programs, such as Medicaid, Supplemental Security Income
(SSI), and the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Programs (SNAP), eligibility for
benefts is determined based on financial need, usually defined according to the poverty
line (Hasenfeld and Rafferty 1989; Mufioz and Pailcedo 2019)Such programs
are often criticized focreatingmoral hazards in terms of disincentives to work and
savemoney Deacon and Bradshaw 1983; .6argushvi |l
these policies, the identity and deservingness of beneficiaries are likely to play an
i mportant rpolicyattitudes. ci ti zenso

Although meangested programs do not provide explicit information about the

raci al or ethnic makeup of the beneficiar
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policy design could still reinforce social categorization effegise o pl eds t endenc
divide the world into twoBalrneni @89 cabbég)p
constructing attitudes of fAstark separat.i
support and oyldeparzviamgd Dameo;m 2009, 447

Certainly, deservingness is not always about race and ethnicity, and many white
Americans may see some other white Americans (e.g., unmarried mothers and
unemployed men aged-B8) as lazy and undeservingaswelGar and, Xu, and
2017; Lanford aHavevé) unaateniyears, th2 inga2ts of the
increased immigrant population on the dalily life of native citizens have become
increasingly noticeable Al esi na, Harnoss, and Rapoport
2024; Choi, Poertner, and.Peraapbdaetd s 202 3;
negative and stereotypical images of immigrants formed by news media and political
eltesc De Coninck 2020:MeH koswve \timaigtaiiohBsa r s o n
become one of the predominant factors tha
deservingness. | 4group hias and stexedtgpes, stdh asiethrecn s 6 o u
minorities being lazy and minorities abusing social welfare bepefitdd make
individuals more likely to assume that such measted programs will benefit
immigrants. Therefore, compared to universal orselrctive welfare policies, welfare
programs with a measissting design that uses income tests to limit adoesslfare
benefits (e.g., cash assistance and health insurance) could be more likely to stoke
individual sé6 ethnic concerns and | ead the
likely to benefit from these programs than natdbegn Americans.

Moreover, since beneficiaries frommedne st ed programs are us
Adest(iGuugtuesoh v i | i and Van Oorschot 2020; H e

Lanford and Quspaatsbly that ménisirdy)designs prompt citizens

43



to more specifically presume the types of immigrants who would benefit. For example,
|l evel s or types of work skills are highly
need to receive protection from the welfare sfalR e h m, Hacker, and Sch
2 0 1 @ particular, compared to workers with higfill levels, lowskilled or
unskilled workers are more likely to have lower incomes and, therefore, use means
tested welfare programs. With such an association, Hatikeresidents could surmise
that meandested programs benefit leskilled immigrants more than higgkilled
immigrants.

According to thdntergroup Status Hierarchtheory, because people
overwhelmingly prefer associating with others of equal or higher status, immigrants
from more devel oped countries or countrie
levels of GDP per capita) are less likely to cause a backlashganativeborn citizens
than i mmigrants from |l ess developed count
(Kustov 2019; Mc Cr ae et aHxistingséhdladship We e k s a
indicates that citizens in advanced countries hold a more favorable attitude toward
newcomers from firicho countries than i mmi
assume that immigrants from wealthier countries are more-ecammically similar
to nativeborn citizens themselves than immigrants from poor courftriese  Coni nc k
2 0 2 Dhys, meantesting rules should be less likely to lead citizens to associate
welfare benefits with immigrants from richer countries than their counterparts from

poorer countries.

3. By pot heses

According to the above anal yses, |l argue
assumptions about which ethnic groups receive benefits from the program. In particular,
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| expect that compared to universal welfare policies, policies with a restirgy
design (according to income levels) may lead respondents to conjecture that such
policies are specifically beneficial to immigrants.

Hypothesis 1The inclusion of means testing in a welfare program will make
respondents more likely to assume those programs will benefit immigrants to the
exclusion of nativdborn Americans than they would if these programs were universal.

The meangesting rule could also provide cues for individuals to speculate on
which categories of immigrants are more likely to be welfare beneficiaries. Since
income tests link meastssted programs with recipients having weaker capacities to
createwealth or lower group status, | expect that thjedgment criteria also apply to
distinguish immigrants and drive the following hypothesis:

Hypothesis 2The inclusion of means testing in a welfare program will make
respondents more likely to assume those programs benefkidad immigrants
relative to highskilled immigrants than they would if those programs were universal.

Hypothesis 3The inclusion of means testing in a welfare program will make
respondents more likely to assume those programs benefit immigrants from less
developed countries relative to immigrants from more developed countries than they
would if those programs were upigal.

In addition, | anticipate that the ways policy design elements impact these
assumptions about immigrants will be consequential for welfare support. The rationale
is that by inducing citizens to link welfare programs with a particular group, these
policy designs may prompt respondents to incorporate their feelings about the group
(e.g., antimmigration sentiment) into their assessméntda s el swer dt 202 2)

Hypothesis 4The inclusion of means testing in a welfare program will have a

larger negative impact on welfare support among respondents with higher anti
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immigration attitudes than on welfare support among respondents with lower anti

immigration attitudes.

3. EAxperi ment al Design and Dat a

To test these hypotheses, |l use data from
Lucid Theorem with 163% rLleuscpiodn dTehnetosr einm iAsu
service online survey platform enabling r
representative sampl es. Th etwohypotheticala!l sur v
prospective policies: a program that helps people afford to go to college (based on

Pell Grantg and a program that helps families with qualifying children get a tax break

(based on th€hild TaxCredit CTC. The r ati onale for wusing h
policies instead of existing soci al progr
respondent so6 (Weslhfokr e naltatidtb bdeet2 @20 ) sol at e
of t het ensetairnsg rul e on wel fare assumptions
mani pul ations vary in ondgeasltemagntr:ultehd opr
the wel fare benefit. R e swpoo rgd eorutpss @ roe rreared
information about these two hypothetical
description of the Pell -t@rsdnthgpoluil ey tamalt
description of the CTC polisyptéadséntdedswn
meanested version -modatieiset eCdl Cv earnsdi aan nofn t h
The order of the policy descriptions and
each tr e d\ithimeach groap, Imnalyze the degrees of support for these two

policies and respondentsé perceptions of

Blprreegi st er dc tthies OptendySci Eoced &ramesvsook the preregist
A2.The institutional review boards (I RB) reviewed and a
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the implementation of these prograBse | ow i s an exampl e di spl

one hypothetical welfare program (CTC) an
We would |ike to ask your opinion on a
this program, families with dependent ¢

them manage the cost offo rreaeicsiinvgg Kihdss. bfe

applicants must have an annual househol
the feder al poverty | evel (for Ekiasnpl e,
program would cost the U.S. Treasury ab
After showing the pri mes, I ask respond

hypot heti cal policy and what Agroups in A
from these wtl fSatbh¢ egptsgraams first asked tc
hypot heti cal wel f aproei nptrwasdtraa pes e semmpagsneg fii v
stroagisyuggestuppgr fiowshtifloemigd fyer support nor
seraesthe midpoint. Regarding the welfare
permitted to choose mul tliaglcerapthigon o fmudn
social, economic, and ethnic features), s

unions, 0 and Al mmigrants. 06 The choice of

these other groups i s aimed at iswawieditmg o
respondents. This dependExt!|l uaroabhssumpht
coded Al10 i f a respondent chooses Ai mmigr

United States. o0 This measurement approach
participantsd® benefici ar(y20a2sls,unplt2i2o0)ns use

After that, al | respondent s, regardl ess

BFoorggesti pgmem@amsit hi s st uAdg. see Appendi x
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t wo questions. For example, respondents r
policy you just read about did benefit in
believe would be most I|ikely to benefit?o
t wo st yopfe i mmi-gkaht ed 0 mmwegsrka ntlseod a ndmifighriagn
This dependent variable is an -3hkidlilcad or v
i mmi grantso and-sRitetdrirmmggtanfibBi ghl n ad
recei vei drme MAesuming that the policy you
i mmi gdanyesyuy believe it would be more bene
poor countries, orTheVyahavel ywoi opitcoostt
Arel atively poor countrieso and Arel ati ve
devel opment status of the country of orig
the dependent varimml grewnth firomppesentian

indicating dAi mmigrants from richer countr

and national origin questions.
The primary independent variable of int
treatmeeamtes ( Fbhy wermeaass F0py. Testing H4 re

vari abllenmmamead i on gppgshgioerspoabldent sé pi
towards i wmi gh alt i m@masure using a series o
policy adapted from the 20XI21|Ameviingan Nat
Hasel $@®R@RTHhi s includes questions about v
toward unauthorized i mmigrants, attitudes
who were illegally brought into the U.S.

staomoes | aw that permits checks on the 1in
unauthorized i mmigrants, and positions on

l' i kel i hood of 1 mmigrants wislclal®ompetse vwirti
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fall within the range of 0 t o-ilmmiwirtaht ihoing
preferences.ofproaper didherteeastes and report
treatment category to test H1, H2, and H3
bet weemi gration apdoshetei bneatamkat indicat

I n addition, measurements of other vari
El ection Study (CES) or American National
Content questionnaire. These include seve
alternation ofpetched i@lLAaS imodell dac( fagweéormtu st n
scaPa&nti Jesmregrinmmt Agesp ei)nt Whe(@nwWhi,teo = 1

AOt her raci al a NeEdd uectahtsipi @cn ngtr PwucpaEldea,l 6 Hp , =

0O and AFemalmad e xptpeiennt scal e). These var.i
establish the representvadridviemg sasn d fd & sheer is
for all variablApearde Bdi dpbdbragsi m hteh & e mc

characteristics of the Lucid sample as co

servegpogpultata on benchmark. The Luci d s amg
sample in multiple demographic characteri
than the | atter.
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Tab3le Demographic

the 2022 CES

Characteristics Bet wee

Variables Lucid 2022 CES
Gender
% Female 51.89 53.16
Age
% 18 to 29 years old 21.17 15.42
% 30 to 39 years old 20.00 15.80
% 40 to 49 years old 18.28 15.07
% 50 to 59 years old 16.86 17.69
% 60 to 65 years old 8.25 13.60
% 65 + years old 15.45 22.41
Race
% Non- White 28.82 30.83
% White 71.18 69.17
Education
% No HS 2.63 4.57
% High school graduate 28.27 27.75
% Some college 26.31 22.26
% 2-year college degree 12.15 10.74
% 4-year college degree 23.38 22.29
% Postgraduate degree 7.26 12.38
Household income
% Below 60k 65.69 53.98
% Between 60k and 150k 29.43 36.70
% Above 150k 4.88 9.32
Party ID
% Strong Democrat 20.76 27.68
% Weak Democrat 14.22 12.09
% Lean Democrat 9.52 10.19
% Independent 14.96 15.30
% Lean Republican 9.10 8.67
% Weak Republican 12.09 9.07
% Strong Republican 19.35 17.00
Ideology
% Very liberal 11.17 13.96
% Liberal 19.60 19.91
% Moderate 40.60 34.58
% Conservative 18.99 19.87
% Very conservative 9.65 11.68

NotMi:ssing val

included.

3. RBesul ts

I first exam

i mmi grants t

(0]

ues and

finot

sureo answer s

n

ne whethproghamaswaumpd i mean ¢ fh

tthhorex Almesicmanaf
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testing 3lulsehows gtuhree patter n-tprsadinagt ed | key

makes respondents more |ikely to assume t
the exclusi-ooarof thepamatioel ar, in the hy
experiment, ar oduenrdt 2 0i.mM8 % hod oaoerstproanl gr oup
meanesting information) assumed such a pr
native citizens, while abesti 2. Beatf mesnob

hel d t hi sAsaismiulmpc a ppanb € efodrs etrlvee dhy pot het i cz¢
Credit experiment: about 26.6% of recipie
such a program would benefit i mmigrants o
control group made thatbi hescapfdbeonet MONnso
tests indicate that thesendifDéar®ocedboahs

Therefore, H1 received empirical support.

2 Deai | s addiofufteorbehmecpeor ti onshitesssudy cak2Cbe found in Appe
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Fi guwrle Proportions of Participants Assumin
Benefit | mmigrants t-botheCExxictenss onbyf ENp
Condition (witHnaeawv@drmrsf)liidence

Pell Grant experiment Child Tax Credit experiment
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Without a means-testing rule  With a means-testing rule Without a means-testing rule  With 8 means-testing rule
No tFeu:l | results are rAg3Cdr A@@2 .in Appendi X
Next, I assestse svthiemdperulae memchsces respo

wel fare programs with specific i mmigrant

background of ori3@gidiscspluatysy. fA3 biogir & xp
treatment st westhng megnonsrement resulted in
respondents bsekiilelvead gi mnhiagr d notws woul d be
from these programs (dinfEfeoehcetoonftpeopPel
experi magpt ; 07@3Blod Tdhw Chedit experi ment)
H2, which anti diepatienyg trludte avomd alnamake nat

t hatskiolwl ed I mmi grants are-stkod ¢ eldi kenlmy gtr @
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Fi gudRe PropoPtaroamsi @pfant s Assuming Describe

Benef istkilloowed | mmi grants, by Experi ment al
Confidence I ntervals).
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= Pell Grant experiment Child Tax Credit experiment
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Fi g33 epl ot s t he upbrjceprdrst iwhms asfsumed t hat
presented to them would benefit i mmigrant
expected by HS3. Looking at the proportion
both welfare policy éeéxpérigmenps, aompapged
respondents in treatment groupsesstiregei ved
design) made the assumption that | mmigran
receive benefits from thesegidneqndri Whed fenra
proportigsas. &36,03C@hild Tax Credit experim

= .029,070). These re&sults are in |ine wi

2] also evaluate whether these experimental effects an
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FI GURERIr oportions of Participants Assumin

Benefit I mmigrants from Less Developed Co
(with 90% Confidence I ntervals).
Pell Grant experiment Child Tax Credit experiment
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Turning to the condition&84 pféeentss ames
from | inear regression model s-twistth nignt er a

treat memmi ggmalt i on .o phocsaorntdiomg stteatlebespor e

Results iARFRAppegestx that, i Hitstpa ntirce avthmd rets gureod ep s lnagrmt |
than citizens of other etPhendilcpGoamupm woulad shuenemd htatl idlee
i mmi grants onl yp=(2@.39 %i U wevd 25 m&togr amts . 625, 6 rvé mmy §r &
from | ess devel oped pg=oun@v#)i.esHowev. 3r% visor 8tdhel %Chi | d Tax
receivi-ngstmmiemagsinmfAbdbs manivwerrwehigiegni fi cantdwhi mesetbi kely
pressuumeh a wel fare progiami go al2®%a wRE28mp=0édn e-f lotws | £ d

i mmi g BFWLes9(.,p2000)3, or i mmi grants fr ®rf@%I7e8s5%,.8-e0le |l oped cc
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i nteracti on fieaflftehcotu gtho tshpee akntoefr acti on t er
the expected sign, it is statist.i€®lwiyt h n
controls; Child ifax. 5o ewiifth é&bopretrorivadesn)t t hi s
di splays only a slight narmmowirragdg i wint hitn itt
variable. That i s, tiheisee er @ssulntos sda nn dti cs
the measns ng rule has a ldrnger sapppeni g ee
the control treatment) among individuals

citizens -wmimhgt awi antscal e.

2Full results of the linear regression madbe!| sl (awistoh an
apply ordered | ogistic models to examine the interacti
i mmi grant attiA2ZEdéorSeetAhppenddiresults of ordered | ogit
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Fi guwde Predicted Wel fare Policy Approval a
| mmi grAatttiiotnude (with 90% Confidence | nter
Pell Grant experiment Child Tax Credit experiment
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Without a means-testing rule — — — = With a means-testing rule

NotFeu:l | results are rAZdr #A&@M2.i n Appendi x -

Whillfe nd no evindemaetofo-nanmmf §eati oh ant i
with tHResmaamgs treatment, there is strong
assumptions af ftectte d gby utlree hmevaensa | arger
wel fare support amenmg gtrhaotsieo nwistehn tsitnmmeonntgs a
i ndi vi dualmmiwirtalt iprno attit 838escompasbddwholi
assumptions that described policies not s
effects (on policy supporrto)g rafmsp roens wmpbteino
i mmi grants become increansmimgglay i omb stcantei &
Similarly, asmmhgratibber aftiahtude i ncrease
assumi-sikgi Il loewd i mmi grants omunnew ese tatsl ewred f

beneficiaries tends to be morskiplrloend nent
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foreigners or i mmigrants from developed ¢

exampl e, al/l el se being equal, in each we
l evel of exclusi onariymmingmiagtriaotni osnc aaltet i= uOd
| e Alrtmmi gration scale = 1), taassuimpdgi doasi

usually prodampe mi rsqu peglofr@a it n tepfooirmnbtto hse¢c &bl e

which is almost equa® to a full standard

ZXSee AppenAllDBADaAb| A2ns for full results of OLS model s.
regression reAEIts in Appendi x
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Fi guwne Predicted Wel fare Policy Approval a
Mea#t®sting Rule and I mmigration Attitude
and Covmatrrialbl es) .
Pell Grant experiment (others vs Pell Grant experiment (high-skilled Pell Grant experiment (richer country
immigrants only) immigrants vs low-skilled immigrants) immigrants vs poorer country immigrants)
©
>
o
(o}
[e R - -
S T iisis o 00123 4556 78 91 001234556 78 51
5 Anti-immigration scale Anti-immigration scale Anti-immigration scale
©
o Child Tax Credit experiment (others vs Child Tax Credit experiment (high-skilled Child Tax Credit experiment (richer country
o immigrants only) immigrants vs low-skilled immigrants) immigrants vs poorer country immigrants)
Qo o w0 A w
Q
R 4= <4 =
E = \“‘- \‘\.
D_ \\ \\\.\ \\\\
™ \\\\ 2 \__‘_‘:-_1' “ S
6 I1 ‘2 Ar{%\-im!}migrlrjalioIﬁst:zle;i Ig % 6 ‘1 I2Anéti ilemig;Satio‘ﬁsclzle23 é ; é ‘1 ‘2AnISti-im::'mgr‘sam:?ls.(:ile;3 ‘g 1‘
Assuming policy will benefit others/high-skilled immigrants/richer country immigrants
— — — Assuming policy will benefit immigrants only/low-skilled immigrants/poorer country immigrants
No tFeu:l | results are rAZDEAZZaAd ARDBAppendi X
While the substantial conditioning effe
are evildemutst point out a potential <concei
Lucid study. I n the Lucid study, I deci de
guestions after the policy approval quest
i mmi gr at iedon. tHhewev i s a downside to util i z
moderators and independent variables in n
dependent variables, as this may potenti a
this potendomductoercepaxnt,adlyown Pr &Ri)f,i c (s
an online survey company that works with
and surveysuplsitudhdye dfoll W2 respondents ¢
November 30 and December 1, 2023, | incor
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study and randomi zed the order of those b
policy approval gues®ti2lo nssh.o WAs nroe ssutlattsi sitni
significant differences in effects based
findings for each hypothesis in the Lucid
These results all eviate a sdiegsniigfni caanndt scpoen

robustness of the experimental findings.

3.@oncl usi on

This study expl oirae sc rhuocwi ame acnosmptoensetnitngof ¢

wel fare pdl mpgpcttesAmaeasi cansdé assumptions

wel fare beneficiaries. This study contend
are sighiapedambtyl yhss el ement of policy de
design makes respondents more |ikely to a
i mmi grants to tiherexd@dmesi cmanckikdtpidce al |y
i mmi grants andetllopea fcroamtirees.der eover,
testing design itself does not show a sig
bet ween exclusionary immigration attitude

evoked by this pnotliiaclyl yd eusnidgenr ndi on es uphrsotgar a m
respondents who oppose i mmigration. Al o]

fol-Upwexperiment using a sample recruited

These findings have i mportant I mplicati
influx of I mmigrants undermines public su
host countries. First, findings in this s

emphasizes the need to examine the roles
t owar d s o(@.g.aAshoknaad Huler2620; Mufioz and Paféiedo 2019;
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Qi and Haselswerdt 2024) As an essential factor i n pr
gover nmenmaldiecg,sipmnl i cy design al so plays
At he political prefer ence(sMetntdl edbre haarvd 03 sR
2018, Thi)s study indicates that in addit:
toward wel fare, the effects of welfare po
i mmi gration attitudes and welfare support

Second, the findings in this study high

do different types of immigrants affect p
native residents? While previous studies
and ohesmmrating the effects of i mniegrgant s «

Avdagic and Savage 2024; Garand, txXwey and
have tended to treat i mmigrants as a mono
|l iterature has not fully distinguished wh
i mmi grants affect citizensd wel fare benef
programs. This study suggests that assump

would be wel fare beneficiaries are al so a

assumptions are consequential for welfare
i mmi gma&ntisscaeasingly considered the | east
resistance to I mmigration has become an i

Republican agenda a(nBlr accbyn seenrdv aRiiwrei g are 04 @

Romero 2011; Vanl|l®©onschwotrthOoO@éayi ng attent

conservative parties and politicians emph
hi ghlight specific types of i mmigrants in
publ i s iadt welscameadawatenaeades during el ¢
policymaking processes.
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This study presents many possibilities

are needed to validate its findings. Firs
policy designs i mpact i mmigrant attitudes
expl ornataidan .t ilont & 0t itrhge rmelaslss, do ot her el

design affect welfare preferences and mod

and public support for welfare programs?
are | hhRekeyseparate mechani sms affecting ¢
assumptions and attitudes toward i mmigran
explore whether and how other I mportant d
such as tolue cfesnditmgx sadmini stration, and
moderating roles in shaping such assumpt.i

preferences.
Furthermore, as results in this study s
potenti al beneficiaries, citizens can for

specific characteristics and background i

sold body of research has started to inves
such as i mmigrant statwus, religious belie
native citizens6 i mmigration(sugporAalamar

|l yengar, and Messing 2012; De Coninck 202

Lanford and QuBdagne 20R@)arship should e

i mmi grant characteristics on public suppo
hand, upcoming research can examine how n
| evel of educatridon aadnfdecdr inmitn avle rpeecop| e 6s
attitudes toward redistribution. On the o
deservingness of aid may also vary in acc
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cannot easily change or control, such as
country background (e.g., geographic | oca
these questions could help us develop a c¢
ofethel ati onshi p betbwerenn ptohpeu |gartoiwoi nn ga nfdo rtel

of redi stribution.
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CHAPTER 4: Immigration and Welfare Attitudes: Do

Personal Interactions Matter?

Previous research suggests that citizens®o
foreignborn residents influence and perhaps undermine support for the welfare state.
However, findings on the effect of personal exposure to immigrant populations are
inconsistentWe argue that this is because existing work does not distinguish between
different types of interactions between natives and immigfantsing original survey
experiments embedded in the 2022 Cooperative Election Stedkplore how

personal interactions with i rfafindtheant s aff
freqguent mere exposure has a dampening ef
frequent actual contact, in the form of conversations, has a positive effect on
individual s0 perspectives on wel f ghate prog
the effects of information about | mmigran
interactions, although the eligibility of documented immigrants &ogmtly enhances

respondent sd wel fare support more than th

4.1 I ntroducti on

A growing body of research suggests that in many advanced countries, the actual or
perceived influx and presence of immigration has become a preeminently important

factor in determining welfare support among native citife#s! e si n a , Mi ano,
Stantcheva 2023; Burgoon and Rooduijn 202
2017, Hero 2010; Larsen 2011;.Hoawnwe 2024,

still lack consensus on how the presencéhe size of immigrant populatigragffects

2ADr . Jake Hasel swerdt is the second author of this ess
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welfare attitudes and the welfare state. Specifically, the effect of ethnic diversity in

i ndigenous <citizens6 raenatterdfantense @ebateamong e x t

scholars and remains indetermingt8 r e z nau and Eger 2016; Cho

Sambanis 2023; Crepaz 2008; Eger 2010; Hi
In this paperywe argue that, for immigration to affect welfare attitudes, citizens

must first recognize their racial or ethnic contexts and then percerggaus as

threats to resources or people to trust and sympathize with. Crucially, existing research

shows that irdracting with outgroups can have either of these effeBsu r g o0 o n Ko st

and van Egmond 2012; Eick and Busemeyer 2

Wal ker, Mc Ca b e , Duang ttlis pvbaesso differeydezo® personal

interactions have considerable effects on

about immigrant participation in welfare programs. Specificali/seek to distinguish

between mere exposure (the frequency with which a citizen sees or encounters people

they perceive to be immigrants) with actual contact (the frequency with which they

engage in conversation with people they perceive to be immigréresygue that, in

the absence of actual contact, enexposure will increase the perceived threat of

immigration, including to public resources, and ultimately drive down welfare support.

Conversely, actual contact will increase empathy, diminish antagonism toward ethnic

minorities, and alleviate concernsoait the deservingness of immigrants for public aid,

thereby fostering greater welfare support in the context of mass immigration. In

addition, these types of personal interactions with immigrants could moderate the

effects of infor meetlifoar ea bed utgiibmniigrya mtns & i

For example, frequent contact with foreig

support for welfare programs that qualify immigrants for such benefits, while frequent

mere exposure in the absenceaftact will be more likely to reduce it.
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Through an original survey experiment embedded in the 2022 Cooperative
Election Study (CES)yve find that frequent mere exposure has a negative relationship
with respondentsdéd wel fare support, but fr
increased support. However, there is no clear evidence that the effects of information
about the eligibilityof mmi gr ants on citizensd wel fare
personal interactions, though the eligibility of documented immigrants significantly
bol sters respondentsd wel fare support mor

Thesdfindings have broad implications for the policy and political research on
immigration and social welfare. Previous research speaking to the question of how
immigration affects support for immigrarglated policies often focuses on geographic
context or patial proximity but neglects the substantial role of individeaél
interactions with ethnic minorities in shaping policy attitudes among indigenous
citizens(Alesina, Harnoss, and Rapoport 2021; Auspurg, Briderl, and Wéhler 2019;
Gravelle 2016; Walker, McCabe, and Matos 20B3)showing that different types of
personal interactions have divergent effects on support for welfare protheagydy
helps disentangle the conundrum of how immigrants affect preferences on redistribution
policies.

In addition, a solid body of research suggests that the effects of immigration on
nativeso6 wel fare preferences also hinge o
background, such as ethnicity, work history, and religious béli&sa | b er g, l yeng
and Messing 2012; De Coninck 2020; Lanf or
Strabac .hesentlings aldcbriripute to the state of the art in this field by
showing that the legal status of immigrants, which directly speaks to the perceived
deservingness of the different subpopul at

consideration of suppoitr welfare policies. In summarthis study promotes a holistic
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and reflective understanding of the impacts of ethnic diversity on social welfare.

4.2 | mmi grant Perceptions, Personal

Wel fare Progr ams

To understand how i mmigration politics is
wel fare, we first need to assess how resi
i mmi gration affect their at trietluadteesd tpoow aircdi
I n this field, two plausible but at the s
devel oped. Accomraupmpgc drot @ hte timeemry, gr owi
diversity could counter prejudice and cul
Thationale is that an increasing number

group members could diminish ethnocentris

abougroups, and foster greater understand
membeAk|l port 1954; Berinsky et al. 2023;
Tabel lini 2022; Pettigrew and Tropp 2008)

Conversely, the group threat ®©heampy ind

can stimulate rather than mitigate prejud

scarce resources, such as | o(bBl, alwedkK alr®6 m
Enos 2016; Key 1949; Quillian 199Bhi Reny
theory expects that the influx of I mmigr a

increase competitioBcoaesméE€igelr eraidn Blodwmam

2016; Eick and Busemeyer 20 2t3husHilnenaedlirnogo s

opposition to i mmigrationr rdard dlowerubdpgenn
To test these theories and investigate the nature by which the presence of

immigration shapes policy attitudes, existing scholarship conducts numerous empirical
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studef e. g., Al esi na, Harnoss, and Rapoport
2021; Hopkins 2010; Senik, Stichnoth, and
2 0 1 Among these studies, many focus on analyzing the effects of the immigration
population in a geographic context or at a particular spatial scale on attitudes toward
immigrants or welfare programs. However, results from these studies are mixed. Some
studies find negative impacts of the size or presence of the immigrant population in

given geographic units on attitudes toward the legal inclusion of immigrants or
redistribution(e.g., Alesina, Harnoss, and Rapoport 2021; Eger 2010; Eick and

Busemeyer 2023; Mau and Burkhardt 2009; Romer 2@®Ber scholars find that

neither the exact size of the ethnic minority populageg., Auspurg, Briderl, and

Wohler 2019; DeWaard 2015; Schlueter and Davidov 26&B)he perceived scale of

the immigrant populatiofe . g. , Seni k, Stichnoth, and Va
and Per kigarsignifiaf ihdicator of threat.

One rationale to explain these mixed re

(either actual or perceived) to capture t
i mmi grrealnatt ed pol i cies is not a precise ani
Amabye t oo tangential to peoplesd actual C (

(Steele and .Pdmkifraxt20r®,ce)t studies sugoc¢
such as neighborhoods of residence, may b
and percept i onEhogPoertndr, andBambanis 2083t Binesen and
Senderskov 2015; Koopmans and Schaeffer 2016; Vasilopoulos, McAvay, and
Brouard 2022)

In general, there are two principal mechanisms through which residential contexts

affect attitudes toward immigration: first, residential contexts may mediate the

frequency of daily exposure and contact between members of majority and minority
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groups; second, residential contexts may impact attitudes about immigration through in
group consolidatioin that is, attitudes develop or get enforced as a result of coming
into contact with shared viewysHi mme |l r oos and Leino 2015; S
Hastie F01tOfRthreato or Atrusto to operate
or ethnic contexts and then perceive-grdups as either a threat to resources that are
essential for themselves or not as a threat but as people worthy of trust and @mpassi
(Hopki ns 20 1 0citizeigoare garel € @o3ell to or in contact with
immigrants in their daily lives, it could be difficult for them to fully perceive their
ethnic contexts and thereby neither get noticed abotgoub up At hr eat so0 not
their empathy toward immignts.

On the contrary, if citizens frequently interact with ethnicgratups, they may
both perceive the presence of ethnic diversity and form their perceptions about whether
ethnicogr oups are fAthreatsod or nodgroup The rati
fit h r emaydevélop with increasing exposure to a grtlugatinducing stimulus
(Crisp, Hutter, and Young 2009; Goldschmidt, Hallsten, and Rydgren ,200ifg
understanding and sympathy between people also require a process of gradual building
and strengthening.

Does the presence of immigrants in the residential context enhance or undermine
public support for social welfare? To answer this question, we need to distinguish the
difference between two major types of personal interactions with ethnic minbrities
expsure to and contact with. By definition
around and casually observing people of d
withforeignb or n resi dents refers to fAintimate f
talkingoboutgr oup member s wi th di(&ddschnddh,t et hni c

Hallsten, and Rydgren 2017, ®s a more direct, effective, and honest interaction
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pattern relative to exposure to immigrants, actual contact with newcomers represents a
closer relationship between natisern citizens and immigrants, and this interaction
pattern should foster greater understating and empathy for immigrants than mere
exposure. Therefore, the effect of actual contact would support expectations of the
inter-group contact theory, whereas the impact of mere exposure would be consistent
with predictions of the group threat theory.

Taken together, through Acasual observa
interactions with foreigiborn residents, natives have the capacity to extend lessons and
ideas learned from int@roup contact to welfare politics, such as automatically
asso@ting welfare policies or welfare benefits with immigrapts e vy 2021, 127
Wal ker, Mc Ca b e, Fird, naivedvieceive artc2iruiate immigration
related information througitequent exposure to or contact with immigrants, which
could deepen their impressions of i mmigra
social/political participation. These reinforced impressions could impact or change their
immigrationrelated sentiments andake people to consider the welfare participation
of immigrants when thinking about the composition of welfare beneficiaries. Second,
because direct and sincere communications with immigrants are moyehiel
superficial and perfunctory interactions to equip citizens to receivierpnigrant
arguments and dampen concerns about the p
by newcomer§ Ber g 2009; Vasil opoul gfsequenc Av ay, a
contact with foreigfborn individuals could motivate native citizens to hold more
favorable attitudes toward i mmigrantsé we
contact with newcomers or frequent exposure to immigrants but havingplitite

contact with them (frequent mere exposure).
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4. 3 Hypotheses

This study explores how the perceived personal interactions with immigrants affect
citizensd welfare attitudes in thewereceiyv
expect that in the era of mass immigration, both frequent mere exposure to and frequent
actual contact with ethnic minorities wou
the directions of such effects should be discrepant.
Hypothesis 1Frequent mere exposure to immigrants will have a negative effect on
citizensé6 support for welfare policies.
Hypothesis 2Frequent actual contact with immigrants will have a positive effect
on citizensd support for welfare policies
In addition, different types of personal interactions with immigrants could
condition the effect of immigrant (including the undocumented immigrant) eligibility
on citizensd support for social programs.
Hypothesis 3Learning that immigrants are eligible for a social welfare program
will have a larger positive (or smaller negative) impact on policy support for people
who have frequent contact with immigrants than people who do not have frequent
contact with immigrants.
Hypothesis 4Learning that undocumented immigrants are eligible for a social
welfare program will have a larger positive (or smaller negative) impact on policy
support for people who have frequent contact with immigrants than people who do not
have frequent contact witmmigrants.
Hypothesis 5Learning that immigrants are eligible for a social welfare program
will have a larger negative (or smaller positive) impact on policy support for people
who are frequently exposed to immigrants but have little to no contact with them, as

compared to peopleho have low levels of exposure or high levels of contact.
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Hypothesis 6Learning that undocumented immigrants are eligible for a social
welfare program will have a larger negative (or smaller positive) impact on policy
support for people who are frequently exposed to immigrants but have little to no
contact with them, as conmeal to people who have low levels of exposure or high

levels of contact.

4. 4 Research Design and Dat a

Ourdata come from a nationally representative experiment embedded in the 2022

CooperativeElection Study (CES) prelection survey run online by YouG8vThis

survey experiment includes 10@spondents based on a hypothetical social welfare

programi Medicare for All, with randomly assigned information about immigrant

eligibility . Respondents first answered two questions on exposure to immigrants and

contact with them. Regarding exposure to immigraMss a y , AThinking ab

usual daily life, how often would you say that you see people from countries other

than the United States ?WeaAssk ,f off T hciomktiancg an

your usual daily life, how often would you say tlyati talk to people from countries

ot her than the Unit edvei®iudet sestéhce atRheend,b ot h q

Alf you are not sure, please just give us
Respondents provided their answers to these questions by usingaifive

scale ranging from O (Never) to 4 (Every

midpoint. Thenwet r ansf orm t he responses to the fie

Acontact with i mmigrantso measurese For b

%Qustudy design wiarss taiptpu toivema Ib yar néch iceeown pbl oraer sdesw i (t1 ARPBS A e
Principles and Gui danc&Vedlns ¢iupna a rhssigiibg ye ed es® fReers e&oicthh e e
Fr amewor k
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first identify the median resporféeAny respondent who reported encounters more
frequent than the median response i s cate
any respondent giving the median or bel ow
exposure/ contact. o
Based on the exposure and contact measwesieate a set of indicator
variables that capture both concepts: #dlo
|l ow contact (Frequent mere exposure), 0 an
The | atter category i ncl ypahdests, &nd mayhlsoe x p o s u
include respondents who report. dhat they
Each respondent was then randomized to one of three conditions for the
experimental question. All conditions include basic descriptions of the goals and
mechanisms of the proposed Medicare for All program. The control condition
includes no mentionofimmigant s. The HAall i mmi grant so ¢
that all immigrants are eligible for this welfare benefit, regardless of their
documentation status. The Adocumented i mn
documented immigrants are eligibWesay, A We woul d | i ke to ask
about a hypothetical government policy. Under this policy, any American can receive
free or lowcost health insurance coverage from the governnirantigrants will
also be eligible for this benefit regardless of their immigration status
Immigrants will also be eligible for this benefit, but only if they are documented

This program would cost the U.S. Treasury

%Medi an Eaposufrer tios(Mhme pimkxcaen per week,)abdtMaditarvealyuad

f ocContwictth I mms(Bawmt soncle. per week
2’This | ast group may be observed either because respon:
contact with immigrants (e.g., phone or .online conver s:
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After each descriptiowea s kreeds pohd edathspiot i cy preferen
using-pai ht,vdaalme 1 (oppose strongly) to 5¢(:s
mi ddl e poi ntsulpepiomg Mmbee totpwe sfeulol wor di ng
guestions, and response options in the Ap
CES Common Content gquestionnaire. These i
partisan-pbipt (sewapmi)nt asgcdaf(Nk)ins pwahniitce Whi t e
= 1 and AOther rapesot=s@h) e¢gduaadi gender

Femal eo = 0). Details about ®&@&Btrol var.i

1]

4. 5 Results

Asvee andomly assigned respondents into two
group, we can observe and compare uncondi

groups . wed dhomugth have for mal hypot heddes abo

the treatment group (Aal/l i mmi grantso) re
for all i mmigrants had the | owest mean su
the Medicare for AlI program, comm@marded to

deviatiioon thed4d5) eat ment group (Adocument ec
with information about welfare eligibilit
mean support of 3.22 (standard deviati on
i nf or matiinom gabaonutsd wel fare eligibility.
i mmi grantso treatment group and nNt=he 0olt her
compared to the Adocumented i mmigrantso g
group), though the difference between the
control group fal/l shert 189 . st at ssmmaal, s
undocumented i mmigrants clearly depresses
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eligibility for documented i mmigrants has
any at all. This suggests an i mportant di

deservingness of these different I mmigran

Table 4.1 Mean Support for Social Welfare Policy across Treatment Conditions.

Policy All immigrants Documented Control n
immigrants

Medicare for 2.75 (.08) 3.05 (.08) .01
All

Medicare for 2.75(.08) 3.22 (.08) <.01
All

Medicare for 3.05 (.08) 3.22 (.08) A3
All

Standard errors in parenthes@svalues are twailed.

To assess the effects of citizensd inte
that different types of personal interactions with immigrants condition the effect of
i mmi grant eligibility on wauseciazesigs®dS suppor
models of policy support, with variables measuring exposure to and contact with
immigrants, treatment indicators, and interaction terms of treatments with exposure
and contact as the main explanatory variables. All the models use survey weight.
Figuredlpr esents the effects of indicators nf
actual contacto (OLS predMediioarsg foomr cAltli
program. We can clearly observe patterns
exposure to i mmigrants i s associated with
frequent actwual contact with I mmiagrrtants i
Wel fare support was-poR28tpecate (sghedaod

among those whentepottel €tometact with i mn
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those who reported | ess frequent contact.
to i mmigrants were | ess supportive than t
according t cABDels WABR, i hboThbké&fects are st
significant at the .05 Il evel, even when c

covari ates.

Figure 4.1 Effects of Frequent Actual Contact and Frequent Mere Exposure on
Support for Medicare for All. Predictions and 90% Confidence Intervals
Generated from OLS Models with Control Variables.

8
L

B
!

4
|

2
1

0
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1

Effects of frequent actual contact and frequent
mere exposure on policy approval of Medicare for All

-6

T |

Frequent actual contact Frequent mere exposure

No tFeu:l | results are repor A8Dl iann dA pMoednedli x8 |
TabA3B2.

~

Fi g42 edi spl ays the marginal edrnect of i

ordinal varipablne wictath earfaingeng from 0 ( Ne
wel fare policy support. We also see the p
social welbhacemeprmomgremsavorable as the fr
i mmi grants increased. This relationship i
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without cofftlr o05.variabl es

Figure 4.2 Marginal Effects of Contact with Immigrants on Support for
Medicare for All. Predictions and 90% Confidencelntervals Generated from
OLS Models with Control Variables.
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Mo d el 1 in this tablFendernpbssupperef HB8c(

wel fare eligibility among natives who hav
all . There iIs no cl|l daheiinhnteernact oonetférmt
expected, nor ianfht. (%2 awiitsh icamnt iyolss).niAd

2Weal so run models with bothkpbsontatd wmmmgdemsgi anfTabl
A3D4Resul t s exlpow utrteatand contact (which are highly corre
have very diver gtehkee yr e ularc paedihti ipsn wittthe coef ficient of
remains positive amd.9O®Htiestioal ugdi sggriekpoantre(to i mm
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i nterac

i n Mode

exposur

exposur

i nsi gnn
and H6,
hi nges
whil e i

support

i nterac

tion terms between the dAall i mmi gr
I 2 fic obmebti weeedn dtntnei agt rmeemntts and fr equen
e i n Model 3, and between the dall
e in Model 4 are signed as expecte
fig&m,nt. §1, and .59 respectively, w
which al l predict that the effect
onraatiweprsoOwi hheet hnic minorities,
mmi grantsdé welfare eligibility can
, these effects are not conditiona

ti on wiadh, irnmersiughrd@ddh tiism dTantslttee t hat p

ideol ogy plays a substanti al role in mode

newcome

as cons

documen

corrobo

Bl ekesa

rs on native citizensod wieddmtrief iped
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4. 6 Conclusi on

Considerable scholarly effort has been devoted to unnapble effects of

i mmi gration on native citi zlegnsaagsangport f

Savage 2024; Burgoon, Koster, and van Egmond 2012; Garand, Xu, and Davis 2017;

Haselswerdt 2022; Romer 2028)owever, results from studies assessing how the

presence or scale of immigration on public opinion toward welfare programs are

mixed. In addition, micrdevel evidence regarding the effects of immigration in

citizensd6 resi denttideslremaissparses Ir thisstudyye wel f ar e

demonstrate that different types of personal interactions with immigrants have distinct

effects on nativesd6 support for welfare p

original survey experiment embedded ie 2022 Cooperative Election Study (CES),

wef i nd that frequent mere exposure under mi

frequent actual contact is associated with increased supithiugh exposure and

contact affect gener al attitudes, they do

access to benefitslowever the eligibility of documented immigrants significantly

bol sters respondentsd wel fare support mor
By teasing out mechanisms through which different personal interaction patterns

impact welfare attitudeshis study contributes to surmounting challenges and

qguestions faced by scholars in the field of immigration and welfare politics.

Examining how different types of personal interactions with immigrants shape

individual opinions toward social welfare is imperat e . Compared to fbi

such as military conflicts, elections, and economic fluctuations, which are primary

focuses of political scienceusties, individual interactions with ethnic minorities

usually receive less attentionC h o i Poert ner ,Howewed dalya mbani s

encounters and contacts with immigrants occur much more frequently and directly
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than these breaking events, makihgse individual interactions play an immensely
substanti al role in affecting native citi
behavior. Given the growing immigrant population and its mounting ramifications on
the daily lives of native resides) detailed examinations of interracial interactions and
communications and their impacts on public opinion toward the welfare system will
undoubtedly be of great value to academia and policymakers in effectively addressing
rising socioeconomic inequalignd poverty.

Future studies can further tap into puzzles regarding how immigration and
immigrants affect redistribution politics and policies basethesefindings. First,
ourexperiment is based on the U.S. population. Future research could replicate
study design in other countries as well. Considering the institutional, cultural, and
socioeconomic disparities among different countries, it would be interesting and
valuable to observe if native citizensd p
similar or dicrepant effects on support for redistribution programs across countries in
different regions. In addition, althoug¥e do not find significant evidence that
per sonal interactions with i mmigrants mod
eligibility on citizensd welfare preferen
of other policy designs of welfare programs;tsaspolicy delivery mechanismse . g .
Ashok and Huber 20 2 anddidgiibutionat gutcomesar bénkfitsi s 2 0
(e. g., Beramendi and Rehm,ohelfde attitGdesa r di n o

hinge on exposure to or contact with newcomers.
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CHAPTER 5: Conclusion

5.1 Suamdr Pi scussi on

As a social phenomenon with a long history aneréaiching influence, immigration

has been affecting all aspects of society in the receiving countries. Undoubtedly,

i mmi grantso contr i but cutunasamalgamatigpesonomco unt r i

participation,entrepreneurial endeavoemnd technology innovation, have profolynd
shapedhesocioeconomitandscap@andbolsteredhe improvement of political
institutions and governanoe destination countrie¢iowever, the integration of
newcomers has sd sparkeddebates and concerns among native citizegarding
their consumption of public benefits. In particular, whether and how immigrants
benefit from social welfaré one of the paramount public benefits designed to
enhance the solidarity and economic security of native citizens and faintilzess
become incresingly crucial in shaping public support for the welfare state and
modifying attitudesoward political candidates.

Existing literature has demonstrated that immigrasioinstantiallyaffectsthe
processes and outcomes of redistribution and the polititeofelfare state in host
countriefft e. g., Avdagic and Savage 2024;
2017 ; Hasel swer dt 2021; Magni 2024,
However,as previous chapters shostudies investigating the effects of immigration
on redistribution and social welfanave not adequatexploredsomecrucial
guestionsSome of these studies have epeesenedconflicting arguments and
reacled contradictoryconclusionsFor exampledo the effects of immigration on
welfare spending depend on domestic political institutions, such as the type of
government? If so, how do theyork?Moreover, although scholars have explored

how native citizensd assumptions and
82
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beneficiaries impact public opinion toward welfare programs and expenditwes g . ,
Ferwerda, Mar bach, and Hamwestlllackevidenc20 2 4 ; H
on what leads these native residents to make such assumptions in the first place. Also,

it is still open to debate why findings on the welfare effect of personal exposure to

immigrant populations are inconsistefihese questions have not been fully analyzed

and answered in the previous literature, and this is the lacuna that research in my
dissertation fillsin my di ssertati on, I explore i mmic
from two perspectives: the institutional perspective the personal interaction

perspectiveAfter meticulous and rigorous anaégs| have reached series of

valuable findings and conclusions that megftection and referender futurestudies

in this field.

5.2 Findings and Contribution

InChapter2,t i t 1| ed Al mmi gration, Government Typ
investigate how different government type
government welfare expenditures from a comparative perspective. By using time

series crossectional datarébm 1980 to 2019 for 28 advanced industrial countries, |

find that the increase in immigration inflow leads to the expansion of welfare

expenditures overall. However, the nature of this relationship is substantially affected

by the nature of the governmentpower. Specifically, increased immigration under

coalition and minority governments has a larger positive effect on welfare spending

than under singhkparty majority governments. This is because, by enabling parties

with egalitarian values and prmmigration preferences to have fragmented electoral
accountability and by restraining majority resentment toward immigrants, coalition

and minority governmentemore likely to accept immigration and the related
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increased welfare spending than singdety majority governments. These findings
help to reconcile conflicting arguments and results in the literature on immigration.
They also contribute to the ongoing debate about immigration and the welfare state by
demonstrating that political institutions play a profound role in shaping the politics
and policies of immigration and welfare.

Existing research on the politics of social welfare has found that the perceived
deservingness of program beneficiaries is crucial to public support and that
immigrants are typically viewed as less deserving than Rative beneficiarie§ e . g .
Magni 2024; Va.inCl@pter3stcihtolte d2 0f0I6mMmi gr at i on, l
Assumptions, and Wel fare Support, o | enri
deservingness by exploring how elements of welfare policy design (e.g.,-means
testing rules) affect nat ansaswelfatei zensd as
beneficiaries. Througtwo original survey experimestsing sampleof adults in the
United States, | test the effecf meanstestingpon r espondent sé assumj
policy will be especially beneficial to immigrantdind thatmeanstestingmakes
respondents more likely to assume that programs benefit immigrants to the exclusion
of nativeborn Americans. Additionally, a meatesting rule makes citizens more
likely to assume that programs benefit iskilled immigrants and newcomers from
less developed countries. Moreover, these assumptions undermine program support
among respondents who are opposed to immigrafioese findings indicate that
policy designs play a substantial role in the formation of welfare polefg@nces.
These results also contribute to a better understanding of the malleability of
assumptions about welfare beneficiaries and their ramifications on the politics of
redistribution.Moreover, this study speaks directly to the designs and rulasaial

government programs; it equips public administratogaio deeper insights intbe
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designs of government programs and facilitates public managers in designing and
implementing bettepublic policiesto alleviateinequality and poverty.
The effect of ethnic diversity in citiz

support has long been a matter of intense debate among scholars, with existing studies

finding contradictoryresult6 e . g. , Berinsky et al .. 2023;

To resolve this conflict in the Iliteratur
Attitudes: Do Personal I nteractions Matte
interacting with i mmigr anltegloraWwheteect s ci ti z

different ways through which American citizens interact with immigrants (exposure to
vs. contact with) have disparate impacts on their welfare attitudes. Using an original
survey experiment embedded in the 2022 Cooperative Election $fudythat
while frequent mear exposure to immigrants (e.g., seeing them on the street) has a
dampening effect on respondentsé6é wel fare
form of conversations, has a positive rel
welfare programsBy showing that different types of personal interactions have
divergent effects on support for welfare prograthis study helps disentangle the
conundrum of how immigrants affect preferences on redistribution policies.

Taken together, by exploring tielationship between immigrants and social
welfare through perspectives of political institus@nd personal interactispmy
dissertation contributes to our understanding of immigration and the welfare state,
i mproves theoretical mechani sms through w
perceptions of i mmigrants and citizensd a
equity, and helps citizens form a more objective, rational, and fairer attitude towards

immigrants and immigrant participation in welfgm@grams.
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5.3 Future Studi es

This dissertation opens up various opportunities for future investigations. First,
Alt h€bhgptaeral ¥zes the moderating effects c
ifgovernment compositions, other types of

of | egislative parties, bit@mepatitstendi8rf ed

wel fare effects, and their relationships
example, will the welfare effects of |1 mmi
points such as federalism and bifcamerali s

i mmi grants (e. g. ;skridflweglea annmd gd alnd w/) h ihqah e

the wel fare state and wel fare politics? A
moderate such effects? Moreover, the inte
i mairati on and i mmigrantsdé welfare partici
exampl e, willalsswarikiiregens with different oc¢
vi ewpoints toward i mmigrantsdé welfare con
meani ngimor et stddi es in this area.

Second, the working mechanisms through

i mmi grant attitudes and welfare support a
to thea emg¢amsgy rules, do other el ements of
pref er emmocdeesr aathned t he nexus between i mmigr a
for welfare programs? Different types of

separate mechanisms affecting citizenso w

toward I mimnage apar wietci pati on. Future studi
ot her I mportant design el ements of soci al
sources, tax administration, and term | in
such assumpvtei orness iadnedn tnsadt iwel f are policy pt
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Fur t h efutumrecstudees can furthexplorequestiongegarding how
immigration and immigrants affect redistribution politics and policies based on
findings in Chapter 4. Firsty experiment is based on the U.S. population. Future
research could replicatay study design in other countries as well. Considering the
institutional, cultural, and socioeconomic disparities among different countries, it
would be interesting and valuable to obse
with immigrants diplay similar or discrepant effects on support for redistribution
programs across countries in different regions. In addition, althiodigimot find
significant evidence that personal interactions with immigrants moderate the effects of
i mmi grantsdéd welfare eligibility on citize
whether the impacts of other policy designs of welfare prograrol,aspolicy
delivery mechanismée. g., Ashok and Huberand2 020 ; Far
distributional outcomes or benefitse . g . , Beramendi and Rehm 2

Met t | e, onwelfar2 attitudes hinge on exposure to or contact with newcomers.
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Fi gunne5 AThe Total 4Jdmfrinowoeful RAdn e@ingr i n Thot
OECD Countries Selec2@d9in This Study, 19

5000 6000 7000
1

4000
]

3000
|

Total inflow of immigration (in thousands) in 28 countries

1 I I I | I
1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020
Year

SourOEeCD I nternational Migration Database.

114



Tabllel ASummary of Key Variabl es

Vari abl e Me an St d. Mi n Ma X

Tot al soci a 21. 1° 4. 91 5. 68 34. 11

bet ween 3.74 15.3. 27. 4,
wi thin 3.22 5. 46 29. 7!
Soci al expe 12. 9° 3.55 .37 21. 41
cash

bet ween 2.91 8. 31 18. 91
wi t hin 2.06 1.14 20. 3!

Soci al expe 7.69 2. 48 1. 38 15. 8
kind

bet ween 1.79 4.99 12. 41
wi t hin 1. 74 . 32 15. 3.
| mmi grati on . 65 . 52 .01 3.42
bet ween . 43 .09 1.76
wi t hin . 32 - 41 2. 67
Government 2.54 1. 27 1 5

bet ween . 83 1 4. 73

wi t hin . 96 - 18 5. 62
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A2. | mmi gration, Beneficiary Assump

Appendix A2.A Ethical Considerations

| detchatr et hi s manuscript adheres to Princ
Research dAmketedabhyPdheticalDbrimgpctehdswlo
process of this research project, I attac
responsibilities and took them seriously.
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Appendix A2.B Core Questions and Prompts in Questionnaire

Condition 1

l1We would |Iike to ask your opinion about
t hi s optod dceayt, syredmtam t he gmmayerfnonrendoltloege ¢
as tuition, room and DbTomrrdec eainwe otthies Heanmn
applicants must have an annual househol d
federal poverty level (for example, $24, 8
This program would cost the U.S. Treasury
Based on the above information, do you su
ASupport strongly

ASupport somewhat

ANeither support nor oppose

AOppose somewhat

AOppose strongly

2. Below is a |ist of different groups 1in
you think are mostthilsi kperloyg rtaom?b eYroeuf inta yf rscen
groups.

A The unemployed

A Worckliansgs peopl e

A Mi-dlddaes peopl e

A Poor people

A Wealthy peopl e

A Big business

A Small business

A Labor unions

A | mmigrants

A Americans born in the United States

A Men

A Women

3Assuming that the policy you just read a
i mmi grants do you believe would be most |
ALowkilled i mmigrants (for example, agric
AHi eggtki | 1 ed i mmigrants (for example, medic

4Assuming that the policy youdgouwauread a
believe it would be more beneficial to inm
relatively rich countries?

A Relpobowvetguntries

ARel atively rich countries

5. We would |ike t
this program, f ami
manage the cost of

o ask your opiUmidem on a
|l ies with dependent <chi
rai sing kids.

Thpsogram would cost the U.S. Treasury ab
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above i nformation, do you su

t he
str
som
support nor oppose
0o me
tro

T T DOCCw!m

Too oo oo o To T
oOo0ozunumo

= 0 -

unempl oyed
Wo rckliansgs peopl e
Mi-dldd®s peopl e
Poor peopl e
Wealthy peopl e
Big business
Smal | busi ness
Labor wunions

| mmi gr ant s
Americans born in the United States
Me n

Wo me n

Too Too oo oo oo oo o To To To To ToQ < O

7Assuming that the policy you just read a
i mmi grants do you believe would be most |
ALowkilled i mmigrants (for example, agric
AHi eggtki | 1l ed i mmigrants (for example, medic

8Assuming that the
it would be more be
rich countries?

A Relpbowvetguntries
ARel atively rich countries

il cy youdg upadurkealdi a
icial to i mmigrants

Condition 2

9. We would |Iike to ask your opiUmidem on a
this program, families with dependent <chi
manage the co%¢ wméceiavei nigi Kibesnefit, app
annual household income at or below 100 p
example, $24,860 for a family of three).
This program would cost the U.S. Treasury

above information, do you su

on

ewhat

port nor oppose
what

ngl vy



10 Below is a |ist of different groups i
you think are most |ikely to benefit fron
groups.

A - The unemployed

A Worckliansgs peopl e

A Mi-dlddaes peopl e

A Poor people

A Wealthy peopl e

A Big business

A Small business

A Labor unions

A I mmigrants

A Americans born in the United States

A Men

A Wo men

1JAssuming that the policy you just read :
of mmi grants do you believe would be most
ALowkilled i mmigrants (for example, agric
AHi estki I 1l ed i mmi grants (for example, medic

12Assuming that the policy youdgouywauread .
believe it would be more beneficial to in
relatively rich countries?

A Relpbovetguntries

ARel atively rich countries

13We would |Ii ke to ask your opinion about
t hi s optod dceayt, syredmtam t he gmmayerfnonrendoltloege ¢
as tuition, room and board, and other | iv

This program would cost the U.S. Treasury

Based
ASuppo
ASuppo

o] he above information, do you su
;
;
ANeithe
e
e

n t

t strongly

t somewhat

rorsupport nor oppose
somewhat

strongl vy

AOppos
AOppos

= 0 h
nw >ono

T T W

u
ou .
Th unempl oyed
Wo rckliansgs peopl e
Mi-dldd €s peopl e
Poor peopl e

Weal thy peopl e
Big business

To I To To T PoQ < B
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A Small business
ALabor unions

A | mmigrants

A Americans born in the United States
A Men

A Wo men

15Assuming that the policy you just read :;

of i mmigrants do you believe would be mos
ALowkilled i mmigrants (for exampl e, agric
AHi estkki Il 1l ed i mmigrants (for example, medic

16Assuming that the policy youdgouwauread .
believe it would be more beneficial to in
relatively rich countries?

A Relpbowvetguntries

ARel atively rich countries
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Appendi x A2.D OLS Regression

Resul ts
on Suppo
(Cont

Table A2. D1 Etketisgoflr Matament
Conditional on | mmigrant Attitude
@QPel I @Pel I
Supp¢ Supp
Meathesting treat ment 0.21 0. 25+
(0. 114 (0. 14
|l mmi gration oppositio -2.25* -1. 53*
(0.20 (0. 22
MeathestingXLI memagmaento -0.01 -0. 07
opposition scale (0. 28 (0. 28
|l deol ogy -0. 09~
(0. 04
Party | D -0.10*
(0.02
| ncome -0. 00
(0.01
Femal e 0.11*
(0. 06
Age -0.07*
(0.02
Whi t e 0.17*
(0. 07
Educati on 0.01
(0.02
Constant 4. 04~ 4. 38*
(0.10 (0.16
Observations 1637 1624
Rsquared 0.140 0.181
Standard errors in parentheses

* p<O0.pk®, 0%*% *** p<0.01
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Table A2. D2 E4fetisgofflrMaament on S
(CTC) , Conditional on | mmigrant Atti
Category).
3YCTC 4HCTC
Supp¢ Supp
Meathesting treat ment 0.17 0.15

| mmi gration oppositio -1.58F* -1.23*

MeathestingXLI memagmaento -0.18 -0.16

opposition scale (0. 28 (0. 28

| deol ogy -0. 05

(0. 04

Party | D -0.06*

(0.02

| ncome 0.00

(0.01

Femal e 0. 13*

(0. 06

Age -0. 00

(0.02

Whi t e 0.09

(0. 07

Education -0. 03

(0.02

Constant 3.88* 4. 08*

(0.10 (0.16

Observations 1638 1625

Rsquared 0.080 0. 096
Standa errors in parentheses

r d
* p<0.10, *p*<0p<0Q. 05, ***
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Figure A2.F1 Proportions of Respondents A
Programs Benefit | mmigr armtogy nt Citth e ekixsc | Wws
Experi ment al Rocnediotri dbwihanimdc9 @ % Confi dence

Pell Grant experiment Child Tax Credit experiment
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Figure A2.F2 Pr

oportions of Respondents A
Programs BekefledL©b

mmi grants, by RExpmperi me
or Et (miidiht 0% Confidence I ntervals).
Pell Grant experiment ) Child Tax Credit experiment
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Figure A2.F3 Proportions of Respondents A
Programs Benefit | mmigrants from Less Dev
Condi t iRlmc eamd Ewihtnh c9@% Confi dence I nteryv
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Appendi x A2. G Frequency Distribution of |
i mmi gration Scal e).

Figure A2. Gl Frequency Distr FbwniigonatofonOb
Scal e.
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Frequency
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Appendix A2.1 Prolific Follow-Up Study

The Motivation, Research DesilWpn,Staunddy Dat a
The major motivat-upnstaodgonduthaa fTallbow

beneficiary group assumption questions we
guestions. This experimental design may |
modelts htatvee pol i cy approvals as dependent
beneficiary group assumptions as the mode
i ssue Iis not a concepprioponrthensedselst s &
Fi gBLB8%an33 since these results do not i nv
vari abl es.

To avoid potenti al bias caused byupghe ord
study on Prol-ugist.udwy, tlhei Mfcodrlpow at ed al |
Luci d srraddoymiaznedd t he order of those benef |
guestions and policy approval questions.
the endogeneity problems mentioned above.
presenting questeifdmcsd ame/a guroiurpg als sumpt i ons
guestioatdmapgal i ence of 1 mmigration.

This Prolupgisct ydyl lwass conducted from Nover

with 1525 American respondents (I exclude
correctly answerre atwoe mtr smorree mpare questi on
et (1021)). This is a convenience sampl e,
gender . Il n general, compared to the Lucid
percentage of minority respondents and wa
and | eswi tal itglhee dRe pu RAI2i. T amr pwirdegs deadd rei pt
of t heupfosltluodowy sampl e.

Resul ts

TablA&Qsl A2A.@ present the replication re [
effects dafestthengmeaans. Consi ARIntamwd t h t he
A2D2, results here also indicate that the]
the mesns ng rule had a | arger dampening ¢
individual s wh-o mmagye astr angert uamrtit han ama
weakergriammion opposition scale.

s u

ABDIFA. 4, Adnhd the insignificant coeff i
raction terms suggest that we fail t o
rent question orders, which means th
rences in effercdsr baBlkar efnorqa,estthe d
ing of the beneficiary group assumpt
not | ead to significantl yAalbfferent
. A2.8 andABRi2guarree similar to thA2e,0f th
D4A2D5 an®B5Fi ghoagh particular Prolific

T
e
f
f
e
s

t
f
f
d
e

4svw-uw~—~>pooaa——
DO DO —TNNO T3S

e onditioning effects of the national
ightly |l ess significant than the Lucid
sul ts al ssounsputpipoorrst sthhaapte datsbypgt hel meanansn
bstantially condition the effects of 1in
| fare sueporkn MomeowA2CH rAdQ2 | tseo@| Tab
bAI2e.9 AZAd 0O support H1, H2stand H8I| ekatwih
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respondents more |ikely to assume wel fare
| osvki | I ed i mmigrants, or i mmigrants from
Tabl e A2. |Meaetfd £tcitisg ofr eat ment on Support
Conditional on | mmigrant Attitude (Contro
(33)Pe | | (34)Pe | |
Supp¢ Supp¢
Meathesting treat ment 0.03 0.07
(0. 11 (0.10
|l mmi gration oppositio -3.03* -1.84%*
(0. 17 (0. 19
MeathestingXL mmagmanto 0. 33 0.18
opposition scale (0. 24 (0.23
|l deol ogy -0.26*%
(0. 04
Party | D -0.06*
(0.02
| ncome -0. 03*
(0.01
Femal e 0. 13*
(0. 05
Age -0. 03
(0.02
Whit e -0. 29+
(0. 06
Educati on 0.01
(0.02
Constant 4 . 74* 5. 55*
(0. 08 (0. 1¢
Observations 502 1497
Rsquared 0.273 0. 357

Standa
* p<O0.

r d
10,

errors
* ok

n parentheses
p<0. 05,

* %
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Tabl e A2. |1Ne aEtfe tcitsg ofreat ment on Support
(CTC), Condi tional on I mmigrant Attitude
Category).
(35CTC (36)CTC
Suppc Suppc
Meathesting treat ment 0. 21+ 0. 18*
(0. 11 (0.10
|l mmi gration oppositic -2.16*% -1. 53~
(0. 17 (0.109
MeathestingXLI memagmant o -0.40* -0. 31
opposition scale (0. 24 (0. 23
|l deol ogy -0. 15~
(0. 04
Party | D -0. 05*
(0. 02
| ncome -0. 02*
(0.01
Femal e 0. 11~
(0. 05
Age 0. 02
(0. 02
Whi t e -0.18*
(0. 06
Educati on -0. 02
(0. 02
Constant 4 . 42 *~ 4. 98*
(0. 08 (0. 14
Observations 1502 1497
Rsquared 0.211 0.250
Standard errors in parentheses
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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Figure A2.11 PredAppedvael aaresPoTi eyt mer
| mmi gration Attitude (with 90% Confidence

Pell Grant experiment Child Tax Credit experiment
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Table A2.13 Effects of Exclusion Assumpt.
Child Tax Credit, Condi @andnQ@ue sotni d Mmmdrgd earn
(Control Group as Excluded Category).
@BNPel I « (38CTC
Suppc Suppc
Exclusion assumption 0.23 0. 22
(0. 18 (0. 18
| mmi gration oppositi -1.12¢* 0. 96*
(0. 21 (0. 21
Assumption questions 0.13 0. 33*:
(0. 12 (0. 12
Exclusi onXasmsmumpat ono -1.56* -1.36*
opposition scale (0. 39 (0. 39
Exclusi onXAssumption -0.02 -0. 03
first (0. 25 (0. 25
| mmi gration XApoLsmpi -0. 54* -0.76*
guestions first (0. 26 (0. 27
Exclusi onXasmmumpati 0o 0.66 0.43
opposi tXAss smmtlieon gt (0.53 (0. 53
|l deol ogy -0.27* -0.16*
(0. 04 (0. 04
Party | D -0.06* -0. 04"~
(0.02 (0.02
| ncome -0. 03~ -0. 02"
(0.01 (0.01
Femal e 0.12* 0.10*
(0.05 (0. 05
Age -0. 03 0.02
(0.02 (0.02
Whi t e -0. 28* -0.20*
(0. 06 (0. 06
Educati on 0.01 -0. 02
(0.02 (0.02
Meathesting treat ment 0. 16*: 0. 08
(0. 05 (0. 05
Constant 5. 36*" 4 . 78*"
(0. 14 (0. 14
Observations 1497 1497
Rsquared 0.377 0.272
Standard errors in parentheses
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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Table A2.14 Effects of Skill Assumption o

Credi t, ConditionalandnQuemt goanOrAetri ( Coea
as Excluded Category).
B9)Pel I ¢ (4OCTC
Suppc Suppc
Skill assumption -0.01 0.45
(0. 18 (0. 32
| mmi gration oppositd:i 1. 74* -0. 77
(0. 36 (0. 614
Assumption questions -0.29 0. 14
(0. 21 (0. 42
Skill aXbmmpgranhi on 0.20 -0. 63
scal e (0. 39 (0. 66
Skill aXAsmpmpwoinon ¢ 0.53* 0.20
(0. 24 (0. 44
|l mmi gration XApoLsmpi 0.30 -0. 39
guestions first (0. 46 (0. 87
Skill aXbommpgranhi on -0.79 -0. 214
scXAssumption quest. (0.53 (0.90
|l deol ogy -0.27* -0.14*
(0. 04 (0.014
Party | D 0. 06* -0. 05*
(0. 02 (0.02
| ncome -0. 03* -0. 02*
(0.01 (0.01
Femal e 0.12* 0. 11+
(0. 05 (0. 05
Age -0. 03 0.01
(0. 02 (0.02
Whi t e -0. 29+ -0. 19*
(0. 06 (0. 06
Education 0.02 -0. 02
(0. 02 (0.02
Meathesting treat ment 0.11* 0. 05
(0.0 (0. 05
Constant 5.46*" 4 . 44 * "
(0.19 (0. 34
Observations 1497 1497
Rsquared 0. 363 0. 258

Standard errors in parentheses
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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Table A2.15 Effects of National backgroun
Grant and Child Tax Credit, &an Quteisdn aln o
Order (Control Group as Excluded Category

4nPel | ((42CTC
Gr an Supp
Supp¢
Nati onal &gaskmgptoiumd 0. 55+ 0.57*
(0. 2 (0. 34
| mmi gration oppositio -0. 86* -0. 32
(0. 4 (0. 75
Assumption questions 0. 27 0.49
(0. 32 (0. 46
Nati onal backgXlomumidgra: -0. 84* -1.11
opposition scale (0.50 (0. 77
Nati onal b ac k gAcsusnudm pa -0.19 -0.18
guestions first (0. 34 (0. 47
|l mmi gration XApeLsmpii 1,17 -1.42
qguestions first (0. 65 (0.99
Nati onal b ac k gXlommidg raz 1.03 0.87
opposi tXAss ssmmtlieon qu: (0. 70 (1.02
|l deol ogy 0. 26* -0.14*
(0.04 (0. 04
Party 1D 0. 06* -0. 05~
(0.02 (0.02
| ncome -0. 03* 0. 02~
(0.01 (0.01
Femal e 0. 13* 0. 11~
(0. 05 (0. 05
Age -0. 03 0.01
(0. 02 (0.02
Whi t e -0. 28* -0.20*
(0. 06 (0. 06
Educati on 0.02 -0. 02
(0. 02 (0.02
Meathesting treat ment 0. 11* 0.05
(0. 05 (0. 05
Constant 4. 94+ 4. 32*
(0. 25 (0. 35
Observations 1497 1497
Rsquared 0. 366 0. 257

Standard errors in parentheses
* p<0.120, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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Table A2.16 Effects of Exclusion Assumpt.
Child Tax Credit, Conditional on | mmigran
Excluded Category).
43)Pel | (44)Pel | 45 CTC @46)CTC
Gr at Gr al Supp Supp
Supp Supp
Exclusion as: .21 .21 .21 .19
(.13 (.12 (.13 (.12
Il mmi grati on 2.53*-1.41* -2.03* -1. 36"
scal e (.14 (.16 (.14 (.16
ExclusionXas: -1.20* -1.21* -1.15* -1.11"*
| mmi gration + (.28 (.27 (.27 (.27
scal e
| deol ogy - 27* - 16*
(.04 (.04
Party 1D - 06* - 04+
(.02 (.02
| ncome - 03* - 02*
(.01 (.01
Femal e 12* . 10*
(.05 (.05
Age -. 03 . 02
(.02 (.02
Whi t e - 28* - 19¢*
(.06 (.06
Educati on .01 - 02
(.02 (.02
Mea-hesting t . 16*° . 08
(.05 (.05
Constant 4. 70* 5.43* 4.47* 4.97*
(.06 (.13 (.06 (.13
Observations 1502 1497 1502 1497
Rsquared . 286 373 . 227 . 266
Standard errors in parentheses
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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Table A2.17 Effects

of Skill

Assumption o

Crediotndi ti onal on I mmigrant Attitude
Category).
@4nPel (@8Pel @A9YCTC ((BO)CTC
Gr at Gr al Supp Supp
Supp Supp
Skill assump . 30* . 25* . 72* _ 55*
(.13 (.12 (.22 (.22
Il mmi grati on 2.79* -1.60" -1.36* - 97"~
scal e (.24 (.25 (.44 (.44
Skill aXsump - 08 - 20 -1. 05 - 76*
Il mmi grati on (.28 (.26 (.46 (.45
scal e
|l deol ogy - 26* - 15*
(.04 (.04
Party 1D - 06* - 05*
(.02 (.02
| ncome - 03~ - 02*
(.01 (.01
Femal e 12* 11+*
(.05 (.05
Age -. 03 .01
(.02 (.02
Whi t e - 28* - 18*
(.06 (.06
Educati on .02 -. 02
(.02 (.02
Mea-hesting t 11+ . 05
(.06 (.05
Constant 4. 52* 5,32* 3.84* 4.52*
(.11 (.16 (.22 (.24
Observations 1502 1497 1502 1497
Rsquared . 276 360 . 216 253
Standard errors in parentheses
* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01
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Table A2.18 EffectsAsfuMptionabnB8uogpgobobun

Grant and Ch
as Excluded

ild Tax Credit, Conditional
Category).

GlPel | (B2)Pel | (B3)CTC (B4)CTC
Gr at Gr al Supp Supp
Supp Supp

Nati onal bac
assumption

| mmi grati on
scal e

Nati onal bac
assumylt mmingr
opposition s
| deol ogy

Party I D
|l ncome

Femal e

Whi t e
Educati on
Meahesting t

Constant

. 65*° . 44*° .62*° . 46*
(.18 (.17 (.24 (.24
2.36* -1.50" -1.55* -1.16
(.34 (.34 (.50 (.49
.. 53 .27 - 85% - 56
(.37 (.35 (.51 (.50

- 25* - 15*
(.04 (.04
. 06* .. 05¢*
(.02 (.02
.. 03* - 02
(.01 (.01
13+ . 10*
(.05 (.0
-. 03 01
(.02 (.02
.. 28¢* - 19¢*
(.06 (.06
02 -. 02
(.02 (.02
11 % .06
(.05 (.05

4.16* 5.08* 3.93* 4.61*

(.17 (.20 (.23 (.26
Observations 1502 1497 1502 1497
Rsquared . 281 . 363 . 214 . 252
Standard errors in parentheses
* p<0.10, *<O0p<O0. 05, ***
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FigurlePrAdi cted Wel fare Policy Approval at

Mea#t®sting Rule and I mmigration Attitude
and Control Variables).
Pell Grant experiment (others vs Pell Grant experiment (high-skilled Pell Grant experiment (richer country
immigrants only) immigrants vs low-skilled immigrants) immigrants vs poorer country immigrants)
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Anti-immigration scale Anti-immigration scale Anti-immigration scale

Assuming policy will benefit others/high-skilled immigrants/richer country immigrants

— — — Assuming policy will benefit immigrants only/low-skilled immigrants/pocrer country immigrants

Note: Full results are reported in Appendix TaBI2.16, A2.17, andAZ2.18.
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Table A2.19 Difference

of Proportions

ControlTreat meDi ffereTwsi de

val ue

Exclusion0 203
assumpti o

Skill ass 0 661

Nati onal 0.824
backgroun
assumptio

0. 301

0. 863

0. 934

0. 098 0. 00O

0. 202 0.000

0110 0.000
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Table A2.110 Difference of Proportions
ControlTreat meDi ffere¢Twsi de
val ue
Exclusion0 221 0. 288 0. 067 0.003
assumptio
Skill assO0 882 0. 945 0. 064 0.000
Nati onal 0.911 0.953 0.042 0.001

backgroun
assumptio
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Appendix A2.J Anonymized Preregistration for Experiment Study
Preregistration for my experiment study can be found through this link:
https://osf.io/a8ucg/?view only=e935e58f0
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https://osf.io/a8ucg/?view_only=e935e58f04db4f71b1ac0ea7deaa9a0e

A3. | mmi gration andPé&esdmaalk Abtetad
Matter?

Appendix A3.A Ethical Considerations

The authors of our research decl are that
and Guidance for HuUman hfmanhescstudj Researclke.s
experi memanusar it ht swas reviewed and appro
Review Board. Participants who provided i
compensated for their participation at th
prior to entering the survey.
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Appendix A3.C Core Questions and Prompts in CES Questionnaire

Exposure to i mmigrants

QlThinking about your wuswual daily Iife, h
peopl eounotmi es other than the United Stat
give us your best guess.

1 Never

2 Less than once per week

3 About once per week

4 More than once per week, but not every
5 Every day

Contact with i mmigrants

Q2: Thinking about your wusual daily |ife,
people from countries other than the Unit
give us your best guess.

1 Never

2 Less than once per week

3 About once per week

4 More than once per week, but not every
5 Every day

Condi t(Neom Medi care, no)i mmigration effect
Q3: We would |ike to ask your opinion abo
this policy, any Amexobsanheaht he cfarsoune ahce
the government. This program would cost t
year .

Based on the above information, do you su

1 Oppose strongly
2 Oppose somewhat
3 Neither support nor oppose
4 Support somewhat
5Support strongly

Condi t(Neom Medi care, al) i mmigration effec
Q4: We would Ii ke to ask your opinion abo
this policy, any Amecxobosanheahthecesueahce
the government . Il mmi grants wi ||l also be e
i mmi gration status. This program would co
year.

Based on the above information, do you su
1 Oppose strongly

2 Oppose somewhat

3 Neither support nor oppose

4 Support somewhat

192



O T T 010

(o8]

gL wWwN -

Support strongly

ndi t((Neown Medi care, part) al i mmi gration e
We would |Ii ke to ask your opinion abo

is policy, any Amexobséanheahthecesvue ahrce

e government Il mmi grants will aleso be e

cumented. This program would cost the U

sed on the above information, do you su

Oppose strongly

Oppose somewhat

Neither support nor oppose

Support somewhat

Support strongly
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Figure A3.D1 Effects of Contact with and Exposure to Immigrants on Support
for Medicare for All. Predictions and 90% Confidence Intervals Generated from
OLS Model with Control Variables.

Effects of contact with and exposure to
immigrants on policy approval of Medicare for All
Q

T |
Contact with immigrants Exposure to immigrants

Note:Full results are reported Appendix Model 17 in Table A3.D4.
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Figure A3.D2 Effects of Contact with and Exposure to Immigrants on Ati-
immigrant Policy Attitude. Predictions and 90% Confidence Intervals Generated
from OLS Model with Control Variables.

o

.02 .04 06 .08
|

-02 0

-.04

Effects of contact with and exposure to
immigrants on Anti-immigrant policy attitude

-.08 -.06

-1

| |
Contact with immigrants Exposure to immigrants

Note: Full results are reported in Appendix Model 22 in Table A3.D5.
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Figure A3.E1 Predicted Probabilities of Strong Policy Support across Treatment
Groups and Respondent Ideology. Predictions and 90% Confidence Intervals
Generated from OrderedLogit Model with Control Variables.

0

Predicted probability of strong support
for Medicare for All

| I
\
o % Lo ote®®

Control ————- Allimmigrants ~ ----------- Documented immigrants

Note:Full results are reported in Appendix Model 25 in Table A3.E1.
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Figure A3.F1 Predicted Probabilities of Strong Policy Support across Treatment
Groups and Relationships with Immigrants. Predictions and 90% Confidence
Intervals Generated from Ordered Logit Model with Control Variables.
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Note: Full results are reported in Appendix Model 28 in Table A3.F1.
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Adl nstituti onaAp Rrewouv elw Betatr @r

Institutional Review Board 310 Jesse Hall
University of Missouri-Columbia Columbia, MO 65211
FWA Number: 00002876 573-887-3181
IRE Registration Numbers: 00000731, 00009014 irb@missouri.edu

September 05, 2023

Principal Investigator: Hang i
Department: Truman School Gov & Pub Affrs

Your Annual Exempt Form to project entitled Immigration and Social Welfare Attitudes: A
Perspective on Welfare Policy Designs and Means of Personal Interaction was reviewed and
approved by the MU Institutional Review Board according to the terms and conditions deseribed

below:

IRE Project Number 2094454

IRE Review Number 297964

Funding Source Kinder Institute of constitutional democracy
Initial Application Approval Date Movember 04, 2022
Approval Date of this Review September 05, 2023
IRE Expiration Date Movember 04, 2024
Level of Review Exempt

Project Status Active - Exempt
Risk Level Minimal Risk
HIPAA {'.al:egm]r Mo HIPAA

The principal investigator (FI) is responsible for all aspects and conduct of this study. The P1 must
comply with the following conditions of the approval:

1. Mo subjects may be involved in any study procedure prior to the IRE approval date or after the
expiration date.

2. All study changes must be [RB approved prior to implementation utilizing the Exempt
Amendment Form.

3. Major noncompliance must be reported to the MU IRE on the Event Report within 5 business
days of the research teamn becoming aware of the deviation. Major noncompliance are
dewviations that caused harm or have the potential to cause harm to research subjects or
others, and have or may have affected subject’s rights, safety, and/or welfare. Please refer to
the MU IRE Noncompliance palicy for additional details.

4. The Annual Exempt Form must be submitted to the IRB for review and approval at least 30
days prior to the project expiration date to keep the study active or to close it.

5. Maintain all research records for a period of seven years from the project completion date.

If you are offering subject payments and would like more information about research participant
payments, please view the MU Business Policy and Procedure Manual.

Please view the MU HEPF/IREE policies describing IRB exempt and other requirements.
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If vou have any questions or concerns, please contact the MU IRB Office at 573-882-3181 or email to
muresearchirb@missouriedu.

Thank you,
MU Institutional Review Board
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Truman School of Government and Public Affaitshe University of Missouri. He

has published articles lsmerican Politics Resear@ndJournal of Chinese Academy

of Governance
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