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ABSTRACT 

Previous studies indicate that there is a close relationship between immigration or 

immigration attitudes and the welfare state. For example, immigration or citizensô 

attitudes toward immigration 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 work. I contend that such effects are 

likely to diverge according to political institutions, such as government types and 

welfare programsô policy designs, and means of personal exposure to or contact with 

immigrants. Through applying various advanced empirical strategies to analyze 

representative public datasets and original survey experiment data, I examine and 

analyze how different government types moderate the effects of immigration scale on 

welfare spending, how welfare programsô policy design elements and types of personal 

interaction with ethnic minorities shape citizensô perceptions of immigrant 

beneficiaries and moderate the effects of citizensô immigration attitudes on their welfare 

support. Such analyses could provide us with a better understanding of the role of 

immigrants and their welfare participation in shaping citizensô welfare attitudes and the 

nature of public opinion toward the welfare state. 
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CHAPTER 1: Introduction  

1.1 Trends and Impacts of Immigration 

In recent decades, the immigration influx and immigrant population in many developed 

countries have shown a growing trend. For example, in the United States, this growing 

tendency is reflected in both the number of immigrants and the immigrant share of the 

U.S. population (Ward and Batalova 2023). As Figure 1 displays, from 1970 to 2021, 

the immigrant share of the U.S. population has nearly tripled, and the number of 

immigrants has more than tripled. 

 

Figure 1.1 Size and Share of the Foreign-Born Population in the United States, 

1850-2021.  

 

Source: Ward Nicole and Jeanne Batalova. 2023. ñFrequently requested statistics on 

immigrants and immigration in the United States.ò 
 

With the surge in the immigrant population, far-reaching changes have taken place 

in the domestic political and socio-economic development in many advanced countries. 

In the United States, such changes in American life have received extensive attention 

from scholars and policymakers and triggered heated debates about immigration and its 

effects. However, how immigration affects the welfare state remains understudied (e.g., 

Garand, Xu, and Davis 2017; Hanson, Scheve, and Slaughter 2007; Hero 2010; 
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Mayda, Peri, and Steingress 2022; Pevnick 2024).  

 

1.2 Immigration and Social Welfare: Literature Review 

In the field of politics of the welfare state in the United States, previous scholars 

mainly focus on the role of the racial makeup of welfare target populations in affecting 

public support for welfare spending and programs (Gilens 1996, 1999; Lieberman 

2001; Peffley, Hurwitz, and Sniderman 1997; Winter 2008). In particular, many 

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 

erode the support for welfare redistribution and provisions of public good (Alesina, 

Baqir, and Easterly 1999; Alesina and Glaeser 2004; Callaghan and Olson 2017; Ellis 

and Faricy 2020; Fouka and Tabellini 2022; Fox 2004; Gilens 1999; Haselswerdt 

2022; Luttmer 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 black-white racial divide play a consequential role 

in affecting citizensô welfare support. In addition, scholars of European politics have 

examined and found that the influx of immigrants into European countries can impact 

native-born citizensô welfare support (Alesina, Miano, and Stantcheva 2023; Burgoon 

and Rooduijn 2021; Eger 2010; Larsen 2011; Mau and Burkhardt 2009; Schmidt-

Catran and Spies 2016). Similarly, in recent years, American scholars have also found 

that immigrant participation in American welfare programs can arouse mass feedback 

and profoundly impact citizensô welfare attitudes. (e.g., Garand, Xu, and Davis 2017; 

Haselswerdt 2021; Hero 2010; Hero and Preuhs 2007; Magni 2024). For example, 

Garand, Xu, and Davis (2017) point out that the ñrecent large influx of immigrants has 
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caused fundamental changes in Americaôs demographic landscape and influenced 

Americansô views about the modern welfare state and its role in shaping the social 

safety net.ò Therefore, the current American welfare state has become more 

ñimmigrationalizedò than ñracialized,ò as American citizensô perceptions about 

immigration have now become a critical explanation for welfare support in America 

(2017, 147). 

In general, the argument that negative attitudes toward immigration undermine 

welfare support can be explained by several rationales. First, compared to native-born 

citizens, although some classes of immigrants (e.g., undocumented immigrants) might 

be ineligible for many welfare programs, immigrants are more likely to be low-income 

individuals, which means that they could be more likely to be eligible for various 

welfare programs and consume welfare benefits1. Therefore, the higher welfare 

participant rate of immigrants has the potential to erode benefits for all citizens 

(Camarota 2012; Camarota and Zeigler 2018; Hero and Preuhs 2007). Second, 

negative resentment and stereotypes about immigrants, such as that immigrants are 

generally incompetent and untrustworthy, may cause them to be preserved as the 

undeserved for receiving welfare benefits (Burgoon and Rooduijn 2021; Lee and Fiske 

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 

 
1 The welfare consumption and fiscal impacts of immigration are still controversial. For example, using the 2014 

Survey of Income and Program Participation dataset, Camarota and Zeigler (2018) find that in the United States, 

except for housing programs, welfare use is higher for every type of immigrant household than for native 

households. By contrast, through investigating government fiscal reports and welfare expenditure data, Nowrasteh 

and Howard (2022) find that immigrants consume fewer welfare benefits than native-born Americans in almost all 

social welfare programs. 
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diversity may also induce native-born residentsô fear of the violation and diminution of 

norms and behaviors that ñwere developed in the past within a homogenous societyò 

(Garand, Xu, and Davis 2017, 151), especially considering that in recent decades, the 

majority of immigrants entering the United States and other developed countries come 

from non-European areas (Avdagic and Savage 2024; Branton et al. 2011; Hero 2010). 

Therefore, with these considerations, perceptions, and concerns, it is likely that the 

increased scale or diversity of the immigrant population and immigrant participation in 

welfare programs diminish citizensô welfare support. 

 

1.3 Argument in Brief: Political Institutions and Personal 

Interactions with Immigrants 

Although scholars have made a tremendous contribution to exploring and 

analyzing how the immigrant population and immigrant participation in welfare 

programs affect welfare spending and citizensô welfare attitudes, we still have not 

obtained a comprehensive picture of the nature of the relationship between immigration 

and welfare expenditures, as well as the nexus between assumptions and perceptions of 

immigrant participation in welfare programs and public opinion toward the welfare 

state. For example, Will the effects of immigration on welfare spending hinge on 

domestic political institutions, such as government types? Will the effect of immigrant 

attitude on welfare support be conditional on welfare programsô design elements, such 

as means-tested rules? Will frequencies of exposure to or contact with immigrants 

affect citizensô attitudes toward welfare programs? And if so, how do they work? 

Unfortunately, previous literature has not thoroughly analyzed and answered these 

questions, and this is the void my research will fill. Public opinion on social welfare is 

worthy of study, as it affects both the likelihood of adoption and maintenance of certain 
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policies and the design and content of those policies (Magni 2024; Rehm, Hacker, and 

Schlesinger 2012). 

In recent years, the impacts of immigration on government welfare spending have 

drawn increasing attention from the existing scholarship. On the one hand, some 

scholars claim that an increased immigrant population could lead to a retrenchment of 

welfare spending since anti-immigration feelings may raise worries among native 

residents that welfare benefits will go to ñundeservingò recipients and, thus, reduce the 

publicôs welfare support (Burgoon, Koster, and van Egmond 2012; Burgoon and 

Rooduijn 2021; Eger 2010; Eger and Breznau 2017).  

On the other hand, some research contends that the rising levels of ethnic 

heterogeneity are likely to drive up welfare spending. One dominant reason is that 

immigrants, especially those from developing countries to developed countries, are 

generally low-income and low-skilled, and thus, they are more likely than native 

citizens to use social welfare programs and engage in welfare shopping (Borjas 1999; 

Soroka et al. 2016). While the multi-faceted nature 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 state, such effects could 

depend on political institutions and, particularly, the government type. For example, by 

enabling parties with egalitarian values and pro-immigration preferences to have 

fragmented electoral accountability to externalize costs (Bawn and Rosenbluth 2006) 

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 large-scale welfare spending than single-party 

majority governments. 

In addition, previous studies also demonstrate that policy design elements, such as 
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mechanisms of policy implementation (Ashok and Huber 2020; Faricy and Ellis 2014; 

Fusaro 2021; Haselswerdt and Bartels 2015), funding sources or eligibility limits (Qi 

and Haselswerdt 2024), and distributional consequences (Cook, Jacobs, and Kim 

2010; Guardino and Mettler 2020) can influence public attitudes toward social welfare 

programs. I argue that some elements of policy designs, such as means-tested rules, not 

only directly affect citizensô welfare attitudes but also play a profound role in 

moderating the effects of immigrant participation on welfare support.  

Moreover, some studies suggest that local-level exposure to ethnic minorities (e.g., 

living in areas with large immigrant populations) reduces citizensô welfare support 

(Abrajano and Hajnal 2015; Dahlberg, Edmark, and Lundqvist 2012; Eger and 

Breznau 2017; Schmidt-Catran and Spies 2016; Steele and Perkins 2019), while other 

literature demonstrates that such local-level contact with immigrants mitigates 

stereotypes regarding slothfulness (Fox 2004) and make citizens more likely to support 

redistribution (Burgoon, Koster, and van Egmond 2012; Walker, McCabe, and Matos 

2022). For example, using survey data from 17 European countries, Burgoon, Koster, 

and Egmond (2012) indicate 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, Schmidt-Catran and Spies (2016) find 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 immigration. Through a multilevel analysis of survey data, Eick and 

Busemeyer (2023) also indicate that German citizens are less likely to support welfare 

as the proportion of immigrants at the local level increases, though such an effect is 
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conditional on economic risk. After comparing 13 countries and 114 regions in Europe, 

Eger and Breznau (2017) suggest that there is a negative nexus between the proportion 

of foreign-born individuals in a region and backing for redistribution, as well as 

between the proportion of foreign-born individuals in a region and endorsement for a 

comprehensive welfare state.  

However, it is likely that levels of immigrant population or ethnic diversity cannot 

always accurately reflect citizensô perceptions of immigrants and corresponding welfare 

support. In fact, types and 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 deepen our 

understanding of the working mechanisms of major welfare programs. My dissertation 

also contributes to our understanding of the relationship between immigration and the 

welfare state, improves theoretical mechanisms through which immigration affects 

citizensô perceptions of immigrants and citizensô attitudes towards welfare programs 

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 Plan 

My dissertation consists of five chapters. The first chapter is the introduction, 

which presents and generalizes major theories and arguments of how immigration and 

immigrantsô welfare participation impacts welfare spending and public opinion toward 
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welfare programs, the current perplexities and theoretical gaps that are waiting to be 

explored, and the importance and meaning of analyzing how political institutions and 

personal interactions with immigrants moderate the effects of immigration or attitudes 

toward immigration on welfare spending or welfare support. The second chapter (essay 

one) analyzes the nexus between immigration and the welfare state from a comparative 

perspective. In particular, using time-series cross-sectional data from 1980 to 2019 for 

28 advanced industrial countries, I examine the effects of immigration and government 

types on a variety of welfare expenditures. The third chapter (essay two) evaluates how 

the means-tested designs of welfare programs affect citizensô assumptions about 

immigrant beneficiaries. I use data from original survey experiments conducted in the 

U.S. to test relevant hypotheses. The fourth chapter (essay three) assesses how living 

around immigrants affects citizensô perceptions of welfare beneficiaries and welfare 

preferences. Particularly, I explore whether different ways through which people 

interact with immigrants (mere exposure vs. actual contact) have disparate impacts on 

citizensô welfare policy support. Original survey experiment (conducted in the U.S.) 

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

conclusion of my dissertation. 
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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 the nexus between immigration and the welfare state. In this chapter, I 

argue that government types condition immigrationôs welfare effects. By restraining the 

policy influence of anti-immigration resentment and sharing the responsibility for 

expanded welfare spending across the government as a whole, coalition and minority 

governments tend to spend more on welfare when facing increased immigration than 

single-party majority governments. Using time-series cross-sectional data between 1980 

and 2019 from 28 advanced countries, I 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 under coalition and minority governments has a larger positive 

effect on welfare spending than under single-party majority governments.  

 

2.1 Introduction 

Scholars have long been interested in the socio-economic and political effects brought 

by ethnic and racial diversity, and the relationship between international migration 

and the welfare state has recently received abundant attention (Auspurg, Brüderl, and 

Wöhler 2019; Avdagic and Savage 2024; Burgoon and Rooduijn 2021; Ferwerda, 

Marbach, and Hangartner 2024; Garand, Xu, and Davis 2017; Haselswerdt 2021; 

Mårtensson et al. 2023; Schmidt-Catran and Spies 2016). However, the direction of 

immigrationôs effect on social welfare remains indeterminate. On the one hand, some 
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scholars claim or find that an increased immigrant population could lead to a 

retrenchment of welfare spending since anti-immigration feelings may raise worries 

among native residents that welfare benefits will go to ñundeservingò recipients and, 

thus, reduce the publicôs welfare support (Burgoon and Rooduijn 2021; Eger and 

Breznau 2017).  

On the other hand, plenty of research indicates that the rising levels of ethnic 

heterogeneity are likely to drive up welfare spending. One major reason is that 

immigrants, especially those from developing countries to developed countries, are 

generally low-income and low-skilled, and thus, they are more likely than native 

citizens to use social welfare programs and engage in welfare shopping (Borjas 1999; 

Soroka et al. 2016). 

In this study, I argue that while the multi-faceted nature 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 state, such effects 

depend on political institutions and, particularly, the government type. By enabling 

parties with egalitarian values and pro-immigration preferences to have fragmented 

electoral accountability to externalize costs (Bawn and Rosenbluth 2006) and by 

restraining majority resentment toward immigrants, coalition and minority 

governments tend to be more likely to accept immigration and related increased 

welfare spending than single-party majority governments. 

Using time-series cross-sectional data from 1980 to 2019 for 28 advanced 

industrial countries, this study examines the effects of immigration and government 

types on different welfare expenditures. Results in this study highlight the 

conditioning effects of government types on the relationships between immigration 

inflows and welfare expenditures. In particular, this study finds that the effects of 
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immigration inflow on welfare expenditures are positive but statistically insignificant, 

which provides suggestive support for the argument that the influx of immigration 

usually brings higher demands for welfare spending. However, the positive effect of 

immigration on each welfare expenditure is highly conditional on the government 

type. Compared to single-party majority governments, minority and coalition 

governments, such as surplus coalition governments, positively moderate the effects 

of immigration on welfare expenditures. These results survive a series of robustness 

checks.  

This study compares and examines the effects of immigration on government 

welfare expenditures, considering a detailed delineation of government types. As an 

influential aspect of democratic institutions, government types considerably shape the 

political landscape and influence the governance, policymaking processes, and policy 

outcomes in democratic countries (Aaskoven 2020; Clark, Golder, and Golder 2017). 

Through these investigations, this study helps reconcile conflicting arguments and 

results in the literature on immigration. It also contributes 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. 

Previous work has typically focused on how governments in modern countries 

overcome ideological opposition to improve social welfare systems and satisfy the 

welfare demands of citizens (Brownlee 2016; Ferwerda, Marbach, and Hangartner 

2024; Michelmore 2012). However, less explored is how institutional barriers affect 

policymakersô responses to the ramifications of external shocks, such as the influx of 

immigrants, on the welfare state. In the context of rising inequality and increasing 

political polarization (Elkjær and Iversen 2023; Mettler, Jacobs, and Zhu 2023), it is 

particularly crucial to further investigate the role of important components of 
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democratic institutions in mitigating or accelerating socio-economic and political 

pressures and crises. Arguments and findings in this study provide valuable clues and 

insights for future research in this field.  

 

2.2 Immigration and Welfare Spending 

In recent decades, with the acceleration of globalization and the increasing scale and 

frequency of migration, the effects of migration on welfare regimes and policies have 

been hotly debated. In this field, two strikingly different and competing explanations 

exist. One theoretical explanation elucidates that the rising levels of migrants will 

expand social welfare spending. Several reasons buttress this argument. First, 

migrants, especially those from developing countries to developed countries, are 

generally low-income and low-skilled, and thus, they are more likely than native-born 

citizens to use welfare benefits and pursue welfare shopping (Borjas 1999; Razin and 

Sadka 2000; Soroka et al. 2016). As Rºmer (2023) demonstrates, in general, 

compared to native residents, immigrants tend to ñhave lower education levels, lower 

recognized work experience, less relevant networks, face higher risks of 

discrimination in the labor market, and be hit hardest by unemployment during 

cyclical downturnsò (2023, 71). These disadvantages make immigrants depend more 

on unemployment and social welfare benefits than native citizens. 

Second, the influx of immigrants may create a ñcompensation effect.ò That is, 

native citizens might call for increased welfare redistribution in response to 

immigration, aiming to offset perceived economic insecurities and pressures linked 

with immigration (Brady and Finnigan 2014; Burgoon and Rooduijn 2021; Finseraas 

2008). Moreover, unfavorable economic conditions such as high unemployment may 

amplify the positive effect as native citizens tend to ñregard both developments as 
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economic risksò (Schmidt-Catran and Spies 2016, 245).  

Conversely, another theoretical explanation contends that immigration causes a 

contraction in welfare spending. First, immigrants tend to be, on average, younger 

than natives and are less likely than natives to apply for the social benefits for which 

they are eligible due to language barriers or unfamiliarity with policies (Nannestad 

2007; Sabates-Wheeler and Feldman 2011). Therefore, increased immigration is 

likely to both increase the working-age population in host countries and reduce the 

increase in per capita social spending on pensions, health, and long-term care.  

Additionally, according to theories of inter-group conflict, ethnic diversity brings 

group threats and undermines solidarity (Auspurg, Brüderl, and Wöhler 2019; Blalock 

1967; Thomann and Rapp 2018). For example, the dominant in-group (natives) ñmay 

feel superior to the subordinated out-group (immigrants) and hold that certain 

resources (welfare benefits) should be exclusively reserved for in-group membersò 

(Schmidt-Catran and Spies 2016, 244). Thus, an increased immigrant population with 

access to welfare benefits may deteriorate support for social spending among native 

citizens.  

Nevertheless, both theoretical explanations have received ample empirical 

support (e.g., Fenwick 2019; Gaston and Rajaguru 2013; Lipsmeyer and Zhu 2011; 

Römer 2023; Soroka, Banting, and Johnston 2006). For example, focusing on 16 

European countries, Fenwick (2019) provides empirical results showing that the 

foreign-born population has a positive and statistically significant effect on welfare 

spending, though immigration has no statistically significant relationship with the 

welfare generosity index. Contrarily, by comparing 18 OECD countries over the 

period 1960ï2000, Soroka, Banting, and Johnston (2006) find that compared to 

countries with limited immigration populations, countries with higher rates of 
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immigration usually have a slower increase in welfare spending. Applying dynamic 

and static panel models, Rºmer (2023) shows a robust and significant negative 

association between net immigration and social spending in the short term, and there 

is no clear evidence that immigration increases welfare spending in later years. 

Considering that both competing explanations have theoretical support and the 

empirical evidence in this field is mixed, the overall effect of immigration on the 

welfare state could be either positive or negative. We may see conflicting findings 

here because elements of both sidesô arguments are true, but the problem is that they 

do not sufficiently take into account the conditioning effects of domestic politics or 

political institutions. Since previous studies in this field often neglect the effects of 

political institutions on immigration politics across countries and periods (Breunig 

and Luedtke 2008), to fill this lacuna, the following sections will focus on how one 

crucial political institution ï government type ï shapes the relationship between 

immigration and welfare spending. 

 

2.3 How Government Type Moderates the Relationship Between 

Immigration and Welfare Spending 

Previous research demonstrates that government type, or government composition, 

plays a substantial role in determining government budget and spending (Ariotti 2021; 

Bäck, Müller, and Nyblade 2017; Bawn and Rosenbluth 2006). In particular, coalition 

governments or minority governments with a high degree of government 

fragmentation tend to increase government spending. First, unlike single-party 

majority governments in which ñthe competition between incumbent and opposition 

pushes the incumbent towards efficient policies,ò coalition or minority governments 

are more likely to create electoral conflicts, which induce excessive public spending 
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(Persson and Tabellini 2008, 732). Second, coalition governments usually face more 

ñcommon pool problems2ò as parties ñuse their control over specific ministries to 

advance their specific spending priorities rather than practice budgetary disciplineò 

(Bäck, Müller, and Nyblade 2017, 33). As a result, these governments might be more 

prone to budget deficits than single-party majority governments. 

Since there is no doubt that government type has a considerable impact on 

government spending, it is possible that government type moderates the effects of 

immigration on welfare spending. As Breunig and Luedtke argue, political institutions 

in a given polity ñdetermine the degree to which anti-immigration political actors can 

actually gain a voice and can direct policy preferences toward restrictionò (Breunig 

and Luedtke 2008, 125). In particular, the more that ñpolitical institutions restrain and 

check majority sentiment, the less anti-immigration ruling party preferencesò will be 

represented (Breunig and Luedtke 2008, 128).  

In terms of government type, I anticipate that compared to single-party majority 

governments, coalition and minority governments have a positive moderating effect 

on the increases in welfare expenditures brought by immigration. First, according to 

the veto player theory, single-party majority governments have relatively few veto 

players3, while coalition and minority governments have multiple veto players that 

 
2 Existing scholarship has detailed explanations for common pool problems. For example, some scholars contend 

that ñeach minister determines the spending priorities of his/her department, but he/she does not consider the full 

marginal tax burdenò (Hallerberg and von Hagen 1999, 212). This is more problematic in coalition and minority 

governments as the finance minister is less likely to have the capacity to control ministers from other parties. 

Therefore, coalition governments or cabinets comprising a greater number of members are likely to face a higher 

risk of budget deficits due to such common pool challenges (Ariotti 2021; Bäck, Müller, and Nyblade 2017). 

3 Veto players, by definition, are individuals or collective actors whose agreement is necessary for a change of the 

status quo (Tsebelis 2011).  
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determine governmentsô capability to change policies, resulting in restrained 

majoritarianism. In terms of changing policies, the fewer veto players (especially veto 

players with significant ideological differences) in the parliament or government, the 

easier it is to produce significant laws. In this case, we can expect that without facing 

opposition in charge of veto points, anti-immigration parties, such as many right-wing 

parties that usually endorse that ñtheir countriesô welfare state cannot cope with too 

much immigrationò (Burgoon and Rooduijn 2021, 177), are more likely to enact and 

pass immigrant-unfriendly policies in single-party majority governments than in 

coalition and minority governments. These immigrant-unfriendly policies, such as 

banning immigrants from certain welfare programs and setting stricter requirements 

for immigrants to participate in welfare programs, could, in turn, limit the increase of 

pertinent welfare expenditures or even restrict welfare spending overall if they 

associate programs with immigrants. 

However, despite facing the same weak opposition pressure from the 

government, it is doubtful that pro-immigration parties (e.g., left-wing parties) in 

single-party majority governments could have the same capacity as their anti-

immigration counterparts to change the status quo and implement more generous 

welfare policies associated with an increased scale of immigration. In recent years, 

immigration has become one paramount ñsource of political turmoilò in many 

advanced countries. Anti-immigration sentiment or immigration concerns among the 

public have prevailed across the developed world, and median voters in developed 

countries tend to prefer restrictive immigration policies (Auspurg, Brüderl, and 

Wöhler 2019; Avdagic and Savage 2021, 2024; Claassen and McLaren 2022; Eger 

and Breznau 2017; Magni 2024). As Avdagic and Savage (2021, 2024) demonstrate, 

In the UK, immigration emerged as a pivotal topic in debates leading up to the EU 
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Referendum and the subsequent Brexit negotiations; in Germany and Sweden, the 

2015 refugee crisis has heightened citizensô concerns about immigration. The choice 

made by the German and Swedish governments to accept a substantial number of 

refugees has faced notable domestic opposition. This has led to the growing triumph 

of far-right parties advocating an anti-immigrant agenda. In addition, according to 

descriptive analyses of national time-serial estimates of immigration mood and 

concern in Claassen and McLarenôs study (2022, 1019), the level of immigration 

concern (concern about the issue of immigration relative to all other issues) in 24 of 

the 28 European countries has shown an upward trend after 20004.  

On how anti-immigration attitudes spill over into welfare politics, while anti-

immigration feelings may simultaneously cultivate both a ñcompensation effectò that 

boosts welfare support and an ñanti-solidarity effectò that undermines it, an increase 

in the scale of immigration is more likely to enhance the latter effect than the former. 

The rationale is that when the out-group population is small, natives, especially 

citizens with anti-immigration attitudes, will feel less threatened by newcomers and 

will be more likely to pay attention to their own groupôs situation and support welfare. 

However, when the immigrant population is large, native-born individuals with anti-

immigration sentiments will intensify fears that welfare benefits will be 

disproportionally distributed to the less ñdeservedò foreign-born persons and, thus, 

will reduce or even withdraw support for redistribution (Burgoon and Rooduijn 2021, 

183; Garand, Xu, and Davis 2017). 

Accordingly, it is possible that sometimes pro-immigration parties in single-party 

governments deliberately ignore or even suppress immigration issues, such as 

 
4 Figure A1.5 presents the recent immigration trend in selected countries in this study. 
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increased welfare demands caused by the rising levels of ethnic heterogeneity, and 

preserve the status quo to avoid extensive popular discontent and criticism from the 

right. In the United States, Democratic president Joe Biden slammed restrictive 

immigration policies enacted by the Trump Administration and pledged to reform 

these laws and establish a more effective immigration system. However, due to 

backlash from conservative voters, blame and criticism from Republicans, and 

obstruction by conservative forces in the judicial system, much of the immigration 

policy architecture of the Trump era remains in place (e.g., Migrant Protection 

Protocols), and some pro-immigration endeavors initiated by the Biden 

Administration have failed or been blocked (Cuic 2022). Moreover, given that 

concerns about the growing immigration scale in America have become more 

prominent even among Democrats and Independents (Bennett 2023), the Biden 

Administration has decided to pursue a less pro-immigration course for political 

reasons as the new presidential election approaches. 

In Europe, when anti-immigrant sentiment among the public has grown, many 

influential center or left parties in single-party governments have to draw lessons from 

or even parroted right-wing partiesô solutions and attitudes toward immigration to lure 

necessary voters in to maintain their rule or return to the political arena. For example, 

in Denmark, since the formation of a single-party government and the Danish left-

wing bloc possessed a majority in parliament in 2019, the Social Democratic Party 

has even adopted tougher immigration policies and openly ran on a nativist and 

welfare chauvinist5 agenda to get the necessary votes to maintain power and be able 

to focus more on other policy areas, such as climate reform (Piser 2019; Rathgeb and 

 
5 Welfare chauvinism is a notion claiming ña system of social protection only for those who belong to the 

ethnically defined community and who have contributed to itò (Kitschelt and McGann 1997, 22). 
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Wolkenstein 2022). The American and Danish cases are consistent with Abou-Chadiôs 

argument that faced with ña highly immigration-skeptic and latently xenophobic 

public,ò even left-wing majority governments will refrain from the liberalization of 

policies related to immigration if ñpublic opinion gets óactivatedô through a campaign, 

a referendum or a successful radical right partyò (2016, 2088). 

On the other hand, the more veto players, the more likely anti-immigrant 

majoritarian sentiment is to be restrained and checked, and the more likely pro-

immigration political forces are to capture party preferences. That is, in the welfare 

policy area, the larger number of decisive parties could generate higher bargaining 

costs and negotiating inefficiency that hinder governing leaders of right parties from 

decreasing welfare expenditures at will, especially when many of these decisive 

parties are left parties. In addition, governments with more veto players can offer 

more lobbying opportunities for interest groups with pro-immigrant preferences, such 

as nongovernment organizations attaching importance to the welfare of immigrants 

and even businesses that ñfavor immigrants as a cheap labor sourceò (Breunig and 

Luedtke 2008, 128). Therefore, in coalition and minority governments, veto-player 

parties with pro-immigration attitudes would be more likely to mitigate anti-

immigration preferences from other parties and thwart anti-immigration policies.  

Second, another substantial disparity between single-party majority governments 

and coalition and minority governments is electoral accountability. The more 

fragmented electoral accountability allows parties in the coalition and minority 

governments to be ñprimarily responsible for only a subset of policy decisions: those 

in policy areas in which these parties have the biggest stakeò (Bawn and Rosenbluth 

2006, 251). That is, the party in a single-party majority government is accountable to 

its constituents for all the spending decisions it makes. However, it is difficult for 
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native residents to attribute spending decisions directly to each party in the coalition 

and minority governments (Ariotti 2021).  

Therefore, when facing strong anti-immigration pressures from a growing share 

of the foreign-born population, left-wing parties in single-party majority governments 

may hesitate to increase welfare spending in times of massive immigration since they 

are accountable for all of their policy decisions, and they have to pursue the collective 

interest of a broad support base to maintain their majority. However, with strong 

control over specific ministries to advance their specific spending priorities, left 

parties in the coalition and minority governments could be more inclined and 

courageous than their counterparts in single-party majority governments to express 

pro-immigration party preferences. For example, left and other pro-immigration 

parties could expand welfare spending in response to the growing size of immigration 

and a corresponding increase in demand for public goods and services since left 

parties in the coalition and minority governments can ñshare out the responsibilityò 

for expanded welfare spending ñon the part of the government as a wholeò (Ariotti 

2021, 87). In France, for example, while right-wing parties insist that the government 

should close its borders as they contend that immigration represents a threat to French 

identity and security and brings enormous economic and social costs, left parties (e.g., 

Socialist Party) in the French coalition governments and parliament have played a 

crucial role in felling right partiesô anti-immigration efforts and securing public 

spending for immigrants to access to welfare benefits, such as healthcare services 

(Slaven, Casella Colombeau, and Badenhoop 2021). 

It is worth noting that immigration under single-party minority governments may 

also have a smaller positive effect on welfare spending than under other coalition and 

minority governments. This could be because, as a type of single-party government, 
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single-party minority government also has greater electoral accountability than other 

coalition and minority governments. In addition, single-party minority governments 

are more likely to disregard the restraint and check of majority resentment toward 

immigration since either ñthe opposition parties on each side of the ruling party could 

not agree on a suitable replacementò or these single governing parties ñare the 

relatively large parties located in the middle of the ideological spectrum with 

opposition parties on either sideò (Clark, Golder, and Golder 2017, 486). However, as 

minority governments, single-party minority governments are likely to spend more on 

welfare when facing increased immigration than single-party majority governments. 

Taken together, immigration inflows could generate multiple effects (positive or 

negative) on welfare spending through various mechanisms. One decisive mechanism 

is that immigration influx first aggravates anti-immigrant sentiments, which in turn 

substantially erode welfare support among natives and impact political partiesô stances 

and preferences on welfare policies. However, through affecting partiesô preference 

expressions and competitive strategies as well as providing political opportunities to 

political parties (Abou-Chadi 2016; Breunig and Luedtke 2008), political institutions, 

especially government type, largely determine to what extent welfare preferences are 

freely transmitted from the mass public to policy outcomes as well as the ability of 

political parties to change policies on the scale and distribution of welfare benefits. 

For these expectations, this paper drives the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis: Immigration under coalition and minority governments will have a 

larger positive effect on welfare spending than under single-party majority 

governments. 
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2.4 Data 

To assess the impact of immigration inflows on social welfare spending across 

government types, I combine data from the Comparative Political Data Set (CPDS) 

and the OECD International Migration Database. The CPDS is a collection of 

political and institutional country-level data, including government type (Armingeon, 

Engler, and Leemann 2022). The OECD International Migration Database provides 

immigration data6. I Combine these results in a panel dataset of 28 countries for the 

years 1980-2019. The starting year is 1980 because the CPDS provides data on social 

welfare expenditures in various countries from 1980. The number of countries is 28 

because these countries have values available for both dependent variables and 

independent variables7. 

The most direct way to gauge the efforts of governments to promote social 

equality is to measure these governmentsô annual social welfare expenditures. 

Therefore, the dependent variables in this study include Total social expenditure, 

which represents total annual public and mandatory private social expenditure as a 

percentage of GDP, and its subcomponents: Social expenditure in cash, which 

measures annual public and mandatory private social expenditure in cash as a 

percentage of GDP in each country and Social expenditure in kind, which gauges 

annual public and mandatory private social expenditure in kind as a percentage of 

 
6 Data accessed: https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=MIG#. Because this website only provides 

immigration data for OECD countries from 1995. I collected immigration data before 1995 for selected countries 

from Mayda (2005) and the book Trends in International Migration published by OECD (1998). Both data sources 

are based on immigration data provided by OECD. 

7 Details about countries and years can be found in Appendix Table A1.2. The missing values of welfare 

expenditure variables for particular countries in 2018 and 2019 are supplemented by data from the OECD Social 

Expenditure Database: https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?datasetcode=SOCX_AGG 

https://stats.oecd.org/Index.aspx?DataSetCode=MIG
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GDP in each country. The major advantages of this measurement approach are that it 

provides a good indication of the overall generosity of a welfare state, there is no need 

to correct for inflation and exchange rates, and the data is readily available and of 

high quality for advanced countries over this time period (Fenwick 2019). In addition, 

using Total social expenditure and its two components8 as dependent variables could 

improve the depth and applicability of the findings as well as equip us to have a more 

nuanced comprehension of the landscape of the welfare state. 

The primary independent variable of interest is Immigration, a continuous 

variable measuring the inflow of foreign population as a percentage of the total 

population in each country. Existing research suggests that immigration inflows are 

more likely to trigger shifts in policy preferences and outcomes than the percentage of 

the population that is foreign-born (e.g., Breunig and Luedtke 2008; Römer 2023; 

Soroka, Banting, and Johnston 2006). In addition, considering the differences in 

population bases across countries, the same amount of immigrant inflows may 

generate different effects on welfare spending in different countries. For example, an 

influx of 10,000 immigrants would have a more noticeable impact on government 

spending in Ireland than in the United States or Germany. Thus, I use the inflow of 

foreign population (in 1,000s) divided by the national population (in 100,000s). The 

other key independent variables are indicators of Government type: single-party 

majority government (the excluded category), minimal winning coalition, surplus 

coalition, single-party minority government, and multi-party minority government, 

which are the most prevalent government types observed in democratic countries. 

 
8 Existing scholarship suggests that while in-kind benefits are an important component of redistribution, the value 

of such benefits ñhas yet to be fully incorporated into studies of redistribution,ò and further research on in-kind 

benefits is an essential task (Elkjær and Iversen 2023, 397). 
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Distinguishing in detail between different government types is important, as it enables 

us to meaningfully compare how institutional arrangements condition the relationship 

between immigration and government social spending and identify interaction 

patterns between immigration and social welfare spending. The hypothesis will be 

tested using interaction terms of the immigration variable with these government type 

indicators. Positive and statistically significant interaction terms will indicate support 

for the hypothesis, since they would establish that immigration inflows have a larger 

positive impact on welfare spending in government types other than the baseline 

category of single-party majority. 

Previous research in this field recommends controlling for other economic and 

political factors that may potentially impact both the dependent variable and 

independent variables (Bawn and Rosenbluth 2006; Cheibub 2006; Ha 2008). These 

include Trade openness, Government revenue, GDP growth, Inflation, Annual deficit, 

Unemployment, Union density, Economic inequality9, and Population, and various 

political variables such as Effective party number, which is the effective number of 

legislative parties, Parliamentary regime, an indicator variable demonstrating whether 

a country has a parliamentary regime or not, Government change, Federalism index, 

Bicameralism index, and Voter turnout as control variables. To control for the effect of 

government ideology, I include the variable Left government, an indicator variable 

equal to one if social-democratic or other left parties dominate the cabinet. Table A1.1 

displays descriptive statistics for the key variables10. 

 

 
9 Economic inequality data come from Solt (2020). Other control variables are from the CPDS. 

10 Table A1.2 presents the frequency of government type change in each country over time. The mean value of 

government type change frequency is 6.18, and its standard deviation is 3.50. 
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2.5 Diagnostics and Solutions 

Previous research indicates that time-series cross-section (TSCS) data with 

continuous dependent variables could cause problems such as autocorrelation, 

contemporaneous correlation, and groupwise heteroscedasticity (Bawn and 

Rosenbluth 2006; Beck and Katz 1995; De Boef and Keele 2008). A unit root test 

(Im-Pesaran-Shin panel unit root test) shows that none of the three dependent 

variables have unit root problems. However, the Wooldridge test for autocorrelation 

shows that a first-order autocorrelation problem exists in the dataset. In addition, a 

modified Wald test shows that group-wise heteroskedasticity is a problem for model 

specifications. 

To deal with these potential problems, scholars put forward various methods, 

such as the serially correlated (SC) error model, a lagged dependent variable (LDV) 

model, and the Arellano Bond GMM model (Beck and Katz 2011). In the present 

study, I use an LDV model with panel-corrected standard errors (PCSEs) and fixed 

effects11. There are two main reasons for choosing this empirical strategy: first, 

theoretical reasons suggest that given the governmentôs budgetôs slow temporal 

adjustment, it is plausible to assume that last yearôs budget outcomes have an effect 

on current yearôs (Ariotti 2021; Brender and Drazen 2013; Cheibub 2006), which a 

lagged dependent variable can capture the effect of such a path dependence. Second, 

although including a lagged dependent variable and fixed effects simultaneously 

might be ñperniciousò because the coexistence of the LDV and unit fixed effects will 

induce a correlation of the idiosyncratic error, leading to biased estimates (Greene 

2003), many analyses show that for typical TSCS data, the estimator generated by 

 
11 I also apply an AR(1) correction for the autocorrelated error structure.  
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models with fixed effects and a lagged dependent variable perform about as well as 

the much more complicated Kiviet estimator and Arellano Bond GMM estimator, and 

better than the Anderson Hsiao estimator (Bawn and Rosenbluth 2006; Beck and Katz 

1995, 2011; Leszczensky and Wolbring 2022).  

Existing scholarship also indicates that immigration could have immediate 

effects on welfare spending since newly arrived immigrants may ñinstantaneously 

affect social spending by claiming more (or less) benefits than the native populationò 

(Römer 2023, 74). To capture these immediate effects, I include current values of 

independent variables in the analyses. Models with lagged independent variables are 

included in the Appendix as robustness checks12. 

 

 
12 The reason for both using current and lagged independent variables in this paper is that the fiscal years vary 

across countries. Some countries (e.g., Australia, Canada, Japan, and New Zealand) have fiscal years that start in 

the middle of the year, while some countriesô fiscal years begin from 1 January to 31 December (e.g., France, 

Germany, Greece, Spain, and Sweden). For many countries where fiscal years begin in the middle of the year, the 

annual government budgets are usually reviewed and approved by Congress in the middle of the year as well. In 

such cases, governments can perceive and take into account the effects/potential effects of immigrant inflows that 

year in their budgeting process. Therefore, it would be better to use current independent variables to capture these 

dynamics. On the other hand, for countries whose fiscal years begin from 1 January, government budgeting is 

more likely to be affected by the inflows of immigrants in the previous year. Moreover, political institutions in 

many of these advanced democracies, such as France and Germany, are relatively stable. Therefore, it could be 

more effective to use lagged Immigration and economic controls with current political independent variables to 

analyze these variations (Abou-Chadi 2016; Breunig and Luedtke 2008). However, given that government budgets 

do not usually coincide perfectly with actual spending (budget variance) and that the inflows of immigrants could 

quickly trigger unexpected government expenditures in advanced countries, I decided to use current values of 

independent variables in models in the main text and have lagged values of independent variables in the Appendix 

models as robustness tests. 
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2.6 Results 

Before assessing how government types moderate the relationships between 

immigration and welfare spending, it is necessary to examine the direct effects of 

immigration on welfare expenditures, though I do not have a formal hypothesis about 

these unconditional effects13. Figure 2.1 displays coefficients of Immigration from 

different models described in the legend (OLS regressions with PCSEs, see Table 

A1.3 for full results). According to the results in Figure 2.1, Immigration has positive 

relationships with the measured types of welfare expenditures, though the coefficients 

are not statistically significant and approach zero when controlling for time-invariant 

country-specific characteristics. These results indicate that an increase in immigration 

may promote an expansion of welfare spending in democratic countries, but the 

findings are far from conclusive. It is possible, however, that these ambiguous main 

effects mask institutional differences in response to the increased welfare demands 

associated with increases in immigrant population. Next, I test this possibility with 

models including interactions between Immigration and values of Government type. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
13 I use the interaction term between Immigration and Left government to test if immigration under governments 

dominated by left parties has a larger positive effect on social expenditures. Results in Appendix Table A1.9 show 

that the coefficient of the interaction term in each model is statistically insignificant at the .05 level, which 

provides empirical evidence that governments dominated by left parties do not necessarily change the status quo 

and implement more generous welfare policies when facing an increased scale of immigration. 
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Figure 2.1 Effects of Inflow of Foreign-born Population (% of Total Population) 

on Welfare Expenditures with 95% Confidence Intervals. 

 

Note: Data are calculated according to Models in Table A1.3. 
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Figure 2.2 to Figure 2.5 graphically display the effects of immigration and 

different government types on government welfare expenditures (see Table A1.4 for 

full results14). Figure 2.2 shows that the average marginal effects of immigration 

under single-party majority governments on different types of welfare spending are 

negative. However, for all three types of welfare spending, the average marginal 

effects of an additional 1 percent increase in the inflow of immigrants in the total 

population under the coalition and minority governments approach zero or even revise 

to positive.  

 
14 Table A1.4 displays the main results on how different government types moderate immigrationôs welfare 

effects. As all models show, the lagged dependent variable is always significant, as expected. Also, the coefficient 

sign of Immigration is always negative regardless of what fixed effects are included. Because models in Table A1.4 

include interaction terms between Immigration and different government types and single-party majority 

government is the excluded category, the coefficient of Immigration presents the effect of immigration on social 

expenditures under single-party majority governments. The negative sign indicates that immigration inflow under 

single-party majority governments has a negative effect on welfare expenditures, consistent with my theoretical 

argument. The coefficient of Immigration is both signed negatively and statistically significant at the .05 level in 

the models of total welfare spending and welfare spending in cash, though we observe an insignificant coefficient 

of Immigration in the model of welfare spending in kind that does not include country fixed effects. Moreover, in 

Table A1.4, most interaction terms between Immigration and the indicators of non-majority government types are 

positive and significant. Relative to the baseline of single-party majority governments, we can see that if a 

government is a minimal winning coalition, a surplus coalition, a multi-party minority, or a single-party minority, 

the negative effects of immigration on welfare spending are mitigated. 
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Figure 2.2 Average Marginal Effects of Inflow of Foreign-born Population (% of 

Total Population) on Welfare Expenditures under Different Government Types 

with 95% Confidence Intervals. 

 
Note: Data are calculated according to Model 7, Model 9, and Model 11 in Table 

A1.4.  

 

Figure 2.3, Figure 2.4, and Figure 2.5 show the binary comparisons of the effects 

of government types on welfare expenditures across the scope of the inflow of 

immigration, using single-party majority government as a comparison. In general, 

under single-party majority government, the three types of welfare spending decrease 

as the inflow of immigration grows. By contrast, in most cases under coalition and 

minority governments, increasing immigration inflows are either unrelated to 

spending changes or associated with spending increases. In summary, the hypothesis 

receives empirical support15. 

 
15 It is worth thinking about why models with welfare spending in kind (e.g., Model 11 in Table A1.4) provide 

some suggestive results. One potential theoretical reason would be that welfare spending in kind is less 

controllable since a lot of it is healthcare spending that is largely determined by health status and medical 
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Figure 2.3 Predictive Margins of Total Social Expenditure across Government 

Types and Inflows of Foreign-born Population (% of Total Population) with 95% 

Confidence Intervals. 

 

Note: Data are calculated according to Model 7 in Table A1.4.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
decisions, making it harder to control. 
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Figure 2.4 Predictive Margins of Social Expenditure in Cash across Government 

Types and Inflows of Foreign-born Population (% of Total Population) with 95% 

Confidence Intervals. 

 

Note: Data are calculated according to Model 9 in Table A1.4.  
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Figure 2.5 Predictive Margins of Social Expenditure in Kind across Government 

Types and Inflows of Foreign-born Population (% of Total Population) with 95% 

Confidence Intervals. 

 

Note: Data are calculated according to Model 11 in Table A1.4.  

 

2.7 Robustness Checks 

To examine if the major results and findings shown above hold when applying 

alternative empirical specifications, I conducted a series of robustness checks. In 

general, results from robustness checks are similar to the empirical results reported in 

Table A1.4. Details of these results from robustness checks can be found in the 

Appendix. First, from Table A1.5 (identical to Table A1.4 except for having a linear 

time trend in each model) to Table A1.9, I included a linear time trend in each model 

to account for the variablesô trending behavior.  

In addition, previous literature mentions that public opinion, institutional 

reactions, and policy changes in response to increases in immigration take some time, 

and policy decisions can be sluggishly reflected in spending levels (Fenwick 2019; 
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Soroka et al. 2016). To capture such delaying effects, I replaced current Immigration 

and economic controls with lagged Immigration and economic controls in Table A1.6 

and replaced all independent variables with their lagged versions (with current 

Immigration and its interactions with government types) in Table A1.7. Additionally, I 

ran random effects models without any fixed effects in Table A1.8. Next, I replaced 

linear time trends with country-specific linear time trends in all models in Table A1.10 

to allow each country to follow a different trend. Results are again similar to the 

results reported in Table A1.4 and support the hypothesis16. 

 

2.8 Conclusion 

The broad message displayed in this paper is that both immigration and political 

institutions play a considerable role in shaping government welfare spending in 

democratic countries, but the way that they matter should be better examined and 

specified. Specifically, using TSCS data from 28 advanced industrial countries from 

1980 to 2019, this paper examines the relationships between immigration, government 

types, and their effects on government welfare expenditures. Empirical results in this 

paper indicate that immigration has an overall positive effect on welfare spending, 

though the effect is statistically insignificant. However, such an effect is conditional 

on government types. Compared to single-party majority governments, coalition and 

minority governments have a positive moderating effect on the increases in welfare 

expenditures brought by immigration. Ignoring the moderating role of institutions will 

seriously bias the analyses of immigrationôs effects on social welfare. 

The results of this study have substantial implications for the policies and politics 

 
16 The hypothesis also receives support from systematic jackknife analyses in which I drop one country at a time. 
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of immigration in developed democracies. When facing the increased pressure from 

the influx of immigration, governments in most developed democracies do not choose 

to avoid such pressure passively ï these governments deal with the corresponding 

issues through policy adjustments, such as adjusting welfare expenditures, to mitigate 

the potential socio-economic and political crises. However, different types of 

governments have different solutions to deal with the same pressure: compared to 

minority and coalition governments that actively increase social expenditures to meet 

the changes in welfare demand brought about by immigrants, single-party majority 

governments are more inclined to reduce welfare spending to maintain social stability 

and strengthen support of governance. The reasons for this heterogeneity could be 

traced back to the different foundations of political regimes, institutional 

arrangements of power checks and balances, and mechanisms through which public 

opinion plays its role in different democratic countries. 

Previous studies in the field of the welfare state pay substantial attention to the 

role of the working classes in affecting redistribution. According to the power 

resource theory, as Korpi (1983) demonstrates, differences in generosity and 

expenditure on welfare can be attributed to variances in the political influence of the 

working class. However, in recent decades, it is increasingly likely that the surge of 

immigration may undermine the ñlong-standing coalitions of workers by creating new 

forms of differences.ò Immigration and pertinent multicultural policies could diminish 

class identities by ñsetting the focus on differences between the minority and the 

majority population instead of underlining a common position.ò (Römer 2023, 72; 

Soroka et al. 2016). Findings in this study also remind us that instead of purely 

focusing on class competitions and movements, we should take immigration and its 

interactions with political institutions seriously when we explore the complicated 
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dynamics of the welfare state.  

Although this paper analyzes the moderating effects of one type of political 

institution ï government compositions, other types of institutions, such as the 

effective number of legislative parties, bicameralism, federalism, and corporatism 

(Crepaz 1998), their welfare effects, and their relationships with immigration also 

merit exploration. For example, will the welfare effects of immigration also depend 

on institutional veto points such as federalism and bicameralism? In addition, will 

different types of immigrants (e.g., refugees and low/high-skilled immigrants) have 

different effects on the welfare state and welfare politics? And if so, will political 

institutions also moderate such effects? Moreover, the interactions between the 

working class and immigration and immigrantsô welfare participation still need further 

exploration. For example, will working-class citizens with different occupations have 

separate viewpoints toward immigrantsô welfare consumption? It would be interesting 

and meaningful to do more studies in this area. 
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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 individualsô welfare attitudes. However, a holistic 

understanding of how these assumptions and perceptions are formed still needs to be 

discovered. In this chapter, I indicate that elements of welfare policy design (e.g., 

means-testing rules) have a substantial impact on native citizensô assumptions about 

immigrants as welfare beneficiaries. Through an original survey experiment on Lucid, I 

find that including a means-testing rule makes respondents more likely to assume a 

welfare program benefits immigrants to the exclusion of native-born Americans. Such a 

rule also prompts citizens to presume those programs benefit low-skilled immigrants 

and newcomers from less developed countries more than high-skilled immigrants and 

foreigners from more developed countries. Moreover, these assumptions strengthen the 

effect of individualsô existing immigrant attitudes on welfare policy support. 

 

3.1 Introduction 

Existing studies suggest that in many advanced countries, issues of immigration have 

become too significant and substantial to be ignored (Alesina, Harnoss, and Rapoport 

2021; Hero 2010; Römer 2023; Schmidt-Catran and Czymara 2023). In recent years, 

various strains of scholarship have been devoted to explaining how immigration 

affects redistribution policies and the support for social welfare (e.g., Garand, Xu, and 

Davis 2017; Larsen 2011; Magni 2024; Steele and Perkins 2019; Van Oorschot 2006). 

For example, many native-born residents assume that welfare provisions in their 
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countries benefit or even disproportionately benefit immigrants and consider 

immigrants ñless motivated, less willing, and less capable of working hardò (Schmidt-

Catran and Spies 2016, 242). Therefore, the welfare support among these citizens 

shrinks accordingly.  

    Although native citizensô assumptions and perceptions that immigrants are 

welfare beneficiaries could generate profound impacts on public opinion toward 

welfare programs and expenditures, we still lack evidence on what prompts these 

native residents to form 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 (e.g., a work requirement) could shape such assumptions (Haselswerdt 

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 designs ï the presence or absence of means 

testing. In addition, although previous research shows that native citizensô attitudes 

toward immigrants vary based on immigrantsô characteristics (e.g., gender, religious 

belief, and educational attainment) and national background (De Coninck 2020; 

Hainmueller and Hopkins 2015; Strabac et al. 2016), no existing work examines 

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 politics of redistribution in the 

United States (e.g., Elkjær and Iversen 2023). Moreover, given the current growth in 

immigration, the accumulation of economic pressures, and the rising inequality, 

delving into the micro-foundation 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. 

I contend that, as one of the fundamental elements of welfare policy design, 

means-testing17 not only determines the scope of welfare provision (Gugushvili and 

Van Oorschot 2020) but also plays a considerable role in shaping citizensô 

assumptions about immigrantsô participation in welfare programs. This is because the 

selective attribute of the means-testing rule makes the identity and deservingness of 

beneficiaries more salient and relevant to the formation of attitudes toward such 

welfare policies. 

Through conducting an original survey experiment, I find that the inclusion of a 

means-testing rule induces respondents to assume welfare programs benefit 

immigrants to the exclusion of native-born Americans. In addition, native citizens 

believe that low-skilled immigrants and newcomers from less developed countries are 

more likely to benefit from means-tested programs than high-skilled immigrants and 

foreigners from more developed countries. Moreover, these presumptions, shaped by 

the means-testing rule, substantially condition the effects of individualsô existing 

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 better understanding 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 could help administrators understand the designs of 

government programs better and facilitate public managers in designing and 

 
17 By definition, means testing usually consists of income tests that seek to identify the ñtruly poorò and ñis 

assumed to be the main form of selective provision,ò and scholars normally use the terms ñselectivityò and ñmeans 

testingò interchangeably (Gugushvili and Van Oorschot 2020, 1457). 
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implementing better public programs to solve inequality and poverty. 

 

3.2 Policy Designs and Assumptions about Welfare Beneficiaries 

In many advanced democracies, citizensô attitudes toward welfare programs, to a great 

extent, can be explained by their political values or ideologies (Blekesaune and 

Quadagno 2003; Feldman and Steenbergen 2001), policy designs and administrative 

burden of social programs (Ashok and Huber 2020; Keiser and Miller 2020; Qi and 

Haselswerdt 2024), and perceptions about who benefits from these programs and the 

deservingness of those welfare beneficiaries (Baekgaard, Herd, and Moynihan 2023; 

Mårtensson et al. 2023; Petersen et al. 2011; Van Oorschot 2000). In terms of whether 

welfare recipients are deserving or not, many individuals base their judgments on racial 

or ethnic considerations (Garand, Xu, and Davis 2017; Gilens 1999; Lieberman 2011). 

However, less explored is the question of how citizens form their ideas about who 

benefits from welfare programs initially  (Haselswerdt 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 

social programs among Americans (e.g., Callaghan and Olson 2017; Gilens 1999; 

Lanford and Quadagno 2022). Additionally, because immigrants are usually 

stigmatized as welfare dependents and a drain on public benefits, many native citizens 

consider them one of the less ñdeservingò groups of welfare beneficiaries as well 

(Brady and Finnigan 2014; Levy 2021; Romero 2011).    

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. Instead, out-group resentment is more likely to be 

replaced by positive stereotypes and in-group solidarity (Jardina 2019; Kinder and 

Kam 2010; Winter 2008). 

Why do only some but not all social welfare programs engender citizensô racial or 

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 

certain types of people (Faricy 2015; Skocpol 1991). According to the ñsocial 

construction of target populationsò approach, policy designs play an active role in 

socially constructing target groups among diverse audiences. Various components of 

policy design (e.g., work requirements, policy delivery mechanisms, and legal 

residency requirements) convey judgments about whether beneficiaries are deemed 

ñdeservingò or ñundeservingò of receiving welfare assistance (Ashok and Huber 2020; 

Ingram and Smith 1993; Schneider and Ingram 1993; Schneider and Ingram 1997; 

Yoo 2008). As Haselswerdt (2022, 274) argues, the eligibility criteria and requirements 

of a welfare program may ñmatch up with stereotypes about racial or ethnic groups, 

making a person more or less likely to assume the program will benefit those groups.ò  

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 

impacts of immigration on host countries and particular elements of policy design. For 

example, after analyzing data from a survey experiment, Haselswerdt (2021) suggests 

that priming immigrants as a fiscal threat significantly increases the likelihood that 

individuals assume that welfare programs will benefit foreigners rather 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, 

Haselswerdt (2022) finds that policy design elements, such as a work requirement, 

significantly affect respondentsô assumptions about policy beneficiaries in terms of their 

race and national origin, and these assumptions in turn, impact respondentsô welfare 

support (conditional on existing attitudes about race or immigration).  

Nevertheless, the existing literature on policy design and target groups has yet to 

explore a fundamental distinction in the welfare state ï whether the eligibility of a 

welfare program is universal or selective. In universal welfare programs, since the basic 

principle is not to discriminate between citizens, not only the poor but also the middle 

class can benefit from a given welfare policy (Crepaz and Damron 2009; Rothstein and 

Stolle 2003). Therefore, native 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 other considerations, such as racial or ethnic concerns, should be less consequential.  

On the contrary, means-tested welfare policies are intended to aid some groups but 

not others. In means-tested programs, such as Medicaid, Supplemental Security Income 

(SSI), and the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Programs (SNAP), eligibility for 

benefits is determined based on financial need, usually defined according to the poverty 

line (Hasenfeld and Rafferty 1989; Muñoz and Pardos-Prado 2019). Such programs 

are often criticized for creating moral hazards in terms of disincentives to work and 

save money (Deacon and Bradshaw 1983; Gugushvili and Van Oorschot 2020). For 

these policies, the identity and deservingness of beneficiaries are likely to play an 

important role in citizensô policy attitudes.  

Although means-tested programs do not provide explicit information about the 

racial or ethnic makeup of the beneficiary population, the ñselectiveò nature of their 
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policy design could still reinforce social categorization effects ï peopleôs tendency to 

divide the world into two distinct categories, ñus and themò (Baron 1989, 643) by 

constructing attitudes of ñstark separation between individuals deserving of public 

support and óundeservingô onesò (Crepaz and Damron 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 18-64) as lazy and undeserving as well (Garand, Xu, and Davis 

2017; Lanford and Quadagno 2022). However, in recent years, the impacts of the 

increased immigrant population on the daily life of native citizens have become 

increasingly noticeable (Alesina, Harnoss, and Rapoport 2021; Avdagic and Savage 

2024; Choi, Poertner, and Sambanis 2023; Strabac et al. 2016). Perhaps due to 

negative and stereotypical images of immigrants formed by news media and political 

elites (De Coninck 2020; Hussey and Pearson-Merkowitz 2013), immigration has 

become one of the predominant factors that affect peopleôs consideration of welfare 

deservingness. In this case, citizensô out-group bias and stereotypes, such as ethnic 

minorities being lazy and minorities abusing social welfare benefits, could make 

individuals more likely to assume that such means-tested programs will benefit 

immigrants. Therefore, compared to universal or non-selective welfare policies, welfare 

programs with a means-testing design that uses income tests to limit access to welfare 

benefits (e.g., cash assistance and health insurance) could be more likely to stoke 

individualsô ethnic concerns and lead them to assume that immigrants will be more 

likely to benefit from these programs than native-born Americans. 

Moreover, since beneficiaries from means-tested programs are usually ñpoorò and 

ñdestituteò (Gugushvili and Van Oorschot 2020; Hasenfeld and Rafferty 1989; 

Lanford and Quadagno 2022), it is possible that means-testing designs prompt citizens 
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to more specifically presume the types of immigrants who would benefit. For example, 

levels or types of work skills are highly pertinent to individualsô income levels and the 

need to receive protection from the welfare state (Rehm, Hacker, and Schlesinger 

2012). In particular, compared to workers with high-skill levels, low-skilled or 

unskilled workers are more likely to have lower incomes and, therefore, use means-

tested welfare programs. With such an association, native-born residents could surmise 

that means-tested programs benefit low-skilled immigrants more than high-skilled 

immigrants. 

According to the Intergroup Status Hierarchy theory, because people 

overwhelmingly prefer associating with others of equal or higher status, immigrants 

from more developed countries or countries with ñhigher group statusò (e.g., higher 

levels of GDP per capita) are less likely to cause a backlash among native-born citizens 

than immigrants from less developed countries or countries with ñlower group statusò 

(Kustov 2019; McCrae et al. 2013; Weeks and Lupfer 2004). Existing scholarship 

indicates that citizens in advanced countries hold a more favorable attitude toward 

newcomers from ñrichò countries than immigrants from ñpoorò countries since citizens 

assume that immigrants from wealthier countries are more socio-economically similar 

to native-born citizens themselves than immigrants from poor countries (De Coninck 

2020). Thus, means-testing rules should be less likely to lead citizens to associate 

welfare benefits with immigrants from richer countries than their counterparts from 

poorer countries. 

 

3.3 Hypotheses 

According to the above analyses, I argue that policy design elements can affect citizensô 

assumptions about which ethnic groups receive benefits from the program. In particular, 
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I expect that compared to universal welfare policies, policies with a means-testing 

design (according to income levels) may lead respondents to conjecture that such 

policies are specifically beneficial to immigrants. 

Hypothesis 1 The inclusion of means testing in a welfare program will make 

respondents more likely to assume those programs will benefit immigrants to the 

exclusion of native-born Americans than they would if these programs were universal.  

    The means-testing 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 means-tested programs with recipients having weaker capacities to 

create wealth or lower group status, I expect that these judgment criteria also apply to 

distinguish immigrants and drive the following hypothesis: 

Hypothesis 2 The inclusion of means testing in a welfare program will make 

respondents more likely to assume those programs benefit low-skilled immigrants 

relative to high-skilled immigrants than they would if those programs were universal.  

Hypothesis 3 The 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 universal. 

In addition, I 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., anti-immigration sentiment) into their assessments (Haselswerdt 2022).  

Hypothesis 4 The 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. 

 

3.4 Experimental Design and Data 

To test these hypotheses, I use data from an original survey experiment conducted via 

Lucid Theorem with 1638 respondents in August 202318. Lucid Theorem is a self-

service online survey platform enabling researchers to recruit nationally 

representative samples. The original survey experiment focuses on two hypothetical 

prospective policies: a program that helps people afford to go to college (based on 

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

(based on the Child Tax Credit, CTC). The rationale for using hypothetical welfare 

policies instead of existing social programs is to reduce potential ñstatus quo biasò in 

respondentsô welfare attitudes (Ashok and Huber 2020) and better isolate the effects 

of the means-testing rule on welfare assumptions and attitudes. The experimental 

manipulations vary in one element: the presence of a means-testing rule for claiming 

the welfare benefit. Respondents are randomized into the two groups to receive policy 

information about these two hypothetical policies. One group is presented with a 

description of the Pell Grant policy that includes a means-testing rule, and a 

description of the CTC policy that does not, while the other group is presented with a 

means-tested version of the CTC and a non-means-tested version of the Pell Grant. 

The order of the policy descriptions and associated questions are randomized within 

each treatment arm. Within each group, I analyze the degrees of support for these two 

policies and respondentsô perceptions of which social groups would benefit most from 

 
18 I pre-registered this study in the Open Science Framework. For details of the preregistration, see Appendix 

A2.J. The institutional review boards (IRB) reviewed and approved the study design. 
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the implementation of these programs. Below is an example displaying wording for 

one hypothetical welfare program (CTC) and treatments. 

We would like to ask your opinion on a hypothetical government program. Under 

this program, families with dependent children would receive a tax break to help 

them manage the cost of raising kids. [Include/omit:] To receive this benefit, 

applicants must have an annual household income at or below 100 percent of 

the federal poverty level (for example, $24,860 for a family of three). This 

program would cost the U.S. Treasury about $130 billion per year. 

After showing the primes, I ask respondents about their support for the 

hypothetical policy and what ñgroups in American societyò would most likely benefit 

from these welfare programs19. Subjects are first asked to give their opinions of these 

hypothetical welfare programs using a five-point scale, with 1 representing ñoppose 

stronglyò and 5 suggesting ñsupport strongly,ò while ñneither support nor opposeò 

serves as the midpoint. Regarding the welfare beneficiary question, respondents are 

permitted to choose multiple options from a set of groups (according to multiple 

social, economic, and ethnic features), such as ñPoor people,ò ñWomen,ò ñLabor 

unions,ò and ñImmigrants.ò The choice of interest is ñImmigrants.ò Including all of 

these other groups is aimed at avoiding overtly priming the immigration issue to 

respondents. This dependent variable is an indicator named Exclusion assumption 

coded ñ1ò if a respondent chooses ñimmigrantsò but not ñAmericans born in the 

United States.ò This measurement approach is based on the strategy of measuring 

participantsô beneficiary assumptions used in Haselswerdt (2021, 2022). 

After that, all respondents, regardless of what they chose, are asked the following 

 
19 For core questions and prompts in this study, see Appendix A2.B. 
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two questions. For example, respondents receive the question, ñAssuming that the 

policy you just read about did benefit immigrants, which types of immigrants do you 

believe would be most likely to benefit?ò Respondents are allowed to select one of 

two types of immigrants, ñlow-skilled immigrantsò and ñhigh-skilled immigrants.ò 

This dependent variable is an indicator variable, with 1 representing ñlow-skilled 

immigrantsò and 0 referring to ñhigh-skilled immigrants.ò In addition, respondents 

receive the question, ñAssuming that the policy you just read about did benefit 

immigrants, do you believe it would be more beneficial to immigrants from relatively 

poor countries, or relatively rich countries?ò They have two options to choose from ï 

ñrelatively poor countriesò and ñrelatively rich countries,ò which are based on the 

development status of the country of origin. Results from this question will construct 

the dependent variable with 1 representing ñimmigrants from poorer countriesò and 0 

indicating ñimmigrants from richer countries.ò I also randomize the order of the skill 

and national origin questions.  

The primary independent variable of interest is an indicator for the experimental 

treatments means-testing (=1) versus no means-testing (=0). Testing H4 requires a 

variable named Immigration opposition scale gauging respondentsô predispositions 

towards immigration, which I measure using a series of questions about immigration 

policy adapted from the 2012 American National Election Study, following 

Haselswerdt (2022). This includes questions about viewpoints on government policy 

toward unauthorized immigrants, attitudes toward the proposal to permit foreigners 

who were illegally brought into the U.S. as children to become permanent residents, 

stances on a law that permits checks on the immigration status of suspected 

unauthorized immigrants, and positions on the ideal scale of immigration and the 

likelihood of immigrants will compete with citizens for jobs. I re-scale this variable to 
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fall within the range of 0 to 1, with higher values indicating stronger anti-immigration 

preferences. I use difference-of-proportions tests and report the percentages in each 

treatment category to test H1, H2, and H3. I use OLS models with an interaction 

between Immigration opposition scale and the treatment indicator to test H4. 

In addition, measurements of other variables are drawn from the Cooperative 

Election Study (CES) or American National Election Studies (ANES) Common 

Content questionnaire. These include several control variables that I include in an 

alternative specification of the OLS model as a robustness check: Ideology (five-point 

scale), Partisanship (seven-point scale), Age (six-point scale), White (ñWhiteò = 1 and 

ñOther racial and ethnic groupsò = 0), Education (six-point scale), Female (ñMaleò = 

0 and ñFemaleò = 1), and Income (sixteen-point scale). These variables also serve to 

establish the representativeness of the sample. Question-wording and descriptive data 

for all variables are displayed in the Appendix. Table 3.1 displays the demographic 

characteristics of the Lucid sample as compared to the 2022 CES sample, which 

serves as the population benchmark. The Lucid sample closely resembles the CES 

sample in multiple demographic characteristics, though it is younger and less affluent 

than the latter. 
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Table 3.1 Demographic Characteristics Between Lucid (Sample size = 1638) and 

the 2022 CES. 

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 

Note: Missing values and ñnot sureò answers (CES) for each variable are not 

included. 

 

3.5 Results 

I first examine whether the assumption that welfare programs would benefit 

immigrants to the exclusion of native-born Americans is associated with a means-
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testing rule. Figure 3.1 shows the pattern predicted by H1: the means-testing rule 

makes respondents more likely to assume those programs will benefit immigrants to 

the exclusion of the native-born. In particular, in the hypothetical Pell Grant 

experiment, around 20.8% of respondents in the control group (without receiving 

means-testing information) assumed such a program would benefit immigrants but not 

native citizens, while about 26.3% of subjects in the means-testing treatment group 

held this assumption. A similar pattern can be observed for the hypothetical Child Tax 

Credit experiment: about 26.6% of recipients in the treatment group assumed that 

such a program would benefit immigrants only, while 21.4% of respondents in the 

control group made that assumption. Moreover, two-tailed difference-of-proportions 

tests indicate that these differences are statistically significant (ὴ = .01 for both)20. 

Therefore, H1 received empirical support. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
20 Details about the difference of proportions tests in this study can be found in Appendix A2.C. 



52 

 

Figure 3.1 Proportions of Participants Assuming Described Welfare Programs 

Benefit Immigrants to the Exclusion of Native-born Citizens, by Experimental 

Condition (with 90% Confidence Intervals). 

 

Note: Full results are reported in Appendix Tables A2.C1 and A2.C2. 

 

Next, I assess whether a means-testing rule induces respondents to associate 

welfare programs with specific immigrant categories based on skill level or 

background of origin country. As Figure 3.2 displays, for both experiments, 

treatments with a means-testing requirement resulted in a higher proportion of 

respondents believing that low-skilled immigrants would be most likely to benefit 

from these programs (difference of proportions = .075, ὴ = .001 for the Pell Grant 

experiment; .033, ὴ = .074 for the Child Tax Credit experiment). These results support 

H2, which anticipates that a means-testing rule would make native dwellers assume 

that low-skilled immigrants are more likely to benefit than high-skilled immigrants. 
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Figure 3.2 Proportions of Participants Assuming Described Welfare Programs 

Benefit Low-skilled Immigrants, by Experimental Condition (with 90% 

Confidence Intervals). 

 

Note: Full results are reported in Appendix Tables A2.C1 and A2.C2. 

 

Figure 3.3 plots the proportions of subjects who assumed that welfare policies 

presented to them would benefit immigrants coming from less developed countries, as 

expected by H3. Looking at the proportions under each experimental condition, in 

both welfare policy experiments, compared to control groups, a larger proportion of 

respondents in treatment groups (received information about the means-testing 

design) made the assumption that immigrants from less developed countries would 

receive benefits from these described programs (Pell Grant experiment: difference of 

proportions = .039, ὴ = .036; Child Tax Credit experiment: difference of proportions 

= .029, ὴ = .070). These results are in line with H321. 

 
21 I also evaluate whether these experimental effects anticipated by H1, H2, and H3 vary by race or ethnicity. 
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FIGURE 3.3 Proportions of Participants Assuming Described Welfare Programs 

Benefit Immigrants from Less Developed Countries, by Experimental Condition 

(with 90% Confidence Intervals). 

 

Note: Full results are reported in Appendix Tables A2.C1 and A2.C2. 

 

Turning to the conditional effects anticipated by H4, Figure 3.4 presents results 

from linear regression models with interaction terms between the means-testing 

treatment and Immigration opposition scale. According to these results, I detect no 

 
Results in Appendix A2.F suggest that, in the treatment group, non-Hispanic whites were slightly more inclined 

than citizens of other ethnic groups to assume that described Pell Grant program would be most likely to benefit 

immigrants only (26.5% vs. 25.8%, p = .83), low-skilled immigrants (75.6% vs. 73.4%, p = .52), or immigrants 

from less developed countries (85.3% vs. 84.1%, p = .67). However, for the Child Tax Credit experiment, after 

receiving means-testing information, non-Hispanic whites were significantly more likely than non-whites to 

presume such a welfare program would offer benefits to immigrants only (28.4% vs. 22.2%, p = .06), low-skilled 

immigrants (87.2% vs. 79.1%, p = .003), or immigrants from less developed countries (90.7% vs. 85.8%, p = .04).  
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interaction effect to speak of ï although the interaction term in each experiment has 

the expected sign, it is statistically insignificant (Pell Grant experiment: ὴ = .79 with 

controls; Child Tax Credit experiment: ὴ = .56 with controls)22. Moreover, this figure 

displays only a slight narrowing within the scope of the anti-immigration attitude 

variable. That is, these results do not support H4 ï there is no significant evidence that 

the means-testing rule has a larger dampening effect on welfare support (relative to 

the control treatment) among individuals who are resistant to immigration than among 

citizens with low anti-immigration scale. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
22 Full results of the linear regression models (with and without controls) can be found in Appendix A2.D. I also 

apply ordered logistic models to examine the interaction effect of the experimental treatment with the anti-

immigrant attitude. See Appendix A2.E for detailed results of ordered logit regressions. 
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Figure 3.4 Predicted Welfare Policy Approval across Treatment Groups and 

Immigration Attitude (with 90% Confidence Intervals and Control Variables). 

 

Note: Full results are reported in Appendix Tables A2.D1 and A2.D2. 

 

While I find no evidence of an interaction effect of anti-immigration attitude 

with the means-testing treatment, there is strong evidence that the target group 

assumptions affected by the means-testing rule have a larger negative effect on 

welfare support among those with strong anti-immigration sentiments than among 

individuals with pro-immigration attitudes. As shown in Figure 3.5, compared to 

assumptions that described policies not solely benefiting immigrants, the undermining 

effects (on policy support) of presumptions that described programs only benefiting 

immigrants become increasingly substantial as the anti-immigration scale goes up. 

Similarly, as the scale of anti-immigration attitude increases, the negative effect of 

assuming low-skilled immigrants or new settlers from poorer countries as welfare 

beneficiaries tends to be more prominent than the assumption that high-skilled 
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foreigners or immigrants from developed countries are welfare beneficiaries. For 

example, all else being equal, in each welfare policy experiment, from the lowest 

level of exclusionary immigration attitude (Anti-immigration scale = 0) to its highest 

level (Anti-immigration scale = 1), assumptions induced by the means-testing design 

usually produce a support-dampening effect of about 1 point on the 5-point scale, 

which is almost equal to a full standard deviation23.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
23 See Appendix Tables A2.D3, A2.D4, and A2.D5 for full results of OLS models. I also reported ordered logit 

regression results in Appendix A2.E. 
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Figure 3.5 Predicted Welfare Policy Approval across Assumptions Induced by 

Means-testing Rule and Immigration Attitude (with 90% Confidence Intervals 

and Control Variables). 

 

Note: Full results are reported in Appendix Tables A2.D3, A2.D4, and A2.D5. 

 

While the substantial conditioning effects of these beneficiary group assumptions 

are evident, I must point out a potential concern about the question ordering of the 

Lucid study. In the Lucid study, I decided to place the beneficiary group assumption 

questions after the policy approval questions to avoid raising the salience of 

immigration. However, there is a downside to utilizing these assumption variables as 

moderators and independent variables in models where policy approval serves as 

dependent variables, as this may potentially incur endogeneity problems. To address 

this potential concern, I conducted a follow-up study on Prolific (see Appendix A2.I), 

an online survey company that works with researchers to conduct scientific studies 

and surveys. In the follow-up study of 1502 respondents conducted between 

November 30 and December 1, 2023, I incorporated all elements of the original Lucid 
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study and randomized the order of those beneficiary group assumption questions and 

policy approval questions. As results in Appendix A2.I show, no statistically 

significant differences in effects based on question order were detected, and the 

findings for each hypothesis in the Lucid study are replicated in the Prolific study. 

These results alleviate a significant concern about the original design and speak to the 

robustness of the experimental findings. 

 

3.6 Conclusion  

This study explores how means testing ï a crucial component of contemporary 

welfare policy designs ï impacts Americansô assumptions about immigrants as 

welfare beneficiaries. This study contends and finds evidence that these assumptions 

are significantly shaped by this element of policy design. Particularly, such a policy 

design makes respondents more likely to assume that welfare programs benefit 

immigrants to the exclusion of native-born Americans, especially low-skilled 

immigrants and those from less developed countries. Moreover, although the means-

testing design itself does not show a significant moderating effect on the relationship 

between exclusionary immigration attitudes and welfare policy support, assumptions 

evoked by this policy design do substantially undermine program support among 

respondents who oppose immigration. All of these key findings were replicated in a 

follow-up experiment using a sample recruited through a different survey vendor. 

These findings have important implications for the current debate on whether the 

influx of immigrants undermines public support for social welfare among citizens in 

host countries. First, findings in this study buttress the emerging body of research that 

emphasizes the need to examine the roles of welfare policy design on public opinion 

toward social welfare (e.g., Ashok and Huber 2020; Muñoz and Pardos-Prado 2019; 
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Qi and Haselswerdt 2024). As an essential factor in providing a structured approach to 

government decision-making, policy design also plays a substantial role in shaping 

ñthe political preferences and behaviors of ordinary citizensò (Mettler and SoRelle 

2018, 117). This study indicates that in addition to its direct impact on public attitudes 

toward welfare, the effects of welfare policy design on the nexus between 

immigration attitudes and welfare support should not be underestimated.  

Second, the findings in this study highlight an imperative research question: how 

do different types of immigrants affect political support for social welfare among 

native residents? While previous studies have made great contributions to exploring 

and demonstrating the effects of immigrants on the politics of the welfare state (e.g., 

Avdagic and Savage 2024; Garand, Xu, and Davis 2017; Haselswerdt 2022), they 

have tended to treat immigrants as a monolithic target population. As a result, existing 

literature has not fully distinguished whether and how different categories of 

immigrants affect citizensô welfare beneficiary assumptions and support for welfare 

programs. This study suggests that assumptions about the types of immigrants who 

would be welfare beneficiaries are also affected by policy design. Moreover, these 

assumptions are consequential for welfare policy support. In recent decades, 

immigrants are increasingly considered the least ñdeservedò beneficiaries, and 

resistance to immigration has become an increasingly notable component of the 

Republican agenda and conservative ideology (Brady and Finnigan 2014; Fox 2012; 

Romero 2011; Van Oorschot 2006). It is worth paying attention to whether and how 

conservative parties and politicians emphasize the corresponding policy designs and 

highlight specific types of immigrants in their political rhetoric to arouse the mass 

publicôs anti-social welfare awareness and attitudes during election campaigns and 

policymaking processes. 
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This study presents many possibilities for improvement, and future investigations 

are needed to validate its findings. First, the working mechanisms through which 

policy designs impact immigrant attitudes and welfare support merit additional 

exploration. In addition to the means-testing rules, do other elements of welfare policy 

design affect welfare preferences and moderate the nexus between immigrant attitudes 

and public support for welfare programs? Different types of welfare policy designs 

are likely to have separate mechanisms affecting citizensô welfare beneficiary 

assumptions and attitudes toward immigrant welfare participation. Future studies can 

explore whether and how other important design elements of social welfare programs, 

such as the funding sources, tax administration, and term limit, play direct or 

moderating roles in shaping such assumptions and native residentsô welfare policy 

preferences. 

Furthermore, as results in this study suggest, when thinking about immigrants as 

potential beneficiaries, citizens can form their assumptions and perceptions based on 

specific characteristics and background information of immigrants. In recent years, a 

solid body of research has started to investigate how the basic features of immigrants, 

such as immigrant status, religious belief, ethnicity, and education attainment, affect 

native citizensô immigration support and the politics of redistribution (e.g., Aalberg, 

Iyengar, and Messing 2012; De Coninck 2020; Hainmueller and Hopkins 2015; 

Lanford and Quadagno 2022). Future scholarship should explore the effects of other 

immigrant characteristics on public support for redistribution policies. On the one 

hand, upcoming research can examine how newcomersô malleable features, such as 

level of education and criminal record, affect native peopleôs welfare assumptions and 

attitudes toward redistribution. On the other hand, perceptions of immigrantsô 

deservingness of aid may also vary in accordance with features that immigrants 
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cannot easily change or control, such as their physiological traits (e.g., gender) and 

country background (e.g., geographic locations and political regimes). Exploring 

these questions could help us develop a comprehensive and reflective understanding 

of the relationship between the growing foreign-born population and the development 

of redistribution. 
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CHAPTER 4: Immigration and Welfare Attitudes: Do 

Personal Interactions Matter? 

Previous research suggests that citizensô perceptions of the influx and existence of 

foreign-born residents influence and perhaps undermine support for the welfare state. 

However, findings on the effect of personal exposure to immigrant populations are 

inconsistent. We argue that this is because existing work does not distinguish between 

different types of interactions between natives and immigrants24. Using original survey 

experiments embedded in the 2022 Cooperative Election Study, we explore how 

personal interactions with immigrants affect citizensô welfare attitudes. We find that 

frequent mere exposure has a dampening effect on respondentsô welfare support, but 

frequent actual contact, in the form of conversations, has a positive effect on 

individualsô perspectives on welfare programs. However, there is no clear evidence that 

the effects of information about immigrantsô welfare eligibility are conditional on these 

interactions, although the eligibility of documented immigrants significantly enhances 

respondentsô welfare support more than the eligibility of all immigrants. 

 

4.1 Introduction 

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 citizens (Alesina, Miano, and 

Stantcheva 2023; Burgoon and Rooduijn 2021; Eger 2010; Garand, Xu, and Davis 

2017; Hero 2010; Larsen 2011; Magni 2024; Mau and Burkhardt 2009). However, we 

still lack consensus on how the presence, or the size of immigrant populations, affects 

 
24 Dr. Jake Haselswerdt is the second author of this essay. 



64 

 

welfare attitudes and the welfare state. Specifically, the effect of ethnic diversity in 

indigenous citizensô residential context has long been a matter of intense debate among 

scholars and remains indeterminate (Breznau and Eger 2016; Choi, Poertner, and 

Sambanis 2023; Crepaz 2008; Eger 2010; Himmelroos and Leino 2015). 

In this paper, we argue that, for immigration to affect welfare attitudes, citizens 

must first recognize their racial or ethnic contexts and then perceive out-groups as 

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

shows that interacting with outgroups can have either of these effects (Burgoon, Koster, 

and van Egmond 2012; Eick and Busemeyer 2023; Goldschmidt and Rydgren 2018; 

Walker, McCabe, and Matos 2022). During this process, different types of personal 

interactions have considerable effects on citizensô welfare attitudes and perceptions 

about immigrant participation in welfare programs. Specifically, we 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 immigrants). We argue that, in 

the absence of actual contact, mere exposure 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 concerns about 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 information about immigrantsô welfare eligibility on citizensô welfare support. 

For example, frequent contact with foreigners will be more likely to enhance nativesô 

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

mere exposure in the absence of contact will be more likely to reduce it.  
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    Through an original survey experiment embedded in the 2022 Cooperative 

Election Study (CES), we find that frequent mere exposure has a negative relationship 

with respondentsô welfare support, but frequent actual contact is associated with 

increased support. However, there is no clear evidence that the effects of information 

about the eligibility of immigrants on citizensô welfare support are conditional on 

personal interactions, though the eligibility of documented immigrants significantly 

bolsters respondentsô welfare support more than the eligibility of all immigrants.  

These findings 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 immigrant-related policies often focuses on geographic 

context or spatial proximity but neglects the substantial role of individual-level 

interactions with ethnic minorities in shaping policy attitudes among indigenous 

citizens (Alesina, Harnoss, and Rapoport 2021; Auspurg, Brüderl, and Wöhler 2019; 

Gravelle 2016; Walker, McCabe, and Matos 2022). By showing that different types of 

personal interactions have divergent effects on support for welfare programs, this study 

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 

nativesô welfare preferences also hinge on immigrantsô personal characteristics and 

background, such as ethnicity, work history, and religious beliefs (Aalberg, Iyengar, 

and Messing 2012; De Coninck 2020; Lanford and Quadagno 2022; Magni 2024; 

Strabac et al. 2016). These findings also contribute 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 subpopulations, can substantially impact peopleôs 

consideration of support for welfare policies. In summary, this study promotes a holistic 
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and reflective understanding of the impacts of ethnic diversity on social welfare. 

 

4.2 Immigrant Perceptions, Personal Interactions, and Support for 

Welfare Programs 

To understand how immigration politics is linked to public opinion toward social 

welfare, we first need to assess how residentsô perceptions about the presence of 

immigration affect their attitudes toward immigrants and immigrant-related policies. 

In this field, two plausible but at the same time contradictory theories have been 

developed. According to the inter-group contact theory, growing racial and ethnic 

diversity could counter prejudice and cultivate friendly attitudes toward newcomers. 

The rationale is that an increasing number of positive personal experiences with out-

group members could diminish ethnocentrism, mitigate stereotypes and anxieties 

about out-groups, and foster greater understanding and empathy toward their 

members (Allport 1954; Berinsky et al. 2023; Eger and Bohman 2016; Fouka and 

Tabellini 2022; Pettigrew and Tropp 2008)  

Conversely, the group threat theory indicates that close proximity to out-groups 

can stimulate rather than mitigate prejudice as different groups may compete for 

scarce resources, such as jobs, welfare benefits, and political powers (Blalock 1967; 

Enos 2016; Key 1949; Quillian 1995; Reny and Newman 2018; Taylor 1998). This 

theory expects that the influx of immigrants or a larger immigrant population will 

increase competition, especially in lower socio-economic tiers (Eger and Bohman 

2016; Eick and Busemeyer 2023; Himmelroos and Leino 2015), thus leading to more 

opposition to immigration and lower openness to immigrant-friendly public policies. 

    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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studies (e.g., Alesina, Harnoss, and Rapoport 2021; Berinsky et al. 2023; Haselswerdt 

2021; Hopkins 2010; Senik, Stichnoth, and Van der Straeten 2009; Steele and Perkins 

2019). 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; Römer 2023). Other scholars find that 

neither the exact size of the ethnic minority population (e.g., Auspurg, Brüderl, and 

Wöhler 2019; DeWaard 2015; Schlueter and Davidov 2013) nor the perceived scale of 

the immigrant population (e.g., Senik, Stichnoth, and Van der Straeten 2009; Steele 

and Perkins 2019) is a significant indicator of threat. 

One rationale to explain these mixed results is that using geographic measures 

(either actual or perceived) to capture the effects of immigration on attitudes toward 

immigrant-related policies is not a precise and pertinent solution as such indicators 

ñmay be too tangential to peoplesô actual contact with and exposure to immigrantsò 

(Steele and Perkins 2019, 2). In fact, recent studies suggest that residential contexts, 

such as neighborhoods of residence, may better capture citizensô daily experiences 

and perceptions about immigrants (Choi, Poertner, and Sambanis 2023; Dinesen and 

Sønderskov 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 consolidation ï that is, attitudes develop or get enforced as a result of coming 

into contact with shared views (Himmelroos and Leino 2015; Schkade, Sunstein, and 

Hastie 2010). For ñthreatò or ñtrustò to operate, citizens must first recognize their racial 

or ethnic contexts and then perceive out-groups as either a threat to resources that are 

essential for themselves or not as a threat but as people worthy of trust and compassion 

(Hopkins 2010; Wong 2007). If citizens are rarely exposed 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 about out-group ñthreatsò nor develop 

their empathy toward immigrants.  

On the contrary, if citizens frequently interact with ethnic out-groups, they may 

both perceive the presence of ethnic diversity and form their perceptions about whether 

ethnic out-groups are ñthreatsò or not. The rationale is that the negative out-group 

ñthreatsò may develop with increasing exposure to a group-threat-inducing stimulus 

(Crisp, Hutter, and Young 2009; Goldschmidt, Hällsten, and Rydgren 2017), while 

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 minorities ï 

exposure to and contact with. By definition, exposure to immigrants means ñbeing 

around and casually observing people of different ethnic backgrounds,ò while contact 

with foreign-born residents refers to ñintimate forms of social interaction, such as 

talking to out-group members with different ethnic backgroundsò (Goldschmidt, 

Hällsten, and Rydgren 2017, 5). As 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 native-born 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 ñcasual observation of their surroundingsò or personal 

interactions with foreign-born residents, natives have the capacity to extend lessons and 

ideas learned from inter-group contact to welfare politics, such as automatically 

associating welfare policies or welfare benefits with immigrants (Levy 2021, 1277; 

Walker, McCabe, and Matos 2022). First, natives receive and accumulate immigration-

related information through frequent exposure to or contact with immigrants, which 

could deepen their impressions of immigrantsô various daily behaviors and 

social/political participation. These reinforced impressions could impact or change their 

immigration-related sentiments and evoke 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 more likely than 

superficial and perfunctory interactions to equip citizens to receive pro-immigrant 

arguments and dampen concerns about the potential ñnegativeò repercussions brought 

by newcomers (Berg 2009; Vasilopoulos, McAvay, and Brouard 2022), frequent 

contact with foreign-born individuals could motivate native citizens to hold more 

favorable attitudes toward immigrantsô welfare participation than either less frequent 

contact with newcomers or frequent exposure to immigrants but having little to no 

contact with them (frequent mere exposure). 
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4.3 Hypotheses 

This study explores how the perceived personal interactions with immigrants affect 

citizensô welfare attitudes in the receiving country. According to the above analyses, we 

expect that in the era of mass immigration, both frequent mere exposure to and frequent 

actual contact with ethnic minorities would impact citizensô welfare attitudes. However, 

the directions of such effects should be discrepant. 

Hypothesis 1 Frequent mere exposure to immigrants will have a negative effect on 

citizensô support for welfare policies. 

Hypothesis 2 Frequent actual contact with immigrants will have a positive effect 

on citizensô 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 citizensô support for social programs.  

Hypothesis 3 Learning 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 4 Learning 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 with immigrants. 

Hypothesis 5 Learning 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 people who have low levels of exposure or high levels of contact. 
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Hypothesis 6 Learning 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 compared to people who have low levels of exposure or high 

levels of contact. 

 

4.4 Research Design and Data 

Our data come from a nationally representative experiment embedded in the 2022 

Cooperative Election Study (CES) pre-election survey run online by YouGov25. This 

survey experiment includes 1000 respondents based on a hypothetical social welfare 

program ï 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 immigrants, We say, ñThinking about your 

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

than the United States?ò As for contact with immigrants, We ask, ñThinking about 

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

other than the United States?ò For both questions, we include a sentence at the end, 

ñIf you are not sure, please just give us your best guess.ò 

Respondents provided their answers to these questions by using a five-point 

scale ranging from 0 (Never) to 4 (Every day), with ñAbout once per weekò as the 

midpoint. Then, we transform the responses to the ñexposure to immigrantsò and 

ñcontact with immigrantsò measures. For both the exposure and contact measures, we 

 
25 Our study design was approved by the institutional review boards (IRB) and complies with the recent APSA 

Principles and Guidance on Human Subjects Research. We also preregistered the study design on the Open Science 

Framework. 
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first identify the median response26. Any respondent who reported encounters more 

frequent than the median response is categorized as ñhigh exposure/contact,ò while 

any respondent giving the median or below response is categorized as ñlow 

exposure/contact.ò 

Based on the exposure and contact measures, we create a set of indicator 

variables that capture both concepts: ñlow exposure, low contact,ò ñhigh exposure, 

low contact (Frequent mere exposure),ò and ñhigh contact (Frequent actual contact).ò 

The latter category includes ñhigh exposure, high contact respondents, and may also 

include respondents who report that they are ñlow exposure, high contact27.ò  

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 mention of immigrants. The ñall immigrantsò condition includes a prime 

that all immigrants are eligible for this welfare benefit, regardless of their 

documentation status. The ñdocumented immigrantsò treatment specifies that only 

documented immigrants are eligible. We say, ñWe would like to ask your opinion 

about a hypothetical government policy. Under this policy, any American can receive 

free or low-cost health insurance coverage from the government. Immigrants 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 about $32 trillion per year.ò 

 
26 Median value for Exposure to immigrants is 3 (More than once per week, but not every day) and Median value 

for Contact with immigrants is 2 (About once per week). 

27 This last group may be observed either because respondents misinterpret the questions or because they report 

contact with immigrants (e.g., phone or online conversations) that does not include ñseeingò them. 
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After each description, we asked respondents to share their policy preferences 

using a five-point scale, from 1(oppose strongly) to 5(support strongly), with the 

middle point being ñneither support nor oppose.ò See the full wording of descriptions, 

questions, and response options in the Appendix. Other variables are drawn from the 

CES Common Content questionnaire. These include but are not limited to 

partisanship (seven-point scale), age (six-point scale), white (ñNon-Hispanic Whitesò 

= 1 and ñOther racesò = 0), education (six-point scale), and gender (ñMaleò = 1 and 

ñFemaleò = 0). Details about control variables can be found in Appendix A3.B. 

 

4.5 Results 

As we randomly assigned respondents into two treatment groups and one control 

group, we can observe and compare unconditional treatment differences among these 

groups, though we do not have formal hypotheses about them. According to Table 4.1, 

the treatment group (ñall immigrantsò) receiving information about welfare eligibility 

for all immigrants had the lowest mean support of 2.75 (standard deviation 1.48) for 

the Medicare for All program, compared to the overall mean support of 3.05 (standard 

deviation 1.45) in the treatment group (ñdocumented immigrantsò) that is presented 

with information about welfare eligibility for documented immigrants and the overall 

mean support of 3.22 (standard deviation 1.45) in the group (control) that received no 

information about immigrantsô welfare eligibility. The differences between the ñall 

immigrantsò treatment group and the other groups are statistically significant (ὴ = .01 

compared to the ñdocumented immigrantsò group and <.01 compared to the control 

group), though the difference between the ñdocumented immigrantsò group and the 

control group fall short of statistical significance (ὴ = .13). In summary, eligibility for 

undocumented immigrants clearly depresses support for Medicare for All, but 
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eligibility for documented immigrants has a significantly smaller negative effect, if 

any at all. This suggests an important distinction in how Americans perceive the 

deservingness of these different immigrant subpopulations. 

 

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

Policy All immigrants Documented 

immigrants 

Control  ὴ 

Medicare for 

All  

2.75 (.08) 3.05 (.08)  .01 

Medicare for 

All  

2.75 (.08)  3.22 (.08) <.01 

Medicare for 

All  

 3.05 (.08) 3.22 (.08) .13 

Standard errors in parentheses. ὴ-values are two-tailed. 

 

To assess the effects of citizensô interactions with immigrants and the possibility 

that different types of personal interactions with immigrants condition the effect of 

immigrant eligibility on citizensô support for social programs, we use a series of OLS 

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. 

Figure 4.1 presents the effects of indicators ñfrequent mere exposureò and ñfrequent 

actual contactò (OLS predictions) on citizensô support for the Medicare for All 

program. We can clearly observe patterns predicted by H1 and H2: frequent mere 

exposure to immigrants is associated with reduced welfare support. By contrast, 

frequent actual contact with immigrants is associated with enhanced welfare support. 

Welfare support was .28 points higher on the 5-point scale (standard deviation 1.47) 

among those who reported frequent actual contact with immigrants, compared to 
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those who reported less frequent contact. Those who reported frequent mere exposure 

to immigrants were less supportive than those who did not by .37 points. Moreover, 

according to results in Tables A3.D1 and A3.D2, both effects are statistically 

significant at the .05 level, even when controlling for partisanship and other 

covariates. 

 

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. 

 

Note: Full results are reported in Appendix Model 4 in Table A3.D1 and Model 8 in 

Table A3.D2. 
 

Figure 4.2 displays the marginal effect of ñcontact with immigrantsò ï an 

ordinal variable with a five-point scale ranging from 0 (Never) to 4 (Every day), on 

welfare policy support. We also see the pattern anticipated by H2: attitude toward 

social welfare programs became more favorable as the frequency of contact with 

immigrants increased. This relationship is statistically significant both with and 
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without control variables28 (ὴ  .05).  

 

Figure 4.2 Marginal Effects of Contact with Immigrants on Support for 

Medicare for All. Predictions and 90% Confidence Intervals Generated from 

OLS Models with Control Variables. 

 

Note: Full results are reported in Appendix Model 12 in Table A3.D3. 
 

Table 4.2 shows the results of the models with interaction terms. Results in 

Model 1 in this table do not support H3 (a stronger positive effect of immigrantsô 

welfare eligibility among natives who have more frequent contact with newcomers) at 

all. There is no clear interaction effect observed ïthe interaction term is not signed as 

expected, nor is it statistically significant (ὴ  .92 with controls). Additionally, the 

 
28 We also run models with both ñcontact with immigrantsò and ñexposure to immigrantsò in models in Table 

A3.D4. Results show that exposure and contact (which are highly correlated with each other, as we would expect) 

have very divergent relationships with the key outcome. In addition, the coefficient of ñcontact with immigrantsò 

remains positive and statistically significant (ὴ  .05) after including ñexposure to immigrantsò and Party ID.  
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interaction terms between the ñall immigrantsò treatment and frequent actual contact 

in Model 2, between the ñcombined immigrantsò treatment and frequent mere 

exposure in Model 3, and between the ñall immigrantsò treatment and frequent mere 

exposure in Model 4 are signed as expected, but all of them are statistically 

insignificant (ὴ  .85, .81, and .59 respectively, with controls). Therefore, H4, H5, 

and H6, which all predict that the effects of the welfare eligibility of immigrants 

hinges on nativesô interactions with ethnic minorities, receive no support. That is, 

while immigrantsô welfare eligibility can substantially impact citizensô welfare 

support, these effects are not conditional on the frequency or nature of their 

interaction with immigrants. Instead, results in Table A3.E1 indicate that political 

ideology plays a substantial role in moderating the effects of welfare eligibility of 

newcomers on native citizensô welfare policy support: respondents who self-identified 

as conservatives were more likely to support the welfare policy when noticing that 

documented immigrants will be eligible for such a program29. Therefore, these results 

corroborate the formidable role of ideologies in redistribution politics (e.g., 

Blekesaune and Quadagno 2003; Qi and Haselswerdt 2024).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
29 For details, see Models 24 and 25. 
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4.6 Conclusion 

Considerable scholarly effort has been devoted to unraveling the effects of 

immigration on native citizensô support for redistribution policies (e.g., Avdagic and 

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

Haselswerdt 2022; Römer 2023). However, results from studies assessing how the 

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

mixed. In addition, micro-level evidence regarding the effects of immigration in 

citizensô residential contexts on welfare attitudes remains sparse. In this study, we 

demonstrate that different types of personal interactions with immigrants have distinct 

effects on nativesô support for welfare programs. In particular, through conducting an 

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

we find that frequent mere exposure undermines respondentsô welfare support, but 

frequent actual contact is associated with increased support. Although exposure and 

contact affect general attitudes, they donôt explain attitudes that relate to immigrant 

access to benefits. However, the eligibility of documented immigrants significantly 

bolsters respondentsô welfare support more than the eligibility of all immigrants. 

By teasing out mechanisms through which different personal interaction patterns 

impact welfare attitudes, this study contributes to surmounting challenges and 

questions 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 imperative. Compared to ñbig events,ò 

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

focuses of political science studies, individual interactions with ethnic minorities 

usually receive less attention (Choi, Poertner, and Sambanis 2023). However, daily 

encounters and contacts with immigrants occur much more frequently and directly 
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than these breaking events, making these individual interactions play an immensely 

substantial role in affecting native citizensô perceptions, policy attitudes, and political 

behavior. Given the growing immigrant population and its mounting ramifications on 

the daily lives of native residents, 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 inequality and poverty. 

Future studies can further tap into puzzles regarding how immigration and 

immigrants affect redistribution politics and policies based on these findings. First, 

our experiment is based on the U.S. population. Future research could replicate our 

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 citizensô personal interactions with immigrants display 

similar or discrepant effects on support for redistribution programs across countries in 

different regions. In addition, although we do not find significant evidence that 

personal interactions with immigrants moderate the effects of immigrantsô welfare 

eligibility on citizensô welfare preferences, it is worth exploring whether the impacts 

of other policy designs of welfare programs, such as policy delivery mechanisms (e.g., 

Ashok and Huber 2020; Faricy and Ellis 2014) and distributional outcomes or benefits 

(e.g., Beramendi and Rehm 2016; Guardino and Mettler 2020), on welfare attitudes 

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

5.1 Summary and Discussion 

As a social phenomenon with a long history and far-reaching influence, immigration 

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

immigrantsô contributions to host countries, such as cultural amalgamation, economic 

participation, entrepreneurial endeavors, and technology innovation, have profoundly 

shaped the socioeconomic landscape and bolstered the improvement of political 

institutions and governance in destination countries. However, the integration of 

newcomers has also sparked debates and concerns among native citizens regarding 

their consumption of public benefits. In particular, whether and how immigrants 

benefit from social welfare ï one of the paramount public benefits designed to 

enhance the solidarity and economic security of native citizens and families ï has 

become increasingly crucial in shaping public support for the welfare state and 

modifying attitudes toward political candidates.  

Existing literature has demonstrated that immigration substantially affects the 

processes and outcomes of redistribution and the politics of the welfare state in host 

countries (e.g., Avdagic and Savage 2024; Finseraas 2008; Garand, Xu, and Davis 

2017; Haselswerdt 2021; Magni 2024; Senik, Stichnoth, and Van der Straeten 2009). 

However, as previous chapters show, studies investigating the effects of immigration 

on redistribution and social welfare have not adequately explored some crucial 

questions. Some of these studies have even presented conflicting arguments and 

reached contradictory conclusions. For example, do the effects of immigration on 

welfare spending depend on domestic political institutions, such as the type of 

government? If so, how do they work? Moreover, although scholars have explored 

how native citizensô assumptions and perceptions that immigrants are welfare 
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beneficiaries impact public opinion toward welfare programs and expenditures (e.g., 

Ferwerda, Marbach, and Hangartner 2024; Haselswerdt 2022), we still lack evidence 

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 inconsistent. These questions have not been fully analyzed 

and answered in the previous literature, and this is the lacuna that research in my 

dissertation fills. In my dissertation, I explore immigrationôs effects on social welfare 

from two perspectives: the institutional perspective and the personal interaction 

perspective. After meticulous and rigorous analyses, I have reached a series of 

valuable findings and conclusions that merit reflection and reference for future studies 

in this field. 

 

5.2 Findings and Contributions 

In Chapter 2, titled ñImmigration, Government Type, and Social Welfare Spending,ò I 

investigate how different government types condition immigrationôs effects on 

government welfare expenditures from a comparative perspective. By using time-

series cross-sectional data from 1980 to 2019 for 28 advanced industrial countries, I 

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 government in power. Specifically, increased immigration under 

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

than under single-party majority governments. This is because, by enabling parties 

with egalitarian values and pro-immigration preferences to have fragmented electoral 

accountability and by restraining majority resentment toward immigrants, coalition 

and minority governments are more likely to accept immigration and the related 
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increased welfare spending than single-party 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 native-born beneficiaries (e.g., 

Magni 2024; Van Oorschot 2006). In Chapter 3, titled ñImmigration, Beneficiary 

Assumptions, and Welfare Support,ò I enrich our understanding of the politics of 

deservingness by exploring how elements of welfare policy design (e.g., means-

testing rules) affect native citizensô assumptions about immigrants as welfare 

beneficiaries. Through two original survey experiments using samples of adults in the 

United States, I test the effects of means-testing on respondentsô assumptions that a 

policy will be especially beneficial to immigrants. I find that means-testing makes 

respondents more likely to assume that programs benefit immigrants to the exclusion 

of native-born Americans. Additionally, a means-testing rule makes citizens more 

likely to assume that programs benefit low-skilled immigrants and newcomers from 

less developed countries. Moreover, these assumptions undermine program support 

among respondents who are opposed to immigration. These findings indicate that 

policy designs play a substantial role in the formation of welfare policy preferences. 

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 rules of pivotal 

government programs; it equips public administrators to gain deeper insights into the 
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designs of government programs and facilitates public managers in designing and 

implementing better public policies to alleviate inequality and poverty. 

The effect of ethnic diversity in citizensô residential contexts on welfare policy 

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

finding contradictory results (e.g., Berinsky et al. 2023; Eick and Busemeyer 2023). 

To resolve this conflict in the literature, in Chapter 4, ñImmigration and Welfare 

Attitudes: Do Personal Interactions Matter?ò I examine how living around and 

interacting with immigrants affects citizensô welfare support. I explore whether 

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 Study, I find that 

while frequent mere exposure to immigrants (e.g., seeing them on the street) has a 

dampening effect on respondentsô welfare support, frequent actual contact, in the 

form of conversations, has a positive relationship with individualsô perspectives on 

welfare programs. By showing that different types of personal interactions have 

divergent effects on support for welfare programs, this study helps disentangle the 

conundrum of how immigrants affect preferences on redistribution policies. 

Taken together, by exploring the relationship between immigrants and social 

welfare through perspectives of political institutions and personal interactions, my 

dissertation contributes to our understanding of immigration and the welfare state, 

improves theoretical mechanisms through which immigration affects citizensô 

perceptions of immigrants and citizensô attitudes towards welfare programs and social 

equity, and helps citizens form a more objective, rational, and fairer attitude towards 

immigrants and immigrant participation in welfare programs. 
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5.3 Future Studies 

This dissertation opens up various opportunities for future investigations. First, 

Although Chapter 2 analyzes the moderating effects of one type of political institution 

ï government compositions, other types of institutions, such as the effective number 

of legislative parties, bicameralism, federalism, and corporatism (Crepaz 1998), their 

welfare effects, and their relationships with immigration also merit exploration. For 

example, will the welfare effects of immigration also depend on institutional veto 

points such as federalism and bicameralism? In addition, will different types of 

immigrants (e.g., refugees and low/high-skilled immigrants) have different effects on 

the welfare state and welfare politics? And if so, will political institutions also 

moderate such effects? Moreover, the interactions between the working class and 

immigration and immigrantsô welfare participation still need further exploration. For 

example, will working-class citizens with different occupations have separate 

viewpoints toward immigrantsô welfare consumption? It would be interesting and 

meaningful to do more studies in this area.  

 Second, the working mechanisms through which policy designs impact 

immigrant attitudes and welfare support also merit additional exploration. In addition 

to the means-testing rules, do other elements of welfare policy design affect welfare 

preferences and moderate the nexus between immigrant attitudes and public support 

for welfare programs? Different types of welfare policy designs are likely to have 

separate mechanisms affecting citizensô welfare beneficiary assumptions and attitudes 

toward immigrant welfare participation. Future studies can explore whether and how 

other important design elements of social welfare programs, such as the funding 

sources, tax administration, and term limit, play direct or moderating roles in shaping 

such assumptions and native residentsô welfare policy preferences. 
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Furthermore, future studies can further explore questions regarding how 

immigration and immigrants affect redistribution politics and policies based on 

findings in Chapter 4. First, my experiment is based on the U.S. population. Future 

research could replicate my 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 citizensô personal interactions 

with immigrants display similar or discrepant effects on support for redistribution 

programs across countries in different regions. In addition, although I do not find 

significant evidence that personal interactions with immigrants moderate the effects of 

immigrantsô welfare eligibility on citizensô welfare preferences, it is worth exploring 

whether the impacts of other policy designs of welfare programs, such as policy 

delivery mechanisms (e.g., Ashok and Huber 2020; Faricy and Ellis 2014) and 

distributional outcomes or benefits (e.g., Beramendi and Rehm 2016; Guardino and 

Mettler 2020), on welfare attitudes hinge on exposure to or contact with newcomers.  
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APPENDIX 

A1. Immigration, Government Type, and Welfare Spending 

Figure A1.1 Scatter Plots of Total Social Expenditure (% of GDP) and 

Immigration Inflow (in Thousands). 

 

Source: Comparative Political Data Set and OECD International Migration Database.  
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Figure A1.2 Scatter Plots of Social Expenditure in Cash (% of GDP) and 

Immigration Inflow (in Thousands). 

 

Source: Comparative Political Data Set and OECD International Migration Database.  
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Figure A1.3 Scatter Plots of Social Expenditure in Kind (% of GDP) and 

Immigration Inflow (in Thousands). 

 

Source: Comparative Political Data Set and OECD International Migration Database.  
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Figure A1.4 Frequency Distribution of Observations across Immigration Inflow 

(% of Population). 

 

Source: OECD International Migration Database.  
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Figure A1.5 The Total Inflow of Foreign-born Population (in Thousands) in 28 

OECD Countries Selected in This Study, 1995-2019. 

 

   

Source: OECD International Migration Database.  
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Table A1.1 Summary of Key Variables 

Variable Mean Std. Dev. Min Max 

Total social expenditure 21.17 4.91 5.68 34.16 

between  3.74 15.31 27.41 

within  3.22 5.46 29.75 

Social expenditure in 

cash 

12.97 3.55 .37 21.40 

between  2.91 8.31 18.90 

within  2.06 1.14 20.35 

Social expenditure in 

kind 

7.69 2.48 1.38 15.88 

between  1.79 4.99 12.40 

within  1.74 .32 15.31 

Immigration .65 .52 .01 3.42 

between  .43 .09 1.76 

within  .32 -.41 2.67 

Government type 2.54 1.27 1 5 

between  .83 1 4.73 

within  .96 -.18 5.62 
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A2. Immigration, Beneficiary Assumptions, and Welfare Support 

Appendix A2.A Ethical Considerations 

I declare that this manuscript adheres to Principles and Guidance for Human Subjects 

Research drafted by The American Political Science Association. During the whole 

process of this research project, I attached great importance to my ethical 

responsibilities and took them seriously.  
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Appendix A2.B Core Questions and Prompts in Questionnaire 

Condition 1 

1. We would like to ask your opinion about a hypothetical government policy. Under 

this policy, students can get a grant from the government to pay for college costs, such 

as tuition, room and board, and other living expenses. To receive this benefit, 

applicants must have an annual household income at or below 100 percent of the 

federal poverty level (for example, $24,860 for a family of three).  

 

This program would cost the U.S. Treasury about $28 billion per year. 

 

Based on the above information, do you support or oppose this policy? 

ÅSupport strongly 

ÅSupport somewhat 

ÅNeither support nor oppose 

ÅOppose somewhat 

ÅOppose strongly 

 

2. Below is a list of different groups in American society. Which of these groups do 

you think are most likely to benefit from this program? You may select multiple 

groups. 

Å The unemployed 

Å Working-class people 

Å Middle-class people 

Å Poor people 

Å Wealthy people 

Å Big business 

Å Small business 

Å Labor unions 

Å Immigrants 

Å Americans born in the United States 

Å Men 

Å Women 

 

3. Assuming that the policy you just read about did benefit immigrants, which types of 

immigrants do you believe would be most likely to benefit? 

Å Low-skilled immigrants (for example, agricultural or janitorial workers) 

Å High-skilled immigrants (for example, medical doctors or software engineers) 

 

4. Assuming that the policy you just read about did benefit immigrants, do you 

believe it would be more beneficial to immigrants from relatively poor countries, or 

relatively rich countries? 

Å Relatively poor countries 

Å Relatively rich countries 

 

5. We would like to ask your opinion on a hypothetical government program. Under 

this program, families with dependent children would receive a tax break to help them 

manage the cost of raising kids.  

 

This program would cost the U.S. Treasury about $130 billion per year. 
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Based on the above information, do you support or oppose this policy? 

ÅSupport strongly 

ÅSupport somewhat 

ÅNeither support nor oppose 

ÅOppose somewhat 

ÅOppose strongly 

 

6. Below is a list of different groups in American society. Which of these groups do 

you think are most likely to benefit from this program? You may select multiple 

groups. 

Å The unemployed 

Å Working-class people 

Å Middle-class people 

Å Poor people 

Å Wealthy people 

Å Big business 

Å Small business 

Å Labor unions 

Å Immigrants 

Å Americans born in the United States 

Å Men 

Å Women 

 

7. Assuming that the policy you just read about did benefit immigrants, which types of 

immigrants do you believe would be most likely to benefit? 

Å Low-skilled immigrants (for example, agricultural or janitorial workers) 

Å High-skilled immigrants (for example, medical doctors or software engineers) 

 

8. Assuming that the policy you just read about did benefit immigrants, do you believe 

it would be more beneficial to immigrants from relatively poor countries, or relatively 

rich countries? 

Å Relatively poor countries 

Å Relatively rich countries 

 

Condition 2 

9. We would like to ask your opinion on a hypothetical government program. Under 

this program, families with dependent children would receive a tax break to help them 

manage the cost of raising kids. To receive this benefit, applicants must have an 

annual household income at or below 100 percent of the federal poverty level (for 

example, $24,860 for a family of three). 

 

This program would cost the U.S. Treasury about $130 billion per year. 

 

Based on the above information, do you support or oppose this policy? 

ÅSupport strongly 

ÅSupport somewhat 

ÅNeither support nor oppose 

ÅOppose somewhat 

ÅOppose strongly 
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10. Below is a list of different groups in American society. Which of these groups do 

you think are most likely to benefit from this program? You may select multiple 

groups. 

Å The unemployed 

Å Working-class people 

Å Middle-class people 

Å Poor people 

Å Wealthy people 

Å Big business 

Å Small business 

Å Labor unions 

Å Immigrants 

Å Americans born in the United States 

Å Men 

Å Women 

 

11. Assuming that the policy you just read about did benefit immigrants, which types 

of immigrants do you believe would be most likely to benefit? 

Å Low-skilled immigrants (for example, agricultural or janitorial workers) 

Å High-skilled immigrants (for example, medical doctors or software engineers) 

 

12. Assuming that the policy you just read about did benefit immigrants, do you 

believe it would be more beneficial to immigrants from relatively poor countries, or 

relatively rich countries? 

Å Relatively poor countries 

Å Relatively rich countries 

 

13. We would like to ask your opinion about a hypothetical government policy. Under 

this policy, students can get a grant from the government to pay for college costs, such 

as tuition, room and board, and other living expenses. 

 

This program would cost the U.S. Treasury about $28 billion per year. 

 

Based on the above information, do you support or oppose this policy? 

ÅSupport strongly 

ÅSupport somewhat 

ÅNeither support nor oppose 

ÅOppose somewhat 

ÅOppose strongly 

 

14. Below is a list of different groups in American society. Which of these groups do 

you think are most likely to benefit from this program? You may select multiple 

groups. 

Å The unemployed 

Å Working-class people 

Å Middle-class people 

Å Poor people 

Å Wealthy people 

Å Big business 
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Å Small business 

Å Labor unions 

Å Immigrants 

Å Americans born in the United States 

Å Men 

Å Women 

 

15. Assuming that the policy you just read about did benefit immigrants, which types 

of immigrants do you believe would be most likely to benefit? 

Å Low-skilled immigrants (for example, agricultural or janitorial workers) 

Å High-skilled immigrants (for example, medical doctors or software engineers) 

 

16. Assuming that the policy you just read about did benefit immigrants, do you 

believe it would be more beneficial to immigrants from relatively poor countries, or 

relatively rich countries? 

Å Relatively poor countries 

Å Relatively rich countries 
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Appendix A2.D OLS Regression Results.  

Table A2.D1 Effects of Means-testing Treatment on Support for Pell Grant, 

Conditional on Immigrant Attitude (Control Group as Excluded Category). 

 (1) Pell Grant 
Support 

(2) Pell Grant 
Support 

Means-testing treatment  0.21 

(0.14) 

0.25* 

(0.14) 

Immigration opposition scale -2.25*** 

(0.20) 

-1.53*** 

(0.22) 

Means-testing treatment X Immigration 

opposition scale 

-0.01 

(0.28) 

-0.07 

(0.28) 

Ideology  -0.09** 

(0.04) 

Party ID  -0.10*** 

(0.02) 

Income  -0.00 

(0.01) 

Female  0.11* 

(0.06) 

Age  -0.07*** 

(0.02) 

White  0.17** 

(0.07) 

Education  0.01 

(0.02) 

Constant 4.04*** 

(0.10) 

4.38*** 

(0.16) 

Observations 1637 1624 

R-squared 0.140 0.181 

Standard errors in parentheses 

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
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Table A2.D2 Effects of Means-testing Treatment on Support for Child Tax Credit 

(CTC), Conditional on Immigrant Attitude (Control Group as Excluded 

Category). 

 (3) CTC 
Support 

(4) CTC 
Support 

Means-testing treatment  0.17 

(0.14) 

0.15 

(0.14) 

Immigration opposition scale -1.58*** 

(0.20) 

-1.23*** 

(0.21) 

Means-testing treatment X Immigration 

opposition scale 

-0.18 

(0.28) 

-0.16 

(0.28) 

Ideology  -0.05 

(0.04) 

Party ID  -0.06*** 

(0.02) 

Income  0.00 

(0.01) 

Female  0.13** 

(0.06) 

Age  -0.00 

(0.02) 

White  0.09 

(0.07) 

Education  -0.03 

(0.02) 

Constant 3.88***  

(0.10) 

4.08***  

(0.16) 

Observations 1638 1625 

R-squared 0.080 0.096 

Standard errors in parentheses 

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
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Figure A2.F1 Proportions of Respondents Assuming Described Welfare 

Programs Benefit Immigrants to the Exclusion of Native-born Citizens, by 

Experimental Condition and Race or Ethnicity (with 90% Confidence Intervals). 

 
Note: Full results are reported in Appendix Table A2.F1 and Table A2.F2. 
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Figure A2.F2 Proportions of Respondents Assuming Described Welfare 

Programs Benefit Low-skilled Immigrants, by Experimental Condition and Race 

or Ethnicity (with 90% Confidence Intervals). 

 
Note: Full results are reported in Appendix Table A2.F1 and Table A2.F2. 
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Figure A2.F3 Proportions of Respondents Assuming Described Welfare 

Programs Benefit Immigrants from Less Developed Countries, by Experimental 

Condition and Race or Ethnicity (with 90% Confidence Intervals). 

 
Note: Full results are reported in Appendix Table A2.F1 and Table A2.F2. 
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Appendix A2.G Frequency Distribution of Immigrant Attitude (Anti-

immigration Scale). 

Figure A2.G1 Frequency Distribution of Observations across Anti-immigration 

Scale. 
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Appendix A2.I Prolific Follow-Up Study 

The Motivation, Research Design, and Data of the Prolific Follow-Up Study 
The major motivation to conduct a follow-up study is that in the Lucid study, those 

beneficiary group assumption questions were presented after the policy approval 

questions. This experimental design may lead to potential endogeneity problems in 

models that have policy approvals as dependent variables and use variables measuring 

beneficiary group assumptions as the moderator variables. However, this ordering 

issue is not a concern for the results of difference-of-proportions tests shown in 

Figures 3.1, 3.2, and 3.3 since these results do not involve conditioning on any 

variables. 

 

To avoid potential bias caused by the ordering of questions, I conducted a follow-up 

study on Prolific. In the follow-up study, I incorporated all elements of the original 

Lucid study and randomized the order of those beneficiary group assumption 

questions and policy approval questions. This experimental design equips us to avoid 

the endogeneity problems mentioned above. It also helps mitigate the concern that 

presenting questions measuring beneficiary group assumptions before policy approval 

questions may raise the salience of immigration. 

 

This Prolific follow-up study was conducted from November 30 to December 1, 2023, 

with 1525 American respondents (I excluded 23 inattentive respondents who failed to 

correctly answer two or more pre-treatment screener questions suggested by Berinsky 

et al. (2021)). This is a convenience sample, though respondents were balanced on 

gender. In general, compared to the Lucid sample, the Prolific sample had a larger 

percentage of minority respondents and was more educated, younger, more liberal, 

and less aligned with the Republican party. Table A2.I9 provides descriptive statistics 

of the follow-up study sample. 

 

Results 

Tables A2.I1 and A2.I2 present the replication results regarding the conditioning 

effects of the means-testing rule. Consistent with the results in Table A2.D1 and 

A2.D2, results here also indicate that there is no statistically significant evidence that 

the means-testing rule had a larger dampening effect on welfare support among 

individuals who have stronger anti-immigrant attitude than among citizens with 

weaker immigration opposition scale. 

 

In Tables A2.I3, A2.I4, and A2.I5, the insignificant coefficients of the triple 

interaction terms suggest that we fail to reject the null of no difference across the 

different question orders, which means that there are no statistically significant 

differences in effects based on question order. Therefore, the difference in the 

ordering of the beneficiary group assumption questions and policy approval questions 

does not lead to significantly different empirical results. Results in Tables A2.I6, 

A2.I7, A2.I8, and Figure A2.I2 are similar to these of the main study in Tables A2.D3, 

A2.D4, A2.D5, and Figure 3.5, though particular Prolific results (e.g., results about 

the conditioning effects of the national background assumption) are statistically 

slightly less significant than the Lucid counterparts. Taken together, these empirical 

results also support that assumptions shaped by the means-testing rule can 

substantially condition the effects of individualsô existing immigrant attitudes on 

welfare support. Moreover, In line with results of Tables A2.C1 and A2.C2, results in 

Table A2.I9 and A2.I10 support H1, H2, and H3 that means-testing rules will make 
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respondents more likely to assume welfare programs will benefit immigrants only, 

low-skilled immigrants, or immigrants from less developed countries.  

 

Table A2.I1 Effects of Means-testing Treatment on Support for Pell Grant, 

Conditional on Immigrant Attitude (Control Group as Excluded Category). 

 (33) Pell Grant 
Support 

(34) Pell Grant 
Support 

Means-testing treatment  0.03  

(0.11) 

0.07  

(0.10) 

Immigration opposition scale -3.03***  

(0.17) 

-1.84***  

(0.19) 

Means-testing treatment X Immigration 

opposition scale 

0.33  

(0.24) 

0.18  

(0.23) 

Ideology  -0.26***  

(0.04) 

Party ID  -0.06***  

(0.02) 

Income  -0.03***  

(0.01) 

Female  0.13**  

(0.05) 

Age  -0.03  

(0.02) 

White  -0.29***  

(0.06) 

Education  0.01  

(0.02) 

Constant 4.74***  

(0.08) 

5.55*** 

 (0.14) 

Observations 1502 1497 

R-squared 0.273 0.357 

Standard errors in parentheses 

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
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Table A2.I2 Effects of Means-testing Treatment on Support for Child Tax Credit 

(CTC), Conditional on Immigrant Attitude (Control Group as Excluded 

Category). 

 (35) CTC 
Support 

(36) CTC 
Support 

Means-testing treatment  0.21**  

(0.11) 

0.18*  

(0.10) 

Immigration opposition scale -2.16***  

(0.17) 

-1.53***  

(0.19) 

Means-testing treatment X Immigration 

opposition scale 

-0.40*  

(0.24) 

-0.31  

(0.23) 

Ideology  -0.15***  

(0.04) 

Party ID  -0.05**  

(0.02) 

Income  -0.02***  

(0.01) 

Female  0.11**  

(0.05) 

Age  0.02  

(0.02) 

White  -0.18***  

(0.06) 

Education  -0.02  

(0.02) 

Constant 4.42***  

(0.08) 

4.98***  

(0.14) 

Observations 1502 1497 

R-squared 0.211 0.250 

Standard errors in parentheses 

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



177 

 

Figure A2.I1 Predicted Welfare Policy Approval across Treatment Groups and 

Immigration Attitude (with 90% Confidence Intervals and Control Variables). 

 
Note: Full results are reported in Appendix Table A2.I1 and A2.I2. 
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Table A2.I3 Effects of Exclusion Assumption on Support for Pell Grant and 

Child Tax Credit, Conditional on Immigrant Attitude and Question Order 

(Control Group as Excluded Category). 

 (37) Pell Grant 
Support 

(38) CTC 
Support 

Exclusion assumption  0.23  

(0.18) 

0.22  

(0.18) 

Immigration opposition scale -1.12***  

(0.21) 

-0.96***  

(0.21) 

Assumption questions first 0.13  

(0.12) 

0.33***  

(0.12) 

Exclusion assumption X Immigration 

opposition scale 

-1.56***  

(0.39) 

-1.36***  

(0.39) 

Exclusion assumption X Assumption questions 

first 

-0.02  

(0.25) 

-0.03  

(0.25) 

Immigration opposition scale X Assumption 

questions first 

-0.54** 

 (0.26) 

-0.76***  

(0.27) 

Exclusion assumption X Immigration 

opposition scale X Assumption questions first 

0.66  

(0.53) 

0.43  

(0.53) 

Ideology -0.27***  

(0.04) 

-0.16***  

(0.04) 

Party ID -0.06**  

(0.02) 

-0.04*  

(0.02) 

Income -0.03***  

(0.01) 

-0.02**  

(0.01) 

Female 0.12**  

(0.05) 

0.10*  

(0.05) 

Age -0.03  

(0.02) 

0.02  

(0.02) 

White -0.28***  

(0.06) 

-0.20***  

(0.06) 

Education 0.01 

 (0.02) 

-0.02  

(0.02) 

Means-testing treatment 0.16***  

(0.05) 

0.08  

(0.05) 

Constant 5.36***  

(0.14) 

4.78***  

(0.14) 

Observations 1497 1497 

R-squared 0.377 0.272 

Standard errors in parentheses 

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
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Table A2.I4 Effects of Skill Assumption on Support for Pell Grant and Child Tax 

Credit, Conditional on Immigrant Attitude and Question Order (Control Group 

as Excluded Category). 

 (39) Pell Grant 
Support 

(40) CTC 
Support 

Skill assumption  -0.01  

(0.18) 

0.45  

(0.32) 

Immigration opposition scale -1.74***  

(0.36) 

-0.77  

(0.64) 

Assumption questions first -0.29  

(0.21) 

0.14  

(0.42) 

Skill assumption X Immigration opposition 

scale 

0.20  

(0.39) 

-0.63  

(0.66) 

Skill assumption X Assumption questions first 0.53**  

(0.24) 

0.20  

(0.44) 

Immigration opposition scale X Assumption 

questions first 

0.30  

(0.46) 

-0.39  

(0.87) 

Skill assumption X Immigration opposition 

scale X Assumption questions first 

-0.79  

(0.53) 

-0.24  

(0.90) 

Ideology -0.27***  

(0.04) 

-0.14***  

(0.04) 

Party ID -0.06**  

(0.02) 

-0.05**  

(0.02) 

Income -0.03***  

(0.01) 

-0.02**  

(0.01) 

Female 0.12**  

(0.05) 

0.11**  

(0.05) 

Age -0.03  

(0.02) 

0.01  

(0.02) 

White -0.29***  

(0.06) 

-0.19***  

(0.06) 

Education 0.02  

(0.02) 

-0.02  

(0.02) 

Means-testing treatment 0.11**  

(0.06) 

0.05  

(0.05) 

Constant 5.46***  

(0.19) 

4.44***  

(0.34) 

Observations 1497 1497 

R-squared 0.363 0.258 

Standard errors in parentheses 

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
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Table A2.I5 Effects of National background assumption on Support for Pell 

Grant and Child Tax Credit, Conditional on Immigrant Attitude and Question 

Order (Control Group as Excluded Category). 

 (41) Pell 
Grant 

Support 

(42) CTC 
Support 

National background assumption  0.55**  

(0.23) 

0.57*  

(0.34) 

Immigration opposition scale -0.86*  

(0.47) 

-0.32  

(0.75) 

Assumption questions first 0.27  

(0.32) 

0.49  

(0.46) 

National background assumption X Immigration 

opposition scale 

-0.84*  

(0.50) 

-1.11  

(0.77) 

National background assumption X Assumption 

questions first 

-0.19  

(0.34) 

-0.18  

(0.47) 

Immigration opposition scale X Assumption 

questions first 

-1.17*  

(0.65) 

-1.42  

(0.99) 

National background assumption X Immigration 

opposition scale X Assumption questions first 

1.03  

(0.70) 

0.87  

(1.02) 

Ideology -0.26***  

(0.04) 

-0.14***  

(0.04) 

Party ID -0.06***  

(0.02) 

-0.05**  

(0.02) 

Income -0.03***  

(0.01) 

-0.02***  

(0.01) 

Female 0.13**  

(0.05) 

0.11**  

(0.05) 

Age -0.03  

(0.02) 

0.01  

(0.02) 

White -0.28***  

(0.06) 

-0.20***  

(0.06) 

Education 0.02  

(0.02) 

-0.02  

(0.02) 

Means-testing treatment 0.11**  

(0.05) 

0.05  

(0.05) 

Constant 4.94***  

(0.25) 

4.32***  

(0.35) 

Observations 1497 1497 

R-squared 0.366 0.257 

Standard errors in parentheses 

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
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Table A2.I6 Effects of Exclusion Assumption on Support for Pell Grant and 

Child Tax Credit, Conditional on Immigrant Attitude (Control Group as 

Excluded Category). 

 (43) Pell 
Grant 

Support 

(44) Pell 
Grant 

Support 

(45) CTC 
Support 

(46) CTC 
Support 

Exclusion assumption  .21  

(.13) 

.21*  

(.12) 

.21  

(.13) 

.19  

(.12) 

Immigration opposition 

scale 

-2.53***  

(.14) 

-1.41***  

(.16) 

-2.03***  

(.14) 

-1.36***  

(.16) 

Exclusion assumption X 

Immigration opposition 

scale 

-1.20***  

(.28) 

-1.21***  

(.27) 

-1.15***  

(.27) 

-1.11***  

(.27) 

Ideology  -.27***  

(.04) 

  -.16***  

(.04) 

Party ID  -.06***  

(.02) 

  -.04**  

(.02) 

Income  -.03***  

(.01) 

  -.02***  

(.01) 

Female  .12**  

(.05) 

  .10*  

(.05) 

Age  -.03  

(.02) 

  .02  

(.02) 

White  -.28***  

(.06) 

  -.19***  

(.06) 

Education  .01 

 (.02) 

  -.02  

(.02) 

Means-testing treatment  .16***  

(.05) 

 .08  

(.05) 

Constant 4.70***  

(.06) 

5.43***  

(.13) 

4.47***  

(.06) 

4.97***  

(.13) 

Observations 1502 1497 1502 1497 

R-squared .286 .373 .227 .266 

Standard errors in parentheses 

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
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Table A2.I7 Effects of Skill Assumption on Support for Pell Grant and Child Tax 

Credit, Conditional on Immigrant Attitude (Control Group as Excluded 

Category). 

 (47) Pell 
Grant 

Support 

(48) Pell 
Grant 

Support 

(49) CTC 
Support 

(50) CTC 
Support 

Skill assumption  .30**  

(.13) 

.25**  

(.12) 

.72***  

(.22) 

.55** 

 (.22) 

Immigration opposition 

scale 

-2.79***  

(.24) 

-1.60***  

(.25) 

-1.36*** 

 (.44) 

-.97**  

(.44) 

Skill assumption X 

Immigration opposition 

scale 

-.08  

(.28) 

-.20  

(.26) 

-1.05**  

(.46) 

-.76*  

(.45) 

Ideology  -.26***  

(.04) 

  -.15***  

(.04) 

Party ID  -.06***  

(.02) 

  -.05**  

(.02) 

Income  -.03***  

(.01) 

  -.02***  

(.01) 

Female  .12**  

(.05) 

  .11* 

 (.05) 

Age  -.03  

(.02) 

  .01  

(.02) 

White  -.28***  

(.06) 

  -.18***  

(.06) 

Education  .02  

(.02) 

  -.02  

(.02) 

Means-testing treatment  .11*  

(.06) 

 .05  

(.05) 

Constant 4.52***  

(.11) 

5.32***  

(.16) 

3.84***  

(.22) 

4.52***  

(.24) 

Observations 1502 1497 1502 1497 

R-squared .276 .360 .216 .253 

Standard errors in parentheses 

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
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Table A2.I8 Effects of National Background Assumption on Support for Pell 

Grant and Child Tax Credit, Conditional on Immigrant Attitude (Control Group 

as Excluded Category). 

 (51) Pell 
Grant 

Support 

(52) Pell 
Grant 

Support 

(53) CTC 
Support 

(54) CTC 
Support 

National background 

assumption  

.65***  

(.18) 

.44***  

(.17) 

.62***  

(.24) 

.46*  

(.24) 

Immigration opposition 

scale 

-2.36***  

(.34) 

-1.50***  

(.34) 

-1.55***  

(.50) 

-1.16**  

(.49) 

National background 

assumption X Immigration 

opposition scale 

-.53  

(.37) 

-.27  

(.35) 

-.85*  

(.51) 

-.56  

(.50) 

Ideology  -.25***  

(.04) 

  -.15***  

(.04) 

Party ID  -.06***  

(.02) 

  -.05**  

(.02) 

Income  -.03***  

(.01) 

  -.02***  

(.01) 

Female  .13**  

(.05) 

  .10*  

(.05) 

Age  -.03  

(.02) 

  .01  

(.02) 

White  -.28***  

(.06) 

  -.19***  

(.06) 

Education  .02  

(.02) 

  -.02 

 (.02) 

Means-testing treatment  .11** 

 (.05) 

 .06  

(.05) 

Constant 4.16***  

(.17) 

5.08***  

(.20) 

3.93***  

(.23) 

4.61***  

(.26) 

Observations 1502 1497 1502 1497 

R-squared .281 .363 .214 .252 

Standard errors in parentheses 

* p<0.10, ** p<0.05, *** p<0.01 
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Figure A2.I2 Predicted Welfare Policy Approval across Assumptions Induced by 

Means-testing Rule and Immigration Attitude (with 90% Confidence Intervals 

and Control Variables). 

 

Note: Full results are reported in Appendix Table A2.I6, A2.I7, and A2.I8. 
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Table A2.I9 Difference of Proportions Results in Pell Grant Experiment 

 Control Treatment Difference  Two-sided p-

value 

Exclusion 

assumption 

0.203 0.301 0.098 0.000 

Skill assumption 0.661 0.863 0.202 0.000 

National 

background 

assumption  

0.824 0.934 0.110 0.000 
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Table A2.I10 Difference of Proportions Results in Child Tax Credit Experiment 

 Control Treatment Difference  Two-sided p-

value 

Exclusion 

assumption 

0.221 0.288 0.067 0.003 

Skill assumption 0.882 0.945 0.064 0.000 

National 

background 

assumption  

0.911 0.953 0.042 0.001 
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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=e935e58f04db4f71b1ac0ea7deaa9a0e 
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A3. Immigration and Welfare Attitudes: Do Personal Interactions 

Matter? 

Appendix A3.A Ethical Considerations 

The authors of our research declare that this manuscript adheres to APSAôs Principles 

and Guidance for Human Subjects Research. The human subject research (the CES 

experiment) in this manuscript was reviewed and approved by the Institutional 

Review Board. Participants who provided informed consent in the CES research were 

compensated for their participation at the rate per the agreement made with YouGov 

prior to entering the survey. 
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Appendix A3.C Core Questions and Prompts in CES Questionnaire 

Exposure to immigrants 

Q1: Thinking about your usual daily life, how often would you say that you see 

people from countries other than the United States? If you are not sure, please just 

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 day 

5 Every day 

 

Contact with immigrants  

Q2: Thinking about your usual daily life, how often would you say that you talk to 

people from countries other than the United States? If you are not sure, please just 

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 day 

5 Every day 

 

Condition 1 (New Medicare, no immigration effect) 

Q3: We would like to ask your opinion about a hypothetical government policy. Under 

this policy, any American can receive free or low-cost health insurance coverage from 

the government. This program would cost the U.S. Treasury about $32 trillion per 

year. 

 

Based on the above information, do you support or oppose this policy? 

 

1 Oppose strongly 

2 Oppose somewhat 

3 Neither support nor oppose 

4 Support somewhat 

5 Support strongly 

 

Condition 2 (New Medicare, all immigration effect) 

Q4: We would like to ask your opinion about a hypothetical government policy. Under 

this policy, any American can receive free or low-cost health insurance coverage from 

the government. Immigrants will also be eligible for this benefit regardless of their 

immigration status. This program would cost the U.S. Treasury about $32 trillion per 

year. 

 

Based on the above information, do you support or oppose this policy? 

 

1 Oppose strongly 

2 Oppose somewhat 

3 Neither support nor oppose 

4 Support somewhat 
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5 Support strongly 

 

Condition 3 (New Medicare, partial immigration effect) 

Q5: We would like to ask your opinion about a hypothetical government policy. Under 

this policy, any American can receive free or low-cost health insurance coverage from 

the government. Immigrants will also be eligible for this benefit, but only if they are 

documented. This program would cost the U.S. Treasury about $32 trillion per year. 

 

Based on the above information, do you support or oppose this policy? 

 

1 Oppose strongly 

2 Oppose somewhat 

3 Neither support nor oppose 

4 Support somewhat 

5 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. 

 
Note: Full results are reported in Appendix Model 17 in Table A3.D4.
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Figure A3.D2 Effects of Contact with and Exposure to Immigrants on Anti -

immigrant Policy Attitude. Predictions and 90% Confidence Intervals Generated 

from OLS Model with Control Variables. 

 
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 Ordered Logit Model with Control Variables.  

 
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.  

 
Note: Full results are reported in Appendix Model 28 in Table A3.F1. 
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