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Chapter 12

Immigration and Redistributive
Social Policy

Cybelle Fox, Irene Bloemraad, and Christel Kesler

.the United States as a nation of immigrants make it hard to remember that
in 1965 almost 95 percent of the U.S. population was native born (Gibson
a_1.1d Lgnnon 1999). Immigration was a negligible issue, and few could imagine the
diversity we see today. Indeed, in signing the. Immigration and Nationality Act of

1?65, President Lyndon B. Johnson proclaimed, “This bill . . . is not a revolutionary
blu. It does not affect the lives of millions. It will not reshape the structure of our
dall){ Hyes."‘ Johnson could not have been more wrong. The removal of racially
restrictive national-origin quotas and their replacement by a set of preference cat-
egories based on family ties, economic contribution and flight from persecution
opened the doors to mass migration. By 2011, more than 40 million people, or 13
pfercent of the country’s residents, were born outside the United States. In Califor- -
nia, the most “immigrant” state in the nation, more than one in four people were
foreign-born.

) The dramatic changes in immigration since 1965 have overlapped with other
ngmﬁcant transformations in U.S. society. About a decade or so after Johnson
signed the Immigration and Nationality Act, the United States started on a trajec-
tory‘of growing inequality between the richest and pborest residents, one that
continues to the present day (Piketty and Saez 2003; McCarty, Poole, and Rosen-
thal 2006). Rising inequality, however, has not been offset by more generous wel-
fare spending for poor people. Over this period, the politics of welfare retrench-
}l’nent steadily gained ground. In 1996, President Clinton, fulfilling his pledge to

end V\{elfare as we know it,” signed the Personal Responsibility and Work Op-
portunity Reconciliation Act (PRWORA).? As a result, the number of welfare re-
cipients plummeted from an all time high of 14.2 million in 1994 to 3.8 million by
2008 (Danziger 2010, 528).

Some observers suggest that these phenomena may be linked. Immigration

T'II"he pervasiveness of contemporary immigration and the historic image of
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low: fewer than 45 percent of the foreign born were naturalized citizens in 2011.
This is in part due to the substantial undocumented population; an estimated 11
million people, about 28 percent of all foreign-born individuals, live as unauthor-
ized residents (Hoefer, Rytina, and Baker 2011; Passel and Cohn 2011). But even
among those legally eligible, many do not acquire citizenship, in part because fees
have risen precipitously over the last fifteen years and institutional support for
naturalization is limited (Bloemraad 2006). The proportion of noncitizens in U.S,
states varies significantly, from less than 1 percent in places such as Montana and
West Virginia, to 10 percent or more: 15 percent in California, 12 percent in Ne-
vada, 11 percent in Texas, and 10 percent in New York, and New Jersey (for state
data, see table 12.A1). Nationally, 7 percent of the population did not hold U.S.
citizenship in 2011. The presence of a large group of people excluded from the
political system raises important questions about democratic legitimacy. It could
also lead to public policies at odds with those that would have been passed if non-
citizens had electoral voice (Citrin and Highton 2002).

Potential policy effects depend, however, on whether noncitizens have interests
or preferences distinct from those of citizens who participate in elections. Nonciti-
zens might prefer social spending more than U.S. voters because of favorable at-
titudes to redistribution that they bring from their homelands (Roh 2008), due to
sympathy with newly arriving, poorer compatriots, or because of their personal
socioeconomic situation. In regards to the latter, in 2009, the median income of
noncitizen households was just $39,983 versus $51,919 for native-born households;
this income also supported, on average, more people in noncitizen households.
Surveys of the general U.S. population typically find greater support for social
welfare spending among those with less income (AuClaire 1984; Hasenfeld and

scholars and advocates, for example, point out that among its provispn_s, PBWORA
included an entire section affecting noncitizens, ?n many cases elmu‘ne?tmg tl;fnr
eligibility altogether.® More broadly, in their de'talled look at economic Llilequiﬁtgi
and political polarization, Nolan McCarty, Keith Poole, ancl. H(:)wa?'d }?SGI[\) !
have argued that the “movement to the right,. away frqm r'e<.ilstr1butlon, as been
facilitated by immigration. . . . Because noncitlzens‘ are mehglbl'e to Yot,c,e, less p;gs-
sure to redistribute comes from the bottom of the income dlstx.’lbuhon ('2006,‘ ).
Otheys suggest a more diffuse mechanism: as societies d1v¢r§1fx due follt;mmtlgraci
tion, feelings of solidarity and mutual obligations fade and, with 1t,. socia u; 031;)
a pdlitical commitment to redistribution (Goodha.rt .?_004_a, 2904b, Pulf'na:inS ; ?
Has the dramatic rise in immigration affected red'lstnbupo'n. in the United Sta e(si
This chapter investigates that question by examining variation in U.S. state spend-
i w-income individuals over time. .
m%\;): el:()amine some of the reasons that two s\eem‘ingly_ separate phenomena-—rlcsl-
ing immigration and changing social redistribution—might be causallc)lr rel@te .
Although the subject has been touched on by a hand.ful of scholars, an ;t:lme;
debated by political observers, we know of no study in the United States tha §yht
tematically lays out distinct theoretical accounts for why thes.e Rhenomglrla I?Ig N
be linked. We analyze empirical trends, first through a dfescrlptlve profile o gas
terns at the national level followed by a detailed statlstlca.l analysis across U.S.
states and over time. Do states with more immigratiop provide fewer resources to
" Jow income residents than states with less immigra}hon? Have states that experi-
enced larger increases in their immigrant populahpn seen more cufs or s!owelf'
growth in social spending than states with smaller increases in the proporfhon ‘01
immigrants? Our empirical results underscore the enduring significance of racia

ics in understanding patterns of social spending in the United States. But Rafferty 1989). If the relationship between socioeconomic condition and support
dynarr;lcs o eal some surprising findings, including evidence that challenges a 22 for redistribution is equally applicable to the noncitizen population, we would
tl?xf\);) 1"’; 2ct)o:;Vthat growing immigration generates a backlash against redistribution. expect noncitizens to back such policies more than citizens. Indeed, McCarty,
si

Poole, and Rosenthal (2006) conclude that the rise in the number of noncitizens is
a crucial explanation for why rising inequality has not translated into more politi-

WHY MIGHT IMMIGRATION AFFECT , .o cal pressure for redistribution. Noncitizens are disproportionately poor and disen-
REDISTRIBUTIVE SOCIAL SPENDING? - , franchised while citizens, who tend to be richer, vote for policies that benefit them-
: selves.

i i ich immigration might influence The disenfranchisement hypothesis rests on three key assumptions: that non-
We.foc‘us (?n thre'e lpossél:;@iiﬁ?ggi gé;g;nchisemgerm, racial %r immigrant . citizens do, in fact, have different policy preferences for redistribution; that, if
redistributive §01C;a Sgsnaliziiion An understanding and appreciation for the dis- given the vote, noncitizens would cast a ballot; and that the newly enfranchised
t%'\reeft, e i;cse models ar;e important not only for careful empirical analy- ' could affect policy by voting in support of redistributive social policies. Because
n‘nctxons llaetv;een s: the posited mechanisms suggest quite different policy re- ) virtually no academic analyses of the immigrant disenfranchisement hypothesis
z;:c’):sl:-:ts ?osroth::: goncemeil about redistributive social policy in the United States. ~ have been undertaken, we consider the potential validity of each assumption.

First, scholars know little about the actual policy preferences of noncitizens. Sur-
veys tapping political preferences often restrict their sample to citizens or likely

- : : ters. In general opinion polls, interviewers rarely collect data on res ondents’
1 nchisement : _ Vol 18 pinion polls, y pondents

N%Cltllen Disen fra, citizenship status or birthplace. Even when they do, the sample of noncitizens is
I i ation may hinder redistribution because, with very few exceptions, non- =288 usually too small to generate accurate inferences to the entire population of non-
mmigr g o . "

itizex%s cannot participate in elections. Although the U.S naturalization process is citizens. B . . .

; ite open compared to that of many countries, citizenship acquisition is relatively - To get a sense of noncitizens’ policy preferences on social spending, we leverage
qu '

/ 383
382 /




Immigration and Redistributive Socjal Policy

Immigration, Poverty, and Socioeconomic Inequality

Taste121 / Attitudes Toward Taxes and Spending, California Residents, 2010-2012
Naturalized US.-Born  Registered  Likely

Noncitizens Citizens Citizens Voters Voters report voting more than their U.§ -born count
Would you pay higher taxes to maintain health and human services?* Shlade 2001; Ramakrishnan 2005).5 Howe\llleI:' eg:arts (Ramakrishnan and Espen-
KIeS ;ég 2523; Zég 2(6)3 222 isl(xelfrfit e;:l goup ; in terms of both interests and r,esozsrie;v};?o naturalize are a_self-
Dgn’tknow o >2 o7 69 o6 than tgh :I;?e:;lgght seek citizenship because they are mo;)ér f;:?empie/d naturalized
. . . . : € person. We also know th rested in politics
i . at ch isti : :
Total 1000 1001 1000 Jooo 1000 :;gl as n}lughe:heducatlon, also facilitate and helr? Eﬁﬁfﬁﬁs that influence voting,
, ; : 2 , . ong the general populati : € acquisition of citizen-
Wouldiyou support or oppose spending cuts to health and human services?® also less likely to vote TII:ispsug;::t’sﬂﬂlfaste with 111? ss education and less income are
Vi : iti : even i i
Support 213 33.6 36.5 38.1 39.8 noncitizen suffrage tomorrow, it is not clear h n if the United States were to allow
Oppose 77.; 62.3 600 58.4 56.2 avail themselves of the opportunity.” OW many current noncitizens would
Don't know 1. 1 35 36 41 Fin s . -
Totalt 1001 100.0 1000 1001 1001 th ally, even if we assume that noncitizens h isti :
° N ) . . . at they would exercise f, " s have distinct policy preferen
N 527 860 4,551 5,136 4,100 ment , € formal political voice if . ) ces and
nent hypothesis assumes that the; . voice I permitted, the disenfranchise-
likely? I participation would be consequential. Is this

Source: Authors’ compilation based on pooled Public Policy Institute of California Statewide Sur-
veys, January and May, 2010-2012 (Public Policy Institute of California 2013).

*The survey question was “What if the state said it needed more money just to maintain current
funding for health and human services? Would you be willing to pay higher taxes for this pur-
pose, or not?” The question in May 2012 differed slightly, asking, “Would you be willing to pay. -
higher taxes for health and human services, or not?” All questions were preceded by the state- "
ment, “Tax increases could be used to help reduce the state budget deficit.”

bThe survey question was “Spending cuts could be used to help reduce the state budget defi
cit. . .. How about cutting spending on health and human services? Do you support or oppose

places that permit direct democracy

through initiatives ar
es and referenda. In th
scaloe da. In these cases, noncitize ing mi i
Populaﬁonsvgaﬁi greater rgdlstrlbuﬁon, at least in states I:A/Yt%h?g S ﬁP o
Datior it.s 2l g;x.na};i v:lhlch has more noncitizens than any otI::rg :tnto nfflflzen
: Initiatives and referenda: iione o
everpthio © renda: voters regul isi
tabley12,1 iugmels}t):;)]perfy taxes to use of the death penagl::lyal'il‘ﬁenslike eioions on
majority g gercenetxt, if we consider likely voters with a'clear o r;eiy e ﬁ"om
servicess Hsbe if,a\;\lroctzlﬁfolapos_e tax increases to maintain hea}l)th ::c’i ;sﬁ;‘;ht
ballot ! , -1 ornia residents, includin iti a
ative in fa;:)r ;)f Ihlgher taxes to fund health agnI:ioll:fxlxglzaf\nssé: o'uld wonld
‘ . ] vi
Jectory of redipbereent : ina al :t(;:zs Cc}:;t(s)t.9 :I‘hat 1s, noncitizens could changzsﬂv\‘;o;lad
, osing t i i )
On the other hand, only a minority of st:fteasxae lows iniiativi e et

this proposal?” i
“Percentages are calculated using survey weights and do not always equal 100 due to rounding

The number of survey respondents reported is the unweighted sample.

the Public Policy Institute of California’s (PPIC) Statewide Survey, a poll that seeks
to reflect the views of all adult Californians, regardless of nativity or citizenshipie
Two questions are particularly germane: whether the respondent would be ill ters, Lo only Hows initiat
to pay higher taxes to maintain health and human. services in California, an ond ailnddn?;(;ztcfrii\t;f;hve questions are settled ‘tfrx;;tgzslggiss]t::::mxmab
whe.ther the respondent supported or oppo§efl spending cuts to health and hum People they hope will ye ay that voters affect policy outcomes is to back ea. " sec-
services. Tab}e 12.1 shows dlffefence.s of opinion—some of which are substanh:al 007). Yet some political ;S>r.eser}t their views in the legislature (Brooks an% Irwes or
between various groups of Cal.lforfuans. Noncitizens are by far the most suppd ttle attention to the v clentists have shown that elected officials pay rel anza
ive of using tax dollars. to maintain program funding, 72 percent, and the lacker and Pierson ZOfsv s of their poorer constituents (Gilens 2005PBZ ie I:twely
likely to oppose spending cuts, 77 percent. Support for taxpayer-funded h toposed policy ch ). For example, based on his analysis of m , é\ els 2008;
and human services diminishes as we move from naturalized citizens to USA hen Americ y a{lges _and actual policy adoption, Martin Gj] ore than 1,900
citizens, and even further when we consider only those who report being ' Jericans with different income levels differ in thej 1fens Argues that
tered voters. Strikingly, those who are likely voters — people who have votec " policy
larly in the past—are the least likely to favor tax increases to maintain fundin
percent, and they are the least likely to oppose spending cuts, 56 percent, r
to the other groups. This suggests a wide gulf in policy preferences, at least
issue, between noncitizens and those citizens most likely to vote in Califo
Bt are these attitudinal differences large enough to affect:the outcome of;
tributive policy battles? A second assumption of the disenfranchisement h

" (2005, 778). P i
o redjsm'b)uﬁ :; :?Ic()it;el;i way, even if noncitizens were much more likel
ots e butio ad the Opportunity to vote on this basis, thi corch
ety T.;r Vviews would not count for much et fhis research
ens also tend to live in politi istricts

ooty o . 4 po cal districts already h

. :::); ng;)essts?srslg?g?ed.wuh .redlstributive social spen}:ﬁxféd Cbz)’nD%mC{CTafS—

istricts with the highest foreign-born poi)ulaﬁs;n: riilngOBth
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ranging from Florida's 21st district (55.5 percent) to California’s 38th district (373
percent), we find that seventeen of the twenty are held by Democrats. The three
Republican representatives all come from the Miami area, and none are conserva-
tive ideologues, at least relative to other members of their party. If we consider the
ten California congressional districts with the highest incidence of noncitizen dis-
enfranchisement among residents, ranging from the 31st district in the Los Ange-
les area (35 percent) to the 39th district (about 20 percent), we find a similar story.
All ten districts are held by Democrats, and in all but one of these, the Democratic
candidate won handily over the challenger in the 2010 elections.” This suggests
that naturalized immigrants and U.S.-born co-ethnics might, in part, be providing
political voice to noncitizens. Of course, partisan outcomes in other elections—be
it in other places, or for state or local elections — might change if noncitizens could
vote. Also, noncitizens could help elect Democrats who more strongly favor re-
distribution, all else equal. Nevertheless, it is certainly not the case that extending
the vote to noncitizens would redraw, overnight, the partisan map of the United
States.

In sum, the possible effect of noncitizen disenfranchisement on redistributive
social spending is not straightforward. One the one hand, noncitizens appear to
support redistribution more than citizens and, on the aggregate, could benefit
more from redistributive social spending given lower incomes and higher pov-
erty rates. In direct democracy systems with significant numbers of noncitizens,
they could conceivably swing specific redistributive votes. On the other hand,
suffrage rights do not automatically translate into voter turnout, and evidence
exists that elected officials pay little attention to the views of their poorer con-

stituents.

Group Threat

Noncitizen disenfranchisement is not the only way immigration may influence
redistribution. The pioneering work of V. O. Key (1949) and Hubert Blalock (1967)
suggests immigration and redistribution might be linked through the dynamics of
group threat. A group threat model argues that dominant group support for and
actual spending on social welfare policies will decrease as the proportion of the
subordinate group increases due to a feeling of threat—social, economic, cultural,
or political —among the dominant group. Threatened majority group members
then use the ballot box to voice their anxiety, supporting candidates that oppose -
generous social welfare programs.
The threat model was originally developed to understand relations between
blacks and whites, but it can be extended to other U.S. racial minorities. The
growth in immigration over the last four decades has had a profound impact on
the racial and ethnic composition of the United States. In 1965, Latinos and Asians:
combined made up scarcely more than 2 percent of the U.S. population; by 2010,
their share had increased to almost 24 percent (Humes, Jones, and Ramirez 2011, -
4). Itis possible that American citizens, especially those in the white majority, feel -
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:I(;Zei:;tenec(l1 by the rap.idly changing racial and ethnic composition of American
o ty and express this fear through decreasing support for redistribution.
revious research has found some evidence that states or cities with more Lati-
nos spend less on social welfare (Preuhs 2007; Fox 2010), have less generous be
efit levgls {(Hero and Preuhs 2007; Preuhs 2007; Pellowes and Rowe 2004) and a?t;
gloore hklely to adopt punitive social welfare programs (Gais and Weaver 2002;
dosi ;e: ?i . 5001; pr 2012). Not all studies, however, find such an effect, and mosg
gyt f n cgnmstent effects across all measured outcomes (Fellows and Rowe
x Ou,r knlg a? dWeaver 2092; S_oss et al. 2001). With respect to Asian populations,
ke wledge, no .studles fmd‘a negative relationship between the size or share
131 sian populan.or} and social welfare spending, but the threat hypothesis
Ix}l;);;ed sslzggest that this is a possibility.”2 Southeast Asians, many who came to the
e toaiis; ;}Z rrsf;;gfg:; h‘av;egl;%en lsctier?ot%ied as welfare dependent, and in the
n-up : in ), elderly Chinese immigrants were accused of
migrating to the United States with the sole purpose of receivin:
gz;uglttgr dIncomke g?ngﬁts (Fuj‘iwara 2008; Reese 20(%, 184). Uéing th% 1511;%{))5:1‘ 163111:23
tion fee)llilggz ‘ “1’:11.2 Zns;'la}:ss col‘l;aeigu.es (1997) found that respondents who had
in the provision of benefits to if:lrll\igrzzrt‘s(?S) fended o support dela}’s_ of one year
ra:;‘\’e (;;n also imagine a group threa.t story centered on migrants as foreigners
el.' an on racial minorities. Immigrants’ cultures, religions, languages anci
perceived un-American habits may generate feelings of threat, aé cou%:il tﬁe ;ense

:-l;]at :il(fjeiégur;zs alrefe i;v.adi;\%h the country, undermining the social, economic politi-
, ral fabric of the United States (for example, Hunti (

deed, Leo Chavez’s (2001) stud . covers shows securrins
deed, y of popular magazine covers sh i
images of borders or coastlines under siege by wages of newcome-rs0 visual repre.
sentations that certainly convey threat for some Americans. ’

visual repre-

The limited empirical evidence evaluating an immigrant threat effect is mixed

In a study of city spendin. i i i

Demosion, ty sp g on public and private relief on the eve of the Great

siiptdmg)re on relief t%\an cities with more native-born whites. In the contemporary

I}; " 11.2 H,keli;,x;lschopkm? argt}x]es that hostile political reactions to immigrants are

ommunities that undergo sudden influxes of immij

; ; - atun migrants, but onl
when s/alhen.t.n_ahonal rhetoric reinforces the threat” (2010, 40) Iégll;) kil”lS'S 4

sures of “politicized reactions” 1t more udes

toward redistribution, so it remains an open question whether immigrant threat is

a separate and consequential i i isti
of cparate and o q process for social spendmg beyond existing models

Cybelle Fox (2010) finds that cities with more European immigrants

tap anti-immigrant sentiment more than attitudes

Fractionalization

Fractionalioafi .
ractionalization models consider how the overall level of diversity or heterogene-

ity in a communi i i i
 hacser 2008 nity might affect welfare spending and public goods (Alesina and

These models do not rely on a sense of particular threat by one
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and the Child Tax Credit.* Some of th

b e . ese programs are funded and ini

bgth fedeef;elrzlngos\;e:ngent', such as EITC; some are administered b;dsr;lgsstve;ﬁ
odmini s a ; nding, such as AFDC-TANF; and others are financed and
addition pasole] y by ;tate and local governments, such as General Assistance. In
b SISI e ;g': E:fotzoasne tot use state_e fund.s to supplement federal prograr;ls
fer 11, this votame) extended discussion of the social safety net, see chap:

Itis important to consider trends i icipation i

o : in participation in all of these pro.

b Smilyi ;:c;isr Sotn a Is‘n;gle program like AFDC-TANF, a tradiﬁoﬁal%;?:ﬁlss:)rfavt\lelf
immjgraﬁor; e , s<(:i rolars V\.IhO suggest that there might be a trade-off betwee
worre that e sre‘ llstrlbutxon conceive of redistribution in broad terms: then
divennity. Se ot;la support 'fo.r the poor will decrease in response to g;eate}r’
grams oot thos,e 1.ne mo;e holistic approach is necessary because all these pro-
s (e e I need, and because people move between the different o -

) ). For example, to reduce state welfare costs, states have I{))l:g

ncert d eff rts t g
I‘Ilade CO; Tie ort: O move thelr AFDC IAI\]I re‘.‘lplents onto th.e SSI IOHS

group vis-a-vis another. Instead, it is alleged that diversity “fractures” group cohe=
sion and can reduce social spending through a series of mechanisms undermining
class_consciousness (Gitlin 1995), social solidarity (Carens 1988; Miller 1995), or
levels bf trust and generosity (Putnam 2007), all factors that are presumed nec
sary for the development and preservation of a generous welfare state. Impor-
tantly, the fracturing effects of diversity even undermine ties among people of the
same background such that everyone in heterogeneous communities ends up
“hunkering down,” in Robert Putnam’s terminology (2007, 149).

A capacious fractionalization approach defines diversity to include any socially:
significant difference, whether due to race, ethnicity, culture, language, religion, or
national origin. This makes the argument particularly relevant for communities
experiencing rapid changes due to immigration (Banting and Kymlicka 2006; Cre-
paz 2008; Putnam 2007; Soroka, Johnston, and Banting 2006). The empirical evi-
dence for a specific immigrant effect is, however, contested. Although Putnam
suggests that, “In the short to medium run.. .. immigration and ethnic diversity
challenge social solidarity” (2007, 138), he relies on measures of ethno-racial frac-
tionalization rather than ones specific to immigration. Indeed, U.S. research exam-
ining the effects of fractionalization finds the strongest and most consistent effects
for racial and ethnic fractionalization (Alesina and La Ferrara 2002; Hero 2003). In;
contrast, a cross-national study that used twenty-six immigrant-related diversity
measures finds no evidence that higher immigration correlates with reduced gens

eralized trust (Hooghe et al. 2009), a finding replicated by Maurice Gesthuizen and
his colleagues (2009). The presumption is that higher trust correlates with more
generous social policy. Given, in the U.S. context, the significance of racial fraction-
alization on measures of trust and redistribution, we focus on it. ) ;

* transfe
' eneh tr;‘t;c; 4(;3n(t‘c/)v glee fede;al SSI program, the total family benefit would have in-
be able to capan. mrgan d010). If we only focused on AFDC-TANF, we would not
Assistance. phe e ind 1v]1$ ual.s who transfer from AFDC-TANF to SSI or General
Who Contioe o oule a fo fail to capture those who left AFDC-TANF to work but
tve of poor s 1 ‘iili\;i oodfstar.n.ps' or began receiving EITC. From the perspec-
bonapi? ome families, all of these transfers provide redistributive
Consideri
tonship szlg:vge :2 ?Ifnmmei; apéggr::és, ix; find limited evidence for a negative rela-
o 12 me maintenance programs. Fi
Sinces1 gg; t:vt;:e :t:}r‘nbler of'. part_1c1pants in these various incg)megﬂarx?:fel:lgurore :I:il;
migration,l et Scx.l'lrxxﬁrahon an'd Nationality Act reopened the doors tog:nass
welfare rotrencmens N F trend h.ne seems most consistent with a story about
AFDC o chme in the face of increased immigration: after participation in
started i ey thurmg- ;he Great Society period of policy expansion, which
it righ’t e ;n lfsta %hzed after the 1972 presidential election and i\Iixon’s
fare reforms replacedeA;;g(l?s :‘Vulils‘l’ '?fl)\};‘o geeClmfi}X;g}éitouSly b ek
- d Al . Beyon -TANF, ho
o al;ise;:‘(r;b(l)? te}f(}::é\r;ls(lzon in the SNAP and EITC programs, a gradualvgz‘tlif;svt:?;:S
Ty s the W %rogram, 'ar_ld a more modest expansion of the SSI program
fers per pou 1v}11 ual participation, we can also examine how income frans:
Depmrtior s prO IT(‘)ln avg changed over this period. We use data from the U.S
ctoral e of € merce’s Bureau of Economic Analysis (BEA), which estimat.es.
ach stope ot B%(Xrecrir.m}gnt trarfsfers re?eived by people who live and work in
AFDC TANE), o 5 1v1' es ﬁ,l,eu data into four categories: family assistance
3 SSI; SNAP; and “Other,” which includes EIT C, Child Tax Credits

EVALUATING WHETHER IMMIGRATION MATTERS
FOR REDISTRIBUTION: THE NATIONAL CONTEXT

. All three sets of arguments we outline—noncitizen disenfranchisement, group
threat, and fractionalization —suggest that as the immigrant population in the
United States increased after 1965, these demographic changes drove down,
slowed down, government spending on social benefits. Can we find empiri
evidence to support these hypotheses? We first examine national trends, focusi
on income assistance programs that target low-income individuals. -

Income maintenance programs in the United States are funded by a complicated
and ever shifting mix of federal and state dollars. Some income maintenance pr
grams come in the form of cash assistance for needy individuals. These inclu
Temporary Assistance to Needy Families (TANF), formerly Aid to Families wil
Dependent Children (AFDC); Supplemental Security Income (SSI); and Genet
Assistance. Other programs offer nutritional assistance, including the Suppleme
tal Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP), formerly Food Stamps, and Wome
Infants, and Children (WIC). Assistance programs also include those providi
credits through the tax system, principally the Earned Income Tax Credit (EIT!
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Ficure 121 / Recipients of Income Maintenance Programs
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Source: Adapted from Scholz, Moffit, and Cowan (2008) (see also the note below).
Note: Figures in thousands. Most of the data for the period from 1970-2005 are adapted from
Scholz et al. (2008). Where possible, we extended the figure backward and forward with data

from the USDA; the 1969, 1972, and 2011 U.S. Statistical Abstract; and the Tax Policy Center. In
some instances, there are slight discrepancies in measurement between Scholz et al. and the data
points we added. Where the discrepancies were large, we did not extend the graph. Prior to 1972, 1,000 1 - 12
5SSl data included recipients of Old Age Assistance, Aid to the Blind, and Aid to the Permanently
and Totally Disabled. 800 -
" - 10 g
_ g 600 2
General Assistance, Energy Assistance, Refugee Assistance, and foster care pay- e L 8 g':b
Figure 12.2 plots total income maintenance transfers per poor person from 1965 « &
to 2008 (in constant 2008 dollars) against the foreign-born share of the popula- 200 - r 6
tion.’ As the foreign-born share grew from 5 percent to more than 12 percent over
the four decades, per poor person transfers for all income maintenance programs, ¢ 1 T T T . - 4
combined, also increased. In figure 12.3, we disaggregate the total-transfer mea- 1960 1970 - 1980 1990 2000 20'1 0

sure into its component parts. Here we can see that much of the increase in total
transfers came from “other social spending,” reflecting the significant expansion
of the EITC program over this period. SSI and SNAP transfers grew much more
modestly, while family assistance transfers declined significantly over time, pro-
viding a similar story to that of program participation numbers in Figure 12.1.

Immigration and Redistributive Social Policy

Ficure 122/ Social Spending and the Foreign Born

(2010), and King et al. (2010).

Figure12.3 / Disaggregated Social Spending and the Foreign Born

Year
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Clearly no simple story supports an immigration-social spending trade-off.

A : ° o Source: Authors’ compilation based i i
Income transfer spending per poor person is a function of eligibility rules, take- P ion based on Bureau of Economic Analysis (2011), Ruggles et al.

(2010), and King et al. (2010).
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Ficure 124 / Maximum State Benefit per Family and the Foreign Born

1,000 - L 12
- 10 g
w
S 800 - .
S 5 B
= i ¢
g &
[=3
600 A |, =
'''''' Mean maximum benefit ~
—— Foreign-born population (%) L 4
400 ) T T T T T
1960 1970 1980 1990 2000 2010
Year

Source: Authors’ compilation based on Hoynes (2011), Urban Institute (2011), and Ruggles et al.
(2010).

up rates, and benefit levels. Figure 12.4 ho-mes inon tbis last component: f{h;cr;izz
in the maximum state AFDC-TANF benefit for a family of three, a\;eralge across
all states for each year in the time series.” We clearly see that 'the refa }:/a'ue of o
benefits has declined precipitously over tlmfe as th? propor'tloq of the 1mrrr111tg:'> ot
population has increased; the relationlsfhip is con51§tt;ant with the argume

- een immigration and welfare generosity. - . - N
naIcrl\esﬁf;\?(;S:iael spendifr;\g as a whole has increased during this penodbof n?l:z
immigration, but AFDC-TANF benefits —whether measurefi as th; nuxfrilt lervzls_
cipients, the dollar amount spent per poor person, or maximum 1ened : t:i!buﬁve
have clearly declined. The two opposing .trend's—.mcreases‘m t;)ta 1reﬁls putve
spending, but decreases in welfare spendm.g— indicate no simple re_‘a)1 o?}fat l:otal
tween'‘redistribution policy and immigration. Of course, it is pos;lttle i total
social spending might have increased even more hac! there been i et or no i
migration. Alternatively, the overall increase in spgndmg coulc% suggestap s
relationship between immigration and red.lstrlbutlon, _at lez.ist in some ;tre‘:ac;eage ‘
nificantly, although growth in the population of poor immigrants mlgf mndin ;
total social spending (given a larger pool of rec1p1ents),' our measures o ngms lﬁ :
per poor person suggest that, even net of den’gographm gr(‘)wth,_glovernurces o
the United States have been, on average, provx‘du}g more fmancx_a relsz) ree ljx}:es
poor resident. We cannot tell, however, from .thls simple set of nahm:la ;;e ines
whether the correlations between the growing proportion of forel%)n— (Ztrlzr oot
dents and redistributive social spending might be spurious, dflven 0y 0 er fac
tors that have changed over time. To get some purchasg on thls‘;i we increa ;
effective sample size by turning to interstate differences in spending.
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EVALUATING WHETHER IMMIGRATION
MATTERS FOR REDISTRIBUTION:
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN STATES

Shifting our attention to the states allows us to take advantage of the fact tha
states have different levels of immigration and different rates at which their im-
migrant population changes. For example, Massachusetts has more foreign-borr
residents than Georgia (14 percent and 9 percent, respectively), but Georgia’s im-
migrant population has grown much faster, increasing 8.5 percentage points over
the last four decades versus only 4 points in Massachusetts (see table 12.A1), By
comparing states, we can see whether total transfers are lower in states that have
a large immigrant population, like Massachusetts, but also whether they grow
more slowly in states that have had big increases in their immigrant populations,
like Georgia.

To do this, we created a time series dataset for fifty states from 1965 through
2008. This gives us more than 2,000 data points, allowing us to test various theo-

porary migration. We include data on social spending, benefit maximums, pov-
erty, states’ fiscal capacity, unemployment, and demographics drawn from vari-
ous sources: the Bureau of Economic Analysis, the U.S. Census and American
Community Surveys, the Current Population Survey, and secondary sources.
Our first set of analyses focuses on two dependent variables related to actual
social spending. One is a measure of family assistance transfers (AFDC-TANF),
per capita, in constant 2008 dollars. This is a common focus in U.S, welfare studies,
Family assistance was also the only income maintenance program to show a de-
cline in spending over time, Finally, family assistance is funded by both state and
federal moneys, whereas many of the other programs we examine are funded
largely by federal transfers. As a result, if there is a trade-off between immigration
and redistributive spending working through states’ political decision-making, it
may lie primarily in family assistance. _
Our second indicator is a measure of combined federal and state income main-

tenance transfers per capita in constant 2008 dollars.” This measure captures the
relationship

states played a much larger role relative to the federal government in funding in-
programs than they do today, a shift that has been accelerafing

. since the 1990s (Moffit 2007). Indeed, as states pulled back on AFDC-TANF fund-
' ing,

fill
however, and many poor families have struggled

the federal government expanded eligibility

and spending on EITC, helping
part of the void left by state cuts, TANF and

EITC are not perfect substitutes,
to find or keep work in the after-




[N

431 ‘

Immigration, Poverty, and Socioeconomic Inequality
Immigration and Redistributive Social Polic

math of welfare reform, rendering it difficult to take advantage of EITC and gen-
erating substantial hardship (Danziger 2010). Nevertheless, because we are inter-
ested in whether total redistribution declines for the poor in the face of growing
immigration, we contend that analysts must consider this more holistic measure as

more than ne i
ed, determines state social welfare spending
4

replac immij
placed the immigrants dropped from assistance progra

ide; iting li
nts on waiting lists, resulting in no net change in total
a

both state and fed
eral fr.
complicated dynamics, ansfers, we hope to capture th

) In addition to our
;;&;p()hcy‘ choices over which states have si
o ts anfi Immigrants’ access to social wel
a4 r;hvan;ble, AFDC-TANF benefit maxj

T those deemed eligible. So

5ible. Some states m i
group through restrictive rules or highal))llllf'c::;z’c(ample’ trdles— ntins ool

flected in low ratic h i i
o total AFEDC-TANF spending — but they xil;gfts be relatiy lllkely er.
vely gener-

we focus on the maximum benefit for

itis possible that state
ms w1.th native-born res
spending. By focusing o

well.
e net result of all of thes

Indeed, changing rules regarding the eligibility of immigrants for social benefits
further justifies attention to combined state and federal spending. Between 1972
and 1996, states were prohibited from establishing eligibility restrictions for wel-
fare programs that targeted legal immigrants. Most unauthorized migrants were
barred from using income maintenance programs during this period, but most
legal immigrants were treated the same as U.S. citizens. Under the 1996 welfare
reform act, however, significant eligibility restrictions were legislated, which
barred some legal immigrants’ access to income maintenance; restrictions did,
however, vary by program area, as outlined in the previous chapter. Most legal
immigrants who entered the United States after PRWORA was enacted were de-
nied TANF, SSI, and food stamps, but most legal immigrants remain eligible for
the EITC, and all immigrants—regardless of status —remain eligible for WIC,
Things become even more complex when we consider that after 1996, states
were permitted to pass more stringent immigrant TANF restrictions than the fed-
eral government, but they could also choose to use their state funds to cover im-
migrants barred by federal law. State responses consequently ran the gamut from
those that choose to deny more categories of immigrants than required by federal .
Jaw, to those that created replacement programs to cover many legal immigrants
barred from federal programs. Many states fell between these extremes. More con®
fusing still, since the 1996 reforms, the federal and state governments continue to
amend their laws —sometimes yearly — to broaden or restrict immigrant eligibility
(Zimmerman and Tumlin 1999; Tumlin, Zimmerman, and Ost 1999).2 Given all of
these changes, it is not surprising that chapter 11 finds that immigrant participa
tion in social welfare programs decreased after 1996. Some observers argue that
this may be because some noncitizens were no longer eligible, because of co S
ing rules, or due to a “chilling effect” that made eligible noncitizens reluctant,
apply for benefits (Fix and Passel 2002; Watson 2010). Total transfers may ha
decreased when immigrants were dropped from assistance, but it is also possi
that immigrants switched to state or federal programs with fewer restrictions
Dropping out of, or moving between, benefit programs likely varies over time
between states due to local legislation, bureaucratic procedures, and varying:a
ministrative support for poor residents. These variations further underscoreit
need for a holistic analysis of spending. If the federal government fills in wheng
state pulls back on social welfare spending, because immigrants shift from T.
to SSI or EITC, for example, we expect to find no relationship between imm
tion and actual redistribution —an important possibility to consider. On theo
hand, if there is no substitution between state and federal funding, we exp
weaker relationship between immigration and total redistribution than if we:
a measure over which states have more control. In addition, if state fiscal ca :

gnificant control: AFDC.T

: : ~-TANF benefi
fare benefits. The first additional de}r)‘:g-‘
mums, taps generosity in redistribution

ney Hero and igrant welfare i
nd Robert Preyhg (2007). The scale, whigc?::r)lssl?rg;"ello%e?tgy Rod-
-1 e ]
>); captures whether a state provided wel?:rs:

s in 1998, ranging from Medicaid

legal noncitizen immie umented immj
oncitizen immigrants with ; €d Immigrants, to idi
bar on immigrant eligibility 2 ith TANF during the federally imposedpfri?'Zf;;na%

S we have outlined, i
, imm i i
ons, each with diff Igration might affect redistribution for a number of
of rea-

. erent causal mechanj ;
ight be related. To examine the 7o setison e drive how these two phenomena

ude a variable ncitizen disenfranchis, .

oncitizen, cont:rotll;-at n;easures the fraction of thjz voﬁne'-naent hypothe§ 18, we in-

ized. For all Ing for the fraction of the votin §-age population that is
all our statistical modelg & age population that is natural- -

ost R els, we la i
recent election, becauge thes § our key mdep}s I:I:Ient variables to the
&h the political process ¢

To examine the e theories operate th
e im rou
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tical reactions over r D oumes that for-
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also consider the possibility of a racial threat model, which we measure with vari-
ables capturing the proportion of the state population that is Asian or Latino.®
Because not all racial and ethnic groups are necessarily equally threatening to
whites, we consider these proportions independently.

According to a fractionalization model, states that are more homogeneous should
spend the most on redistribution. This theory presumes that all diversity has the
same effect on redistribution, for the same reasons, and through the same means.
Studies in this tradition typically compute diversity with a Herfindahl index to
measure the probability that two randomly selected individuals from a given pop-
ulation belong to different groups (Alesina, Bagir, and Easterly 1999). Unlike

group threat, this theory-assumes that the presence or absence of any specific
group is irrelevant, that only the mix of different groups matters. Thus, states that
are 30 percent Asian and 70 percent white should redistribute as much as those
that are 30 percent white and 70 percent Latino. We create a Herfindahl index that
includes six ethno-racial groups: whites, blacks, Latinos, Asians, American Indi-
ans, and “other.” All else equal, we expect that the higher the racial fractionaliza-
tion, the less redistribution.

Because noncitizen disenfranchisement, group threat, and fractionalization are
all meant to capture different aspects of immigration, we would expect these mea-
sures to be highly correlated with one another. Table 12.2 provides a correlation
matrix of these variables. Given the long-standing ethno-racial diversity of the
United States, correlations between proportion Asian, proportion Latino, fraction-
alization and our disenfranchisement variables, though high, do not raise inordi-
nate concern. In contrast, the two measures meant to capture noncitizen disenfran-
chisement (proportion noncitizens and proportion naturalized immigrants) are

highly correlated (0.83). In our models, we consequently include our explanatory
variables first separately, and then jointly, to be more certain that our results are
not spurious. The correlation between our ineasure of immigrant threat (propor-.
tion foreign born) and our measure of noncitizen disenfranchisement is also high,
at over 0.9. We therefore cannot test these theories against each other in the sam

model.

Controls

When we test whether group threat, fractionalization, or noncitizen disenfr
chisement influences redistribution, we want to make sure that differences in st
fiscal capacity, need, and basic demographics are not skewing or driving our
sults. For example, we might expect more redistribution in states with greater
cal capacity given that they should have more resources to be able to meet
needs of their poorest residents. We therefore control for state personal incom
capita (Gais, Dadayan, Bae, and Kwan 2009).2% We exclude transfer income
 these personal income figures because we worry that it is too closely related to:

dependent variables.”
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“and the unemployment rate.® The age structure of the population might also play a

Immigration, Poverty, and Socioeconomic Inequality

Alternatively, we might expect more spending on redistribution in states with
higher levels of need among the state’s residents. Because some programs target
unemployed families in poverty (for example, AFDC-TANF), whereas others tar-

et the working poor (for example, EITC), and some cover both groups (for ex-
ample, SNAP), we control for two measures of need: the pre-transfer poverty rate

role in social spending. Many income maintenance programs target children, so
we include a control for the fraction of the state population that is under eighteen.
Likewise, SSI benefits are designed in part to supplement the incomes of poor el-
derly individuals, so we include a control for the fraction of the state population
that is sixty-five and over. :

Numerous studies have demonstrated a negative correlation between percent
black and white support for redistribution or actual spending on redistributive
programs (Alesina, Glaeser, and Sacerdote 2001; Brown 1995; Howard 1999; Moller
2002; Orr 1976; Wright 1976; Fox 2004, 2010). Scholars also document a positive
correlation between percent black and the punitive character of state welfare pro-
grams (Fellowes and Rowe 2004; Fording 2003; Gais and Weaver 2002; Soss et al.
2001; Schram et al. 2009). Given that we want to identify the potential effects of
immigration, net of long-standing black-white dynamics, we control for percent-
age black.”

Finally, we include a control for total national social spending (in models with
total state social spending as the dependent variable) or total national AFDC-
TANF spending (in models with state AFDC-TANF spending or maximum benefit
levels as the dependent variable). We include it because we want to control for
unmeasured, nationally constant but historically fluctuating factors (ecohomic,
political, and so on) that could affect spending and generosity.*

Unlike many other studies (for example, Barrilleaux, Holbrook, and Langer
2002; Gais, Dadayan, Bae, and Kwan 2009), we do not control for ideological or
partisan political differences across states or over time. Our reasoning is that such
political mechanisms act as mediators in the theories we consider and are thus .
integral to them. For example, rising racial fractionalization might lead voters to-
become more conservative and elect more Republicans, who then decrease social
spending. In this case, ideology and partisanship are not exogenous determinants
of social spending, so we leave them out of the model, :

DOES IMMIGRATION MATTER FOR
REDISTRIBUTION? MODEL RESULTS

To investigate the possible links between immigration and redistribution, we use
regression models with either fixed effects or random effects for states. We calcu:

Jate and present robust standard errors, clustered by state, for all models. Ou

fixed-effects models allow us to see how changes in immigration over time, withii
states, are related to income transfers in those states. Our random effects mode
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captu ithin
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Explaining Total Income Transfers

We start with th '
e model of total pe ita i
results fo per capita income transfers. i
racial thr;astepar;te tests of the noncitizen disenfranchisemesntTi'ible 13 includes
citiren diser; f«:;ln ;a.cxal fractionalization hypotheses, Strikmglg'u?lreri‘:ﬁmli threat,
quite the OPpositCe ’332“2?&“‘? the immigrant threat hypothesis are izppi?tzg_
naturalized citizen'measures’ c;n?:)\ty tlhmgl positive effects of both noncitizen and,
al per capita income transfers, a ionifi
, and a significant

roportion of the population that is foreign born, 2 We

iy ; es in the negative
' e more fractionalization or the
the less redistribution there is, in line with racial
the coefficients in these models are,
ast, we find, if anything, a positive
s in the population and

direction suggested by our hypotheses. Thus,

In tabl e pi i
e 12.4, we pit these theories against one another where we are able to do

! ables —proportion noncitizen, natu-
—remain positive and generally significant in ex-
nce spending per capita, so hypotheses about im-
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Tass 123 / Total income Maintenance Transfer Models, 1965-2008

Racial

" X ial
Noncitizen Immigrant Racia ' al
Disenfranchisement Threat Threat  Fractionalization
0.967***
i i ,.903*** 0.923%+ 0.939***
oot S(t)ma1 spending —98;% -91.157 -71.955 —53.3(1);
Ilzce):s?rt\);lr?niome -0.004** —0.008*** 1;(1)(1)32 113:704
Proportion unemployed 15.771 Zggg7 276:775 e
Drop oo O o o 623222** —605:964* -353.631 -272.963
grogzgzg Elr::ir cighteen —619:200 -612.759 -412.357 -653.633
ro
Proportion noncitizen, VAP 317.222
Proportion naturalized, VAP 704. ' 586,496+
Proportion foreign born 886824
Proportion Asian oo
Proportion Latino 5869
i ionalization
o ctone? 318.640* 306.307* 142.956 121.746

Constant

Source: Authors’ compilation. _ '
Note: Fixedréffects models. Spending and income per capita,

*p <0.10, **p < 0.05, **p < 0.01

Tase124 / Total Income Maintenance Transfer Models, Comparative, 1965-2008

2008 dollars. VAP = voting age population.
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Explaining Family Assistance Transfers

Next, we model spending on family assistance transfers, moving from a broad-
based redistribution measure to a much more targeted one. The total income trans-
fer model aimed to capture the totality of redistribution benefits paid from federal
or state government coffers that might be available to poor residents; this measure
narrows down to a prominent state-controlled welfare benefit. Unlike the total
income transfers model, we start this model in 1973, just after Nixon's re-election
and his rightward shift on welfare policy. As we saw in figure 12.1, the family as-
sistance program expanded considerably from 1965 to 1972, Eligibility for AFDC
expanded in response to several Supreme Court decisions, the demands of the
civil rights and welfare rights movements, and growing urban unrest (Quadagno
1994; Piven and Cloward 1971, 1977). This was a distinct political moment in the
history of the U.S. welfare state, and the models that best describe welfare spend-
ing throughout much of American history simply break down here.

In table 12.5, we consider each model independently and find results for AFDC-
TANF spending to be quite similar to those for total income transfers. That is, the
proportion noncitizen and foreign born continue to have a surprising positive re-
lationship with per capita spending, albeit a small and statistically insignificant
one. These results contradict the disenfranchisement and immigrant threat hy-
potheses. Conversely, we also find that higher racial fractionalization and a larger
share of Asians is associated with less ARDC-TANF spending per capita, though

Noncitizen Noncitizen ) If'ra:it;?‘n::-
Disenfran-  Disenfranchise-  Raclal Threat = izati rant #8125 / AFDC-TANF Spending Models, 1973-2008
. ntvs. ment vs. vs. Immigran — -
Chls‘elil;hreat Fractionalization Threat Threat - N9ncxhzen ) i Ra.cxal
Racia — : Disenfran- Immigrant  Racial Fractional-

National social spending 0.892* 0.930%+ 22-32 : ; chisement Threat Threat ization

atio - . -
Poverty rate 8495 oo C0003* 0003 ; ational social spending 0.594% 0589 0,650 0.527+++
Personal income -0.003 : 1-051 40.025 25.282 overty rate -80.427*** ~77.044** ~41.504 ~67.495**
Proportion unem;.)loyefi ;;22‘1)2 _22:2 40 71.264 122 ersona.l income ~0.002* -0.002* 0.000 ~0.001
Proportion over sixty-five o 633162 -549.687* oportion unemployed 205.176** 204.916** 241.137* 218.399**
Proportion under eighteen -611.995 _143-36 5 272750 oportion over sixty-five 196.928 210.146 327.780 268.750
Proportion black -374.257*** ] 017'030 " foportion under eighteen -92.579 -101.456 10.290 ~16.177
Proportion noncitizen, 2,030.071 et oportion black -731.653+ ~733.687+**  -350.614 -727.874*

VAP oportion noncitizen, VAP 220.156

Proportion naturalized, 1,189.524** 499.835 oportion naturalized, VAP -96.493

VAP — -2,504,313%+* pOrt‘ion foreign born 107.056

Proportion Asian -2/‘;23-529* Z707.997+ oportion Asian ~1,681.787+

Proportion .Latmlo . /U -350.777%* 0 POI‘thn .Lahr}o . 458,092+

Racial fractionalization 2,004.938*** cial fractionalization -17.750
Proportion foreign born 70560 0127 169273 nstant 141.997% 137.076 ~2.909 109.537
Constant :

Source: Authors’ compilation. ‘ ‘ .
N:te: Fixed-effect models. Spending and income per capita,

*p < 0,10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01
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TapLe12.7 / Maximum AFDC-TANF Models, 1968-2008

TaBz12.6 / AFDC-TANF Spending Models, Comparative, 1973-2008

Noncitizen Fractionaliza Noncitizen Racial
Noncitizen Disen-  Disenfranchise-  Racial Threat tion vs. Disenfran- Immigrant Racial " Fractionali-
franchisement ment vs. vs. Immigrant Immigrant chisement Threat Threat Zation
vs. Racial Threat Fractionalization _ Threat Threat National social spending 0.957++* 1.234% 1.077 0.660
National social spending 0.704x+ 0.585% 0.706* 053" Z Poverty rate ~750.531%*  -850.060"*  -690.890%*  -553.024%
Poverty rate -22.101 -69.873** ~24.926 -68.921 Personal income ~0.013%** ~0.015%+* -0.008** ~0.001
Personal income 0.000 -0.001 0.000 -0.001 Proportion unemployed ~1,048.064*** ~912.713% -674.384* -485.324
Proportion unemployed 231.283* 212.648** 229.392* 208,311 Proportion over sixty-five -232.895 -291.315 382.784 315.084
Proportion over sixty-five 327.980 191153 336.558 208.430 Proportion under eighteen 1599532  1,650211%*  2332.930%*  2.407.062*
Proportion under eighteen  -113.443 -67.169 -100.263 ~98.316 Proportion black -2492808  -2,636.293  -2,083.541 -909.264
Proportion black -379.050* -567.963* -397.591%  -626.153 Proportion noncitizen, VAP -1,955.730
Proportion noncitizen, 927.771%* 456.036 Proportion naturalized, VAP 3,122.905*
VAP Proportion foreign born 227.209
Proportion naturalized, 503.391 -159.777 Proportion Asian -3,555.975*
VAP roportion Latino 122.655
Proportion Asian ~2,315.617*** “2:302-28;*** Racial fractionalization -1,308.582***
Proportion Latino ~98.869 14 _84.775 Constant 915.333% 975159+ 483.799 523,283
Racial fractionalization -128.187 X -on
Proportion foreign borm 859.597** 210.810 Source:. Authors’ compilation.
Constant 15.700 8.849 139.352 ote: Fixed-effect models. Spending and income per capita, 2008 dollars. VAP = voting age population,

145.628*

<010, **p < 0.05, **p < 0.01

Source: Authors’ compilation.

Note: Fixed-effect models. Spending and income per capita, 2008 dollars. VAP = voting age population

*p < 010, **p < 0,05, **p < 0.01

the factionalization coefficient fails to achieve statistical significance.’ A larger
Latino share is, in contrast, positively and significantly associated with per capita
AFDC-TANF transfers. , '

In table 12.6, we again pit pairs of theories against one another. The ﬁndmﬁS are
largely consistent with the emerging story: negative but insignificant coefﬁ.aents ‘
for racial fractionalization and proportion Latino once controlling for immigrant
variables, negative and significant coefficients for proportion Asian, and largely
positive coefficients for the various immigrant-related measures, a n}meer of
which are statistically significant. Thus, holding constant changing racial demo-
graphics, a larger foreign-born population or noncitizen populatlc?n (net of ’rpe :
naturalized citizen population) is associated with increased spending on family -

assistance transfers.

Explaining AFDC-TANF Benefit Levels

We shift now to models that predict the maximum AFDC-TANF benefit level fo
a family of three across states and over time. This is a simpler outcome than the

previous two, because it does not include the complex dynamics of benefit take-

up, that is, who learns about and is deemed eligible for government assistance.

Because figure 12.4 does not show the same dramatic rise in AFDC benefit levels

before 1973 as in AFDC spending levels (see figures 12.1 and 12.3), our analysis
.includes all years for which we have data (1968 to 2008). _

Perhaps surprisingly, given that this analysis sidesteps issues of benefit take-up
and eligibility restrictions, our results are not dramatically different than in the
‘spending models. Table 12.7 presents a test of each hypothesis separately, Unlike
previous results, we do find that as the proportion of noncitizens in a state’s popu-
lation grows (net of the proportion of naturalized immigrants), AFDC-TANF ben-
efit generosity appears to decline, but the association is statistically insignificant.
Conversely, as naturalized immigrants make up a larger proportion of the voting
age population in a state, maximum benefit levels increase, and this effect is mar-
ginally significant. In the immigrant threat model, as in prior models, we see a
positive but insignificant effect of immigrant population size. For racial fractional-
ization and proportion Asian, we find the same negative, significant relationship
and slightly positive but insignificant results for proportion Latino.

We test whether these results hold up when examining multiple theories simul-
taneously. The findings, reported in table 12.8, show that disenfranchisement re-
sults change direction once we consider race: net of racial composition and frac-
tionalization measures, the higher a state’s proportion of immigrants and even
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Tape128 / Maximum AFDC-TANF Benefit Models, Comparative, 1968-2008 ' TasLe12.9 / Immi
i ' . grant Welfare Generosity Models, 1998
Noncitizen 4
Noncitizen Disenfran- Racial Fractionali , Raci ",
Disenfran- chisement vs. Threat vs. Immigrant Racial Frach‘oraéali- g?sr;:? o
chisement vs.  Fractionali- Immigrant Threat Threat zation chis rent
Racial Threat zation Threat Ilzover tylr ate ~4.093 3.362 3.025 o
ersonal i - -3 ~
National social spending 0.807*** 0.583** 1.433%* Propo r?iol:i(;nel;p loyed 0.000:* 0.000*+* 0.000*+* 3073(1)**
Poverty rate ~4A075T 524692 -416.015% Proportion over sixty-five s 26.825* 32307 23.066
Personal income -0.009** -0.004 -0.007* Proportion under eighteen .857 12.894 12.896 12.165
Proportion unemployed -1,161.507%* -888.204%  -1,099.620** Proportion black 0.737 2.229 4145 1.289
Proportion over sixty-five 59.982 ~592.602 -259.451 Proportion foreign born -0.1491 -1.549 1 .451
Proportion under eighteen 1,778527<+  1,500.098"*  1514.329* Proportion Asian 0.146 |
Proportion black -1,869.172 831.025 -1,737.741 Proportion Latino 0.027
Proportion noncitizen, VAP 4,487.089*** 2,813.003*** Racial fractionalization ~0.689
Proportion naturalized, VAP 4,987.320%** 2,042.061 Proportion noncitizen, VAP -1.123
Proportion Asian -8,110.224*** -9,052.977"** Proportion naturalize. c’i VAP -2.459
Proportion Latino ~3,167.644** -3,760.216*** ’ 3‘757
Racial fractionalization -2,461.637%* Constant -5.151 -6.049 )
Proportion foreign born 7,169.028*** Source: Authors’ compilation ; -7.149* ~5.174
ek Note: Spendin, i : .
Constant 623.254 985.029 583.741 : < 0.1%, P f&’gg ﬂf:f:eo E)elr capita, 2008 dollars. VAP = voting-age population.

Source: Authors’ compilation. :
Note: Fixed-effect models. Spending and income per capita, 2008 dollars. VAP = voting age populati

*p < 0.10, **p < 0.05, ***p < 0.01

of foreign- i :
natu:ae;ig;;;?;;ng;;d;n; sho»:lf1 a positive correlation, as does the proportion of
zed s in the voting age population, but th ionship wi
g;?gzrh%r; toff noncitizens is negative, In the AFDC-TANF geiiﬁgt;gzlgg ‘:;:th o
b ;-}i)ab]esol i td}l’(senfranchlsement hypothesis disappeared when we,incllilzlzs
e ar base:j here we cannot (_:lo a similar test given only fifty cases. The bot
o resufts 2 r:‘z:i ct) e statls.tlcal insignificance of the coefficients, is consis'tent w;i};
el eXis;t)s e us StL}C}leS (H.ero and Preuhs 2006, 2007). Specifically, no stron
explaining vt x;t;x:;:;nze.rlxl cli)lsenfranchisement, threat, or fracﬁonaiizaﬁon u%
e will be more or less genero immi i

é.fter federal rules regarding social welfare changged inuls9g)6ward rBtants right

noncitizen immigrants, the higher the maximum benefit level. Thus the disenfra
chisement and immigrant threat hypotheses continue to find no support: a high
proportion of immigrants, including noncitizens, is associated with higher benefit
levels. Conversely, racial diversity, either measured through a fractionalizatiof
score or by proportion Asian or Latino in the state population, has a statistica
significant negative relationship with benefit levels for a family of three when:
include disenfranchisement or immigrant threat variables. ‘

Explaining Immigrant Welfare Generosity

Finally, we consider an outcome variable most directly tied to immigration
state’s welfare generosity toward immigrants in 1998. Because we have only

year of data and a continuous dependent variable, we run an ordinary e
squares regression and use all fifty states. The results, in table 12.9, show =1
surprisingly, given limited cases — that few of the coefficients reach statistical §
nificance, although the direction of the estimated effects are in line with a rdi
threat or fractionalization explanation of changes in redistribution. For the in

grant variables, the direction of the relationship is similar to the simple m [
predicting maximum AFDC-TANF spending for a family of three: the proport

The American welfare state is a complex institution

grams that redistribute money to the poor and wor encompassing numerous pro-

king poor, with various levels

hich rici S
ch rising numbers of Immigrants might affect redistribution policy

In the
el Sf:t:, ac::ir x;etsll;xlts suggest thgt race—an enduring challenge for the U.S
: at the center of redistributive politics for so long— continues ‘to'
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be a key determinant of social redistribution. This is the case whether we conZ
sider the historic—and still significant — dynamic of black-white race relations of
the growing proportion and complexity of ethno-racial diversity generated by
immigration. In virtually all of our models, the proportion of black residents ina
state had a negative relationship with redistributive outcomes, as we would
pect based on extensive scholarship in this area. We add to these analyses
considering additional racial minority groups and racial fractionalization. Th
latter is negatively associated with total income transfers and family assistan
transfers per capita, as well as maximum AFDC-TANF spending levels. The pr
portion of Asians in a state is also negatively associated with total income trans
fers, family assistance transfers per capita, and benefit levels. This effect is not
particularly robust, however, and must be treated with caution given the small
Asian population, relative to other groups, and their concentration in a handfi
of states.%

Conversely, our results support neither the noncitizen disenfranchisement n
the immigrant threat hypotheses. The proportion of foreign-born residents in
state’s population, in particular, shows a consistent, positive relationship with o
diverse measures of social redistribution. Tests for an immigrant disenfranchis
ment hypothesis also find little support. In the few cases where the proportion:
noncitizens in the voting age population is negatively associated with an outcom
such effects wash away —indeed, become positive—when we control for raci
threat or racial fractionalization. Although counterintuitive in the context of if
migrant backlash stories, our findings are consistent with other empirical reseaf
that argues that race has long been more important than immigration in the po
tics of redistribution (Fox 2010, 2012).

In this context, the results for a “Latino threat” dynamic are particularly revea
ing. In each stand-alone test of a racial threat model, regardless of the redistrib
tion measure, we find either no significant relationship or a positive relationshi
between the proportion of Latinos in a state and our outcome measures, sugges
ing that benefit levels and spending on redistribution per capita increase as'th
Latino population of a state increases. However, this relationship seems to bedi
to the fact that the proportion of Latinos and the proportion of immigrants
highly, but not perfectly, correlated. When we include measures for the proporti
of foreign-born state residents or variables related to noncitizenship simultan
ously with the proportion of Latinos, the Latino threat measure changes dire

tions, becoming negative and usually statistically significant across our outcomg
At the same time, we find that most immigrant-related measures are positivel
associated with more generous spending and benefits. These results suggest-h
any perceived negative “immigrant” effect on redistribution in the United Stat
not truly about foreign-born individuals, but instead likely related to threat:
fractionalization dynamics linked to the Latino (and Asian) population, whe
foreign born or native born. :
The positive relationship between foreign-born residents and redistribution:
many ways surprising, especially given that few of the foreign born in the U

Sta?ef have acqmrfed citizenship and can, if they choose, use the ballot box to affect
social welfare Pohcy. Of course, it is possible that our null findings are simply a
tr;:easur.ement issue. Th.e proportion of noncitizens and naturalized imrﬁigralftsyin
: ffee :tzh;i talge 1g.)optlxilat'lon is highly correlf:lted. This makes it hard to estimate the
dynam)ic.% y. but the consistency of our findings suggests some real, substantive
In speculating about mechanisms that could explain a positi i i
tween immigration and redistribution, net of tﬁ)e negali?ive1 t;‘;?ezetiag? I;salézep ?\Z
s!lould 1"e‘member that the voting booth is not the only way individuals can éxer-
cise Pohhcal muscle (see, for example, Voss and Bloemraad 2011). In California,
lmmxgrants. and their advocates engaged in grassroots activism to restore immi:
ignra:t begeﬁt§ e‘after 1996, joining protests, holding sit-ins, testifying at public hear-
soil ; :\d vlvn'tmg_letters to elected representatives. The high-profile suicides of
e eld ;_-lco)f uilhmlgrants cut from the welfare rolls also spurred sympathetic indi-
A e] Plrn e m(;vement: In response, California legislators developed a Cash
b ance | mogrsalm or Immigrants (CAPI) for the elderly and disabled who had
warm 2008 & in the wake of welfare reform (Reese and Ramirez 2003; Fuji-
increases._'a ; ?:alset?;htgleasr; ::tgtx:: nihat. aggregate wel;are state spending typically
. —in response to thes iviti
(Piven and Cloward 1971). A social moven?ents approailfc;zt;(i)xﬁgsr (ixtse St;é:t:t}vme's
grants —even noncitizens — have political agency. lmml-
dIflwe Fonmder the f(_)r.mal political system, it is also possible that the U.S.-born
adult c}'uldren of noncitizens, who automatically acquire U.S. citizenship at birth
are votmg on thei-r parents’ behalf. With the rise in the immigrant pgpulatior;
Ao;mes an increase in the' second generation, the U.S.-born children of immigrants.
; . m.ore_and more of th{s group come of age, they might play an increasingly de-
_rmmanve. ro.le in elthons, as some have argued was the case in the 2012 elec-
motrll‘s. Ina 51m11ar. fashxc.n'\, co-ethnic citizens, either naturalized or with long roots
o iﬁ g;un;ry,friughF mitigate the‘v./orst disenfranchisement effects or advocate for
thween63159840 (()jw;-mcome noncitizens within the political system. For examplé,
Y ma‘zn. Ofl(), the number of Latino state legislators increased from 106
2 3 1 2 nt.y o} who.m were U.S. born; Robert Preuhs argues that, at least in
.Ei’p aces, Lai'Emo descriptive representation does influence welfare policy, pri-
;narl y by offsetting the degree to which larger Latino populations are met ’with
lower leve.IS of welfare provision” (2007, 277).%” In California, the rising share of
tino legislators has been identified as one factor that led California to restore
mmigrant access to welfare after the 1996 reforms (Brown 2013; Reese and
amirez 2003). As we discussed earlier, many of the congressional d’istricts with
e largest share of noncitizens are held by Democratic lawmakers who tend to b
m(;&e supporti\;;e of }:edistribution than their Republican rivals. )
ore generally, the most immigrant-dense areas of the Uni i
_ ready have byilt up institutional, social, and political strucglz;tse?hiiact:; igi)gbht;c:;
-and pl"otecfc immigrants from pressures to reduce redistributive spending.y Be-
tause immigration flows are strongly affected by social networks —new immi-
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grants tend to settle in places where earlier immigrants have landed — the institu-
tional structures put in place a century ago to provide benefits to European
immigrants, in particular, might still have some historical reach into the present
(Fox 2010, 2012). In these places, native-born citizens might also hold stronger
pro-immigrant attitudes than Americans in other parts of the country. As new
immigrant flows move into areas with little experience of migration, notably to
the U.S. South, it will be fascinating to see whether newcomers push these states
to be more generous in their redistributive efforts. If not, it would underscore
that the effect of immigration depends heavily on a state’s historic experience
with immigration.

In the end, we are left with a somewhat puzzling and troubling portrait of

changes to social redistribution over the past forty-five years. We know that re-
trenchment in some areas has been significant, although, as we show, there has
also been expansion in others, notably in programs like EITC. We might well ex-
pect that where there has been retrenchment, the rapid and significant rise in im-
migration could be a cause: Americans might fear foreign newcomers, though
these newcomers usually have few political tools to advocate for more generous
social benefits. Yet our analysis instead suggests that race, not migration, is at the
heart of restrictive policies and spending. In line with a long and troubled racial
history in the United States, neither citizenship nor U.S. birth matters as much as
being a racial minority when it comes to predicting less generous redistribution

efforts. P
Immigration scholars and advocates frequently point to the 1996 welfare re-

form act as a key piece in a shift toward more anti-immigrant policies. They un-
derscore how the legislation targeted immigrants, in particular, by drawing a
much starker line between citizens and noncitizens, including legal permanent

residents. Yet immigrants were far from the only ones affected; the changes to
welfare reform hit poor minority communities particularly hard. In signing
PRWORA, President Clinton declared, “I am proud to have signed this legisla-
tion,” but he took pains to bemoan two aspects o
and the provisions affecting legal immigrants. Claiming that he was “deeply dis-

appointed that this legislation wou
and their children,” he vowed to work with
correct the provisions of this legislation that go too far and have nothing to do

with welfare reform” (Clinton 1996). In ensuing years,

back some of the immigrant restrictions;
of U.S. citizens affected by the law, many o
fully consistent with our empirical res
and future immigrants —who are overw
expanding the American welfare state, or instead get caught in race-based attacks

on redistributive social policy.

f the law: cuts to food stamps :

1d deny Federal assistance to legal immigrants
Congress “in a bipartisan effort to E

Congress did indeed roll -
it did little, however, to alleviate the ot
f minority backgrounds—a dynamic
ults. It remains to be seen whether current
helmingly people of color —will assistin .
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T . .
4BLE12.A1 / Proportion of Foreign-Born or Noncitizen U.S. and State Population

1965-2008
Percentage Point .
. Change in Nonciti
Foreign Born  Foreign Born Foreigr% Born Rggggj;“
' 1965 2008 1965-2008 2008 -
United States 5.1 124
ﬁabama 0.6 2:8 . ;2 72
Ara;:ka 34 6.2 2:8 gg
A ona 52 14.4 9.2 .
Cr1 ;nsa§ -0.6 3.8 3.2 2o
Cal ornia 8.9 26.8 17‘9 te
Co orad9 3.6 10.2 6.6 by
onnecticut 10.1 13.2 : o
Delaware 29 7.9 g.l 18
g::de'l 6.9 ]8:6 11'(7) 3.8
o rg.1.a 0.9 94 8.5 4
Idz;;\vau 10.8 17.6 6‘8 o3
Idaho 22 58 - 36 o
Ind.ms 6.4 13.9 7.5 y
" iana 1.9 4.0 2.1 A
Towa 18 38 20 iy
) nsas 1.6 6.1 4-5 i
entucky 07 27 ' 20
Lot}xsmna 11 3.0" %0 -
11:44:m<13 4 5.6 3.1 -2.2 ;'9
rylan; 34 126 9' o
Massachusetts 101 14.4 A 73
Mf'chigan 6.1 5.8 3‘3 o
Minnesota 3.6 6‘8 o as
M{'ssissippi - 04 2.0 o "
Missouri 17 3‘6 Io %0
Montana 3.9 2.1 : is oo
Nebraska 24 6.0 By 11
Nooe ' X 3.6 4,
N H&; " ) 4.8 19.1 14.3 ;
pshire 6.5 49 by
New Jersey 10.0 20'0 100 01
New Mexico 25 9.3 Tos by
New York 14.1 21 ‘7 ve o3
North Carolina 0.7 7.0 & ey
North Dakota 43 22 > yd
8h10 3.6 3'8 o2 1o
klahoma 09 5'0 " 54
Oregon 3.7 9.6 59 o1
Pennsylvania 4.6 5.3 o7 57
Rhode Island 9.2 12‘5 o ot
South Carolina 0.7 4‘3 gg S
. 3.0

South Dakota 23 1.9 0.
. _ . -04 1.6
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TabLe 12.A1 / (Continued)

Percentage Point

Change in Noncitizen
Foreign Born  Foreign Born Foreign Born Residents,
1965 2008 1965-2008 2008

Tennessee 0.6 4.0 34 27
Texas 33 16.0 127 109
Utah 35 8.2 4.7 5.2
Vermont 5.6 3.9 -17 14
Virginia 1.7 10.2 8.5 5.6
Washington 6.0 12.3 6.3 67
West Virginia 1.2 13 0.1 0.7
Wisconsin 3.9 45 0.6 26
Wyoming 2.9 2.4 -05 20

Source: Authors’ cornpilation. 1965 figures from 1960 and 1970 U.S. decennial census statistics; 2008

figures from the American Community Survey.

Tass12.A2 / Districts with Highest Proportion of Foreign-Born Residents, 2009-2011

Percent Represents
Congressional Foreign-  Represen- Ideology District
District Born tative Party  (according to Govtrack.us) Since
FL District 21 55.5 Diaz-Balart R  rankand file Republican 2011
FL District 18 51.9 Ros-Lehtinen R  moderate Republican leader 1989
CA District 31 51.4 Becerra D  rankand file Democrat 2003
CA District 47 481 Sanchez D  rankand file Democrat 2003
NY District 5 47.1 Ackerman D rank and file Democrat 1993
FL District 25 453 Rivera R centrist Republican follower 201
CA District 34 45 Roybal- D  rankand file Democrat 2003
Allard
NY District 6 43.3 Meeks D  rankand file Democrat 1997
CA District 29 43.2 Schiff D  moderate Democratic leader 2003
CA District 28 423 Berman D  moderate Democratic leader 2003
CA District 32 41.8 Chu D  rank and file Democrat 2009
NY District 9 404 Weiner D  rank and file Democrat 1999
NJ District 13 39.9 Sires - D  rank and file Democrat 2006
NY District 12 39.8 Velazquez D  moderate Democratic follower 1993
NY District 7 394 Crowley D  moderate Democrat leader 1999
NY District 11 38.9 Clarke D  far-left Democrat 2007
CA District 27 379 Sherman D  rank and file Democrat 2003
CA District 13 37.6 Stark D far-left Democrat 1993
CA District 16 374 Lofgren D  moderate Democratic leader 1995
CA District 38 373 Napolitano D  rankand file Democrat 2003

Source: Authors’ compilation based on Public Policy Institute of California (2013), U.S. Census Bured

(2012), and Govtrack (2012).
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NOTES

1.

10.

“President Lyndon B. Johnson’s Remarks at the Signing of the Immigration Bill, Liberty
Island, New York, October 3, 1965,” Lyndon B. Johnson Library and Museum, http://
www.Ibjlib.utexas.edu/johnson/ archives.hom/speeches.hom/651003.asp (accessed
June 15, 2011).

In accepting his party’s nomination as presidential candidate in 1992, Bill Clinton
vowed to the Democratic National Convention to “end welfare as we know it.” For text
and audio of the speech, see William Jefferson Clinton, “Democratic Presidential Nom-~
ination Acceptance Speech,” American Rhetoric, July 16, 1992, http:/ /www.american
rhetoric.com/speeches/ wiclinton1992dnc.htm (accessed March 19, 2013).

. Title IV’s heading made its purpose clear: “Restricting Welfare and Public Benefits for

Aliens,”110 Stat, 2105, Public Law 104-193 (for the text, see http:/ /www.gpo.gov/
fdsys/ pkg/PLAW-104publ193/html/PLAW-104publl 93.htm).

. Indeed, there are good reasons to believe that noncitizens would be undersampled in

such surveys due to language barriers or higher than normal refusal rates, especially
among unauthorized immigrants.

. The PPIC Statewide Survey is a random digit dialing poll of all Jandlines and cell

phones with a California exchange. We pool six surveys, from the months of January
and May in 2010, 2011 and 2012. Each survey had about 2,000 respondents. All surveys
were conducted in English and Spanish, and a few also included translations in some
Asian languages. For more on methodology, see Public Policy Institute of California,
“Survey Methodology,” http:/ /www.ppic.org/content/ other/SurveyMethodology.pdf
accessed March 19, 2013).

. In contrast, the highest rate of reported voting among whites is found in the second

generation (the children of immigrants), and among Asian Americans in the third and
later generations.

. Studies of European countries that permit noncitizen suffrage generally find that non-

citizens vote at lower rates than both naturalized citizens and native-born citizens {see,
for example, Groenendijk 2008).

. This calculation is based on the weighted number of likely voters who clearly expressed

an opinion: 3,047 respondents who oppose higher taxes and 2,951 who would pay
higher taxes to maintain health and human services.

. This is based on the (admittedly heroic) assumption that these residents would turn out

to vote in such numbers that their ballots constituted the same proportion of all ballots
castas the percentage of noncitizens in the general population (15 percent), and that the
remainder of the voters reflected the opinion of “likely voters” with individuals re-
sponding “don’t know” taken out of the calculation.

In November 2012, a majority of California voters, 55.2 percent, approved Proposition
30, which increased the state sales tax and income tax on those earning over $250,000 to
pay for K-12 schools and community colleges. It is doubtful that these results would
have been replicated if tax increases had been directed to social benefits. In the PPIC
survey data, although a slight majority of likely voters opposed tax hikes to maintain
health and human services, almost two-thirds (64 percent) claimed that they would
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11.

12,

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

42 /

. exhaustive. We have excluded from our analysis health insurance programs (for ex
ample, Medicaid and State Children’s Health Insurance Programs); housing aid (fo

‘poverty is by a household’s income, the poverty rate is calculated at the individual level

“cal models. Hawaii is a significant outlier for a key variable of interest, the proporti

support tax increases to maintain K-12 public education, suggesting greater support f
education than redistribution.

Table 12.A2 lists the most “immigrant” congressional districts.
Our limited knowledge stems in part from the fact that many studies exclude As
from their models, even when they focus on race effects (see, for example, Hero an
Preuhs 2007; Fellowes and Rowe 2004; Gais and Weaver 2002).
Daniel Hopkins Iooks at whether respondents feel that immigration should be i
creased or decreased, and whether they agree that immigrants are getting too demand
ing in their push for rights (2010, 46, 52).
This list of means-tested programs funded by state and federal dollars is certainly no

example, Public Housing and Section 8); Head Start and child care assistance; an
school-based nutrition programs (school breakfast and school lunch).
These data can be found at http://www.bea.gov/regional/ spi/ default.cfm?selTabl
=5A35andselSeries=ancillary. They exclude administrative costs (for a description o
the data and methods used to calculate transfers, see Bureau of Economic AnalySI
1999).
Our measure of poverty is calculated prior to taxes and transfers and is constructed
from Current Population Survey income microdata (King et al. 2010). Figures for 1965
through 1967 are extrapolated and for a few smaller states, figures through 1976 are for
multistate regions rather than individual states. Following other poverty scholars (fo
example, Rainwater and Smeeding 2003), we calculate household market income usin
information about wages, salaries, and business and farm income. We then use a cut-off’
variable available in the CPS to determine whether this market income is above o
below the official poverty line, given the household’s size and composition, Though

for each state.
We thank Hilary Hoynes for sharing her dataset on maximum AFDC-TANF benefits
from 1968 to 2007. The original sources of these data include unpublished tables from
the Department of Health and Human Services (1968-1979) and the University of Ken-
tucky Poverty Center (1980-). We add 2008 data from the Urban Institute (see http://
anfdata.urban.org/wrd/maps.cfm, table I1A.4). We choose to focus on figures that pers
tain to a family of three, because of their consistent availability over time and so that
our analysis is in line with that of other similar analyses (for example, Hero and Preuhs
2003). The mean maximums in figure 12.4 are calculated by averaging the state maxi<
mums across all states. ‘ :
Our database covers all fifty states, but we exclude Hawaii and Alaska from our statis

of the state’s population that is Asian, and for some key independent variables, inf
mation is missing for Hawaii and Alaska in earlier years.
This includes AFDC-TANF, SSI, SNAP, General Assistance, WIC, EITC, Child T
Credits, Energy Assistance, Foster Care payments, and Refugee Assistance,
The National Immigration Law Center provides updates of state and federal chang
in immigrant eligibility for various programs (see “Guide to Immigrant Eligibility f

4.

26.

27.
- As noted in the description of figures 12.2 and 12.3, our measure of poverty is calcu- -

Immigration and Redistributive Social Policy

Federal Programs,” October 2012, http://www.nilc.org/pubs/Guide_update.htm,
accessed March 24, 2013).

- It is not clear how many immigrants do so. In theory, immigrants cut from TANF who

find work might qualify for EITC, which had no restrictions on legal immigrants. But
one study found that among low income families surveyed, 73 percent of native-born
US. citizens had heard of the EITC, and 50 percent had received it. But among the non-
citizens, only 22 percent had heard of the program and only 9 percent had received it
(Phillips 2001).

- The specific benefits measured were “state-funded TANF during the federally imposed

five-year bar on immigrant welfare eligibility; TANF after the federal five-year bar;
state general assistance benefits; state-funded food stamps; a substitute program for
Supplemental Security Income (SSI); state Medicaid funds during the five-year bar;
Medicaid funding for nonemergency care for some undocumented immigrants; state-
funded health care programs, and state-funded prenatal care” (Hero and Preuhs 2007,
502).

- As discussed and elaborated in chapter 11, citizenship status only became tightly tied

to social benefits in 1996 with the federal overhaul to welfare policy. Legal permanent
residents thereafter arguably had an increased incentive to naturalize, and some state
governments'and nonprofit social service providers engaged in concerted efforts to
help noncitizens acquire citizenship so that they could remain eligible for federal ben-
efits. We thus considered the possibility that after 1996, immigrants may naturalize se-
lectively to receive welfare benefits, resulting in an association between naturalization
and spending in the reverse causal direction from what we posit. We conducted a sen-
sitivity analysis for the models discussed below, limited to the years before 1996. Those
results are nearly identical to models for all years and are available on request. The
similarity of results is consistent with studies that find immigrant naturalization is not
a function of punitive policy or simple cost/ benefit calculations but rather the “warmth
of the welcome” accorded to 1mm1grants (Bloemraad 2006; Van Hook, Brown, and Bean
2006).

This means a one-year lag in odd (non-election) years and a two year lag in even (elec-
tion) years, on the assumption that, because elections are very late in the year, spending
in that year is more closely related to the previous election.

. Because race and Hispanic ethnicity questions are separate in the census and the ACS,

we define Latinos as those of any race reporting Hispanic ethnicity.

State personal income comes from the Commerce Department’s Bureau of Economic
Analysis (http:/ /www.bea.gov/regional/spi/ default.cfm?selTable=summary).

In practice, values of the variable with and without transfer data are highly correlated.

lated prior to taxes and transfers and is constructed from Current Population Survey
income microdata. State unemployment figures are drawn from two sources. For 1976
through 2008, they are from official Bureau of Labor Statistics Reports. For 1965 through
1975, we thank Timothy Besley and Anne Case for making available their compilation
of figures from the President’s Manpower Reports, The unemployment rate and the
poverty rate have a correlation of only 0.38,

. Of course, some of the immigrants who move to the United States self-categorize or are
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viewed by others as black, but it-is a small proportion of the total: 8 percent of all
fo;eign—bom residents. These individuals will be captured in proportional measures of
immigrants, naturalized citizens or noncitizens in a state’s population.

This specification was more parsimonious than a year fixed-effects specification. How-
ever, the results are similar if we include year fixed effects instead.

places with more generous redistribution so that they can benefit from public pro-
grams. In considering the effects of welfare reform shortly after its passage, George
Borjas predicted, “If magnet effects are indeed a problem, the main immigrant-receiving
states will soon’ be leading the ‘race to the bottom’ [in welfare generosity]), as they at-
tempt to minimize the fiscal burden imposed by the purposive clustering of immigrants

31. Because states vary in so many ways, many of which we are not able to capture with in those states that provid . 1
th ” ;
our controls, we prefer the models of change over time within states. Fixed-effects mod- have been the case provide the highest benefits” (2009b. 118). This does not seem to
els also require fewer possibly unwarranted assumptions about the correlation of error 37. For more, see “A I;r ] .
: : , ofile of Lati icials i i .
terms. Results of the random effects models are available on request. ress Since 1996,” NALE(()) E;ucr:t)i(})zxie;f:dogxsl/s;w ° Unll fed States and their Pr'og-
32. The negative relationship between state fiscal capacity and spending that we see Summary2010B.pdf (accessed March 24 201 . w-naleo.org/downloads/ Direc
throughout our model results has also been noted by other scholars (Gais, Dadayan, ! )-
and Kwan 2009), who show that spending on cash assistance in high fiscal capacity
states has declined rapidly over the last three decades, largely converging with spend- REFERENCES
ing in low fiscal capacity states. High fiscal capacity states continued to spend more
overall, but they shifted their funds to “social services” rather than income transfers. - 3 Alesina, Alberto, R ; e
’ , , Reza Bagqir, “ : s e
33. Our analyses are limited to the forty-eight contiguous United States, but we note that sions.” Quarterly ]ourn::lq ;;Eacs:oxlc]:liﬁ ias;;lg - 1999. “Public Goods and Ethnic Divi-
this particular result depends on the exclusion of Hawaii and it is somewhat sensitive Alesina, Alberto, and Edward Glaeser 2001(1 )I.?i htir; 8‘;’ ty in the
to the exclusion of New Jersey. Hawaii has a particularly large Asian population and of Difference. Oxford: Oxford Universi Pr ghiing Poverty in the US and Europe: A World
relatively high social spending. New Jersey’s Asian population increased from less than Alesina, Alberto,‘ and Eliana La Ferrarat}i’zogzesf’.Who Trusts Others?” .
1 percent in 1965 to more than 7 percent by 2008. New York saw a similar increase but " nomics 85(2): 207-34 P rus ers?” Journal of Public Eco-
the results are not sensitive to the exclusion of that state. Alesina, Alberto, Ed ;
2 , Edward Gl “ , .
34. Again, however, the “Asian threat” effect depends on the exclusion of Hawaii in our : States Have a Europea n.St;T:?\}:lgcieBé;Ctz?s”acBi:izt; giogibe:ﬁﬁ ]E)::S“ ' th Z[qufed
. ! nomi .
- 1Sno_deli, ” Washington, D.C.: Brookings Institution, - ¢ Activity
» Deemnote us. ' Alvarez, R. Michael, and Tara L. i “ e e
36. Some political actors and academics speculate about a “welfare magnet” effect, whereby nia? The Case of Prop osiatirzn 1 :; :t::zlﬁﬁi:' ;210 ? 0. The I.ies%,rgen.ce of Nativism in Califor-
immigrants purposefully move to states with more generous social benefits (for exam- 167-79. gal Immigration.” Social Science Quarterly 81(1):
ple, Borjas 1999a). It is also argued that the material and psychic costs to internal migra- AuClaire, Philip Arthur. 1984, . , .
tion are greater for the native born than for immigrants (Borjas 1999b, 116-18). These cial Work 29(2!;‘ 139:;1; 84. “Public Attitudes Toward Social Welfare Expenditures.” So-
observers could read our results as consistent with the welfare magnet hypothesis. Al- Banting, Keith a. ar .

: , and Will K 1 ; .
though it is possible, we find this conclusion unlikely, especially as a dynamic with a tion ag,,,d Redistributioln inycxz:;l:' :i: 2823; 01(\:/Irz;g1cul(t)urfalz;r11 am: the Welfare .?tate: Regogm-
sustained effect across all the decades we analyze. One empirical analysis of recent Barrilleaux, Charles, Thomas Holﬁrool{ and La es.Lax ord: Ox. 0!,-‘,d University Press.. .
immigrants’ locational choices, prior to welfare reform in 1996, found that the primary - Legislative Balance and American Sta’te Welf uraP l‘ng(,e,rAZOOZ.. Electoral Comp ° tmor},
determinant of residential location for foreign-born newcomers (other than refugees) ence 46(2): 415-27 are Policy.” American Journal of Political Sci-
was the presence of other settled immigrants, not social benefits (Zavodny 1999), a find- Bartels, Larry M 206

2 . 2008. U : iti .
ing consistent with social network accounts of migration. Others underscore that the York an;rl};rinceton Nr}ﬁqﬁﬁlsz;ngcmq; The dPo{zhcal Ecom?my o the New Gflded Age. New
logic of the welfare magnet argument would predict differential migration between Blalock, Hubert M. 19:57. Tow arda Th ez:)gne A;Al;?n;:iml_‘; nd P;u;ce.t on University Press. .
high-skilled and low-skilled immigrants or high take-up rates of social benefits by im- and Sons. y ty-Group Relations. New York: John Wiley
migrants. However, in an analysis that leveraged interstate variation in benefits before Bloemraad, Irene. 2006, “B . s . .
and after 1996, Neeraj Kaushal (2005) finds that although there is a modest increase in Mobﬂiza"jon ar‘;d Imr'ni ::g?;:lgi; Ci‘xluzen " th.e Ur:xted .States and Canada: Structured
migration to more generous states after 1996, in many cases the up-tick is more dra- Borjas, George J. 1999a. ”glmmigrati (‘)’: agzowzlr;honh.d Social forces 85(2): 667-69. .
matic for higher skilled, married immigrant women rather than low-skilled, unmarried 17(4): 607-37 re Magnets.” Journal of Labor Economics
women, the group Kaushal suggests is most at risk for being on welfare. Other analyses : 1999b H . .
: . R . Heaven’s Door: 1 ; .

find, after 1996, that immigrants and immigrant households were, all else equal, less Princeton University PrZ:; fmmigration Policy and the American Economy. Princeton, N.J:
likely to receive social benefits (Fix and Passel 2002; Van Hook and Bean 2009; chapter Brooks, Clem, and )

e 2 ” eff Manza. 2007. ist: o
11, this volume), a finding counterintuitive to the argument that immigrants seek out ion in Democra ciel Chicz:;: Uonoize‘;:?t? I;\;egirie State; Persist: The Importance of Public Opin-

- : cago Press.
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