
1 of 15Review of Policy Research, 2026; 43:e70083
https://doi.org/10.1111/ropr.70083

Review of Policy Research

ORIGINAL ARTICLE OPEN ACCESS

Immigration, Beneficiary Assumptions, and 
Welfare Support
Hang Qi

Department of Government and Public Administration, University of Macau, Taipa, Macau

Correspondence: Hang Qi (hangqi@um.edu.mo)

Received: 20 May 2025  |  Revised: 3 December 2025  |  Accepted: 29 December 2025

Keywords: immigration | policy design | social welfare programs | target populations

ABSTRACT
Previous research demonstrates that assumptions and perceptions about who benefits from welfare programs and the deserv-
ingness of those welfare beneficiaries play a considerable role in shaping individuals' welfare attitudes. However, a holistic un-
derstanding of how these assumptions and perceptions are formed remains limited. In this study, I indicate that elements of 
welfare policy design (e.g., means-testing rules) can shape native citizens' assumptions about immigrants as welfare beneficiar-
ies. Through an original survey experiment on Cint Theorem, I find that including a means-testing rule makes respondents more 
likely to assume a welfare program benefits immigrants to the exclusion of native-born Americans. Such a rule also appears to 
increase assumptions that these programs primarily benefit low-skilled immigrants and newcomers from less developed coun-
tries, though the magnitude of these effects varies across policy domains. In the Pell Grant experiment, the effects are statistically 
stronger, whereas the corresponding effects in the Child Tax Credit experiment—though pointing in the same direction—are 
smaller and only marginally significant. Moreover, while certain assumptions—such as the exclusion assumption—are more 
strongly associated with welfare opposition among those with stronger anti-immigration views.

1   |   Introduction

Existing studies suggest that in many advanced countries, issues 
of immigration are becoming increasingly significant and sub-
stantial (Alesina et al. 2021; Hero 2010; Römer 2023; Schmidt-
Catran and Czymara 2023). In recent years, various strains of 
scholarship have been devoted to explaining how immigration 
affects redistribution policies and the support for social welfare 
(Garand et al. 2017; Larsen 2011; Magni 2024; Qi 2025; Steele 
and Perkins  2019; Van Oorschot  2006). For example, many 
native-born residents assume that welfare provisions in their 
countries benefit or even disproportionately benefit immigrants, 
whom they view as “less motivated, less willing, and less ca-
pable of working hard” (Schmidt-Catran and Spies 2016, 242). 
Consequently, support for social welfare among these citizens 
diminishes accordingly.

While citizens' assumptions and perceptions that immigrants 
are welfare beneficiaries could profoundly impact public opin-
ion toward welfare programs and expenditures, the question 
of what prompts these native residents to form such assump-
tions initially remains unclear. To explore this question, in 
recent years, some scholars have begun to carry out relevant 
explorations and analyzes, and they find that both potential im-
pacts of immigration on host countries and welfare policy de-
signs (e.g., a work requirement) could shape such assumptions 
(Haselswerdt 2021, 2022).

While existing scholarship examines the role of welfare policy 
designs in the politics of immigration and social welfare, it has 
not adequately considered one paramount element of welfare 
program designs—the presence or absence of means testing. In 
addition, although previous research shows that native citizens' 
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attitudes toward immigrants vary based on immigrants' char-
acteristics (e.g., gender, religious belief, and educational attain-
ment) and national background (De Coninck 2020; Hainmueller 
and Hopkins 2015; Strabac et al. 2016), less research has exam-
ined factors that might lead natives to associate welfare bene-
ficiaries with different categories of immigrants. Answering 
these questions is essential, as immigration, race, and ethnic-
ity have become widely recognized dimensions of the politics 
of redistribution in the United States (Elkjær and Iversen 2023; 
Garand et al. 2017). Moreover, given the current growth in im-
migration, the accumulation of economic pressures, and the ris-
ing inequality, delving into the micro-foundation and essence of 
public opinion on the welfare state could also contribute to the 
reform and improvement of American welfare programs.

I contend that, as one of the fundamental elements of welfare 
policy design, means-testing1 not only determines the scope of 
welfare provision (Gugushvili and Van Oorschot 2020) but also 
plays a considerable role in shaping citizens' assumptions about 
immigrants' participation in welfare programs. This is because 
the means-testing rule highlights certain attributes of eligibil-
ity. Accordingly, the identity and deservingness of beneficiaries 
become more salient, shaping attitudes toward such welfare 
programs.

Through conducting an original survey experiment, I find 
that the inclusion of a means-testing rule makes respondents 
more likely to assume welfare programs benefit immigrants 
to the exclusion of native-born Americans. In addition, na-
tive citizens tend to perceive that low-skilled immigrants and 
newcomers from less developed countries are more likely to 
benefit from means-tested programs compared to high-skilled 
immigrants and foreigners from more developed countries. The 
empirical evidence for these patterns, however, is modest and 
differs across policy domains: the effects are more pronounced 
in the Pell Grant experiment—a need-based higher-education 
grant that might more readily activate skill and socioeconomic 
cues—while the corresponding patterns in the family-oriented 
Child Tax Credit experiment are weaker and only marginally 
supported. These contrasts underscore the need for caution 
in generalizing the effects of means-testing. Also, exploratory 
analyzes indicate that some of these presumptions (e.g., the ex-
clusion assumption) are more strongly associated with lower 
support among citizens holding stronger anti-immigration 
attitudes. However, despite these associative patterns, the ex-
periment provides no evidence that means-testing itself inter-
acts with immigration attitudes in shaping policy support—the 
direct interaction between the means-testing treatment and 
anti-immigrant sentiment is statistically indistinguishable from 
zero. A follow-up experiment conducted with a different survey 
vendor and a randomized question order yields broadly consis-
tent results, with several differences becoming even clearer and 
more statistically pronounced.

These findings indicate that policy designs play a key role in 
the formation of social welfare policy preferences. They under-
score the need for greater attention to the feedback mechanisms 
through which institutional structures and policy designs impact 
individuals' deservingness perceptions and support for social 
welfare (Laenen 2018, 2025; Larsen 2006, 2008). These results 
also contribute to a better understanding of the malleability of 

assumptions about welfare beneficiaries and their ramifications 
on the politics of redistribution. Furthermore, since this study 
is directly related to the designs and rules of important govern-
ment programs, it could assist policymakers in comprehending 
the core designs of government programs and their impact on 
public opinion. It could also facilitate public administrators in 
designing and implementing public programs that are more 
widely accepted, ultimately addressing issues of inequality and 
poverty.

2   |   Policy Designs and Assumptions About Welfare 
Beneficiaries

In many advanced democracies, citizens' attitudes toward social 
welfare programs, to a great extent, can be explained by their 
political values or ideologies (Blekesaune and Quadagno 2003; 
Feldman and Steenbergen 2001), self-interest (Chong et al. 2001; 
Jæger 2006; Han and Qi 2026), institutional structures, policy 
designs, or administrative burden of social programs (Ashok and 
Huber 2020; Keiser and Miller 2020; Laenen 2018; Larsen 2008; 
Qi and Haselswerdt 2024), and perceptions about who benefits 
from these programs and the deservingness of those welfare 
beneficiaries (Baekgaard et  al.  2023; Mårtensson et  al.  2023; 
Petersen et al. 2011; Van Oorschot 2000). In terms of whether 
social welfare recipients are deserving or not, many individuals 
base their judgments on racial or ethnic considerations (Garand 
et  al.  2017; Gilens  1999; Lieberman  2011). However, less ex-
plored is the question of how citizens form their ideas about who 
benefits from social programs initially (Haselswerdt 2022).

In the United States, race and ethnicity profoundly affect the 
politics and policies of the welfare state. For example, existing 
work shows that stereotypes about the work ethic and welfare 
dependence of Black people have sizeable impacts on sup-
port for social programs among Americans (Callaghan and 
Olson 2017; Gilens 1999; Harell and Larsen 2025; Lanford and 
Quadagno  2022). Additionally, because immigrants are usu-
ally stigmatized as welfare dependents and a drain on public 
benefits, many native citizens consider them one of the less 
“deserving” groups of welfare beneficiaries as well (Brady and 
Finnigan 2014; Levy 2021; Romero 2011).

However, not all social programs are affected by the racial or 
ethnic politics mentioned above. For some programs, such as 
Social Security and Medicare, American citizens usually as-
sociate these programs less with racial or ethnic concerns, al-
though it is worth noting that these programs provide benefits 
to millions of individuals from minority groups (Callaghan and 
Olson  2017; Winter  2008). Instead, out-group resentment is 
more likely to be replaced by positive stereotypes and in-group 
solidarity (Jardina 2019; Kinder and Kam 2010; Winter 2008).

Why do only some but not all social welfare programs engen-
der citizens' racial or ethnic concerns and resentment? One 
explanation proposed by existing scholarship is that institu-
tional structures and designs of the welfare state (e.g., welfare 
regimes and eligibility rules for benefits) substantially shape 
citizens' perceptions of welfare beneficiaries and preferences 
for social welfare (e.g., Laenen 2018, 2025; Larsen 2006, 2008). 
Specifically, these institutional factors affect how individuals 
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perceive deservingness and influence their policy attitudes 
through various policy feedback mechanisms. That is, once es-
tablished, social welfare programs can serve as “norm-setting 
and norm-enforcing institutions that might determine which 
deservingness criteria citizens attach importance to” and im-
pact “how target groups are evaluated on the different deserv-
ingness criteria” (Laenen 2020, 12).

Moreover, policy design makes certain types of programs 
more likely to be associated with certain types of people 
(Faricy  2015; Skocpol  1991). According to the “social con-
struction of target populations” approach, policy designs play 
an active role in socially constructing target groups among 
diverse audiences. Various components of policy design (e.g., 
work requirements, policy delivery mechanisms, and legal 
residency requirements) convey judgments about whether 
beneficiaries are deemed “deserving” or “undeserving” of 
receiving social welfare assistance (Ashok and Huber  2020; 
Ingram and Smith  1993; Schneider and Ingram  1993, 1997; 
Yoo 2008). As Haselswerdt  (2022, 274) argues, the eligibility 
criteria and requirements of a welfare program may “match 
up with stereotypes about racial or ethnic groups, making a 
person more or less likely to assume the program will benefit 
those groups.”

To answer this question and explore the way social welfare pol-
icies are designed impacts the assumptions citizens make about 
the racial or ethnic constructions of the target population, some 
scholars have made their contributions by focusing on the po-
tential impacts of immigration on host countries and particu-
lar elements of policy design. For example, after analyzing data 
from a survey experiment, Haselswerdt  (2021) suggests that 
priming immigrants as a fiscal threat significantly increases the 
likelihood that individuals assume that welfare programs will 
benefit foreigners rather than native citizens. However, priming 
foreigners as cultural or demographic threats shows no signif-
icant effect. In addition, through conducting another original 
survey experiment, Haselswerdt (2022) finds that policy design 
elements, such as a work requirement, significantly affect re-
spondents' assumptions about policy beneficiaries in terms of 
their race and national origin, and these assumptions in turn 
impact respondents' welfare support (conditional on existing at-
titudes about race or immigration).

Nevertheless, a fundamental distinction in the design of wel-
fare states—whether the eligibility of a welfare program is 
universal or selective—merits further examination. In univer-
sal welfare programs or entitlement programs that are based 
on criteria other than income, since the basic principle is not 
to discriminate between citizens, not only the poor but also the 
middle class can benefit from a given welfare policy (Crepaz and 
Damron 2009; Rothstein and Stolle 2003). Therefore, native cit-
izens, such as white residents, are less likely to associate these 
welfare programs with negatively stereotyped groups directly. 
Also, classifying or labeling welfare recipients in universal wel-
fare programs is less likely, and other considerations, such as 
racial or ethnic concerns, should be less consequential.

On the contrary, means-tested welfare policies are intended 
to aid some groups but not others. In means-tested programs, 
such as Medicaid, Supplemental Security Income (SSI), and 

the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Programs (SNAP), el-
igibility for benefits is determined based on financial need, 
usually defined according to the poverty line (Hasenfeld and 
Rafferty 1989; Muñoz and Pardos-Prado 2019). Such programs 
are often criticized for creating moral hazards in terms of disin-
centives to work and save money (Deacon and Bradshaw 1983; 
Gugushvili and Van Oorschot 2020). For these policies, the iden-
tity and deservingness of beneficiaries are likely to play an im-
portant role in citizens' policy attitudes.

Although means-tested programs do not provide explicit in-
formation about the racial or ethnic makeup of the beneficiary 
population, the “selective” nature of their policy design could 
still reinforce social categorization effects—people's tendency 
to divide the world into two distinct categories, “us and them” 
(Baron 1989, 643) by constructing attitudes of “stark separation 
between individuals deserving of public support and ‘undeserv-
ing’ ones” (Crepaz and Damron 2009, 447).

Certainly, deservingness is not always about race and ethnicity, 
and many white Americans may see some other white Americans 
(e.g., unmarried mothers and unemployed men aged 18–64) as 
“lazy and undeserving” as well (Garand et al. 2017; Lanford and 
Quadagno 2022). However, in recent years, the impacts of the 
increased immigrant population on the daily life of native cit-
izens have become increasingly noticeable (Alesina et al. 2021; 
Avdagic and Savage 2024; Choi et al. 2023; Strabac et al. 2016). 
Perhaps due to negative and stereotypical images of immigrants 
formed by news media and political elites (De Coninck  2020; 
Hussey and Pearson-Merkowitz 2013), immigration has become 
one of the predominant factors that affect people's consider-
ation of welfare deservingness. In this case, citizens' out-group 
bias and stereotypes, such as immigrants “being lazy or in-
competent” and “abusing social welfare benefits” (e.g., Garand 
et al. 2017; Lee and Fiske 2006), could make individuals more 
likely to assume that such means-tested programs will benefit 
immigrants. Therefore, compared to universal or non-selective 
welfare policies, welfare programs with a means-testing design 
that uses income tests to limit access to welfare benefits (e.g., 
cash assistance and health insurance) could be more likely to 
stoke individuals' ethnic concerns and lead them to conjecture 
that such policies are specifically beneficial to immigrants.

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

Moreover, since beneficiaries from means-tested programs 
are usually “poor” and “destitute” (Gugushvili and Van 
Oorschot  2020; Hasenfeld and Rafferty  1989; Lanford and 
Quadagno  2022), it is possible that means-testing designs 
prompt citizens to more specifically presume the types of im-
migrants who would benefit. For example, levels or types of 
work skills are highly pertinent to individuals' income levels 
and the need to receive protection from the welfare state (Rehm 
et al. 2012). In particular, compared to workers with high-skill 
levels, low-skilled or unskilled workers are more likely to have 
lower incomes and, therefore, use means-tested welfare pro-
grams. Existing work also indicates that immigrants tend to 
be less skilled and educated than their native counterparts in 
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the United States and many other advanced countries, and the 
productivity differences substantially contribute to the earnings 
gap between immigrants and natives2 (Dostie et al. 2023; Gelatt 
et  al.  2022). With such an association, native-born residents 
could surmise that means-tested programs benefit low-skilled 
immigrants more than high-skilled immigrants.

Hypothesis 2.  The inclusion of means testing in a welfare 
program will make respondents more likely to assume those pro-
grams benefit low-skilled immigrants relative to high-skilled im-
migrants than they would if those programs were universal.

According to the Intergroup Status Hierarchy Theory, because 
people overwhelmingly prefer associating with others of equal 
or higher status, immigrants from more developed countries or 
countries with “higher group status” (e.g., higher levels of GDP 
per capita) are less likely to cause a backlash among native-
born citizens than immigrants from less developed countries 
or countries with “lower group status” (Kustov  2019; Weeks 
and Lupfer  2004). Existing scholarship indicates that citizens 
in advanced countries hold a more favorable attitude toward 
newcomers from “rich” countries than immigrants from “poor” 
countries since citizens assume that immigrants from wealthier 
countries are more socio-economically similar to native-born 
citizens themselves than immigrants from poor countries (De 
Coninck 2020). Moreover, immigrants from low-income coun-
tries are more likely to be economically disadvantaged (OECD 
and European Commission 2023), which may significantly im-
pact citizens' perceptions about welfare program beneficiaries. 
Thus, means-testing rules should be less likely to lead citizens 
to associate welfare benefits with immigrants from richer coun-
tries than their counterparts from poorer countries.

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

While means-testing highlights similar eligibility cues across 
programs, its implications may not be uniform across all types 
of social benefits. The rationale is that different policy domains 
could evoke different beneficiary images and activate different 
considerations. For example, a need-based higher-education 
grant may more readily call to mind questions of skill and so-
cioeconomic background, whereas a family-oriented tax credit 
tends to foreground household structure and parental status. As 
a result, the extent to which means-testing shifts assumptions 
about immigrant beneficiaries may reasonably vary across pol-
icy areas. This possibility does not alter the directional expec-
tations of Hypothesis 1–3, but it suggests that the magnitude of 
these effects may differ across policy experiments examined in 
this study.

In addition, I anticipate that the ways policy design elements im-
pact these assumptions about immigrants will be consequential 
for social welfare support. The rationale is that by inducing citi-
zens to link welfare programs with a particular group, these pol-
icy designs may prompt respondents to incorporate their feelings 
about the group (e.g., anti-immigration sentiment) into their as-
sessments (Haselswerdt 2022). For example, citizens may view 

high-skilled immigrants and those with higher group status as 
more capable of contributing to socioeconomic development 
than low-skilled newcomers and those with lower group status 
(De Coninck  2020; Hainmueller and Hiscox  2010). Moreover, 
reciprocity and identity are crucial principles in shaping consid-
erations of deservingness and public support for social welfare 
(Baekgaard et  al.  2023; Magni  2024; Van Oorschot  2000). In 
this case, means-testing design or assumptions triggered by it 
may more likely undermine social welfare support among citi-
zens with stronger anti-immigration sentiments. This is because 
the perception that social programs disproportionately benefit 
immigrants, especially low-skilled immigrants or immigrants 
from less advanced countries, is more likely to intensify these 
citizens' deservingness heuristics and heighten fears that social 
values or national resources are at risk.

Hypothesis 4.  The inclusion of means testing in a welfare pro-
gram will have a larger negative impact on welfare support among 
respondents with higher anti-immigration attitudes than on wel-
fare support among respondents with lower anti-immigration 
attitudes.

3   |   Experimental Design and Data

To test these hypotheses, I use data from an original survey 
experiment conducted via the Cint Theorem (formerly Lucid) 
with 1638 respondents in August 2023.3 Cint Theorem is a self-
service online survey platform enabling researchers to recruit 
high-quality samples. The original survey experiment focuses 
on two hypothetical prospective policies: a program that helps 
people afford to go to college (based on Pell Grants) and a pro-
gram that helps families with qualifying children get a tax break 
(based on Child Tax Credit, CTC). The rationale for using hy-
pothetical welfare policies instead of existing social programs 
is to reduce potential “status quo bias” in respondents' welfare 
attitudes (Ashok and Huber 2020) and better isolate the effects 
of the means-testing rule on welfare assumptions and attitudes. 
Also, unlike social welfare programs such as food assistance, 
the aid provided by these two hypothetical programs, without 
explicitly emphasizing means-testing, could potentially benefit 
both poor and middle- or even high-income families. This at-
tribute could reduce the likelihood that respondents naturally 
associate these programs with low-income families.

The experimental manipulations vary in one element: the pres-
ence of a means-testing rule for claiming the welfare benefit. 
Respondents were randomized into the two groups to receive 
policy information about these two hypothetical policies. One 
group was presented with a description of the hypothetical Pell 
Grant policy that includes a means-testing rule and a description 
of the hypothetical CTC policy that does not, while the other 
group was presented with a means-tested version of the hypo-
thetical CTC and a non-means-tested version of the hypothetical 
Pell Grant. The order of the policy descriptions and associated 
questions is randomized within each treatment arm. Within 
each group, I analyze the degrees of support for these two poli-
cies and respondents' perceptions of which social groups would 
benefit most from the implementation of these programs. Below 
is an example displaying wording for one hypothetical welfare 
program (CTC) and treatments.
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We would like to ask your opinion on a hypothetical 
government program. Under this program, families 
with dependent children would receive a tax break to 
help them manage the cost of raising kids [Include/
omit:] To receive this benefit, applicants must 
have an annual household income at or below 
100% of the federal poverty level (e.g., $24,860 for 
a family of three). This program would cost the U.S. 
Treasury about $130 billion per year.

After showing the primes, I asked respondents about their sup-
port for the hypothetical policy and what “groups in American 
society” would most likely benefit from these welfare programs.4 
Subjects were first asked to give their opinions of these hypothet-
ical welfare programs using a five-point scale, with 1 represent-
ing “oppose strongly” and 5 suggesting “support strongly,” while 
“neither support nor oppose” serves as the midpoint. Regarding 
the welfare beneficiary question, respondents were permitted to 
choose multiple options from a set of groups (according to mul-
tiple social, economic, and ethnic features), such as “Poor peo-
ple,” “Women,” “Labor unions,” and “Immigrants.” The choice 
of interest is “Immigrants.” Including all of these other groups 
helps avoid overtly priming the immigration issue to respon-
dents. This dependent variable is an indicator named Exclusion 
assumption coded “1” if a respondent chose “immigrants” and 
not “Americans born in the United States.”5 This measurement 
approach is based on the strategy of measuring participants' 
beneficiary assumptions used in Haselswerdt (2021, 2022).

After that, all respondents, regardless of what they chose, were 
asked the following two questions. For example, respondents 
received the question, “Assuming that the policy you just read 
about did benefit immigrants, which types of immigrants do 
you believe would be most likely to benefit?” Respondents were 
allowed to select one of two types of immigrants, “low-skilled 
immigrants” and “high-skilled immigrants.” This dependent 
variable is an indicator variable, with 1 representing “low-skilled 
immigrants” and 0 referring to “high-skilled immigrants.” In 
addition, respondents received the question, “Assuming that the 
policy you just read about did benefit immigrants, do you believe 
it would be more beneficial to immigrants from relatively poor 
countries, or relatively rich countries?” They had two options 
to choose from – “relatively poor countries” and “relatively rich 
countries,” which are based on the development status of the 
country of origin. Results from this question construct the de-
pendent variable with 1 representing “immigrants from poorer 
countries” and 0 indicating “immigrants from richer coun-
tries.” I also randomize the order of the skill and national origin 
questions.

The primary independent variable of interest is an indica-
tor for the experimental treatments means-testing (=1) versus 
no means-testing (=0). Testing Hypothesis  4 requires a vari-
able named Immigration opposition scale gauging respon-
dents' predispositions toward immigration, which I measure 
using a series of questions about immigration policy adapted 
from the 2012 American National Election Study, following 
Haselswerdt  (2022). This includes questions about viewpoints 
on government policy toward unauthorized immigrants, at-
titudes toward the proposal to permit foreigners who were 

illegally brought into the U.S. as children to become permanent 
residents, stances on a law that permits checks on the immigra-
tion status of suspected unauthorized immigrants, and positions 
on the ideal scale of immigration and the likelihood that immi-
grants will compete with citizens for jobs. I re-scale this vari-
able to fall within the range of 0 to 1 (Cronbach's α = 0.71), with 
higher values indicating stronger anti-immigration preferences. 
I use difference-of-proportions tests and report the percentages 
in each treatment category to test Hypothesis  1–3. I use OLS 
models with an interaction between Immigration opposition 
scale and the treatment indicator to test Hypothesis 4.

In addition, measurements of other variables are drawn from 
the Cooperative Election Study (CES) or American National 
Election Studies (ANES) Common Content questionnaire. 
These include several control variables that I include in an al-
ternative specification of the OLS model as a robustness check: 
Ideology (five-point scale), Partisanship (seven-point scale), Age 
(six-point scale), White (“White” = 1 and “Other racial and eth-
nic groups” = 0), Education (six-point scale), Female (“Male” = 0 
and “Female” = 1), and Income (sixteen-point scale). These vari-
ables also serve to establish the representativeness of the sample. 
Question wording and descriptive data for all variables are dis-
played in the Appendix. In addition, I construct survey weights 
using poststratification raking based on these control variables 
and demographic data from the 2022 CES sample. I use Stata 
package ipfraking to generate the weights. Following the strategy 
outlined by Pedersen and Favero (2020), after achieving conver-
gence, I trim the weights to fall within a range of 0.5 to 2 in order to 
reduce the influence of extreme values.

Table  1 displays the demographic characteristics of the un-
weighted and weighted Cint Theorem samples as compared to 
the 2022 CES sample, which serves as the population bench-
mark. The Cint Theorem samples, especially the weighted one, 
closely resemble the CES sample in multiple demographic char-
acteristics. I present the results of unweighted models in the 
main text. The weighted results are reported in the Appendix.

4   |   Results

I first examine whether the assumption that welfare programs 
would benefit immigrants to the exclusion of native-born 
Americans is associated with a means-testing rule.6 Figure  1 
shows the pattern predicted by Hypothesis 1: the means-testing 
rule made respondents more likely to assume those programs 
will benefit immigrants to the exclusion of the native-born. In 
particular, in the hypothetical Pell Grant experiment, around 
20.8% of respondents in the control group (without receiving 
means-testing information) assumed such a program would ben-
efit immigrants but not native citizens, while about 26.3% of sub-
jects in the means-testing treatment group held this assumption. 
A similar pattern can be observed for the hypothetical Child Tax 
Credit experiment: about 26.6% of recipients in the treatment 
group assumed that such a program would benefit immigrants 
only, while 21.4% of respondents in the control group made that 
assumption. Moreover, two-tailed difference-of-proportions 
tests indicate that the means-testing treatment significantly in-
creased the endorsement of the exclusion assumption in both 
the Pell Grant experiment (𝑝 = 0.01) and the Child Tax Credit 
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TABLE 1    |    Demographic characteristics between Cint Theorem and the 2022 CES samples.

Variables Cint Theorem (Unweighted) Cint Theorem (Weighted) 2022 CES

Gender

% Female 51.89 53.11 53.16

Age

% 18–29 years old 21.17 16.41 15.42

% 30–39 years old 20.00 16.49 15.80

% 40–49 years old 18.28 15.73 15.07

% 50–59 years old 16.86 17.89 17.69

% 60–65 years old 8.25 12.25 13.60

% 65+ years old 15.45 21.23 22.41

Race

% Non-White 28.82 30.28 30.83

% White 71.18 69.72 69.17

Education

% No HS 2.63 4.06 4.57

% High school graduate 28.27 28.00 27.75

% Some college 26.31 23.32 22.26

% 2-year college degree 12.15 11.25 10.74

% 4-year college degree 23.38 22.56 22.29

% Postgraduate degree 7.26 10.82 12.38

Household income

% Below 60 k 65.69 56.31 53.98

% Between 60 k and 150 k 29.43 35.53 36.70

% Above 150 k 4.88 8.16 9.32

Party ID

% Strong Democrat 20.76 26.03 27.68

% Weak Democrat 14.22 12.42 12.09

% Lean Democrat 9.52 10.18 10.19

% Independent 14.96 15.10 15.30

% Lean Republican 9.10 8.72 8.67

% Weak Republican 12.09 9.75 9.07

% Strong Republican 19.35 17.79 17.00

Ideology

% Very liberal 11.17 13.32 13.96

% Liberal 19.60 19.89 19.91

% Moderate 40.60 35.66 34.58

% Conservative 18.99 19.86 19.87

% Very conservative 9.65 11.27 11.68

Note: Missing values and “not sure” answers (CES) for each variable are not included.
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experiment (𝑝 = 0.01).7 Therefore, Hypothesis 1 received empir-
ical support.

Next, I assess whether a means-testing rule induces respon-
dents to associate welfare programs with specific immigrant 
categories based on skill level or background of origin country. 
As Figure  2 displays, for both experiments, treatments with a 
means-testing requirement resulted in a higher proportion of 
respondents believing that low-skilled immigrants would be 

most likely to benefit from these programs (difference of propor-
tions = 0.08, 𝑝 < 0.01 for the Pell Grant experiment; difference 
of proportions = 0.03, 𝑝 = 0.07 for the Child Tax Credit exper-
iment). While the results of the Child Tax Credit experiment 
are only marginally significant, they still provide suggestive but 
notably weaker evidence in support of Hypothesis 2, which an-
ticipates that a means-testing rule would make native dwellers 
assume that low-skilled immigrants are more likely to benefit 
than high-skilled immigrants.

FIGURE 1    |    Proportions of participants assuming described welfare programs benefit immigrants to the exclusion of native-born citizens, by ex-
perimental condition (with 90% confidence intervals). Full results are reported in Appendix Tables C.1 and C.2.
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FIGURE 2    |    Proportions of participants assuming described welfare programs benefit low-skilled immigrants, by experimental condition (with 
90% confidence intervals). Full results are reported in Appendix Tables C.1 and C.2.
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Figure 3 plots the proportions of subjects who assumed that wel-
fare policies presented to them would benefit immigrants com-
ing from less developed countries, as expected by Hypothesis 3. 
In both welfare policy experiments, the means-testing condition 
increased this perception: the shift is statistically significant in 
the Pell Grant experiment (difference of proportions = 0.04, 𝑝 
= 0.04) and marginal in the Child Tax Credit experiment (differ-
ence of proportions = 0.03, 𝑝 = 0.07). Although the result of the 
Child Tax Credit experiment does not reach conventional signif-
icance levels, the direction of the effect mirrors that in the Pell 
Grant experiment, which is in line with Hypothesis 3.8

Another interesting finding is that the means-testing condition 
led to slightly larger shifts in perceptions of low-skilled immi-
grants (Δ = 0.08, 𝑝 < 0.01 vs. Δ = 0.03, 𝑝 = 0.07) and newcomers 
from less developed countries (Δ = 0.04, 𝑝 = 0.04 vs. Δ = 0.03, 𝑝 
= 0.07) in the Pell Grant experiment compared to the Child Tax 
Credit experiment. However, the differences between the paired 
Δ values across experiments are not statistically significant 
(perceptions of low-skilled immigrants: z = 1.45, 𝑝 = 0.15; per-
ceptions of immigrants from less developed countries: z = 0.41, 
𝑝 = 0.68). One plausible explanation is that education policy is 
more explicitly linked to skill acquisition (e.g., Williams 2019) 
and national development (e.g., Dumciuviene 2015), making it 
more likely to activate changes in stereotypes or assumptions 
about immigrant skill levels and developmental context. In con-
trast, the Child Tax Credit—a program tied to family structure 
rather than human capital—may be less likely to cue such shifts, 
though its baseline associations are comparatively higher (e.g., 
81.6% vs. 67.4% for skill assumption in the control group).9

Taken together, across both policy domains, the means-testing 
treatment changes assumptions in a consistent direction. At the 
same time, the magnitude and statistical strength of these ef-
fects differ considerably. The Pell Grant experiment produces 

larger and more robust changes, whereas the corresponding 
effects in the Child Tax Credit experiment—although pointing 
in the same direction—are smaller and in some cases only mar-
ginally significant. These contrasts suggest that the impact of 
means-testing is not uniform and may depend on the substan-
tive domain of the policy.

Turning to the conditional effects anticipated by Hypothesis 4, 
Figure  4 presents results from linear regression models with 
interaction terms between the means-testing treatment and 
Immigration opposition scale. According to these results, I detect 
no interaction effect to speak of—although the interaction term 
in each experiment has the expected sign, it is statistically in-
significant (Pell Grant experiment: 𝑝 = 0.61 with controls; Child 
Tax Credit experiment: 𝑝 = 0.95 with controls).10 Moreover, this 
figure displays only a slight narrowing within the scope of the 
anti-immigration attitude variable, indicating that the differ-
ence in predicted policy support between the means-testing and 
control treatments is relatively small. That is, these results do 
not support Hypothesis 4—there is no significant evidence that 
the means-testing rule has a larger dampening effect on welfare 
support (relative to the control treatment) among individuals 
who are resistant to immigration than among citizens with a low 
anti-immigration scale.

Why might these interactions be absent? One plausible expla-
nation is that misperceptions or false beliefs may influence the 
use of the deservingness heuristic and, consequently, policy sup-
port. As Sowula  (2024, 103) notes, “incorrectly used shortcuts 
can lead to serious mistakes in judgment,” and “such errors are 
most likely when heuristics are based on misinformation.” In 
this context, if most respondents—regardless of their immigra-
tion attitudes—overestimate the number of immigrants that re-
ceive benefits, they may associate means-testing primarily with 
foreigners, even if that is not accurate. Consequently, there is 

FIGURE 3    |    Proportions of participants assuming described welfare programs benefit immigrants from less developed countries, by experimental 
condition (with 90% confidence intervals). Full results are reported in Appendix Tables C.1 and C.2.
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little room for means-testing to interact significantly with anti-
immigrant attitudes. Moreover, this interpretation aligns with 
evidence that the American public often overestimates immi-
grant reliance on social benefits (Garand et al. 2017; Hussey and 
Pearson-Merkowitz 2013) and that the general public in the US 
and beyond possesses limited knowledge of the welfare state and 
social welfare programs (Geiger 2018; Soss and Schram 2007).

Another explanation is that means-testing may evoke broader 
considerations of program efficiency and cost-effectiveness 
(Prenzler 2011; Van Oorschot 2002), which are not tightly linked 
to attitudinal predispositions about immigrants. If means-
testing signals abuse-aversion, waste avoidance, and fiscal re-
sponsibility, these broader evaluative cues may weaken the 
connection to immigration attitudes. Of course, other explana-
tions are also plausible. These may include indirect pathways, 
such as the ramifications of other beneficiary assumptions, and 
measurement limitations, where measures used in this study 
might not be sensitive enough to capture nuanced interactions.

While there is no evidence of a direct interaction effect of the 
anti-immigration scale with the means-testing treatment, ex-
ploratory analyzes suggest that when respondents perceive a 
program as primarily benefiting newcomers, support tends to 
be lower among those with stronger anti-immigrant attitudes. 
These associations are consistent across both policy experi-
ments. However, they should be interpreted with caution, as 
they are measured after the treatment and do not establish a 
causal mechanism.11

A similar, though less consistent, pattern appears when social 
programs are perceived to benefit low-skilled immigrants or 
new settlers from poorer countries. These exploratory results 
suggest that anti-immigrant sentiment could condition the as-
sociations between some beneficiary assumptions and policy 

support, rather than directly interacting with the means-testing 
treatment. Taken together, the absence of a direct interaction 
effect is itself a meaningful finding: anti-immigrant sentiment 
reduces support for welfare consistently, regardless of whether 
programs include means-testing rules. Exploratory analyzes 
indicate that assumptions about beneficiaries—some of which 
are associated with means-testing—show different associations 
with policy support across levels of anti-immigrant attitudes. 
However, as mentioned before, these patterns should be inter-
preted cautiously, especially given the smaller effect of means-
testing on some beneficiary assumptions in the Child Tax Credit 
experiment12 (see Tables D.4 and D.5).

In addition to Figures  4 and 5, I provide additional visualiza-
tions to examine these interaction effects and associations. 
Figures D.1 and D.2, respectively, display linear and non-linear 
marginal effects of the means-testing treatment and marginal 
associations of its induced assumptions with policy support, per 
the advice of Hainmueller et al. (2019). I use Stata package inter-
flex to estimate both types of marginal effects and associations, 
with the non-linear marginal effect and association estimates 
generated through the employment of the kernel estimator. In 
general, the results shown in Figures D.1 and D.2 validate find-
ings regarding the interaction effects and associations outlined 
in the main text.

Although these conditioning patterns are informative, I must 
point out a potential concern about the question ordering of the 
Cint Theorem study. In the Cint Theorem study, I decided to 
place the beneficiary group assumption questions after the pol-
icy approval questions to avoid raising the salience of immigra-
tion. However, there is a downside to utilizing these assumption 
variables as moderators and independent variables in models 
where policy approval serves as the dependent variable, as this 
may potentially incur endogeneity problems.

FIGURE 4    |    Predicted welfare policy approval across treatment groups and immigration attitude (with 90% confidence intervals and control vari-
ables). Full results are reported in Appendix Tables D.1 (Model 2) and D.2 (Model 6).
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To address this potential concern, I conducted a follow-up 
study on Prolific (see Appendix  I), an online survey company 
that works with researchers to conduct scientific studies and 
surveys. In the follow-up study of 1502 respondents conducted 
between November 30 and December 1, 2023, I incorporated all 
elements of the original Cint Theorem study and randomized 
the order of those beneficiary group assumption questions and 
policy approval questions. As results in Appendix  I show, no 
statistically significant differences in effects based on question 
order were detected in five out of six models that include triple 
interaction terms. The only exception is the coefficient for the 
triple interaction term in Model 77 in Table I.5, which is statis-
tically significant at the 0.05 level (𝑝 = 0.01). However, as indi-
cated in Table I.6, when applying the Benjamini-Hochberg (BH) 
procedure with a false discovery rate of 5%, the initially signif-
icant p-value for this coefficient became statistically insignifi-
cant after adjustment for multiple comparisons. Therefore, the 
difference in the ordering of the beneficiary group assumption 
questions and policy approval questions does not lead to signifi-
cantly different empirical results.

Moreover, the findings for each hypothesis in the Cint Theorem 
study are replicated in the Prolific study. For example, according 
to Tables I.10 and I.11, the difference of proportions results in 
both policy experiments being statistically significant at the 0.01 

level.13 These results alleviate a significant concern about the 
original design and speak to the robustness of the experimental 
findings.

5   |   Discussion and Conclusion

This study explores how means testing—a crucial component 
of contemporary welfare policy designs—impacts Americans' 
assumptions about immigrants as welfare beneficiaries and 
their support for welfare policies. This study contends and 
finds evidence that these assumptions are shaped by this el-
ement of policy design. Particularly, such a design makes 
respondents more likely to assume that welfare programs ben-
efit immigrants to the exclusion of native-born Americans. It 
also tends to increase the likelihood that citizens associate 
welfare beneficiaries with low-skilled immigrants and those 
from less developed countries, with stronger and more con-
sistent evidence from the Pell Grant experiment and more 
modest support in the Child Tax Credit experiment. One plau-
sible interpretation is that education policy could more nat-
urally activate the considerations of skill and development, 
while a family-based tax credit may provide less significant 
and stereotypical cues. These contrasts indicate that the ram-
ifications of means-testing may not be uniform across policy 

FIGURE 5    |    Predicted welfare policy approval across assumptions induced by means-testing rule and immigration attitude (with 90% confidence 
intervals and control variables). Full results are reported in Appendix Tables D.3 (Models 10 and 14), D.4 (Models 18 and 22), and D.5 (Models 26 
and 30).
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areas. Instead, they should be analyzed with attention to 
the substantive domain. At the same time, the cross-domain 
consistency in the direction of the effects suggests that these 
differences reflect variation in magnitude rather than funda-
mentally divergent underlying processes.

Moreover, although the means-testing design does not directly 
interact with immigration attitudes to depress policy support, 
exploratory evidence suggests that certain assumptions (e.g., the 
exclusion assumption) evoked by it are more closely associated 
with lower support among respondents who oppose immigra-
tion more. All substantive findings were replicated in a fol-
low-up experiment using a sample recruited through a different 
survey vendor.

These findings have important implications for the current 
debate on whether the influx of immigrants undermines pub-
lic support for social welfare among citizens. First, findings in 
this study buttress the emerging body of research that empha-
sizes the need to examine the roles of institutional structures 
and designs on public opinion toward social welfare (Ashok and 
Huber  2020; Laenen  2018; Larsen  2006; Muñoz and Pardos-
Prado  2019; Qi and Haselswerdt  2024). As an essential factor 
in providing a structured approach to government decision-
making, policy design also plays a substantial role in shaping 
“the political preferences and behaviors of ordinary citizens” 
(Mettler and SoRelle 2018, 117). This study indicates that, in ad-
dition to its direct impact on public attitudes toward welfare, the 
effects of welfare policy design on the nexus between immigra-
tion attitudes and welfare support should not be underestimated.

Second, the findings in this study highlight an imperative re-
search question: how do different types of immigrants affect po-
litical support for social welfare among native residents? While 
previous studies have made great contributions to exploring 
and demonstrating the effects of immigrants on the politics of 
the welfare state (Avdagic and Savage 2024; Garand et al. 2017; 
Haselswerdt  2022), they have tended to treat immigrants as a 
monolithic target population. As a result, existing literature has 
not fully distinguished whether and how different categories 
of immigrants affect citizens' welfare beneficiary assumptions 
and support for welfare programs. This study suggests that as-
sumptions about the types of immigrants who would be wel-
fare beneficiaries are also affected by policy design. Moreover, 
some of these assumptions are consequential for welfare policy 
support. In recent decades, immigrants have been increasingly 
considered the least “deserved” beneficiaries, and resistance to 
immigration has become an increasingly notable component of 
the Republican agenda and conservative ideology (Brady and 
Finnigan 2014; Fox 2012; Romero 2011; Van Oorschot 2006). It is 
worth paying attention to whether and how conservative parties 
and politicians emphasize the corresponding policy designs and 
highlight specific types of immigrants in their political rhetoric 
to arouse the mass public's anti-social welfare awareness and at-
titudes during election campaigns and policymaking processes.

Of course, this study also has limitations and presents many 
possibilities for improvement, and future investigations are 
needed to validate its findings. First, race is also crucial to 
studying the politics and policies of the welfare state. For ex-
ample, Haselswerdt  (2022) finds that a work requirement can 

substantially shape citizens' assumptions about welfare benefi-
ciaries based on their race and country of origin. Clearly, failing 
to investigate the role of race diminishes the contribution of this 
research, and whether means-testing rules can allow native cit-
izens to assume social welfare beneficiaries from a racial per-
spective warrants further investigation.

Second, to avoid overtly priming respondents with the immigra-
tion issue by placing “Immigrants” at the beginning or earlier 
part of the option list, I decided not to randomize the order of the 
options and placed the “Immigrants” option in the latter mid-
dle section. While this strategy could help reduce bias caused 
by overemphasizing immigration, the lack of full randomiza-
tion remains a limitation. Future research could consider fully 
randomizing the order of options to minimize potential issues 
arising from this limitation, such as order effects and risk of an-
choring or fatigue.

Third, the experimental design in this study includes two con-
ditions: one policy prime with a means-testing rule and one 
without (with randomized order of presentation). While this 
approach could preserve statistical power, it also has a limita-
tion—the absence of a condition in which both policies share the 
same means-testing status. This design feature makes it harder 
to isolate the independent effect of means-testing, as spillover 
effects may occur depending on which policy respondents saw 
first. Future studies could address this limitation with larger 
sample sizes or more refined experimental designs that allow 
for the independent estimation of means-testing effects across 
multiple policy conditions.

In addition, more work is needed to understand how and when 
policy designs shape public reactions. This study suggests 
that means-testing can shape certain beneficiary assumptions 
and that these assumptions are linked to welfare support, but 
it cannot pinpoint whether they operate as causal channels or 
conditional cues. Future research should more directly exam-
ine the moderating and/or mediating relationships between 
means-testing, social perceptions of beneficiaries, and welfare 
support—ideally through more refined designs that can identify 
mechanisms with greater precision.

Regarding the generalizability of the findings, previous research 
shows that welfare institutions substantially shape public pref-
erences for social policy (Larsen 2008; Van Der Waal et al. 2013). 
Therefore, citizens in other liberal welfare states, such as the 
United Kingdom, Canada, or Australia, may exhibit compa-
rable perceptions and preferences, especially given the rising 
immigrant populations and the increasingly salient debates 
about immigrant concerns (e.g., immigrants' access to welfare 
benefits) in advanced democracies (Avdagic and Savage  2024; 
Claassen and McLaren 2022). It is also plausible that similar pat-
terns could be observed in other means-tested programs, such 
as the Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program, which may 
trigger even stronger negative feedback effects because of their 
strong association with stigma and discrimination (Pulvera 
et  al.  2024). However, caution is warranted: in conservative 
and social-democratic regimes, public attitudes toward vulner-
able groups (e.g., the poor and the unemployed) remain more 
favorable, and welfare chauvinism is less pronounced (Van Der 
Waal et al. 2013). Thus, the assumptions and effects examined 
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in this study should be empirically tested across different insti-
tutional settings and policy domains rather than presumed to 
travel directly.

In addition to the means-testing rules, do other elements of 
welfare policy design affect welfare preferences and moder-
ate the nexus between immigrant attitudes and public sup-
port for welfare programs? Different types of welfare policy 
designs are likely to have separate mechanisms affecting cit-
izens' welfare beneficiary assumptions and attitudes toward 
immigrant welfare participation. Future studies can explore 
whether and how other important design elements of social 
welfare programs, such as funding sources, tax administra-
tion, and term limits, play direct or moderating roles in shap-
ing such assumptions and native residents' welfare policy 
preferences.

Furthermore, as the results of this study suggest, when think-
ing about immigrants as potential beneficiaries, citizens can 
form their assumptions and perceptions based on specific 
characteristics and background information of immigrants. 
In recent years, a solid body of research has started to investi-
gate how the basic features of immigrants, such as immigrant 
status, religious belief, ethnicity, and education attainment, 
affect native citizens' immigration support and the poli-
tics of redistribution (Aalberg et al.  2012; De Coninck 2020; 
Hainmueller and Hopkins 2015; Lanford and Quadagno 2022). 
Future scholarship should explore the effects of other immi-
grant characteristics on public support for redistribution pol-
icies. On the one hand, upcoming research can examine how 
newcomers' malleable features, such as level of education and 
criminal record, affect native people's welfare assumptions 
and attitudes toward redistribution. On the other hand, per-
ceptions of immigrants' deservingness of aid may also vary 
in accordance with features that immigrants cannot easily 
change or control, such as their inherent features (e.g., gen-
der) and country background (e.g., geographic locations and 
political regimes). Exploring these questions could help us de-
velop a comprehensive and reflective understanding of the re-
lationship between the growing foreign-born population and 
the development of redistribution.
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Endnotes

	 1	By definition, means testing usually consists of income tests that 
seek to identify the “truly poor” and “is assumed to be the main form 
of selective provision,” and scholars normally use the terms “selec-
tivity” and “means testing” interchangeably (Gugushvili and Van 
Oorschot 2020, 1457).

	 2	Despite these income disparities, immigrants are not always eligible 
for social welfare programs due to their immigration status (Huang 
et al. 2021).

	 3	I pre-registered this study. For details of the preregistration, see 
Appendix J. The institutional review boards (IRB) reviewed and ap-
proved the study design.

	 4	For core questions and prompts in this study, see Appendix B.

	 5	It is possible that some participants may implicitly view “Americans 
born in the United States” as the default and therefore refrain from 
actively selecting it. This could slightly inflate the treatment effect 
if the means-testing condition makes the “Immigrants” option 
more salient and thereby encourages omission of the “Americans 
born in the United States” option. However, diagnostic results do 
not support this mechanism. As shown in Table F.4, which presents 
logit regression models predicting the selection of “Americans born 
in the United States,” the coefficients for the means-testing treat-
ment are statistically insignificant across all four models (Model 
65: p = 0.43; Model 66: p = 0.39; Model 67: p = 0.12; Model 68: 
p = 0.14). These findings suggest that the treatment does not reduce 
the likelihood of selecting “Americans born in the United States.” 
Nonetheless, future research could further improve the design by 
asking separate binary questions for each group or by including ex-
plicit instructions reminding respondents to evaluate each group 
independently.

	 6	Table F.3 presents unconditional treatment group differences. While 
I do not advance a formal hypothesis for this test, reporting these re-
sults could serve as a useful baseline to assess the direct effects of 
the means-testing treatment on policy support before turning to the 
theory-driven hypotheses. For both policy experiments, the means-
testing treatment led to an increase in the level of policy support. 
However, while the effect is statistically significant in the Pell Grant 
experiment (𝑝 < 0.01), the difference in the Child Tax Credit experi-
ment does not reach the conventional standards of statistical signifi-
cance (𝑝 = 0.28). Taken together, such results suggest that Americans 
may be more supportive of social welfare policies when they include a 
means-testing design, though this pattern is inconsistent across pol-
icy domains.

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

	 8	I also evaluate whether these experimental effects anticipated by 
Hypothesis  1–3 vary by race or ethnicity. Results in Appendix  F 
suggest that, in the treatment group, non-Hispanic whites were 
slightly more inclined than citizens of other ethnic groups to as-
sume that described Pell Grant program would be most likely to 
benefit immigrants only (26.5% vs. 25.8%, p = 0.83), low-skilled im-
migrants (75.6% vs. 73.4%, p = 0.52), or immigrants from less devel-
oped countries (85.3% vs. 84.1%, p = 0.67). However, for the Child 
Tax Credit experiment, after receiving means-testing information, 
non-Hispanic whites were more likely than non-whites to presume 
such a welfare program would offer benefits to immigrants only 
(28.4% vs. 22.2%, p = 0.07), low-skilled immigrants (87.2% vs. 79.1%, 
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p < 0.01), or immigrants from less developed countries (90.7% vs. 
85.8%, p = 0.04).

	 9	I also detect significant differences in policy support across both pol-
icy experiments, depending on perceived beneficiaries. As shown 
Tables  F.5 and F.6, policy support is strongest when programs are 
perceived to benefit both immigrants and native citizens, interme-
diate when only Americans benefit, and weakest when only immi-
grants benefit (Pell Grant experiment: means = 3.77 vs. 3.44 vs. 2.87, 
p < 0.01; Child Tax Credit experiment: means = 3.89 vs. 3.58 vs. 2.92, 
p < 0.01). While such results highlight a potential “welfare chauvin-
ism” effect—the tendency to favor welfare benefits for natives over 
immigrants—it is also compatible with a more general preference for 
broader and more inclusive welfare programs.

	10	Full results of the linear regression models (with and without con-
trols) can be found in Appendix D. I also apply ordered logistic models 
to examine the interaction effect of the experimental treatment with 
the anti-immigration scale. See Appendix E for detailed results of or-
dered logit regressions.

	11	See Appendix Tables D.3–D.5 for full results of OLS models. I also 
reported ordered logit regression results in Appendix E.

	12	In Tables F.7 and F.8, I report exploratory analysis results of structural 
equation models (with control variables) that link the means-testing 
treatment, beneficiary assumptions, and policy support. For each policy 
experiment, I specify a parallel-path model in which the treatment is al-
lowed to affect three assumption variables (exclusion, skill, and national 
background) and policy support directly, and each assumption in turn 
is allowed to predict policy support. These models are estimated in Stata 
command sem using maximum likelihood with 1000 bootstrap replica-
tions. The indirect effects are calculated as the product of the relevant 
paths using the command nlcom. Importantly, the assumption mea-
sures were collected after the policy support outcome, and they repre-
sent broader post-treatment psychological responses not experimentally 
isolated from other treatment-induced processes. This lack of temporal 
ordering and the resulting violation of sequential ignorability mean that 
these estimates should be interpreted strictly as exploratory indirect as-
sociations, rather than evidence of causal mediation.

	13	Tables I.10–I.11 and C.1–C.2 present results of two independent datasets 
collected from different survey vendors. According to the sample de-
scriptive statistics in the Appendix (see Tables H.1 and I.12), the Prolific 
sample is younger, more educated, less White, and exhibits lower anti-
immigration sentiment and higher baseline assumptions rates than the 
Cint Theorem sample. These outcomes are more concentrated in the 
Prolific sample, which leads to reduced outcome variance and smaller 
standard errors, in turn enhancing statistical significance in the rep-
lication. In summary, the direction and substantive magnitude of the 
effects are stable across two datasets, and the replication contributes to 
the confidence in the robustness of the findings.

References

Aalberg, T., S. Iyengar, and S. Messing. 2012. “Who Is a ‘Deserving’ 
Immigrant? An Experimental Study of Norwegian Attitudes.” 
Scandinavian Political Studies 35, no. 2: 97–116. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1111/j.​1467-​9477.​2011.​00280.​x.

Alesina, A., J. Harnoss, and H. Rapoport. 2021. “Immigration and 
the Future of the Welfare State in Europe.” Annals of the American 
Academy of Political and Social Science 697, no. 1: 120–147. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1177/​00027​16221​1055409.

Ashok, V. L., and G. A. Huber. 2020. “Do Means of Program Delivery 
and Distributional Consequences Affect Policy Support? Experimental 
Evidence About the Sources of Citizens' Policy Opinions.” Political 
Behavior 42, no. 4: 1097–1118. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s1110​9-​019-​
09534​-​z.

Avdagic, S., and L. Savage. 2024. “Does the Framing of Immigration 
Induce Welfare Chauvinism? The Effects of Negativity Bias and 

Motivated Reasoning.” Political Behavior 46, no. 4: 2169–2189. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s1110​9-​024-​09913​-​1.

Baekgaard, M., P. Herd, and D. P. Moynihan. 2023. “Of ‘Welfare Queens’ 
and ‘Poor Carinas’: Social Constructions, Deservingness Messaging and 
the Mental Health of Welfare Clients.” British Journal of Political Science 
53, no. 2: 594–612. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​S0007​12342​200031X.

Baron, R. 1989. Psychology. Allyn & Bacon.

Blekesaune, M., and J. Quadagno. 2003. “Public Attitudes Toward 
Welfare State Policies: A Comparative Analysis of 24 Nations.” 
European Sociological Review 19, no. 5: 415–427. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1093/​esr/​19.5.​415.

Brady, D., and R. Finnigan. 2014. “Does Immigration Undermine Public 
Support for Social Policy?” American Sociological Review 79, no. 1: 17–
42. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00031​22413​513022.

Callaghan, T., and A. Olson. 2017. “Unearthing the Hidden Welfare 
State: Race, Political Attitudes, and Unforeseen Consequences.” Journal 
of Race, Ethnicity, and Politics 2, no. 1: 63–87. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​
rep.​2016.​26.

Choi, D. D., M. Poertner, and N. Sambanis. 2023. “The Hijab Penalty: 
Feminist Backlash to Muslim Immigrants.” American Journal of 
Political Science 67, no. 2: 291–306. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​ajps.​12627​.

Chong, D., J. Citrin, and P. Conley. 2001. “When Self-Interest Matters.” 
Political Psychology 22, no. 3: 541–570. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​0162-​
895X.​00253​.

Claassen, C., and L. McLaren. 2022. “Does Immigration Produce a 
Public Backlash or Public Acceptance? Time-Series, Cross-Sectional 
Evidence From Thirty European Democracies.” British Journal of 
Political Science 52, no. 3: 1013–1031. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​S0007​
12342​1000260.

Crepaz, M. M. L., and R. Damron. 2009. “Constructing Tolerance: How 
the Welfare State Shapes Attitudes About Immigrants.” Comparative 
Political Studies 42, no. 3: 437–463. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00104​14008​
325576.

De Coninck, D. 2020. “Migrant Categorizations and European Public 
Opinion: Diverging Attitudes Towards Immigrants and Refugees.” 
Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 46, no. 9: 1667–1686. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13691​83X.​2019.​1694406.

Deacon, A., and J. Bradshaw. 1983. Reserved for the Poor: The Means Test 
in British Social Policy. B. Blackwell and M. Robertson.

Dostie, B., J. Li, D. Card, and D. Parent. 2023. “Employer Policies and 
the Immigrant–Native Earnings Gap.” Journal of Econometrics 233, no. 
2: 544–567. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​jecon​om.​2021.​07.​012.

Dumciuviene, D. 2015. “The Impact of Education Policy to Country 
Economic Development.” Procedia - Social and Behavioral Sciences 191: 
2427–2436. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​sbspro.​2015.​04.​302.

Elkjær, M. A., and T. Iversen. 2023. “The Democratic State and 
Redistribution: Whose Interests Are Served?” American Political 
Science Review 117, no. 2: 391–406. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​S0003​05542​
2000867.

Faricy, C. 2015. Welfare for the Wealthy: Parties, Social Spending, and 
Inequality in the US. Cambridge University Press.

Feldman, S., and M. R. Steenbergen. 2001. “The Humanitarian 
Foundation of Public Support for Social Welfare.” American Journal of 
Political Science 45, no. 3: 658–677. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​2669244.

Fox, C. 2012. Three Worlds of Relief: Race, Immigration, and the 
American Welfare State From the Progressive Era to the New Deal. 
Princeton University Press. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1515/​97814​00842582.

Garand, J. C., P. Xu, and B. C. Davis. 2017. “Immigration Attitudes and 
Support for the Welfare State in the American Mass Public.” American 
Journal of Political Science 61, no. 1: 146–162. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​
ajps.​12233​.

 15411338, 2026, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ropr.70083 by H

ang Q
i - U

niversity O
f M

acau , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [04/03/2026]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9477.2011.00280.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9477.2011.00280.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/00027162211055409
https://doi.org/10.1177/00027162211055409
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-019-09534-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-019-09534-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-024-09913-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-024-09913-1
https://doi.org/10.1017/S000712342200031X
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/19.5.415
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/19.5.415
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122413513022
https://doi.org/10.1017/rep.2016.26
https://doi.org/10.1017/rep.2016.26
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12627
https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00253
https://doi.org/10.1111/0162-895X.00253
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123421000260
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123421000260
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414008325576
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414008325576
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2019.1694406
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2019.1694406
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeconom.2021.07.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.sbspro.2015.04.302
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055422000867
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055422000867
https://doi.org/10.2307/2669244
https://doi.org/10.1515/9781400842582
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12233
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12233


14 of 15 Review of Policy Research, 2026

Geiger, B. B. 2018. “Benefit ‘Myths’? The Accuracy and Inaccuracy 
of Public Beliefs About the Benefits System.” Social Policy & 
Administration 52, no. 5: 998–1018. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​spol.​
12347​.

Gelatt, J., V. Lacarte, and J. Rodriguez. 2022. A Profile of Low-Income 
Immigrants in the United States. Migration Policy Institute.

Gilens, M. 1999. Why Americans Hate Welfare: Race, Media, and the 
Politics of Antipoverty Policy. University of Chicago Press.

Gugushvili, D., and W. Van Oorschot. 2020. “Popular Preferences for a 
Fully Means-Tested Welfare Provision Model: Social and Cross-National 
Divides in Europe.” International Journal of Sociology and Social Policy 
40, no. 11/12: 1455–1472. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1108/​IJSSP​-​03-​2020-​0108.

Hainmueller, J., and M. J. Hiscox. 2010. “Attitudes Toward Highly 
Skilled and Low-Skilled Immigration: Evidence From a Survey 
Experiment.” American Political Science Review 104, no. 1: 61–84. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​S0003​05540​9990372.

Hainmueller, J., and D. J. Hopkins. 2015. “The Hidden American 
Immigration Consensus: A Conjoint Analysis of Attitudes Toward 
Immigrants.” American Journal of Political Science 59, no. 3: 529–548. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​ajps.​12138​.

Hainmueller, J., J. Mummolo, and Y. Xu. 2019. “How Much Should We 
Trust Estimates From Multiplicative Interaction Models?” Political 
Analysis 27, no. 2: 163–192. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​pan.​2018.​46.

Han, X., and H. Qi. 2026. “Services in Need are Services Indeed: 
The Impact of COVID-19 Lockdown on Chinese Welfare Policy 
Preferences.” International Journal of Public Administration 49, no. 3: 
166–177. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​01900​692.​2025.​2462589.

Harell, A., and C. A. Larsen. 2025. “Why Are Minorities Poor? Cross-
Atlantic Explanations for Poverty and Public Support for Redistribution.” 
Journal of European Social Policy 35, no. 3: 298–312. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1177/​09589​28725​1331567.

Haselswerdt, J. 2021. “Social Welfare Attitudes and Immigrants as a 
Target Population: Experimental Evidence.” Perspectives on Politics 19, 
no. 2: 442–459. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​S1537​59272​0002406.

Haselswerdt, J. 2022. “Who Benefits? Race, Immigration, and 
Assumptions About Policy.” Political Behavior 44, no. 1: 271–318. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s1110​9-​020-​09608​-​3.

Hasenfeld, Y., and J. A. Rafferty. 1989. “The Determinants of Public 
Attitudes Toward the Welfare State.” Social Forces 67, no. 4: 1027–1048. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​2579713.

Hero, R. E. 2010. “Immigration and Social Policy in the United States.” 
Annual Review of Political Science 13, no. 1: 445–468. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1146/​annur​ev.​polis​ci.​041608.​135744.

Huang, X., N. Kaushal, and J. S.-H. Wang. 2021. “What Explains the 
Gap in Welfare Use Among Immigrants and Natives?” Population 
Research and Policy Review 40, no. 4: 819–860. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s1111​3-​020-​09621​-​8.

Hussey, L. S., and S. Pearson-Merkowitz. 2013. “The Changing Role 
of Race in Social Welfare Attitude Formation: Partisan Divides Over 
Undocumented Immigrants and Social Welfare Policy.” Political 
Research Quarterly 66, no. 3: 572–584. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​10659​
12912​453506.

Ingram, H. M., and S. R. Smith. 1993. Public Policy for Democracy. 
Brookings Institution.

Jæger, M. M. 2006. “What Makes People Support Public Responsibility 
for Welfare Provision: Self-Interest or Political Ideology? A Longitudinal 
Approach.” Acta Sociologica 49, no. 3: 321–338. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​
00016​99306​067718.

Jardina, A. 2019. White Identity Politics. Cambridge University Press.

Keiser, L. R., and S. M. Miller. 2020. “Does Administrative Burden 
Influence Public Support for Government Programs? Evidence From a 

Survey Experiment.” Public Administration Review 80, no. 1: 137–150. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​puar.​13133​.

Kinder, D. R., and C. D. Kam. 2010. Us Against Them: Ethnocentric 
Foundations of American Opinion. University of Chicago Press.

Kustov, A. 2019. “Is There a Backlash Against Immigration From Richer 
Countries? International Hierarchy and the Limits of Group Threat.” 
Political Psychology 40, no. 5: 973–1000. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​pops.​
12588​.

Laenen, T. 2018. “Do Institutions Matter? The Interplay Between 
Income Benefit Design, Popular Perceptions, and the Social Legitimacy 
of Targeted Welfare.” Journal of European Social Policy 28, no. 1: 4–17. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​09589​28718​755777.

Laenen, T. 2020. Welfare Deservingness and Welfare Policy: Popular 
Deservingness Opinions and Their Interaction With Welfare State 
Policies. Edward Elgar.

Laenen, T. 2025. “What Makes Social Policy Programs (Un)popu-
lar? Disentangling the Causal Impact of Policy Design, Risk Group 
Deservingness and Mode of Delivery.” Journal of European Social Policy 
35: 1–17. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​09589​28725​1331599.

Lanford, D., and J. Quadagno. 2022. “Identifying the Undeserving Poor: 
The Effect of Racial, Ethnic, and Anti-Immigrant Sentiment on State 
Medicaid Eligibility.” Sociological Quarterly 63, no. 1: 1–20. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1080/​00380​253.​2020.​1797596.

Larsen, C. A. 2006. The Institutional Logic of Welfare Attitudes: How 
Welfare Regimes Influence Public Support. Ashgate.

Larsen, C. A. 2008. “The Institutional Logic of Welfare Attitudes: How 
Welfare Regimes Influence Public Support.” Comparative Political 
Studies 41, no. 2: 145–168. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00104​14006​295234.

Larsen, C. A. 2011. “Ethnic Heterogeneity and Public Support for 
Welfare: Is the American Experience Replicated in Britain, Sweden and 
Denmark?” Scandinavian Political Studies 34, no. 4: 332–353. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1467-​9477.​2011.​00276.​x.

Lee, T. L., and S. T. Fiske. 2006. “Not an Outgroup, Not Yet an Ingroup: 
Immigrants in the Stereotype Content Model.” International Journal of 
Intercultural Relations 30, no. 6: 751–768. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​ijint​
rel.​2006.​06.​005.

Levy, M. E. 2021. “Once Racialized, Now “Immigrationized”? 
Explaining the Immigration-Welfare Link in American Public 
Opinion.” Journal of Politics 83, no. 4: 1275–1291. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1086/​711404.

Lieberman, R. C. 2011. Shaping Race Policy: The United States in 
Comparative Perspective. Princeton University Press.

Magni, G. 2024. “Boundaries of Solidarity: Immigrants, Economic 
Contributions, and Welfare Attitudes.” American Journal of Political 
Science 68, no. 1: 72–92. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​ajps.​12707​.

Mårtensson, M., M. Österman, J. Palme, and M. Ruhs. 2023. “Shielding 
Free Movement? Reciprocity in Welfare Institutions and Opposition to 
EU Labour Immigration.” Journal of European Public Policy 30, no. 1: 
41–63. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13501​763.​2021.​1981980.

Mettler, S., and M. SoRelle. 2018. “Policy Feedback Theory.” In Theories 
of the Policy Process, edited by C. Weible and P. Sabatier, 4th ed., 103–
134. Routledge.

Muñoz, J., and S. Pardos-Prado. 2019. “Immigration and Support for 
Social Policy: An Experimental Comparison of Universal and Means-
Tested Programs.” Political Science Research and Methods 7, no. 4: 717–
735. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​psrm.​2017.​18.

OECD & European Commission. 2023. Indicators of Immigrant 
Integration 2023: Settling in. OECD. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1787/​1d502​
0a6-​en.

Pedersen, M. J., and N. Favero. 2020. “Social Distancing During the 
COVID -19 Pandemic: Who Are the Present and Future Noncompliers?” 

 15411338, 2026, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ropr.70083 by H

ang Q
i - U

niversity O
f M

acau , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [04/03/2026]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12347
https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12347
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJSSP-03-2020-0108
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055409990372
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12138
https://doi.org/10.1017/pan.2018.46
https://doi.org/10.1080/01900692.2025.2462589
https://doi.org/10.1177/09589287251331567
https://doi.org/10.1177/09589287251331567
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1537592720002406
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-020-09608-3
https://doi.org/10.2307/2579713
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.041608.135744
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.polisci.041608.135744
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11113-020-09621-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11113-020-09621-8
https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912912453506
https://doi.org/10.1177/1065912912453506
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001699306067718
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001699306067718
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13133
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12588
https://doi.org/10.1111/pops.12588
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928718755777
https://doi.org/10.1177/09589287251331599
https://doi.org/10.1080/00380253.2020.1797596
https://doi.org/10.1080/00380253.2020.1797596
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414006295234
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9477.2011.00276.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9477.2011.00276.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2006.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2006.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1086/711404
https://doi.org/10.1086/711404
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12707
https://doi.org/10.1080/13501763.2021.1981980
https://doi.org/10.1017/psrm.2017.18
https://doi.org/10.1787/1d5020a6-en
https://doi.org/10.1787/1d5020a6-en


15 of 15Review of Policy Research, 2026

Public Administration Review 80, no. 5: 805–814. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1111/​puar.​13240​.

Petersen, M. B., R. Slothuus, R. Stubager, and L. Togeby. 2011. 
“Deservingness Versus Values in Public Opinion on Welfare: The 
Automaticity of the Deservingness Heuristic.” European Journal of 
Political Research 50, no. 1: 24–52. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1475-​6765.​
2010.​01923.​x.

Prenzler, T. 2011. “Detecting and Preventing Welfare Fraud.” Trends 
and Issues in Crime and Criminal Justice 418: 1–6.

Pulvera, R., K. Jackson, W. Gosliner, R. Hamad, and L. C. H. Fernald. 
2024. “The Association of Safety-Net Program Participation With 
Government Perceptions, Welfare Stigma, and Discrimination.” Health 
Affairs Scholar 2, no. 1: qxad084. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1093/​haschl/​
qxad084.

Qi, H. 2025. “Immigration, Government Type, and Social Welfare 
Spending.” Policy Studies Journal 53, no. 2: 349–364. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1111/​psj.​70015​.

Qi, H., and J. Haselswerdt. 2024. “Ideology, Information, and Social 
Welfare Preferences.” American Politics Research 52, no. 1: 41–51. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​15326​73X23​1206151.

Rehm, P., J. S. Hacker, and M. Schlesinger. 2012. “Insecure Alliances: 
Risk, Inequality, and Support for the Welfare State.” American Political 
Science Review 106, no. 2: 386–406. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​S0003​05541​
2000147.

Römer, F. 2023. “How Immigration Affects the Welfare State in the 
Short and Long Run: Differences Between Social Spending and Policy 
Generosity.” European Policy Analysis 9, no. 1: 69–90. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​1002/​epa2.​1140.

Romero, M. 2011. “Constructing Mexican Immigrant Women as a 
Threat to American Families.” International Journal of Sociology of the 
Family 37, no. 1: 49–68.

Rothstein, B., and D. Stolle. 2003. “Social Capital, Impartiality and the 
Welfare State: An Institutional Approach.” In Generating Social Capital, 
edited by M. Hooghe and D. Stolle, 191–209. Palgrave Macmillan US. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1057/​97814​03979​544_​10.

Schmidt-Catran, A. W., and C. S. Czymara. 2023. “Political Elite 
Discourses Polarize Attitudes Toward Immigration Along Ideological 
Lines. A Comparative Longitudinal Analysis of Europe in the Twenty-
First Century.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 49, no. 1: 85–
109. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13691​83X.​2022.​2132222.

Schmidt-Catran, A. W., and D. C. Spies. 2016. “Immigration and Welfare 
Support in Germany.” American Sociological Review 81, no. 2: 242–261. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​00031​22416​633140.

Schneider, A., and H. Ingram. 1993. “Social Construction of Target 
Populations: Implications for Politics and Policy.” American Political 
Science Review 87, no. 2: 334–347. https://​doi.​org/​10.​2307/​2939044.

Schneider, A. L., and H. M. Ingram. 1997. Policy Design for Democracy. 
University Press of Kansas.

Skocpol, T. 1991. “Targeting Within Universalism: Politically Viable 
Policies to Combat Poverty in the United States.” In The Urban 
Underclass, edited by C. Jencks and P. Peterson, 411–436. Brookings 
Institution Press.

Soss, J., and S. F. Schram. 2007. “A Public Transformed? Welfare 
Reform as Policy Feedback.” American Political Science Review 101, no. 
1: 111–127. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1017/​S0003​05540​7070049.

Sowula, J. 2024. “Mind the Gap: Young People and Welfare-State 
Related Knowledge in Deservingness and Welfare Attitude Research.” 
Journal of European Social Policy 34, no. 1: 101–114. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1177/​09589​28723​1222884.

Steele, L. G., and K. M. Perkins. 2019. “The Effects of Perceived 
Neighborhood Immigrant Population Size on Preferences for 

Redistribution in New York City: A Pilot Study.” Frontiers in Sociology 
4: 1–13. https://​doi.​org/​10.​3389/​fsoc.​2019.​00018​.

Strabac, Z., T. Aalberg, A. T. Jenssen, and M. Valenta. 2016. “Wearing 
the Veil: Hijab, Islam and Job Qualifications as Determinants of Social 
Attitudes Towards Immigrant Women in Norway.” Ethnic and Racial 
Studies 39, no. 15: 2665–2682. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​01419​870.​2016.​
1164878.

Van Der Waal, J., W. De Koster, and W. Van Oorschot. 2013. “Three 
Worlds of Welfare Chauvinism? How Welfare Regimes Affect Support 
for Distributing Welfare to Immigrants in Europe.” Journal of 
Comparative Policy Analysis: Research and Practice 15, no. 2: 164–181. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13876​988.​2013.​785147.

Van Oorschot, W. 2000. “Who Should Get What, and Why? On 
Deservingness Criteria and the Conditionality of Solidarity Among the 
Public.” Policy & Politics 28, no. 1: 33–48. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1332/​03055​
73002​500811.

Van Oorschot, W. 2002. “Targeting Welfare: On the Functions and 
Dysfunctions of Means Testing in Social Policy.” In World Poverty, ed-
ited by P. Townsend and D. Gordon, 171–194. Policy Press.

Van Oorschot, W. 2006. “Making the Difference in Social Europe: 
Deservingness Perceptions Among Citizens of European Welfare 
States.” Journal of European Social Policy 16, no. 1: 23–42. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​1177/​09589​28706​059829.

Weeks, M., and M. B. Lupfer. 2004. “Complicating Race: The Relationship 
Between Prejudice, Race, and Social Class Categorizations.” Personality 
and Social Psychology Bulletin 30, no. 8: 972–984. https://​doi.​org/​10.​
1177/​01461​67204​264751.

Williams, R. 2019. “National Higher Education Policy and the 
Development of Generic Skills.” Journal of Higher Education Policy 
and Management 41, no. 4: 404–415. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​13600​80X.​
2019.​1606690.

Winter, N. J. G. 2008. Dangerous Frames: How Ideas About Race and 
Gender Shape Public Opinion. University of Chicago Press. https://​doi.​
org/​10.​7208/​97802​26902388.

Yoo, G. J. 2008. “Immigrants and Welfare: Policy Constructions of 
Deservingness.” Journal of Immigrant & Refugee Studies 6, no. 4: 490–
507. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1080/​15362​94080​2479920.

Supporting Information

Additional supporting information can be found online in the Supporting 
Information section. Data S1: ropr70083-sup-0001-Supinfo.pdf. 

 15411338, 2026, 2, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ropr.70083 by H

ang Q
i - U

niversity O
f M

acau , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [04/03/2026]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13240
https://doi.org/10.1111/puar.13240
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2010.01923.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-6765.2010.01923.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/haschl/qxad084
https://doi.org/10.1093/haschl/qxad084
https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.70015
https://doi.org/10.1111/psj.70015
https://doi.org/10.1177/1532673X231206151
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055412000147
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055412000147
https://doi.org/10.1002/epa2.1140
https://doi.org/10.1002/epa2.1140
https://doi.org/10.1057/9781403979544_10
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2022.2132222
https://doi.org/10.1177/0003122416633140
https://doi.org/10.2307/2939044
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055407070049
https://doi.org/10.1177/09589287231222884
https://doi.org/10.1177/09589287231222884
https://doi.org/10.3389/fsoc.2019.00018
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2016.1164878
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.2016.1164878
https://doi.org/10.1080/13876988.2013.785147
https://doi.org/10.1332/0305573002500811
https://doi.org/10.1332/0305573002500811
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928706059829
https://doi.org/10.1177/0958928706059829
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204264751
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167204264751
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2019.1606690
https://doi.org/10.1080/1360080X.2019.1606690
https://doi.org/10.7208/9780226902388
https://doi.org/10.7208/9780226902388
https://doi.org/10.1080/15362940802479920

	Immigration, Beneficiary Assumptions, and Welfare Support
	ABSTRACT
	1   |   Introduction
	2   |   Policy Designs and Assumptions About Welfare Beneficiaries
	3   |   Experimental Design and Data
	4   |   Results
	5   |   Discussion and Conclusion
	Acknowledgments
	Funding
	Ethics Statement
	Conflicts of Interest
	Data Availability Statement
	Endnotes
	References


