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Public Preferences 
on Immigration Policy

Changes in US policy have led to more immigration overall and from Asia
and Latin America in particular. Since poor countries tend to have popu-
lations with low educational attainment, it comes as little surprise that a
large fraction of recent immigrants arrive with relatively little schooling.
The influx of immigrants appears to have depressed average wages in the
United States, and the largest wage losses have been borne by low-skilled
native workers.

Immigration also appears to affect native incomes through its impact
on public finances. US immigration policy increases the population of in-
dividuals who demand public services, the population of taxpayers who
contribute to public coffers, and the population eligible to gain citizenship
and to vote. In the absence of immigration, the short-run net tax burden
on native taxpayers in the nation as a whole would have been smaller; in
high-immigration states like California, the burden would have been con-
siderably smaller.

The distributive consequences of immigration are likely to affect public
attitudes about immigration policy. Kenneth Scheve and Matthew Slaugh-
ter (2001a, 2001b, 2001c) have found that less-skilled workers are more
likely than high-skilled workers to favor reductions in immigration. This
pattern is consistent with the adverse labor-market consequences for less-
skilled workers of admitting more foreign workers. Evidence presented in
chapter 3 suggests that taxpayers who bear the fiscal costs of immigration
may have an incentive to join low-skilled workers in favoring the closing
of US borders. This chapter will outline what economic theory has to say
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about who will support and who will oppose immigration. I will then use
data from the 1992 and 2000 American National Election Studies (NES) sur-
veys to examine how individuals’ views on immigration vary with their
exposure to labor-market competition and public-finance pressures due to
immigration. This analysis, which draws on the framework and results of
Hanson, Scheve, and Slaughter (2005), will help characterize the political
coalitions that are likely to form for and against open immigration policies.

Individual Preferences on Immigration Policy

To predict individual opinions about admitting foreigners to the United
States, I will examine how immigration affects the determinants of an in-
dividual’s income. This analysis, though simple, links the labor-market
and public-finance impacts of immigration to individual well-being.

Individuals receive income from wages and salaries, the profits of busi-
nesses they own, interest or capital gains on investments, and transfers
from the government in cash and in goods and services. The first three
items are the main sources of individuals’ pre-tax income. What individ-
uals take home—their after-tax income—consists of pre-tax income less
contributions to state and federal income taxes and payroll taxes. In sum,
an individuals’ total income has three components:

Total income = pre-tax income + 
government transfers – tax payments.

To relate an individual’s total income to his or her overall well-being, it is
important to acknowledge that the available data sources never report all
the factors that affect individual outcomes. A simple way to signify such
other factors is to express well-being as the sum of an individual’s total in-
come and other residual factors, denoted as E:

Well-being = total income + E.

The new term, E, encompasses multiple factors that vary individually,
including the degree to which prevailing public policies reflect the indi-
vidual’s beliefs and preferences. For some people, E might include non-
monetary considerations, such as the impact of immigration on culture.
Political conservatives may oppose immigration on ideological grounds
even if they themselves benefit monetarily from open borders. Similarly,
political liberals, multiculturalists, and members of families recently ar-
rived in the United States may favor immigration even if it is not in their
own economic self-interest. When it comes to empirical analysis, it will 
be important to account for these noneconomic considerations as fully as
possible.
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To return to the determinants of income, the difference between gov-
ernment transfers and tax payments represents the net fiscal transfer from
the government to an individual, which may be positive or negative.
Rewriting total income in terms of the net fiscal transfer changes the ex-
pression for well-being to 

Well-being = pre-tax income + net fiscal transfer + E,

which reflects earnings in factor markets (pre-tax income), net receipts
from the government (net fiscal transfers), and residual factors (E).

Naturally, pre-tax income is likely to be higher for individuals who are
more skilled or possess greater financial assets or real-estate holdings. Net
fiscal transfers are likely to be positive for low-income individuals, who
tend to pay relatively little in taxes and to be eligible for cash benefits,
Medicaid, the Earned Income Tax Credit, and other forms of assistance.
Net fiscal transfers are likely to be negative for high-income individuals,
who tend to make large tax payments and to be ineligible for means-
tested benefits. Both low-income and high-income individuals and their
families enjoy many types of public services that are not means-tested and
not contingent on earnings, such as national defense, public safety, roads
and bridges, public schools, parks and public spaces, and the like.

How does immigration affect individual well-being? To make our
analysis concrete, let us compare the effects of immigration on two native-
born individuals, a business executive with a college degree and a janitor
who never finished high school. Both are men, live in Houston, and have
two children and a wife who is not employed outside the home. Both are
contemplating the impact of a 10-percent decrease in immigration on the
family’s well-being. The total impact of immigration on well-being equals
the sum of its impacts on the three components:

Change in well-being due 
to a 10-percent decrease in immigration = 

change in pre-tax income + 
change in net fiscal transfer + change in E.

Consider the janitor. Immigration is concentrated among the low-
skilled, and Texas is a high-immigration state. Thus a reduction in immi-
gration would mean a smaller supply of low-skilled labor in Texas and
less competition for the janitor in the labor market. This outcome would
tend to raise his hourly wage and thus his pre-tax income. What about his
net fiscal transfer? The janitor’s low income may qualify him or his fam-
ily for one or more types of social assistance. Since Texas neither provides
generous benefits nor gives immigrants access to many benefits, as we
saw in figure 3.2, a reduction in immigration would be unlikely to change
the state supply of social assistance by much. Thus reduced immigration
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would not greatly affect any public benefits the janitor’s family receives,
leaving his net fiscal transfer more or less unchanged. As for a change 
in E, it is impossible to determine without knowledge of the janitor’s be-
liefs and values. As a residual term, the average change in E (after netting
out the component that is common across individuals) is by definition
zero, though it may be large in either direction for particular individuals.
In sum, reduced immigration is likely to raise the janitor’s pre-tax earn-
ings and leave his net fiscal transfer unchanged, resulting in an improve-
ment in his family’s economic well-being. On purely economic grounds,
the janitor appears likely to support greater restrictions on immigration.

A decrease in immigration is likely to benefit the executive less. Though
a substantial fraction of immigrants are college-educated, these individu-
als apparently tend to specialize in engineering, medicine, math and sci-
ence, and other technical areas. Thus reduced immigration would be un-
likely to affect the competition that the executive faces in the market for
managerial labor. By raising wages for low-skilled labor, however, reduced
immigration would increase the labor costs the executive incurs in running
his business and maintaining his home. Therefore reduced immigration is
likely to reduce his pre-tax income. Again, because Texas does not provide
generous benefits to immigrants and lacks a progressive income tax, a re-
duction in immigration would not lower his tax bill much, leaving the net
fiscal transfer he makes to other households more or less unchanged. In
sum, reduced immigration would be likely to undermine the executive’s
economic well-being. All else being equal, the janitor would be more likely
than the executive to favor increased restrictions on immigration.

How would the outcome change if the janitor and the executive lived
in California instead of Texas? California is also a high-immigration state,
but unlike Texas it offers generous public benefits, makes many of these
benefits available to immigrants, and finances them in part through a pro-
gressive state income tax. Reduced immigration would decrease the net
fiscal drain on the state, leading to some combination of increased public
services (perhaps including social assistance) and decreased taxes. For the
janitor, reduced immigration would raise pre-tax income, as in Texas, but
might also raise the net fiscal transfer he receives (if California uses part
of the resulting fiscal gain to fund an increase in social assistance). If his
net fiscal transfer rises, he would enjoy a larger increase in economic well-
being in California than he would in Texas. Thus low-skilled, low-income
workers in states that are generous toward immigrants may be more sup-
portive of immigration restrictions than similarly situated workers in
states that are not generous toward immigrants. 

As for the executive, reduced immigration is likely to lower his pre-tax
income, as in Texas, but might also lower his net fiscal transfer to other
households (if California uses part of the resulting fiscal gain to support a
decrease in tax rates). This outcome would yield a smaller decrease (or
larger increase) in the executive’s well-being than in Texas. Among high-

44 WHY DOES IMMIGRATION DIVIDE AMERICA?

Institute for International Economics  |  http:www.iie.com

http://www.iie.com/


skilled, high-income workers, support for restrictive immigration policies
is likely to be higher in states that are more generous toward immigrants.

To sum up the argument, there are two broad economic motivations for
opposition to immigration. One is concern that immigration increases
labor supply and thus exerts downward pressure on wages. Because low
skills predominate among immigrants, low-skilled native workers are
likely to be the population group most opposed to immigration on the
basis of its labor-market consequences. Such opposition is likely to be most
intense in high-immigration regions. A second motivation for opposition
to immigration is its effect on public finances. States with large immigrant
populations and generous welfare policies toward immigrants are likely to
bear the highest fiscal costs associated with immigration. Individuals in
more generous states are likely to be more opposed to a given level of im-
migration than individuals in less generous states. The more generous the
state (and the more progressive the state’s taxation of income), the stronger
the opposition of individuals in high-income brackets is likely to be.

Public Opinion on Immigration

The NES surveys (Sapiro et al. 1998) contain extensive surveys of current
political opinions based on an individual-level stratified random sample
of the US population. These surveys report details about respondents’ po-
litical values and beliefs, as well as their age, gender, race, ethnicity, edu-
cational attainment, occupation, industry of employment, and other char-
acteristics. Regarding immigration, the NES asks,

Do you think the number of immigrants from foreign countries who are permit-
ted to come to the United States to live should be increased a little, increased a lot,
decreased a little, decreased a lot, or left the same as it is now?

Data from the 1992 and 2000 NES jointly provide 3,400 observations on
native-born US adults. I classify a respondent as favoring restrictions on
immigration if he or she answers that the number of immigrants admit-
ted to the country should be decreased either a little or a lot. This question
calls for a respondent to reveal his or her general position on the proper
direction for US immigration policy; it does not ask about the skill mix of
immigrants affected by the policy. I make the assumption that respon-
dents think any change in immigrant inflows would change the relative
supply of less-skilled workers in the labor force, consistent with recent
immigration patterns discussed in chapter 2.1
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First, I examine the fraction of native-born respondents who favored
new restrictions on immigration in 1992 and 2000 by three levels of edu-
cation: those without a high-school diploma, those with a high-school
diploma but not a college degree (who may have attended college), and
those with a college degree. By virtue of their own skill profile, high-school
dropouts are the group most exposed to the labor-market consequences of
immigration; by virtue of their income-earning potential, college gradu-
ates are the group most exposed to the public-finance consequences of im-
migration. An alternative approach would be to classify individuals by in-
come rather than education. Labor economists consider education a better
indicator than income of the types of individuals with whom a respondent
competes in the labor market. Income may fluctuate over time or across re-
gions in response to economic shocks that also affect individual opinions
about public policy, thereby complicating the analysis. Since education is
highly correlated with income, the results are very similar if I use income
level instead.

Preferences by Level of Education

Overall, the fraction of respondents favoring reductions in immigration
was 50 percent in 1992 and 48 percent in 2000 (see table 4.1). In both years,
the most highly educated were the least opposed to immigration. In 2000,
the fraction of college graduates favoring reductions in immigration was
34 percent. That year, high-school dropouts were the most strongly op-
posed to immigration, with 59 percent favoring greater restrictions on the
number of foreigners admitted. In 2000, the implied differential in sup-
port for immigration restrictions between high-school dropouts and col-
lege graduates was 26 percent, up from 8 percent in 1992.2

Why does educational attainment help predict opposition to immigra-
tion? Scheve and Slaughter (2001c) argue that low-skilled natives’ opposi-
tion to immigration is attributable to the fact that their wages have been
the most adversely affected by recent immigrant inflows. This interpreta-
tion is consistent with the theory presented earlier in this chapter. An al-
ternative possibility is that education is correlated with political beliefs.
More-educated individuals may be more tolerant of foreigners or more
open to interacting with individuals from other ethnic groups (Hain-
mueller and Hiscox 2004), and thus less opposed to immigration. Based on
the information in table 4.1, both interpretations appear valid. Gauging
which has more empirical traction calls for a deeper analysis of the data.
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Preferences by Size of a State’s Immigrant Population

To determine whether the relation between education and opposition to
immigration is grounded in economic concerns, I distinguished respon-
dents living in states with large immigrant populations (over 10 percent
of the state population, the mean national share in 2000) from those in
states with small immigrant populations (less than 10 percent of the pop-
ulation).3 Table 4.2 adds this regional dimension to the data in table 4.1.

Consider high-school dropouts. In 1992, 53 percent of high-school drop-
outs in high-immigration states favored restrictions on immigration, com-
pared to 45 percent in low-immigration states. This amounts to an 8 percent
differential between high- and low-immigration states (compare rows a
and b in column 1). In 2000, the differential rose to 16 percent: 68 percent in
high-immigration states and 52 percent in low-immigration states (com-
pare rows c and d in column 1). The low-skilled thus appear to be much
more uniformly opposed to immigration in states where they are likely to
face greater labor-market competition from immigrants. They also appear
to have become increasingly opposed to immigration over time: support 
for immigration restrictions rose by 15 percent (68 – 53) in high-immigration
states and 7 percent (52 – 45) in low-immigration states. The time dimen-
sion is important, since labor-market competition from low-skilled im-
migrants increased considerably during the 1990s. Both across regions and
over time, the opposition to immigration of low-skilled natives appears to
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3. These results are not very sensitive to how high-immigration states are defined. In unre-
ported results, I tried alternative splits of the data, classifying states as high-immigration
based on threshold immigrant population shares of 12.5, 15, or 17.5 percent; on year-specific
thresholds (equal to the national mean immigrant population share for that year); and on
thresholds specific to the year and education category of the respondent (the national mean
immigrant population share in the respondent’s education group for that year). The results
for each of these splits are strikingly similar to those reported in tables 4.1 through 4.4.

Table 4.1 Support for immigration restrictions by level of
education, all respondents, 1992 and 2000 (percent)

No high-school High-school College
Year diploma diploma degree Total

1992 47.7 55.0 39.3 50.2

2000 59.4 52.7 33.6 47.5

Notes: The data represent percentages of native-born respondents who stated a prefer-
ence for reducing immigration by a little or a lot. No high-school diploma refers to respon-
dents with up to 12 years of education but no diploma; high school diploma refers to those
with 12 to 15 years of education; college degrees identifies those with 16 or more years of
education.

Source: Sapiro et al. (1998).
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be strongest where labor-market competition from immigrants is most in-
tense.

Among college graduates, opposition to immigration is also stronger in
high-immigration states, but the regional differential is much weaker than
for high-school dropouts. In 1992, 40 percent of college graduates in high-
immigration states favored restrictions on immigration, compared to 38
percent in low-immigration states, a differential of 2 percent. In 2000, the
regional differential was again small: Support for immigration restrictions
dropped to 34 percent in high-immigration states and 33 percent in low-
immigration states. Over time, it appears, more-skilled workers became
less opposed to immigration. One possible explanation is that welfare re-
form softened high-skilled, high-income individuals’ opposition to immi-
gration. I will evaluate additional evidence on this interpretation below.

Preferences by Immigrants’ Access to Public Services

The size of a state’s immigrant population is only part of the story about the
economic consequences of immigration. Though labor-market effects are
likely to be more pronounced in states with larger immigrant populations,
the public-finance consequences depend not just on the size of the immi-
grant population but also on immigrants’ eligibility for public services. As
we saw in figure 3.2, high-skilled, high-income workers are more exposed
to the fiscal consequences of immigration in states like California than in
states like Texas. It makes sense, then, to further differentiate states by the
generosity of their welfare programs. Table 4.3 distinguishes respondents
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Table 4.2 Support for immigration restrictions by level of
education and size of state immigrant population,
1992 and 2000 (percent)

Size of (1) (2) (3)
state immigrant No high-school High-school College

Year population diploma diploma degree

1992 (a)  Low 45.4 55.3 38.3
(b)  High 52.9 54.5 40.3

2000 (c)  Low 52.1 55.5 33.2
(d) High 68.4 49.8 33.9

Notes: The data represent percentages of native-born respondents who stated a preference
for reducing immigration by a little or a lot. No high-school diploma refers to respondents with
up to 12 years of education but no diploma; high-school diploma refers to those with 12 to
15 years of education; college degree identifies those with 16 or more years of education.

In states with high immigrant populations, immigrants represent over 0.104 percent of the
population (the US mean in 2000). States with high immigrant access to public assistance
are those listed in the four upper-right cells of figure 3.2.

Source: Sapiro et al. (1998).
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along four dimensions: year, education, size of the state’s immigration pop-
ulation, and that population’s access to social assistance. I classify access to
social assistance as high if the state falls into one the four upper-right cells
in figure 3.2—that is, if the state provides more generous public benefits
and makes those benefits more available to immigrant households.

Among high-school dropouts, opinions on immigration policy depend
strongly on the size of the state immigrant population, as we saw in table
4.2. High-school dropouts’ support for restrictions on immigration is
much stronger in states with large immigrant populations, regardless of
immigrants’ level of access to public benefits. The differential between
high-immigration and low-immigration states in the level of high-school
dropouts’ support for immigration restrictions (compare columns 1 and 2
by row in table 4.3) is similar in high-access and low-access states, ranging
only from 8 percent to 9 percent in 1992 and from 15 percent to 23 percent
in 2000. In contrast, the differential between high-access and low-access
states (compare rows a and b and rows c and d in column 1) reveals no dis-
cernible pattern over time. For high-school dropouts, the potential labor-
market consequences of immigration appear to be a strong predictor of
support for immigration restrictions. However, there is no consistent evi-
dence that their opinions on immigration are related to immigrants’ access
to public assistance.

PUBLIC PREFERENCES ON IMMIGRATION POLICY 49

Table 4.3 Support for immigration restrictions by level of
education, size of state immigrant population, and
immigrant access to public assistance, 1992 and 2000
(percent)

Size of state immigrant population

No high-school High-school College
diploma diploma degree

Immigrant access (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Year to public assistance Low High Low High Low High

1992 (a)  Low 42.3 51.1 54.2 56.1 39.9 30.8
(b)  High 53.7 61.8 58.5 52.3 32.9 48.1

2000 (c)  Low 53.1 68.0 56.3 50.2 34.0 30.3
(d) High 46.2 69.2 52.6 49.3 30.6 37.4

Notes: The data represent percentages of native-born respondents who stated a prefer-
ence for reducing immigration by a little or a lot. No high-school diploma refers to respon-
dents with up to 12 years of education but no diploma; high-school diploma refers to those
with 12 to 15 years of education; college degree identifies those with 16 or more years of
education.

In states with high immigrant populations, immigrants represent over 0.104 percent of the
population (the US mean in 2000). States with high immigrant access to public assistance
are those listed in the four upper-right cells of figure 3.2.

Source: Sapiro et al. (1998).
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Among college graduates, what appears to matter for preferences on
immigration policy is the interaction between the size of the immigrant
population and immigrants’ access to public benefits. In neither 1992 nor
2000 is there a consistent difference in support for immigration restric-
tions between low-immigration and high-immigration states (compare
columns 5 and 6 in rows a and b or in rows c and d) or between low-access
and high-access states (compare rows a and b or rows c and d in columns
5 and 6). In both years, however, support for immigration restrictions is
strongest in states that are both high-immigration and high-access. In
high-immigration states, college graduates’ support for immigration re-
strictions is higher in high-access states by 17 percent in 1992 (compare
rows a and b in column 6) and by 7 percent in 2000 (compare rows c and
d in column 6). Similarly, in high-access states, support for immigration
restrictions was higher in high-immigration states by 15 percent in 1992
(compare columns 5 and 6 in row b) and by 7 percent in 2000 (compare
columns 5 and 6 in row d).

In high-immigration/high-access states, more-educated workers are rel-
atively exposed to the fiscal costs associated with immigration by virtue of
their high incomes. If college graduates were uniformly more supportive
of immigration restrictions across all high-immigration states—irrespec-
tive of their generosity—there would be no indication that the fiscal bur-
den of immigration motivates their opposition to admitting foreigners.
Similarly, were college graduates uniformly more supportive of immigra-
tion restrictions across all high-access states—irrespective of the size of the
state immigrant population—it would also be difficult to make inferences
from this test about the motivations for their policy preferences. That high-
skilled individuals’ opposition to immigration is strongest in states where
immigrants represent a larger fiscal burden, and not simply in states
where immigrants have a larger presence, suggests that the public-finance
consequences of immigration are an important factor in shaping their pol-
icy preferences.

Table 4.3 also provides clues about why high-skilled workers’ support
for immigration restrictions has fallen over time. Among college gradu-
ates, the largest reduction in support for immigration restrictions oc-
curred in high-immigration/high-access states (compare rows b and d in
column 6). This decline of 11 percent accounts for much of the overall de-
cline in college-graduate support for immigration restrictions evident in
table 4.1. Natives in high-immigration/high-access states were those most
likely to benefit from federal welfare reform’s restrictions on immigrant
access to public benefits. As was seen in figure 3.1, usage of social assis-
tance by immigrant households declined relative to that of native house-
holds for all categories except Medicaid after welfare reform. 

One interpretation of the results in table 4.3 is that welfare reform re-
duced high-income respondents’ exposure to the fiscal costs of immigra-
tion, softening their support for immigration restrictions. Obviously, one
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should be cautious about such an interpretation. During the 1990s many
other factors changed across states, and table 4.3 controls only for edu-
cation, the size of a state’s immigrant population, and immigrants’ access
to state benefits. As I will discuss below, the large decline in support for
immigration restrictions among college graduates in high-immigration/
high-access states holds up in regression analysis when additional controls
are introduced (Hanson, Scheve, and Slaughter 2005). Nevertheless, there
may be other influential factors for which I have not accounted. This
leaves us with intriguing but still tentative evidence that welfare reform
may have reduced support for immigration restrictions.

The Relationship Between Preferences and Ideology 

Tables 4.1 through 4.3 do not control for the political beliefs and values 
of respondents. More conservative individuals may choose not to live 
in states with large immigrant populations or generous public benefits;
more liberal individuals may be more willing to live in high-immigration
states or those with generous benefits. A related possibility is that the po-
litical beliefs of a state’s native residents affect how friendly its policies are
toward immigrants. Both possibilities could artificially inflate observed
regional differences in public opinion about immigration policy.

To control for the possible effects of ideology on my results, table 4.4
replicates table 4.3 but excludes individuals who describe themselves as
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Table 4.4 Support for immigration restrictions excluding very
conservative and very liberal respondents, 1992 and 2000
(percent)

Size of state immigrant population

No high-school High-school College
diploma diploma degree

Immigrant access (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Year to public assistance Low High Low High Low High

1992 (a)  Low 43.3 52.4 54.3 55.8 39.1 30.2
(b)  High 51.3 56.7 58.9 53.2 33.8 46.7

2000 (c)  Low 53.9 67.4 58.6 52.5 32.8 30.1
(d) High 46.2 70.8 52.4 50.6 30.8 36.6

Notes: The data represent percentages of native-born respondents who stated a preference
for reducing immigration by a little or a lot. No high-school diploma refers to respondents with
up to 12 years of education but no diploma; high-school diploma refers to those with 12 to
15 years of education; college degree identifies those with 16 or more years of education.

In states with high immigrant populations, immigrants represent over 0.104 percent of the
population (the US mean in 2000). States with high immigrant access to public assistance
are those listed in the four upper-right cells of figure 3.2.

Source: Sapiro et al. (1998).
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either very conservative or very liberal; these two groups jointly account
for 10 percent of the sample. The pattern of support for restrictions on
immigration shown in table 4.4 is very similar to that in table 4.3. Thus
ideology does not appear to be driving the results reported in tables 4.1
through 4.3. Even excluding individuals who describe themselves as con-
servative to very conservative and liberal to very liberal—38 percent of re-
spondents—the results are very similar.

Econometric Analysis of Individual Preferences

Even with controls for ideology, the analysis reported so far is somewhat
crude. A more rigorous approach would be to model individual preferences
on immigration policy econometrically. Hanson, Scheve, and Slaughter
(2005) use the 1992 and 2000 NES data to estimate the probability that 
a given respondent favors restrictions on immigration as a function of in-
dividual characteristics (age, education, gender, race, ethnicity, ideology,
employment status), characteristics of the state in which the respondent
lives (size of the immigrant population, generosity toward immigrants),
and other factors. Their results are consistent with those presented here,
suggesting that additional controls would not change the key qualitative
findings.

Hanson, Scheve, and Slaughter find stronger support for restrictions on
immigration among the less educated, whites, union workers, unemployed
workers, and political conservatives. Clearly, individual circumstances
matter in policy preferences. Support for immigration restrictions is also
stronger in states with larger immigrant populations and those where
immigrants have greater access to public benefits. In high-immigration
states, it is the least-skilled individuals who are relatively more opposed
to immigration. This finding is consistent with the hypothesis that politi-
cal opposition to immigration arises in part from its impact on labor-
market competition. In those states characterized by both larger immi-
grant populations and greater generosity, it is the more skilled who are
relatively more opposed to immigration. In these states, opposition to
immigration may be due in part to its effects on the net fiscal burdens of
existing native residents. Between 1992 and 2000, less-skilled natives be-
came more opposed and high-skilled natives became less opposed to im-
migration. Again, there are important differences in these changes across
states. In high-immigration/high-access states, most skill groups became
less opposed to immigration; the largest changes occurred among college
graduates, the group most exposed to the fiscal effects of immigration on
income taxes. This finding is consistent with the hypothesis that welfare
reform has softened opposition to immigration in states where the fiscal
consequences of immigration are most acute. In sum, though political be-
liefs almost surely play a role in opinions on immigration policy, the edu-
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cation cleavage seems very consistent with economic concern about labor-
market and public-finance pressures.4

The economic consequences of immigration appear to affect public
opinion about admitting foreigners to the United States. Individuals are
more supportive of restrictions on immigration if they are more exposed
to the labor-market consequences of immigration—as are low-skilled na-
tives in states with large immigrant populations—or to the public-finance
consequences of immigration—as are high-skilled natives in states with
large immigrant populations and generous public assistance for immi-
grants. There is some evidence, however, that changes in policy affect in-
dividual policy preferences. After welfare reform, which restricted immi-
grants’ access to public benefits, opposition to immigration fell among
those most exposed to the fiscal costs of admitting foreigners. It appears
that one key to generating greater support for immigration would be to
reduce its adverse effects on the labor-market earnings and fiscal burdens
of US residents.
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4. See Scheve and Slaughter (2001a, 2001c) and Hanson, Scheve, and Slaughter (2005) for
further discussion.

Institute for International Economics  |  http:www.iie.com

http://www.iie.com/

	4 Public Preferences on Immigration Policy
	Individual Preferences on Immigration Policy
	Public Opinion on Immigration
	Preferences by Level of Education
	Table 4.1
	Preferences by Size of a State's Immigrant Population
	Table 4.2
	Preferences by Immigrants' Access to Public Services
	Table 4.3
	Table 4.4
	Relationship Between Preferences and Ideology
	Econometric Analysis of Individual Preferences




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /All
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Dot Gain 20%)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.4
  /CompressObjects /Tags
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages true
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.0000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams false
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness true
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Preserve
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages true
  /ColorImageMinResolution 300
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 300
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages true
  /GrayImageMinResolution 300
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 300
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages true
  /MonoImageMinResolution 1200
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /MonoImageResolution 1200
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox true
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile ()
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier ()
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName ()
  /PDFXTrapped /False

  /Description <<
    /CHS <FEFF4f7f75288fd94e9b8bbe5b9a521b5efa7684002000500044004600206587686353ef901a8fc7684c976262535370673a548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200208fdb884c9ad88d2891cf62535370300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c676562535f00521b5efa768400200050004400460020658768633002>
    /CHT <FEFF4f7f752890194e9b8a2d7f6e5efa7acb7684002000410064006f006200650020005000440046002065874ef653ef5728684c9762537088686a5f548c002000700072006f006f00660065007200204e0a73725f979ad854c18cea7684521753706548679c300260a853ef4ee54f7f75280020004100630072006f0062006100740020548c002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e003000204ee553ca66f49ad87248672c4f86958b555f5df25efa7acb76840020005000440046002065874ef63002>
    /DAN <>
    /DEU <>
    /ESP <>
    /FRA <>
    /ITA <>
    /JPN <>
    /KOR <FEFFc7740020c124c815c7440020c0acc6a9d558c5ec0020b370c2a4d06cd0d10020d504b9b0d1300020bc0f0020ad50c815ae30c5d0c11c0020ace0d488c9c8b85c0020c778c1c4d560002000410064006f0062006500200050004400460020bb38c11cb97c0020c791c131d569b2c8b2e4002e0020c774b807ac8c0020c791c131b41c00200050004400460020bb38c11cb2940020004100630072006f0062006100740020bc0f002000410064006f00620065002000520065006100640065007200200035002e00300020c774c0c1c5d0c11c0020c5f40020c2180020c788c2b5b2c8b2e4002e>
    /NLD (Gebruik deze instellingen om Adobe PDF-documenten te maken voor kwaliteitsafdrukken op desktopprinters en proofers. De gemaakte PDF-documenten kunnen worden geopend met Acrobat en Adobe Reader 5.0 en hoger.)
    /NOR <>
    /PTB <>
    /SUO <>
    /SVE <>
    /ENU (Use these settings to create Adobe PDF documents for quality printing on desktop printers and proofers.  Created PDF documents can be opened with Acrobat and Adobe Reader 5.0 and later.)
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /ConvertColors /NoConversion
      /DestinationProfileName ()
      /DestinationProfileSelector /NA
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /PresetSelector /MediumResolution
      >>
      /FormElements false
      /GenerateStructure true
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /NA
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /LeaveUntagged
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [2400 2400]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


	iie link: 


