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Abstract

This study examines whether and how financial and identity insecurity shape nativist
immigration attitudes among Latino and Asian American immigrants. While existing schol-
arship has drawn on linked fate, system justification, and respectability politics to explain
variation in political attitudes within ethnic minority groups, less attention has been paid
to the immigration experience itself. Using data from the 2020 Collaborative Multira-
cial Post-Election Survey (CMPS), I employ factor analysis to construct latent measures
of financial insecurity and identity insecurity and estimate structural equation models to
assess their associations with immigration policy preferences and attitude towards immi-
grants. The baseline models reveal that financial insecurity predicts support for increased
border security, but identity insecurity is associated with more inclusive rather than more
restrictive attitudes, consistent with an in-group solidarity mechanism. Interaction models
show that first-generation status attenuates in-group solidarity, and that the clearest evi-
dence for an insecurity—nativism pathway emerges among first-generation immigrants who
prioritized belonging as their motivation for migration. Among this group, status threat
predicts support for border security and opposition to birthright citizenship, two policies
that most directly police the boundaries of national membership. These findings suggest
that insecurity does not uniformly promote nativism among Latino and Asian American
immigrants, but can push toward either solidarity or distancing depending on generational

status, immigration motivation, and policy domain.
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1. Introduction

Latinos and Asian Americans are two of the largest and fastest-growing minority groups
in the United States, and their political influence continues to expand. A substantial share
of both populations are either naturalized citizens or have immediate family members who
immigrated to the country (Budiman, 2020; Moslimani et al., 2023), meaning that im-
migration is not an abstract policy issue but a lived experience that shapes their political
worldview. Unlike white Americans, who are predominantly socialized into politics through
native-born family networks and longstanding partisan traditions (Beck & Jennings, 1991;
Jennings & Niemi, 1968), many Latino and Asian Americans undergo distinct political so-
cialization processes. Some lack the parental transmission of partisanship that typically
anchors political identity, as their parents were born and raised outside the U.S. politi-
cal system (Pérez & Cobian, 2024; J. S. Wong & Ramakrishnan, 2023). Instead, they
may develop political orientations through alternative pathways — household responsibili-
ties, diverse peer networks, educational settings, or direct encounters with the immigration
system itself (Carlos, 2021; Raychaudhuri, 2020a). These distinct experiences raise an im-
portant question: how do the material and psychological pressures that Latino and Asian
American immigrants face shape their attitudes toward immigration, a domain of policy
that directly implicates their own communities?

Given the immigrant origins of much of the Latino and Asian American population, a
common expectation is that these groups would be natural supporters of liberal immigra-
tion policy and the Democratic Party more broadly (Huddy et al., 2016; J. S. Wong et al.,
2011). Scholars have drawn on linked fate (Dawson, 1995; Sanchez & Masuoka, 2010),
system justification (Jost & Hunyady, 2003; Pérez et al., 2024), and respectability politics
(Jefferson, 2023) to explain why some immigrants align with or against restrictive positions,
but these frameworks tend to center on ideology and identity-based motivations while pay-

ing less attention to the financial and psychological pressures that arise from the experience



of immigration itself. Moreover, much of the existing scholarship on immigration attitudes
focuses on white Americans’ reactions to immigration, with far less attention to how immi-
grants themselves form preferences on a policy domain that directly implicates their own
communities (Hainmueller & Hopkins, 2014). This paper addresses this gap by examining
how insecurities rooted in the immigration experience — financial uncertainty and identity
anxiety — together shape Latino and Asian American attitudes toward immigration.

This paper tests four hypotheses. First, I expect that higher levels of financial insecurity
and identity insecurity are each associated with greater animosity toward new immigrants
and support for restrictive immigration policy among Latinos and Asian Americans. I fur-
ther hypothesize that these effects are moderated by immigration experience: the marginal
effect of insecurity should be stronger among first-generation immigrants and among those
who cite identity belonging as a more important factor in their decision to migrate to the
United States.

To test these hypotheses, I use data from the 2020 Collaborative Multiracial Post-
Election Survey (CMPS), a large-scale survey of racial and ethnic minorities in the United
States. I employ factor analysis to construct latent measures of financial and identity
insecurity from multiple survey items, and estimate structural equation models to assess
their correlations with five survey items on immigration policy and immigrants. I then
extend the analysis with two sets of interaction models, exploring the moderation effects
by first-generation status and motivation for immigration.

The results provide limited and conditional support for these hypotheses. In the baseline
models, financial insecurity predicted support for increased border security, but not the
remaining four outcomes. Identity insecurity, contrary to expectations, was associated with
more inclusive attitudes: respondents who perceived greater discrimination or status threat
expressed stronger attachment to the immigrant community and more welcoming views
toward newcomers. The interaction models revealed that first-generation status attenuated
in-group solidarity but did not reverse it towards nativism. The clearest evidence for the

insecurity—nativism pathway emerged among first-generation immigrants who prioritized
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belonging as their motivation for migration: in this group, status threat was significantly
associated with support for border security and opposition to birthright citizenship. These
are two policies that most directly police the boundaries of national membership.

This study makes several contributions. First, it foregrounds the lived experience of
immigration as a formative factor shaping political attitudes, a dimension that has received
limited attention relative to individual predispositions or demographic predictors. Second,
it develops a two-dimensional framework of insecurity that distinguishes between financial
uncertainty and identity-based anxiety, demonstrating that these dimensions operate dif-
ferently across outcomes and are moderated by different individual characteristics. Third,
it contributes to a growing body of scholarship on in-group heterogeneity among Latinos
and Asian Americans (Arora et al., 2021; Hickel et al., 2024; Kim, 2021; Pérez et al., 2025),
two increasingly consequential constituencies whose internal ideological variation demands

closer scrutiny.



2. Political Attitudes of Latinos and Asian Americans

As two large and fast-growing ethnic minority groups, Latinos and Asian Americans have
become increasingly important actors in American politics, wielding considerable influence
over election outcomes and policymaking. Since the 1990s, a shared tone among scholars of
Latino and Asian American politics has been that majorities of both groups are supporters
of the Democratic Party, who sees itself as champion of minority rights. This result persists
even when accounting for the considerable internal diversity within both groups (Pérez
& Cobian, 2024; J. S. Wong & Ramakrishnan, 2023). One theory that has been widely
employed to explain the political attitudes of various demographic groups, including Latinos
and Asian Americans, is social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 2004). Developing from
this theory, a central argument has been that Latinos and Asian Americans, most of whom
have an immigration background, undergo processes of political socialization that differ
markedly from those of native-born Americans (Druckman & Lupia, 2016; Green et al.,
2004; Pérez et al., 2025).

Research in this vein has identified several mechanisms linking social identity to political
attitudes. For example, a sense of belonging to one’s ethnic group can foster group cohesion
and bolster in-group favoritism, which lead group members to oppose policies perceived as
harmful to their group while holding favorable attitudes toward in-group (Mackie et al.,
2000). Socialization from local contexts also matters; Asian Americans, for instance, tend
to be politically influenced by geographic proximity, educational settings, and fellow Asian
Americans in their social networks (Raychaudhuri, 2020b). Additionally, perceptions of
discrimination serve as another source of support for the Democratic Party, as experiences
of prejudice can translate into a heightened defense of one’s ethnic identity and, in turn,
alignment with the party seen as more protective of minority interests (Cain et al., 1991;
Huddy et al., 2016). Perceptions of discrimination can also serve as a catalyst for linked

fate, fostering solidarity not only among members of the same ethnic group but also across



different racial and ethnic minority groups (Dawson, 1995; Gershon et al., 2019).

Yet this prevailing picture of Latino and Asian American Democratic alignment obscures
nontrivial proportions of both groups who hold nativist and conservative political attitudes.
Some scholars argue that this ideological heterogeneity is better understood as issue-specific
rather than reflecting a general conservative orientation (J. Wong & Shah, 2021). On
issues such as the economy, education, and immigration, domains that many Latinos and
Asian Americans regard as especially salient, considerable variation emerges along lines
of socioeconomic status (Arora et al., 2021), national origin as well as lived experiences
in their native country (Gethin et al., 2022; Wals, 2013), and circumstances under which
they migrate to the US (Kim, 2021). Conservative stances on certain policies can also
take the form of a not-in-my-backyard orientation, as when individuals oppose policies like
affirmative action or illegal immigration on the grounds that such policies harm their own
interests regardless of the fact that members of their own ethnic group may benefit from
these policies (Kim, 2021).

Individual socioeconomic circumstances further complicate the picture, as objective
personal vulnerability to economic or political deprivation can provide a direct basis for
interethnic hostility and exclusionary attitudes toward other groups (Bobo & Hutchings,
1996; Just & Anderson, 2015). This heterogeneity echoes research on fluidity of group
identification: when individuals prioritize their national identity over their ethnic identity,
they are more likely to align with the Republican Party, adding nuances to the social
identity theory (Pérez et al., 2025). Together, these findings challenge the common opinion
that Latinos and Asian Americans are natural supporters of the Democratic Party and
its policy agenda, and call for closer examination of the mechanisms that drive nativist
attitudes among certain members of the two groups.

Several theoretical mechanisms help explain why nativist and conservative attitudes
emerge among members of groups broadly assumed to favor progressive politics. For exam-
ple, some argue that when individuals face negative stereotypes or threats to their group’s

standing, those who are weakly identified with the group tend to distance themselves from
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it rather than rally in its defense (Branscombe et al., 1999). A parallel logic underlies the
theory of respectability politics, according to which some group members endorse punitive
policies to distinguish themselves from co-ethnics they perceive as disreputable and dam-
aging to the group’s public image, in an attempt to gain respect from members of other
ethnic groups (Hickel et al., 2024; Jefferson, 2023).

Relatedly, system justification theory posits that individuals are psychologically mo-
tivated to rationalize the existing social order, even when it disadvantages them (Jost &
Hunyady, 2003). Some scholars extend this framework to Latino politics, arguing that
some Latinos cope with their subordinate position within the prevailing racial hierarchy
(Zou & Cheryan, 2017) by placing faith in an unequal but predictable and familiar status
quo (Hickel et al., 2020). Importantly, they find that system justification is correlated with
prioritization of American national identity over ethnic identity, and that higher adherence
to system justification predicts greater support for nativist policies (Pérez et al., 2024). An-
other theory concerns the motivation for immigration. Scholars have found that individuals
who pursue citizenship out of a sense of belonging to the host country are more likely to fa-
vor restrictive immigration policies, whereas those who naturalize for instrumental reasons
(e.g., for more job opportunities) tend to favor a more permissive approach (Politi et al.,
2020).

Others find that obtaining citizenship leads immigrants to align their attitudes more
closely with natives, adopting their mindset, becoming less enthusiastic about open immi-
gration policies (Just & Anderson, 2015; Kolbe & Crepaz, 2016). These findings suggest
that the very process of incorporation into the national community can reshape immi-
grants’ policy preferences in a nativist direction, as the attainment of citizenship fosters
identification with the host society and, in turn, a desire to restrict access for subsequent

arrivals.



3. Insecurity among Latinos and Asian Americans

Despite the growing body of research on Latino and Asian American political attitudes,
few studies have examined the political consequences of the immigration experience itself,
namely the uncertainty of job prospects, the shifting landscape of immigration policy, and
the hardships of integration, as a formative process that shapes how immigrants belong-
ing to the two fast-growing ethnic groups come to understand and engage with politics
in the US. Existing work has found that while political attitudes and ideology formed in
the country of origin can persist after migration (Cain et al., 1991), there is evidence of
resocialization resulting from exposure to a new political environment (Just & Anderson,
2015; Kolbe & Crepaz, 2016; White et al., 2008). This suggests that the experience of
immigration matters considerably. From another dimension, immigration policies are con-
sequential to the life prospects of immigrants and are able to shape their political attitudes
(Strijbis & Polavieja, 2018) and behavior. Scholars have found that having someone close
experience heightened immigration enforcement can serve as both an incentive for political
engagement (Martinez, 2025; Roman et al., 2022) and a source of fear that discourages
participation (Israel-Trummel et al., 2025). These findings point to the possibility that
immigration enforcement and policy can affect both political participation and attitudes of
ethnic minority groups with significant immigrant populations, most notably Latinos and
Asian Americans.

Building on these insights, I argue that perception of insecurity is an important factor
in the formation of political attitudes among first- and second-generation Latino and Asian
American immigrants. I conceptualize the notion of insecurity along two dimensions: fi-
nancial and identity insecurity. Financial insecurity is the state in which immigrants feel
uncertain about their economic prospects, including job security, income, access to govern-
ment benefits, medical insurance, etc., as well as the general outlook of upward mobility.

Identity insecurity measures the status anxiety of immigrants. Through experiences of dis-



crimination, anti-immigrant rhetoric, or proximity to immigration enforcement, immigrants
are often reminded of their marginal position in the American in-group, which will produce
status anxiety and sometimes the need to gain recognition from the natives as deserving
Americans (Cadenalr., 2023). Faced with insecurity, Latino and Asian American immi-
grants can have different pathways of action. For example, some may seek to bolster group
voice by aligning their political attitudes and policy preferences with in-group and other
ethnic minorities, which often translate into support for more open immigration policies
and favoritism towards in-groups and other ethnic minorities (Pérez et al., 2023; Roman
et al., 2022). This echoes with the theory of linked fate, according to which ethnic minori-
ties that share similar experience of disadvantage and discrimination tend to hold favorable
attitudes towards one another (Gay et al., 2016; Sanchez & Masuoka, 2010).

However, in light of identity threat, some may instead distance themselves from their
minority group as an attempt to demonstrate they are acculturated "Americans". (Cade-
nalJr., 2023; Carter & Pérez, 2016). To counter lack of respect towards one’s in-group and
to oneself, some may favor stricter justice and punitive policies towards certain members of
their in-group who they view as damaging to the group’s reputation and their own status
as deserving Americans (Jefferson, 2023).

Similarly, financial insecurity can push individuals toward a zero-sum mindset, one in
which gains to others are perceived as losses to oneself. This can motivate the search
for scapegoats. Embracing nativist political appeals offers one such outlet, channeling
economic frustration into hostility toward immigrants who can be cast as competitors for
finite resources (Esses et al., 2001). Among naturalized citizens, this dynamic may be
especially pronounced. Having recently secured the legal and economic standing that U.S.
citizenship confers, they may face heightened psychological incentives to draw a sharp
boundary between themselves and newer arrivals, recasting the latter as threats to hard-won
gains rather than as fellow members of an immigrant in-group. Conditional on experiencing
financial strain, then, naturalized citizens may be particularly receptive to nativist appeals

targeting more recent immigrants.



Following these arguments, I hypothesize that some immigrants may adopt nativist na-
tivist attitudes and policy preferences on the issue of immigration out of a need to improve
either their own standing in the face of the natives. This need appears when immigrants are
reminded of their marginal position in the American in-group through experiences of dis-
crimination, anti-immigrant rhetoric, or proximity to immigration enforcement. These ex-
periences contribute to the perception that new immigrants are new competitors or threats
instead of brethren that share ethnic or racial identities, because some of them are damag-
ing the racial group’s reputation by taking advantage of the immigration institutions of the
U.S., and others by competing with them for economic opportunities and sharing access
to social welfare which can be limited. As a result, some naturalized Latino and Asian
American immigrants may support nativist immigration policies, favor restrictions on le-
gal immigration and crackdowns on illegal immigration. The psychological process behind
this could be that by increasing conformity of their in-group members to the existing laws
and hierarchy, or moving towards a higher status in-group that is the American citizen
by aligning with other American citizens in attitudes and preferences, they will be able to
earn more respect from the natives. These naturalized immigrants may believe that if they
adopt the mindset of the natives and possess similar attitudes with them, they may have
higher chances of being treated as equal to other American citizens.

Financial insecurity also contributes to this psychological process. While all members
of the American society face similar financial difficulties in a fluctuating economy, existing
racial hierarchies and the obstacles during the process of integration can exacerbate personal
financial hardship, including job insecurity and difficulty in accessing social welfare and
other government benefits. Segmented assimilation theory has long argued that racially
distinct immigrant minorities risk durable disadvantage in the lower tiers of a stratified
economy (Portes & Rumbaut, 2024). Eager to resolve the anxiety stemming from financial
hardship, naturalized immigrants may perceive newcomers as potential competitors for
job opportunities and public goods exclusive to citizens, fostering support for restricting

immigration.



H1: Among Latinos and Asian Americans, a higher level of financial insecurity
1s associated with animosity towards new immagrants and support for restrictive

approaches to immaigration.

H2: Among Latinos and Asian Americans, a higher level of identity insecurity
is associated with animosity towards new immaigrants and support for restrictive

approaches to immigration.

This echoes the logic of respectability politics (Jefferson, 2023), in which group members
strategically align with dominant norms to secure standing in the eyes of the majority.
Crucially, this framework differs from accounts that locate the source of nativism in the
motivation for immigration (Just & Anderson, 2015; Politi et al., 2020). I argue that they
can also emerge as a product of adaptation under the pressure encountered after arrival,
which can persist over time and whose effect can be moderated by the motivation for
immigration. Compared to later generations, first-generation immigrants face the challenge
of integrating with the host society which may view them as outsiders that compete with
natives for job opportunities. Consequently, I hypothesize that there is a stronger need
to prove oneself as a deserving American among first-generation immigrants compared to
further generations, and this can exacerbate the effect of insecurity on political attitudes.
Consequently, the significance of insecurity on political attitudes should be more pronounced
among first-generation immigrants compared to second or higher generations, and among

those who value belonging more than other motivations when choose to move to the US.

H3: Marginal effect of insecurity is higher among first-generation Latino and

Asian American immigrants.

H/: Marginal effect of insecurity is higher among those who think identity be-

longing is a more important factor in their decision to migrate to the US.

Immigration policy is an especially potent domain for examining this process, because it

is where the boundary between insider and outsider is most explicitly policed. By endorsing

10



restrictive stances, naturalized citizens can signal that they stand on the established side of
that boundary. Attitudes toward immigration thus serve as a revealing indicator of whether
and how insecurity shapes political attitudes, given that many Latinos and Asian Americans
have direct proximity to this issue as immigrants themselves or through immediate family
members who are.

These hypotheses (Figure 3.1) makes several contributions to the study of Latino and
Asian American politics. Firstly, it develops the respectability politics framework and
employ it to the study of immigration and immigrant population in the U.S. The two-
dimensional theory of insecurity offers a more comprehensive explanation of how the con-
ditions encountered after arrival translate into political attitudes, particularly toward im-
migration. Secondly, they closely examine the lived experience of the immigration process
which brings uncertainties, hardships, and exposure to immigration policy, treating it as a
formative process of political attitudes and preferences, an issue that has received limited
scholarly attention. This study also contribute to the expanding research on the in-group
heterogeneity among Latinos and Asian Americans (Kim, 2021; Pérez et al., 2025; J. S.

Wong et al., 2011), two increasingly consequential constituencies in American politics.

H2
Identity
Insecurity A A
\
H3 H4 ’ Restrictive Immigration
Nativist Attitud ici
First-gen Motivation for atvis LLHCES Policies
Immi ¢ Stat Immierati toward
MeR T o mmigration Immigration Animosity towards
New Immigrants
H3 H4 }
Financial v Y
Insecurity
H1

FIGURE 3.1: Dual-pathway Model of Insecurity and Related Hypotheses
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4. Data

This study draws on a national sample of Asian Americans and Latinos (N = 6449)
from 2020 Collaborative Multiracial Post Election Survey (CMPS), fielded from April 2021
to August 2021 (Frasure et al., 2024). Interviews were conducted in English, Spanish,
Chinese (simplified), Chinese (traditional), Korean, Vietnamese, Arabic, Urdu, and Farsi
on both voters and non-voters. This panel is one of the benchmark surveys on racial and
ethnic minorities regarding their political attitudes and is therefore useful for analyzing
attitudes towards immigration among Latinos and Asian Americans. For the scope of the
research question, only respondents that are American citizens and identified as either Asian
American (N = 3293) or Latino (N = 3156) are included for the empirical analysis. More
information on the panel data, including all survey items used in this thesis, can be found

in Appendix A.
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5. Measurement Strategy

Prior research has demonstrated that status anxiety and socioeconomic vulnerability
shape political attitudes and policy preferences (Brader et al., 2008; Mutz, 2018). A com-
mon approach in this literature is to operationalize these concepts by aggregating multiple
survey items into composite measures (Ansolabehere et al., 2008). Factor analysis is par-
ticularly well-suited to this task, as it captures latent constructs—such as identity and
financial insecurity—that cannot be directly observed through any single indicator (Brown,
2015; Kline, 2023). T employ a combination of exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confir-
matory factor analysis (CFA) to derive two latent variables representing identity insecurity
and financial insecurity, respectively. This approach follows a broader tradition in political
behavior research that uses factor analysis to measure latent constructs, including internal

efficacy (Niemi et al., 1991), in-group identification and attachment (Wuttke et al., 2020).

5.1 Identity insecurity

To measure identity insecurity, I use six items from the 2020 CMPS dataset. The first
three items capture the frequency of discriminatory experiences over the past 12 months.
Respondents were asked whether "people called you offensive names or treated you with
less respect," whether "you were singled out or treated unfairly by government officials
or institutions such as the police," and whether they "heard or saw government officials
or politicians make negative comments about [respondent’s racial group|." These items are
measured on a 4-point scale ranging from "never" to "very often." A fourth item captures the
perceived overall impact of discrimination, asking "how much has discrimination interfered

" measured on a 4-point scale from "not at all"

with you having a full and productive life,
to "a lot." The remaining two items measure status threat. Respondents were asked "how
worried, if at all, are you that YOU could be detained or deported for immigration reasons"

and "how worried, if at all, are you that someone you know could be detained or deported

for immigration reasons," both measured on a 4-point scale from "not at all" to "a lot." I
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include these items alongside perceived discrimination because the threat of detention or
deportation represents a direct challenge to one’s standing as a member of the American
in-group, constituting a distinct but related dimension of identity insecurity. All six items
are rescaled to a 0—1 range, where higher values indicate greater insecurity (1 = "very often"
for discrimination experience items, 1 = "a lot" for discrimination impact and status threat
items).

I conducted an Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) to determine the number of factors
measuring identity insecurity, using maximum likelihood extraction with oblimin rotation.
EFA suggested a two-factor model which accounted for 35% of the variance. The factors are
moderately correlated (r = 0.51). To confirm this structure, I conducted a Confirmatory
Factor Analysis (CFA) using maximum likelihood estimation with robust standard errors
(MLR) to account for survey weights. The two-factor model demonstrated good fit: x2(8) =
69.90, p < .001, CFI = 0.967, TLI = 0.939, RMSEA = 0.046 [90% CI: 0.039, 0.053], SRMR
= 0.029. Factor loadings for all items are presented in Table 5.1. The two latent factors are
moderately correlated (r = 0.60). The two latent factors can be interpreted as perception

of discrimination and status threat.

Table 5.1: Factor Structure of Identity Insecurity
Standardized Factor Loadings

Item Perception of Status

Discrimination Threat
Discrimination affects quality of life 0.544 —
Called offensive names 0.660 —
Unfair treatment by institutions 0.687 —
Negative comments by officials about group 0.506 —
Worry about self being detained /deported — 0.733
Worry about relative being detained /deported — 0.725
Factor correlation 0.604

Note: 2020 CMPS panel data. Confirmatory factor analysis estimated using MLR. Robust fit
indices: CFI = 0.972, TLI = 0.948, RMSEA = 0.064 [0.051, 0.078], SRMR = 0.029. N = 3,682.
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5.2 Financial Insecurity

To measure financial insecurity, I use seven items from the 2020 CMPS dataset. Five
items ask whether the respondent or any member of their household experienced the follow-
ing problems in the past two years: "problems with an employer (e.g., wage theft, unsafe

working conditions, unfair job termination)," "

problems obtaining or keeping government
benefits (e.g., unemployment, SSI;, SNAP, disability benefits, Medicaid)," "problems with
medical care or health insurance (e.g., billing dispute, denied insurance coverage)," "other
financial problems (e.g., bankruptcy, identity theft, repossession, utilities disconnected),"
and "problems with a bank, lender, or debt collector (e.g., deceptive lending practices, de-
nied credit, harassment from debt collection)." These items are binary (1 = yes, 0 = no).
The remaining two items capture employment disruption during the COVID-19 pandemic,
asking whether the respondent or someone in their household had "work hours cut, or pay
cut, but kept job" or was "currently unemployed and looking for work," also coded as
binary (1 = yes, 0 = no).

Similar to identity insecurity, I conducted an EFA to determine the number of factors
measuring financial insecurity. Pearson correlations were used to preserve survey weight
adjustments. However, because all items for financial insecurity are binary, Pearson cor-
relations may attenuate the estimated associations and factor loadings. EFA suggested a
one-factor model which accounted for 34% of the variance. To confirm this structure, I con-
ducted a CFA using weighted least squares, mean and variance adjusted (WLSMV). The
one-factor model demonstrated reasonable fit: x?(14) = 128.61,p < .000, CFI = 0.981,
TLI = 0.971, RMSEA = 0.047 [90% CI: 0.040, 0.055], SRMR = 0.055. Factor loadings for

all items are presented in Table 5.2.
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Table 5.2: Factor Structure of Financial Insecurity

Standardized Factor Loading

Item Financial Insecurity
Problems with employer 0.837
Problems keeping government benefits 0.831
Problems with medical care 0.815
Other financial problems 0.850
Problems with bank or debt collector 0.820
Being unemployed 0.596
Kept job but hours cut 0.535

Note: 2020 CMPS panel data. Confirmatory factor analysis estimated using WLSMYV for or-
dered categorical indicators. Scaled fit indices: CFI = 0.981, TLI = 0.971, RMSEA = 0.047
[0.040, 0.055], SRMR = 0.055. N = 3,682.

5.3 Attitude towards immigration and immigrants

Five variables are used to measure respondents’ immigration policy preferences and
attitudes towards immigrants. Three items capture immigration policy preferences. The
first asks whether "increasing security at the U.S.-Mexico border should be a national
priority even if it means that some migrants will die attempting to cross." The second asks
whether "this country should make it easier for immigrants to obtain visas and citizenship."
The second item is reverse-coded so that higher values indicate opposition to expanding
immigration access. Together, these two items measure policy preferences from opposing
directions. The third asks whether "children born in the United States to non-citizen
parents should not have automatic birthright citizenship," tapping into a particularly salient
immigration policy in the United States. All three items are measured on a 5-point scale
and rescaled to a 0-1 range.

The remaining two items capture attitudes towards immigrants. The first asks respon-
dents whether immigrants "support or threaten your vision of American society," measured
on a 7-point scale from "strongly supports" to "strongly threatens" and rescaled to 0-1
(1 = strongly threatens). This item captures the degree to which respondents perceive
immigrants as a threat. The second asks whether respondents "describe yourself or think

of yourself as an immigrant or part of the immigrant community," measured on a 4-point
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scale from "all the time" to "never" and rescaled to 0-1 (1 = never). This item captures
psychological distance from the immigrant community. All five dependent variables are
coded such that values closer to 1 indicate more restrictive or nativist attitudes, while val-
ues closer to 0 reflect greater attachment to immigrant identity. Figure 5.1 shows weighted

histograms of all five dependent variables.
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Note: 2020 CMPS panel data. Percentages are adjusted for survey weights. All variables are recoded 0-1.

FIGURE 5.1: Distribution of Attitudes Towards Immigration

5.4 Covariates

All analyses include covariates for race (Latino or Asian), college education (bachelor’s
degree or higher), sex, and partisanship. Race covariate is measured by one survey item
that asked respondents what their "prime race or ethnicity" was. Partisanship is measured
by two items that asked respondents’ partisan affiliation and strength of partisanship. In

addition, another item that asked independents and supporters of other parties whether
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they favor the Democratic Party or the Republican Party more. Combined, I constructed
a categorical variable of partisanship ranging from strong Democrat to strong Republican.

To test hypothesis H3, I construct a binary variable measuring whether respondents are
first-generation immigrants from an survey item that asked if respondents were born in the
U.S. To test hypothesis H4, a variable measuring motivation for immigration is constructed
from a survey item that asked respondents to rank among 5 options what are the more
important reasons for which they migrate to the U.S. I then compute the difference between
the rank given to a belonging-oriented motivation ("to escape political oppression / more
freedoms in the U.S.") and an instrumental motivation ("better economic/job opportunities
in the U.S."), and the variable is then standardized to range from 0 to 1. Higher values
indicate that respondents prioritized belonging-oriented reasons for immigration relative to

economic ones.
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6. Results and Findings

6.1 The Direct Effects of Insecurity on Immigration Attitudes

To examine the relationship between insecurity and attitudes towards immigration, I es-
timated structural equation models for every dependent variable separately. This approach
accounts for measurement error in the latent constructs, yielding less biased estimates of
structural relationships (Bollen, 1989). The first set of five models were specified with the
two latent factors measuring two dimensions of identity insecurity, namely perception of
discrimination and status threat, as well as the latent factor measuring financial insecurity.
The factor structures were as confirmed in the preceding CFA section and the models are
estimated using MLR to account for survey weights. Fit indices for all five models with
structural coefficients from the latent constructs are reported in Figure 6.1.

Across the five models, the results indicate that the three dimensions of insecurity are
not uniformly associated with nativist attitudes. For support for increased security at the
U.S.-Mexico border, only financial insecurity was a significant predictor (B = 0.084,p <
.01), suggesting that immigrants experiencing greater economic hardship were more likely
to view border enforcement as a national priority. Neither perceptions of discrimination
nor status threat were significantly associated with this outcome.

A different pattern emerged for the remaining dependent variables. Greater status
threat was associated with less opposition to easing the visa and citizenship process (B =
—0.112, p < .01) and with less tendency to view new immigrants as threats to one’s vision
of American society (B = —0.170, p < .01). Both status threat and perceptions of discrim-
ination were also associated with stronger identification with the immigrant community
(B =-0229,p < .01; B = —0.162,p < .01, respectively). In other words, rather than
channeling identity-based insecurity into hostility toward fellow immigrants, respondents
who perceived greater discrimination or status threat appeared to draw themselves closer

to their immigrant in-group and express more inclusive attitudes toward newcomers.
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FIGURE 6.1: Effects of Identity and Financial Insecurity on Immigration Attitudes
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6.2 The Moderating Role of First-Generation Status

To test hypothesis H3, I estimated a second set of models that included interaction
terms between first-generation immigrant status and each of the three latent insecurity
constructs. Full results are displayed in the left column of Figure 6.2.

For identification with the immigrant community and perceptions of new immigrants
as threats to one’s vision of American society, the interaction between first-generation
status and status threat produced positive coefficients and were statistically significant
(B =0.268,p < .01; B = 0.236,p < .01, respectively). This indicates that the negative
correlation between status threat and nativist attitudes observed in the baseline models
is significantly attenuated among first-generation immigrants compared to later-generation
immigrants. However, because the base coefficient for status threat remained negative and
larger in magnitude than the interaction term in both models, the total effect of status threat
among first-generation immigrants was near zero rather than positive. In other words, while
later-generation immigrants who perceive greater status threat tend to express stronger sol-
idarity with the immigrant community and more welcoming attitudes toward newcomers,
this pattern largely disappears among first-generation immigrants. Status threat is neither
positively nor negatively correlated with nativist attitudes in this group. Besides, no sig-
nificant interaction effects were found for the remaining three dependent variables, nor for
the interactions involving perceptions of discrimination or financial insecurity across any of

the five models.
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FIGURE 6.2: Interaction Effects of First-Generation Status and Naturalization Motivation
on the Insecurity-Immigration Attitudes Link

6.3 The Moderating Role of Immigration Motivation

To test hypothesis H4, I estimated a third set of models on a subset of the dataset
including only first-generation immigrants (N = 968). These models included interaction
terms between each of the three latent insecurity constructs and the measure of immigration
motivation. All models included the same covariates as previous specifications, with the
addition of the proportion of one’s life spent as a U.S. citizen. Full results are displayed in

the right column of Figure 6.2.
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For support for tighter security at the U.S.—Mexico border, the interaction between im-
migration motivation and status threat was positive and significant ( = 1.062,p < .01).
The base coefficient for status threat was negative (f = —0.45,p < .01), indicating that
among first-generation immigrants with predominantly instrumental motivations for mi-
gration, greater status threat was associated with less support for border security. As
immigration motivation shifted toward belonging-oriented reasons, however, this relation-
ship reversed: first-generation immigrants who came to the U.S. primarily in pursuit of
political freedoms and who perceived greater status threat expressed stronger support for
restrictive border policies.

A similar pattern emerged for opposition to birthright citizenship. The interaction
between immigration motivation and status threat was again positive and significant (f =
1.275,p < .01), with a negative base coefficient (f = —0.365,p < .05). First-generation
immigrants who migrated for belonging-oriented reasons and perceived greater status threat
were more likely to oppose birthright citizenship for children born to non-citizen parents.

For the birthright citizenship outcome, the interaction between immigration motivation
and financial insecurity operated in the opposite direction. The base coefficient for financial
insecurity was positive (B = 0.344, p < .05), indicating that among more instrumentally
motivated immigrants, greater economic hardship was associated with stronger opposition
to birthright citizenship. The interaction term was negative ( = —0.802, p < .05), meaning
that this correlation weakened and reversed as motivation shifted toward belonging-oriented

reasons. No other interaction terms reached statistical significance across the five models.
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7. Discussion

The central aim of this study was to examine whether perceptions of insecurity shape
nativist immigration attitudes among Latino and Asian American immigrants. The results
provide limited and conditional support for this proposition. The hypothesis that financial
insecurity promotes nativist attitudes (H1) found support for only one of the five out-
comes: immigrants who experienced greater financial hardship were more likely to endorse
increased security at the U.S.—Mexico border. This is consistent with the logic of material
competition, in which economically vulnerable immigrants come to see newcomers as rivals
for scarce resources (Bobo & Hutchings, 1996; Just & Anderson, 2015). However, finan-
cial insecurity was not significantly associated with the remaining four outcomes, suggesting
that this mechanism is specific to enforcement rather than generalizable across immigration
attitudes.

The hypothesis that identity insecurity leads to nativist attitudes (H2) found even less
support in the baseline models, with several coefficients pointing in the opposite direction.
That identity-based threat does not translate into nativism as readily among immigrants
as it does among native-born populations (Brader et al., 2008; Inglehart & Norris, 2016)
is perhaps unsurprising, given that Latino and Asian American immigrants are themselves
targets of the nativist rhetoric that such threat is theorized to activate.

The two moderation hypotheses received partial support. First-generation status atten-
uated the countervailing pro-immigrant pattern observed in the baseline models but did not
produce the hypothesized nativist response, as the total effect of status threat among first-
generation immigrants was near zero (H3). The clearest support emerged for H4: among
first-generation immigrants who prioritized belonging as their motivation for migration, sta-
tus threat was significantly associated with support for border security and opposition to
birthright citizenship, two outcomes that most directly concern the boundaries of national

membership. Taken together, these findings suggest that the insecurity—nativism pathway
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is not absent among Latino and Asian American immigrants, but is activated only under
specific individual-level conditions and for specific policy domains.

In addition to limited support for the insecurity-nativism pathway, the baseline models
also revealed a pattern in the opposite direction: identity-based insecurity and particularly
status threat was associated with stronger attachment to the immigrant community and
more welcoming attitudes toward new immigrants. This finding is consistent with the
social identity theory and linked fate literature, which argue that perceived group threat
can activate in-group solidarity when the perceiver is a member of the threatened group
(Dawson, 1995; Tajfel & Turner, 2004). The results confirm that in-group solidarity remains
a powerful channel through which insecurity is politically expressed, even in the domain
of immigration where in-group members might plausibly view newcomers as competitors
rather than allies.

Crucially, however, the solidarity mechanism did not dominate uniformly. As the in-
teraction models demonstrated, its strength varied by immigrant generation, motivation
for immigration, and policy domain. The key is that insecurity does not have a single
political outlet. It can push toward either in-group solidarity or distancing from in-group,
depending on moderating conditions. Rather than viewing the insecurity—nativism and
insecurity—solidarity pathways as mutually exclusive, the results suggest that they coexist

and compete, with individual-level characteristics determining which prevails.
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8. Conclusion

The finding that the solidarity mechanism was attenuated among first-generation immi-
grants can be understood from two complementary angles. On one hand, first-generation
immigrants face greater pressure to gain recognition from the native-born majority and
may be more inclined to distance themselves from the immigrant in-group as a strategy of
respectability politics (Jefferson, 2023) or system justification (Jost & Hunyady, 2003; Pérez
et al., 2024). Having more recently navigated the insider-outsider boundary, they may feel
a stronger need to signal that they stand on the established side of it. On the other hand,
later-generation immigrants may develop stronger pan-ethnic or pan-immigrant solidarity
through longer exposure to American racial politics and socialization into collective minor-
ity identities (Pérez & Cobian, 2024; Raychaudhuri, 2020a), making group defense a more
accessible response to threat. These two interpretations are not mutually exclusive, and
both are consistent with the observed pattern in which first-generation status attenuated,
but did not reverse, the solidarity mechanism.

The role of immigration motivation presents one condition when insecurity leads to na-
tivism. Among belonging-motivated first-generation immigrants, status threat predicted
support for border security and opposition to birthright citizenship, two policies that di-
rectly police the boundaries of national membership. This aligns with the expectation that
immigrants who see their migration as ideologically tied to American values and freedoms
may feel a greater stake in gatekeeping who else gains entry (Politi et al., 2020). Notably,
financial insecurity operated in the opposite direction on the birthright citizenship item:
instrumental motivation amplified the correlation between financial hardship and nativism,
while belonging motivation buffered against it. This divergence suggests that material com-
petition and identity-based threat are moderated by different individual characteristics and
should not be treated as interchangeable pathways to the same outcome.

This points to a broader methodological and conceptual takeaway: insecurity is not
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monolithic. Financial insecurity, status threat, and perceptions of discrimination operated
differently across outcomes, were moderated by different variables, and at times pointed in
opposite directions. This reinforces the value of the two-dimensional framework developed
in this study and the approach to model each dimension as a separate latent construct.
Collapsing these dimensions into a single insecurity index, as some prior work has done,
would obscure these divergent pathways and risk attributing a uniform pathway to what is
in fact a heterogeneous set of experiences.

Several limitations should be noted. First, the observational design limits causal infer-
ence; the relationships documented here may reflect selection and reverse causation. An
experimental design manipulating the salience of financial insecurity or status anxiety would
provide stronger evidence for the causal mechanisms theorized. Second, the analysis relies
on preexisting survey items from the CMPS, which do not perfectly capture the constructs
of interest. The immigration motivation measure was constructed as the difference between
rankings of belonging-oriented and instrumental motivations within a single ranking ques-
tion, but other options such as family reunification could also be classified as instrumental,
introducing measurement error. Third, the binary distinction between Latino and Asian
American obscures within-group heterogeneity by national origin and immigration circum-
stances, and the first-generation subgroup (N = 968) limits statistical power for detecting
interaction effects.

Understanding heterogeneity within pan-ethnic categories is increasingly important as
Latinos and Asian Americans are becoming increasingly important forces in American pol-
itics. Future work should further disaggregate the two racial groups by national origin
to examine how distinct immigration experiences condition the relationship between inse-
curity and political attitudes. If the perception of insecurity can push immigrants either
toward or away from their ethnic in-group based on individual-level characteristics, it is
plausible that these divergent mechanisms also shape whether and how immigrants engage
with the political system more broadly. Together, the immigration experience and the in-

security it produces present itself as a potentially important but underexplored framework
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for understanding political attitudes in an increasingly diverse America.
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Appendix A. Survey Information
A.1 About the CMPS 2020 Panel Data

The Collaborative Multi-racial Post-Election Survey (CMPS) is a web-based national
survey of voters and non-voters residing in the US on political and social issues conducted
post-election. The 2020 CMPS was conducted between April and August 2021. The sample
was recruited from various sources including a national database of registered voters and
several online panel vendors. In total, the sample contains 17,545 valid cases. The 2020
CMPS was offered in English, Spanish, Chinese (simplified), Chinese (traditional), Korean,
Vietnamese, Arabic, Urdu, Farsi and Haitian Creole. The survey dataset includes Black,
White, Latino and Asian respondents as well as additional oversamples of respondents from
hard-to-reach populations including, Afro-Latinos, Black immigrants, Native Americans,
Native Hawaiians, Muslims and people who identify as LGBTQ.

All analyses in this thesis use the weights provided in the CMPS dataset. According
to the CMPS documentation, "the full data are weighted within each racial group to fall
within the margin of error of the adult population in the 2019 Census ACS 1-year data file
for age, gender, education, nativity, and ancestry. A post-stratification raking algorithm
was used to balance each category within + /- 2 percent of the ACS estimates." Data are
not weighted to a national combined racial average; Whites account for roughly 20 percent

of cases and each other racial group roughly 27 percent.

A.2 Measures
A.2.1 Dependent Variables

Variable: Increased Mezican Border Security (Reverse Coded)
Do you agree or disagree with the following statements:
Increasing security at the U.S.-Mexico border should be a national priority even if it means

that some migrants will die attempting to cross.
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Strongly agree ............. .. .. 1

Weakly agree ............ ... ... ... 2
Neither agree nor disagree ................ 3
Weakly disagree .......................... 4
Strongly disagree ................ ... ...... 5

Variable: Stricter Visa Regulations (Reverse Coded)
Do you agree or disagree with the following statements:

This country should make it easier for immigrants to obtain visas and citizenship.

Strongly agree ............ ... o 1
Weakly agree ......... ... ... .. 2
Neither agree nor disagree ................ 3
Weakly disagree .......................... 4
Strongly disagree ......................... 5

Variable: Cancel Birthright Citizenship
Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with the following policies.
Children born in the United States to non-citizen parents should not have automatic

birthright citizenship. (Randomized Grid)

Strongly Disagree ......................... 1
Somewhat Disagree .................... ... 2
Neither Agree nor Disagree ............... 3
Somewhat Agree ........... ... .. ... 4
Strongly Agree ........ ... .. .ol 5

Variable: Immigrants are Threats
Here is a list of groups in society. For each group, please indicate if you think they support

or threaten your vision of American society. (Randomized Grid)

Immigrants

Strongly supports .......... .. .. L. 1
SUPPOTtS « oot 2
Supports a little .......................... 3
Neither supports nor threatens ............ 4
Threatens a little ......................... 5
Threatens ..............coiiiiiiiiii.. 6
Strongly threatens ........................ 7
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Variable: Distance from Immigrant Community

Do you describe yourself or think of yourself as an immigrant or part of the immigrant

community?

All the time ... 1
Sometimes ... 2
Rarely ..... ... i 3
Never ... 4

A.2.2 Independent Variables: Identity Insecurity

Variable: Discrimination Affects Quality of Life (Reverse Coded)
Overall, how much has discrimination interfered with you having a full and productive life?

Would you say a lot, some, a little, or not at all?

Aldot ..o 1
SOME ..o 2
Rarely ... i 3
Never ... 4

Variable: Called Offensive Names
Thinking about your experiences with people in your community or surrounding area:

People called you offensive names or treated you with less respect.

Never ... 1
Oncein awhile ............................ 2
Somewhat often ........... ... ... ... .. 3
Very often ........... ... il 4

Variable: Unfair Treatment by Institutions
Thinking about your experiences with people in your community or surrounding area:
You were singled out or treated unfairly by other government officials or institutions such

as the police.
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Never ... 1

Oncein awhile .......... . ... . ... ....... 2
Somewhat often ............. ... ... ... 3
Very often ...........c o i 4

Variable: Negative Comments by Officials about Group
Thinking about your experiences with people in your community or surrounding area:

You heard or saw government officials or politicians make negative comments about [RACIAL

GROUP].

Never . ... 1
Oncein awhile .......... .. ... . ... ....... 2
Somewhat often ........ ... . ... .. ... . .... 3
Very often ..., 4

Variable: Worry about Self Being Detained/Deported (Reverse Coded)

How worried, if at all, are you that YOU could be detained or deported for immigration

reasons?

Aot oo 1
SOIME oot 2
Notmuch ......... ... . . 3
Notatall ....... . .. . .. 4

Variable: Worry about Relative Being Detained/Deported (Reverse Coded)
How worried, if at all, are you that someone you know could be detained or deported for

immigration reasons?

Alot oo 1
SOIME .. 2
Notmuch ............ .. ... ... ..... 3
Notatall ..................o i i ... 4
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A.2.3 Independent Variables: Financial Insecurity

Variable: Problems with Employer

In the past 2 years did you or any member of your household experience any of the following
problems:

Problems with an employer (for example, wage theft, unsafe working conditions, denied

workplace accommodation, unfair job termination)

Yes, I or someone in my household experienced this ..................... ... ... ... ..., 1
No, neither I nor someone in my household experienced this ............................ 2

Variable: Problems Keeping Government Benefits

In the past 2 years did you or any member of your household experience any of the following
problems:

Problems obtaining or keeping government benefits (for example, unemployment, SSI,

SNAP, disability benefits, Medicaid)

Yes, I or someone in my household experienced this .................................... 1
No, neither I nor someone in my household experienced this ............................ 2

Variable: Problems with Medical Care

In the past 2 years did you or any member of your household experience any of the following
problems:

Problems with medical care or health insurance (for example, billing dispute, denied insur-

ance, insurance Coverage)

Yes, I or someone in my household experienced this ............. ... ... ... .. ..... ... 1
No, neither I nor someone in my household experienced this ............................ 2

Variable: Other Financial Problems
In the past 2 years did you or any member of your household experience any of the following
problems:

Other financial problems (for example, bankruptcy, identity theft, repossession or wage
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garnishment, utilities disconnected over billing dispute or nonpayment)

Yes, I or someone in my household experienced this ................... ... . ... .. ...... 1
No, neither I nor someone in my household experienced this ............................ 2

Variable: Problems with Bank or Debt Collector

In the past 2 years did you or any member of your household experience any of the following
problems:

Problems with a bank, lender, or debt collector (for example, deceptive lending practices,

denied credit or loan, harassment from debt collection)

Yes, I or someone in my household experienced this ............... ... ... ... .. ...... 1
No, neither I nor someone in my household experienced this ............................ 2

Variable: Being Unemployed
For each of the following, please indicate whether any of the circumstances apply to you or
someone in your household because of the coronavirus pandemic over the past year:

Currently unemployed and looking for work

T 4 T T 1
Yes, someone else in my household ........ ... . 2
No, nobody in my household .......... . 3

Variable: Kept Job but Hours Cut
For each of the following, please indicate whether any of the circumstances apply to you or
someone in your household because of the coronavirus pandemic over the past year:

Had work hours cut, or pay cut, but kept job

YOS, 1 o oo e 1
Yes, someone else in my household ....... .. .. . 2
No, nobody in my household ....... ... . 3

Variable: Motivation for Immigration

(For first-generation immigrants) Immigrants come to the U.S. for a variety of reasons.
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Please rank the items 1 — 5 on how important they were for you with 1 being the most

important. Rank an item as 9 if it was not at all relevant to you.

Better economic/job opportunities in the U.S. ... ... ... o i []
To reunite with family already in the U.S. ... ... . []
Better stability and safety in the U.S ... ... o []
To escape political oppression / more freedoms in the U.S ............................. []
Because of climate impacts in my home country .............. ... ... ... []
A.2.4 Covariates

Variable: Race
Even if they are all important, which of these would you consider your primary race or

ethnicity, if you had to choose one?

White ... 1
Hispanic or Latino ........................ 2
Black or African American ................ 3
Asian American ........... ... ... 4
American Indian/Native American ........ 5
Arab, Middle Eastern or North African ... 6
Native Hawaiian .......................... 7

Variable: First-gen Immigrant(1)

Were you born in the United States, [if Latino “on the Island of Puerto Rico,”] or another

country?

United States ........ ... . 1
Another Country ......................... 2
Puerto Rico ......... ... ... .. ... ... ... .. 3

Variable: First-gen Immigrant(2)
(If respondent is foreign-born) Were your parents born in the United States, [IF LATINO

“Puerto Rico:| or in another country?
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Both parents born in the U.S. ... ... . . 1

Both parents born in another country ........... ... ... . 2
(IF LATINO, SHOW:) Both parents born in Puerto Rico .............................. 3
1 parent born in U.S. / 1 parent born elsewhere ........... ... . ..., 4
Don™t KNOW ..o 88

Variable: College Education

What is the highest level of education you completed?

Grades 1-8 ... i 1
Some High School, but did not graduate ..2
High School graduate or GED ............ 3
Some college ..., 4
Associates, 2-year degree .................. 5
Bachelors, 4-year degree .................. 6
Post-graduate degree ...................... 7

Variable: Sex

What is your gender?

Man ... 1
Woman ............. .. 2
Non-binary .......... ..o, 3
Something else [Specify] ................... 4

Variable: Partisanship(1)
(If born outside of the US states: “When it comes to politics in the U.S.”) Generally speak-

ing, do you think of yourself as a Republican, a Democrat, an independent, or something

else?

Republican .......... ... ... ... 1
Democrat .............c.. i i 2
Independent ............. ... ... 3
Other Party ............... ... .. 4

Variable: Partisanship(2)

(If Democrat/Republican) Do you consider yourself to be a strong Dem/Rep, or not?
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Strong ... 1
Not Strong ... 2

Variable: Partisanship(3)
(If independent /other party) If you had to choose, do you consider yourself closer to the

Republican party or the Democratic party?

Republican ........... ... ... ..ol 1
Democrat ........... ... 2
Independent ............ ... . Ll 3
Other Party ......... ... ... ... 4
Don’t know .......... ...l 88

Variable: Proportion of Life Spent as a U.S. Citizen (1)
In what year did you become a naturalized U.S. citizen?

[Drop down with years|

Variable: Proportion of Life Spent as a U.S. Citizen (2)

In what year were you born?

[Drop down with years|
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Appendix B. Structural Equation Model Results
B.1 Direct Effects of Insecurity on Immigration Attitudes

Table B.1: Baseline Models (1)

Border Security  Stricter Visa No Birthright Citizenship

Identity Insecurity (Status Threat) —0.057 —0.051 0.014
(0.043) (0.039) (0.040)
Identity Insecurity (Discrimination) 0.015 —0.112%** —0.023
(0.042) (0.040) (0.041)
Financial anxiety 0.084*** —0.023 0.012
(0.032) (0.030) (0.030)
Asian 0.048** 0.085%** 0.051**
(0.020) (0.022) (0.021)
1st-generation Immigrant 0.086*** 0.005 0.036
(0.020) (0.022) (0.022)
College 0.021 0.019 0.004
(0.020) (0.023) (0.022)
Female —0.041** —0.028 —0.040**
(0.019) (0.020) (0.020)
Republican 0.349*** 0.263*** 0.236***
(0.017) (0.021) (0.021)
X2 (scaled) 848.080 811.890 821.590
df 137 137 137
CFI (robust) 0.894 0.898 0.894
RMSEA (robust) 0.051 0.049 0.050
SRMR 0.064 0.063 0.063
N 3682 3682 3682
I;Iote: Fully standardized coefficients (Std.all) reported with standard errors in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05;
p<01
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Table B.2: Baseline Models (2)

Immigrants are Threats Distance from Community

Identity Insecurity (Status Threat) —0.025 —0.229%**
(0.040) (0.036)
Identity Insecurity (Discrimination) —0.170%*** —0.162%**
(0.039) (0.034)
Financial anxiety 0.017 —0.041
(0.034) (0.028)
Asian 0.040* —0.037*
(0.022) (0.019)
1st-generation Immigrant —0.045** —0.386***
(0.023) (0.019)
College —0.030 —0.062%***
(0.024) (0.020)
Female —0.009 0.014
(0.021) (0.018)
Republican 0.238%** 0.057%**
(0.021) (0.018)
X2 (scaled) 806.540 789.230
df 137 137
CFI (robust) 0.897 0.905
RMSEA (robust) 0.049 0.049
SRMR 0.063 0.063
N 3682 3682

Note: Fully standardized coefficients (Std.all) reported with standard errors in parentheses. ***p < 0.01; **p < 0.05;

*p<01
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B.2 First-generation Interactions

Table B.3: Interaction models: 1st-generation immigrant status(1)

Border Security Stricter Visa No Birthright Citizenship

Identity Insecurity (Status Threat) —0.093 —0.063 0.042
(0.114) (0.096) (0.107)
Identity Insecurity (Discrimination) 0.081 —0.145** —0.039
(0.077) (0.071) (0.075)
Financial anxiety 0.058 —0.033 —0.003
(0.063) (0.053) (0.057)
1st-generation Immigrant 0.064%** 0.002 0.028*
(0.015) (0.015) (0.016)
1st-gen x Status Threat 0.019 —0.007 —0.055
(0.179) (0.145) (0.159)
1st-gen x Discrimination —0.201* 0.065 0.050
(0.107) (0.113) (0.112)
1st-gen x Financial anxiety 0.116 —0.035 0.058
(0.112) (0.091) (0.100)
Asian 0.033** 0.058*** 0.038**
(0.014) (0.014) (0.015)
College 0.013 0.015 0.002
(0.014) (0.015) (0.016)
Female —0.030** —0.018 —0.029**
(0.013) (0.013) (0.015)
Republican 0.364*** 0.254*** 0.254%**
(0.018) (0.021) (0.022)
Constant 0.394%** 0.247%%* 0.303***
(0.017) (0.015) (0.018)
N 3682 3682 3682

¥EEp < 0.01; ¥*Fp < 0.05; ¥p < 0.1
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Table B.4: Interaction models: 1st-generation immigrant status (2)

Immigrants are Threats Distance from Community

Identity Insecurity (Status Threat) 0.019 —0.299%**
(0.071) (0.069)
Identity Insecurity (Discrimination) —0.263*** —0.286***
(0.048) (0.055)
Financial anxiety 0.037 —0.060
(0.044) (0.038)
1st-generation Immigrant —0.023** —0.217%**
(0.011) (0.011)
1st-gen x Status Threat —0.071 0.051
(0.106) (0.105)
1st-gen x Discrimination 0.236%** 0.268***
(0.075) (0.075)
1st-gen x Financial anxiety —0.078 0.033
(0.072) (0.068)
Asian 0.019* —0.017*
(0.010) (0.011)
College —0.013 —0.034***
(0.011) (0.011)
Female —0.003 0.009
(0.010) (0.010)
Republican 0.164*** 0.049%**
(0.015) (0.014)
Constant 0.269*** 0.518%**
(0.012) (0.012)
N 3682 3682

#HEp < 0.01; %% p < 0.05; *p < 0.1
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B.3 Immigration Motivation Interactions

Table B.5: Interaction models: Immigration motivation (1)

Border Security  Stricter Visa No Birthright Citizenship

Identity Insecurity (Status Threat) —0.099 —0.303 0.042
(0.265) (0.221) (0.233)
Identity Insecurity (Discrimination) —0.453%** —0.277 —0.365**
(0.152) (0.175) (0.158)
Financial anxiety 0.322 0.107 0.344**
(0.197) (0.154) (0.163)
Motivation 0.060 —-0.077 0.021
(0.051) (0.056) (0.059)
Motivation x Status Threat —0.005 0.603 —0.206
(0.545) (0.521) (0.551)
Motivation x Discrimination 1.0627%** 0.655 1.275%**
(0.382) (0.441) (0.443)
Motivation x Financial anxiety —0.122 —0.463 —0.802**
(0.416) (0.337) (0.357)
Asian 0.076*** 0.108*** 0.119%**
(0.027) (0.027) (0.030)
College —-0.011 0.032 —0.019
(0.026) (0.030) (0.032)
Female —0.025 0.002 —0.032
(0.022) (0.024) (0.027)
Republican 0.400%** 0.2527%** 0.279%**
(0.030) (0.039) (0.041)
% of life as U.S. citizen 0.003 —0.002 —0.000
(0.051) (0.049) (0.051)
Constant 0.397*** 0.223%*#* 0.262%**
(0.050) (0.052) (0.055)
N 968 968 968

*¥EEp < 0.01; ¥*p < 0.05; ¥*p < 0.1
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Table B.6: Interaction models: Immigration motivation (2)

Immigrants are Threats Distance from Community

Identity Insecurity (Status Threat) —0.107 —0.312*
(0.150) (0.162)
Identity Insecurity (Discrimination) 0.001 —0.062
(0.098) (0.109)
Financial anxiety —0.095 —0.005
(0.102) (0.127)
Motivation 0.084** —0.047
(0.041) (0.038)
Motivation x Status Threat 0.105 0.068
(0.346) (0.383)
Motivation x Discrimination —0.023 0.271
(0.275) (0.297)
Motivation x Financial anxiety 0.247 —0.026
(0.225) (0.309)
Asian 0.053%*** —0.005
(0.020) (0.021)
College —0.019 —0.047**
(0.022) (0.022)
Female 0.021 0.010
(0.018) (0.018)
Republican 0.155*** 0.056**
(0.027) (0.026)
% of life as U.S. citizen —0.061* —0.223%**
(0.034) (0.035)
Constant 0.225%** 0.438%**
(0.041) (0.042)
N 968 968

*¥F*p < 0.01; ¥*p < 0.05 ¥p < 0.1
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