APPENDIX A
A1. Survey Questions

Dependent Variables
 
“¿Qué tan de acuerdo o en desacuerdo está usted con que los extranjeros que viven en México tengan derecho a… (LEA CADA OPCIÓN), diría usted que está muy de acuerdo, algo de acuerdo, algo en desacuerdo o muy en desacuerdo?”

“How much do you agree or disagree that foreigners living in Mexico have the right to… (READ EACH OPTION), would you say you strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree?”

Traer a su familia a vivir con ellos 			Bring family to live with them 
Tener acceso a la educación pública 			Have access to public education 
Formar organizaciones para defender sus derechos 	Form organizations to defend their rights
Votar en México 					Vote in Mexico

Asian Survey Experiment: Same question as above concerning rights, preceded by:

“ENCUESTADOR: DAR LA FOTOGRAFÍA “C” [FENOTIPO ASIÁTICO] AL NCUESTADO Y DECIRLE LO SIGUIENTE: A continuación, le voy a mostrar la fotografía de un extranjero. Por favor, le pido que responda las siguientes preguntas pensando en un extranjero como el de esta fotografía.”

“POLLSTER: PROVIDE THE PICTURE “C” (ASIAN PHENOTYPE) TO THE INTERVIEWEE AND TELL HIM/HER THE FOLLOWING: Next, I am going to show you the picture of a foreigner. Please, I ask you to answer the following questions thinking about a foreigner like the one in the picture.” 

Questions on Mexican Identity 

“Las personas tienen ideas distintas sobre lo que significa ser MEXICANO. En su opinión, ¿qué tan importante es cada uno de los siguientes aspectos para ser mexicano: muy importante, algo importante, poco importante o nada importante?”

“People have different ideas about that being MEXICAN means. In your opinion, how important is each of the following aspects to be Mexican: very important, somewhat important, hardly important, not important?”


Haber nacido en México 				Born in Mexico
Hablar bien español 					Speak Spanish well				
Respetar los símbolos patrios				Respect patriotic symbols
Creer que México es mejor que los demás países 	Believe Mexico is better than other countries 
Defender a México en caso de guerra		 	Defend Mexico in times of war
Sentirse muy orgulloso de ser mexicano			Feel proud to be Mexican
Preferir la música y películas mexicanas 	Prefer Mexican music and movies 
que las extranjeras  		over foreign ones
Pagar impuestos					Pay taxes
No apoyar a Estados Unidos				No support for the United States
Respetar las instituciones y leyes mexicanas		Respect for Mexican laws and institutions


Table A2. Summary Statistics (Whole Sample)
	

	
	Mean
	SD
	Min
	Max

	

	Female
	0.49
	0.50
	0
	1

	Age
	41.35
	15.73
	18
	92

	Education
	9.26
	4.37
	0
	22

	Ideology
	5.71
	2.55
	0
	10

	Income
	5.84
	2.38
	1
	11

	Urban
	0.70
	0.46
	0
	1

	Contact with Migrants
	0.21
	0.41
	0
	1

	Commerce
	0.27
	0.44
	0
	1

	Agrarian
	0.12
	0.32
	0
	1

	Economic Evaluation
	0.29
	0.34
	0
	1

	





Table A3. Summary Statistics (Control and Asian Subsets)
	

	
	Control Group
	Asian Group

	
	Mean
	SD
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	Min
	Max

	

	Female
	0.50
	0.50
	0
	1
	0.46
	0.50
	0
	1

	Age
	42.62
	16.86
	18
	92
	41.32
	15.30
	18
	88

	Education
	9.42
	4.42
	0
	22
	9.21
	4.28
	0
	22

	Ideology
	5.76
	2.53
	0
	10
	5.94
	2.40
	0
	10

	Income
	5.75
	2.37
	1
	11
	5.86
	2.45
	1
	11

	Urban
	0.70
	0.46
	0
	1
	0.68
	0.47
	0
	1

	Contact with Migrants
	0.23
	0.42
	0
	1
	0.19
	0.39
	0
	1

	Commerce
	0.29
	0.45
	0
	1
	0.26
	0.44
	0
	1

	Agrarian
	0.11
	0.31
	0
	1
	0.13
	0.34
	0
	1

	Economic Evaluation
	0.30
	0.35
	0
	1
	0.30
	0.36
	0
	1

	










Table A4. Summary Statistics (Anglo-Saxon and Central American Subsets)
	

	
	Anglo-Saxon Group
	Central American Group

	
	Mean
	SD
	Min
	Max
	Mean
	SD
	Min
	Max

	

	Female
	0.53
	0.50
	0
	1
	0.48
	0.50
	0
	1

	Age
	40.96
	15.68
	18
	85
	40.50
	14.99
	18
	83

	Education
	9.19
	4.36
	0
	22
	9.20
	4.42
	0
	22

	Ideology
	5.82
	2.57
	0
	10
	5.34
	2.67
	0
	10

	Income
	5.89
	2.40
	1
	11
	5.88
	2.31
	1
	11

	Urban
	0.73
	0.45
	0
	1
	0.69
	0.46
	0
	1

	Contact with Migrants
	0.23
	0.42
	0
	1
	0.19
	0.39
	0
	1

	Commerce
	0.28
	0.45
	0
	1
	0.25
	0.43
	0
	1

	Agrarian
	0.11
	0.31
	0
	1
	0.13
	0.34
	0
	1

	Economic Evaluation
	0.27
	0.33
	0
	1
	0.28
	0.35
	0
	1

	






Table A5. Percent Change in Chinese FDI between 1999 and 2016 by State
	

	State
	% Change in FDI (1999-2016)

	

	AGUASCALIENTES
	0

	BAJA CALIFORNIA
	−1.40

	BAJA CALIFORNIA SUR
	0

	CAMPECHE
	0

	COAHUILA
	0

	COLIMA
	0

	CHIAPAS
	0

	CHIHUAHUA
	4.50

	DISTRITO FEDERAL
	6.70

	DURANGO
	19.80

	GUANAJUATO
	0

	GUERRERO
	0

	HIDALGO
	0

	JALISCO
	23.90

	MEXICO
	−3.70

	MICHOACÁN
	0

	MORELOS
	0

	NAYARIT
	0

	NUEVO LEÓN
	1.10

	OAXACA
	0

	PUEBLA
	0.10

	QUERETARO
	0

	QUINTANA ROO
	0.80

	SAN LUIS POTOSÍ
	0

	SINALOA
	0.10

	SONORA
	0

	TABASCO
	0

	TAMAULIPAS
	−0.30

	TLAXCALA
	0

	VERACRUZ
	0

	YUCATÁN
	0

	ZACATECAS
	0

	


Chinese FDI data acquired from <https://datos.gob.mx/busca/dataset/informa
cion-estadistica-de-la-inversion-extranjera-directa/resource/07c9e4f3-5ae0-4bf2-8dce-
56c0160743d6?inner_span=True>. Accessed December 8, 2021.
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Figure B1. Correlation Matrix





















Figure B2. Three-factor Analysis 
[image: C:\Users\Jesse.Acevedo\Dropbox\PAPERS\CURRENT\ACEVEDO_MESEGUER\analysis\secondpaper_analysis\for_paper\factor_analysis\FA_Diagram.png]

Figure B3. Scree Plot
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Table B1. Correlation Matrix for Factor Indices 
	
	Civic
	Nationalist
	Ethnic

	Civic
	1
	0.148
	0.251

	Nationalist
	0.148
	1
	0.209

	Ethnic
	0.251
	0.209
	1


















Table B2. Determinants of Endorsement of Factors
	

	
	Civic
	Nationalism
	Ethnic

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)

	

	Intercept
	−0.090
	0.234*
	0.495***

	
	(0.128)
	(0.138)
	(0.128)

	Woman
	−0.021
	0.064**
	0.057*

	
	(0.038)
	(0.032)
	(0.033)

	Age
	0.001
	0.003**
	0.0001

	
	(0.001)
	(0.001)
	(0.001)

	Education
	0.001
	−0.024***
	−0.027***

	
	(0.006)
	(0.006)
	(0.007)

	Income
	0.014
	−0.005
	0.002

	
	(0.011)
	(0.016)
	(0.010)

	Urban
	−0.125*
	−0.202**
	−0.016

	
	(0.072)
	(0.099)
	(0.053)

	N
	1,745
	1,745
	1,745

	R2
	0.135
	0.099
	0.181

	

	*p < .1; **p < .05; ***p < .01

	State-level clustered standard errors in parentheses.

	State-fixed effects included.























Table B3. Baseline Results from Survey Experiment 
	

	
	Family
	Education
	Organization
	Voting

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	

	Intercept
	0.107
	0.051
	0.068
	0.075

	
	(0.067)
	(0.072)
	(0.055)
	(0.072)

	Asian
	−0.197***
	−0.081
	−0.113**
	−0.164*

	
	(0.042)
	(0.056)
	(0.038)
	(0.072)

	Central American
	−0.137*
	−0.072
	−0.066
	−0.051

	
	(0.056)
	(0.041)
	(0.049)
	(0.063)

	Anglo-Saxon
	−0.096
	−0.053
	−0.096
	−0.088

	
	(0.054)
	(0.057)
	(0.062)
	(0.056)

	N
	2,085
	2,105
	2,067
	2,055

	R2
	0.005
	0.001
	0.002
	0.004

	

	*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

	State-level clustered standard errors in parentheses.

























Table B4. Regression Results from Survey Experiment with Control Variables (Access to Public Education and Family Reunification)
	
	Education Access
	Family Reunification

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	

	Intercept
	0.051
	0.367***
	0.228
	0.107
	0.307***
	0.005

	
	(0.072)
	(0.025)
	(0.139)
	(0.067)
	(0.025)
	(0.149)

	Asian
	−0.081
	−0.085
	−0.142*
	−0.197***
	−0.194***
	−0.230***

	
	(0.056)
	(0.056)
	(0.062)
	(0.042)
	(0.040)
	(0.044)

	Central American
	−0.072
	−0.074
	−0.130**
	−0.137*
	−0.135*
	−0.173*

	
	(0.041)
	(0.041)
	(0.047)
	(0.056)
	(0.056)
	(0.069)

	Anglo-Saxon
	−0.053
	−0.066
	−0.108
	−0.096
	−0.099
	−0.133*

	
	(0.057)
	(0.057)
	(0.056)
	(0.054)
	(0.054)
	(0.065)

	Female
	
	
	−0.137***
	
	
	−0.132**

	
	
	
	(0.041)
	
	
	(0.048)

	Age
	
	
	−0.002
	
	
	−0.002

	
	
	
	(0.002)
	
	
	(0.002)

	Education
	
	
	0.024***
	
	
	0.027***

	
	
	
	(0.006)
	
	
	(0.007)

	Income
	
	
	0.008
	
	
	0.011

	
	
	
	(0.013)
	
	
	(0.015)

	Urban
	
	
	−0.064
	
	
	0.010

	
	
	
	(0.074)
	
	
	(0.083)

	N
	2,105
	2,105
	1,719
	2,085
	2,085
	1,701

	R2
	0.001
	0.087
	0.120
	0.005
	0.095
	0.127

	

	*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

	State-level clustered standard errors in parentheses.

	State-level fixed effects in columns 2–3 and 5–6.

	









Table B5. Regression Results from Survey Experiment with Control Variables (Right to form Organizations and Vote in Mexico)
	

	
	Form Organization
	Vote in Mexico

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)
	(5)
	(6)

	

	Intercept
	0.051
	0.367***
	0.228**
	0.107
	0.307***
	0.005

	
	(0.055)
	(0.027)
	(0.165)
	(0.072)
	(0.034)
	(0.135)

	Asian
	−0.081**
	−0.085**
	−0.142**
	−0.197*
	−0.194*
	−0.230**

	
	(0.038)
	(0.039)
	(0.037)
	(0.072)
	(0.073)
	(0.062)

	Central American
	−0.072
	−0.074
	−0.130
	−0.137
	−0.135
	−0.173

	
	(0.049)
	(0.048)
	(0.057)
	(0.063)
	(0.062)
	(0.066)

	Anglo-Saxon
	−0.053
	−0.066
	−0.108
	−0.096
	−0.099
	−0.133

	
	(0.062)
	(0.063)
	(0.069)
	(0.056)
	(0.056)
	(0.070)

	Female
	
	
	−0.137*
	
	
	−0.132

	
	
	
	(0.039)
	
	
	(0.045)

	Age
	
	
	−0.002*
	
	
	−0.002

	
	
	
	(0.002)
	
	
	(0.001)

	Education
	
	
	0.024*
	
	
	0.027

	
	
	
	(0.008)
	
	
	(0.006)

	Income
	
	
	0.008
	
	
	0.011

	
	
	
	(0.014)
	
	
	(0.014)

	Urban
	
	
	−0.064
	
	
	0.010

	
	
	
	(0.100)
	
	
	(0.095)

	N
	2,105
	2,105
	1,719
	2,085
	2,085
	1,701

	R2
	0.001
	0.087
	0.120
	0.005
	0.095
	0.127

	

	*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

	State-level clustered standard errors in parentheses.

	State-level fixed effects in columns 2–3 and 5–6.









Table B6. Treatment and Dimensions of Mexican Identity 
	

	
	Family
	Education
	Organize
	Voting

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	

	Intercept
	0.107
	0.050
	0.067
	0.074

	
	(0.065)
	(0.070)
	(0.052)
	(0.069)

	Asian
	−0.196***
	−0.077
	−0.111**
	−0.163*

	
	(0.042)
	(0.053)
	(0.037)
	(0.070)

	Central American
	−0.136*
	−0.067
	−0.061
	−0.050

	
	(0.060)
	(0.043)
	(0.050)
	(0.061)

	Anglo-Saxon
	−0.097
	−0.056
	−0.097
	−0.086

	
	(0.054)
	(0.057)
	(0.063)
	(0.055)

	Ethnic Factor
	−0.018
	0.063*
	0.005
	−0.027

	
	(0.033)
	(0.030)
	(0.027)
	(0.032)

	Civic Factor
	0.104**
	0.140***
	0.118**
	0.121***

	
	(0.036)
	(0.027)
	(0.037)
	(0.035)

	Nationalist Factor
	−0.069
	−0.133***
	−0.019
	−0.051

	
	(0.052)
	(0.031)
	(0.049)
	(0.034)

	N
	2,085
	2,105
	2,067
	2,055

	R2
	0.013
	0.024
	0.014
	0.013

	

	*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

	State-level clustered standard errors in parentheses.







Table B7. Treatment and Dimensions of Mexican Identity with Controls
	

	
	Family
	Education
	Organize
	Voting

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	

	Intercept
	0.031
	0.224
	0.516**
	0.212

	
	(0.150)
	(0.144)
	(0.164)
	(0.130)

	Asian
	−0.232***
	−0.138*
	−0.120***
	−0.184**

	
	(0.047)
	(0.058)
	(0.036)
	(0.061)

	Central American
	−0.176*
	−0.125**
	−0.096
	−0.050

	
	(0.072)
	(0.048)
	(0.057)
	(0.066)

	Anglo-Saxon
	−0.136*
	−0.108
	−0.129
	−0.087

	
	(0.065)
	(0.056)
	(0.067)
	(0.069)

	Ethnic Factor
	−0.061
	0.024
	−0.018
	−0.058

	
	(0.039)
	(0.038)
	(0.037)
	(0.039)

	Civic Factor
	0.095**
	0.097***
	0.095
	0.089*

	
	(0.033)
	(0.029)
	(0.052)
	(0.044)

	Nationalist Factor
	−0.012
	−0.088**
	0.058
	−0.006

	
	(0.058)
	(0.033)
	(0.052)
	(0.036)

	Female
	−0.129**
	−0.129**
	−0.099*
	−0.040

	
	(0.049)
	(0.043)
	(0.040)
	(0.044)

	Age
	−0.002
	−0.002
	−0.005*
	−0.001

	
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.001)

	Education
	0.026***
	0.023***
	0.019*
	0.004

	
	(0.006)
	(0.006)
	(0.008)
	(0.006)

	Income
	0.009
	0.006
	−0.006
	−0.001

	
	(0.014)
	(0.012)
	(0.013)
	(0.014)

	Urban
	0.028
	−0.064
	0.008
	0.077

	
	(0.084)
	(0.073)
	(0.093)
	(0.095)

	N
	1,701
	1,719
	1,688
	1,691

	R2
	0.133
	0.129
	0.106
	0.079

	

	*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

	State-Level fixed effects included.

	State-level clustered standard errors in parentheses.










Table B8. Interaction Results between Race Treatment and Ethnic Factor
	

	
	Family
	Education
	Family
	Voting

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	

	Intercept
	0.107
	0.050
	0.066
	0.074

	
	(0.065)
	(0.070)
	(0.053)
	(0.070)

	Asian
	−0.195***
	−0.077
	−0.110**
	−0.160*

	
	(0.042)
	(0.053)
	(0.037)
	(0.069)

	Central American
	−0.136*
	−0.066
	−0.061
	−0.051

	
	(0.061)
	(0.044)
	(0.051)
	(0.060)

	Anglo-Saxon
	−0.096
	−0.056
	−0.099
	−0.090

	
	(0.054)
	(0.057)
	(0.063)
	(0.054)

	Ethnic Factor
	−0.009
	0.062
	0.025
	−0.023

	
	(0.050)
	(0.054)
	(0.043)
	(0.043)

	Civic Factor
	0.104**
	0.140***
	0.117**
	0.120***

	
	(0.036)
	(0.027)
	(0.037)
	(0.035)

	Nationalist Factor
	−0.069
	−0.133***
	−0.017
	−0.049

	
	(0.052)
	(0.031)
	(0.049)
	(0.034)

	Asian × Ethnic
	−0.007
	0.001
	−0.060
	−0.071

	
	(0.059)
	(0.053)
	(0.043)
	(0.064)

	Central American × Ethnic
	0.001
	0.018
	−0.033
	−0.012

	
	(0.071)
	(0.082)
	(0.072)
	(0.069)

	Anglo-Saxon × Ethnic
	−0.030
	−0.015
	0.017
	0.066

	
	(0.071)
	(0.073)
	(0.076)
	(0.071)

	N
	2,085
	2,105
	2,067
	2,055

	R2
	0.013
	0.024
	0.015
	0.016

	

	*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

	State-level clustered standard errors in parentheses.








Table B9. Interaction results between Race Treatment and Ethnic Factor (with Controls)
	
	Family
	Education
	Organize
	Voting

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	Intercept
	0.032
	0.224
	0.517**
	0.213

	
	(0.148)
	(0.144)
	(0.165)
	(0.132)

	Asian
	−0.233***
	−0.139*
	−0.117**
	−0.182**

	
	(0.047)
	(0.058)
	(0.036)
	(0.062)

	Central American
	−0.176*
	−0.126**
	−0.094
	−0.051

	
	(0.072)
	(0.048)
	(0.059)
	(0.066)

	Anglo-Saxon
	−0.134*
	−0.107
	−0.130
	−0.091

	
	(0.064)
	(0.055)
	(0.067)
	(0.067)

	Ethnic Factor
	−0.064
	0.013
	0.012
	−0.067

	
	(0.055)
	(0.065)
	(0.061)
	(0.050)

	Civic Factor
	0.096**
	0.097***
	0.095
	0.088*

	
	(0.034)
	(0.029)
	(0.053)
	(0.044)

	Nationalist Factor
	−0.013
	−0.089**
	0.060
	−0.005

	
	(0.058)
	(0.033)
	(0.051)
	(0.036)

	Female
	−0.127**
	−0.128**
	−0.101*
	−0.043

	
	(0.049)
	(0.043)
	(0.040)
	(0.043)

	Age
	−0.002
	−0.002
	−0.005*
	−0.001

	
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.001)

	Education
	0.025***
	0.022***
	0.019*
	0.004

	
	(0.007)
	(0.006)
	(0.008)
	(0.006)

	Income
	0.010
	0.006
	−0.007
	−0.001

	
	(0.014)
	(0.013)
	(0.014)
	(0.014)

	Urban
	0.029
	−0.064
	0.008
	0.075

	
	(0.084)
	(0.073)
	(0.093)
	(0.095)

	Asian × Ethnic
	0.039
	0.031
	−0.070
	−0.039

	
	(0.065)
	(0.057)
	(0.042)
	(0.058)

	Central American × Ethnic
	0.008
	0.024
	−0.060
	0.005

	
	(0.081)
	(0.102)
	(0.093)
	(0.078)

	Anglo-Saxon × Ethnic
	−0.033
	−0.012
	0.009
	0.067

	
	(0.077)
	(0.074)
	(0.103)
	(0.082)

	N
	1,701
	1,719
	1,688
	1,691

	R2
	0.134
	0.129
	0.108
	0.081

	

	*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

	State-Level fixed effects included.

	State-level clustered standard errors in parentheses.




Table B10. Interaction Results between Race Treatment and Civic Factor
	
	Family
	Education
	Organize
	Voting

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	

	Intercept
	0.107
	0.049
	0.066
	0.073

	
	(0.064)
	(0.069)
	(0.052)
	(0.069)

	Asian
	−0.196***
	−0.077
	−0.110**
	−0.161*

	
	(0.040)
	(0.053)
	(0.037)
	(0.071)

	Central American
	−0.134*
	−0.063
	−0.060
	−0.050

	
	(0.062)
	(0.046)
	(0.051)
	(0.061)

	Anglo-Saxon
	−0.095
	−0.054
	−0.096
	−0.086

	
	(0.054)
	(0.059)
	(0.064)
	(0.056)

	Civic Factor
	0.150**
	0.169***
	0.151**
	0.151**

	
	(0.048)
	(0.049)
	(0.048)
	(0.051)

	Ethnic Factor
	−0.018
	0.064*
	0.006
	−0.026

	
	(0.033)
	(0.029)
	(0.026)
	(0.032)

	Nationalist Factor
	−0.071
	−0.135***
	−0.020
	−0.051

	
	(0.052)
	(0.030)
	(0.049)
	(0.034)

	Asian × Civic
	−0.102*
	−0.046
	−0.040
	−0.063

	
	(0.048)
	(0.060)
	(0.048)
	(0.054)

	Central American × Civic
	0.019
	0.067
	−0.028
	−0.026

	
	(0.059)
	(0.059)
	(0.055)
	(0.069)

	Anglo-Saxon × Civic
	−0.103
	−0.144*
	−0.062
	−0.032

	
	(0.057)
	(0.061)
	(0.066)
	(0.057)

	N
	2,085
	2,105
	2,067
	2,055

	R2
	0.016
	0.030
	0.015
	0.014

	

	*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

	State-level clustered standard errors in parentheses.

















Table B11. Interaction Results between Race Treatment and Civic Factor (with Controls)
	
	Family
	Education
	Organize
	Voting

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	Intercept
	0.054
	0.244
	0.517**
	0.216

	
	(0.150)
	(0.144)
	(0.166)
	(0.136)

	Asian
	−0.227***
	−0.135*
	−0.119***
	−0.181**

	
	(0.043)
	(0.058)
	(0.035)
	(0.062)

	Central American
	−0.176*
	−0.125*
	−0.096
	−0.049

	
	(0.075)
	(0.049)
	(0.058)
	(0.066)

	Anglo-Saxon
	−0.134*
	−0.103
	−0.129
	−0.087

	
	(0.065)
	(0.059)
	(0.067)
	(0.068)

	Civic Factor
	0.142**
	0.127**
	0.102
	0.109*

	
	(0.047)
	(0.045)
	(0.062)
	(0.053)

	Ethnic Factor
	−0.062
	0.024
	−0.019
	−0.059

	
	(0.038)
	(0.037)
	(0.037)
	(0.040)

	Nationalist Factor
	−0.014
	−0.090**
	0.058
	−0.006

	
	(0.058)
	(0.032)
	(0.051)
	(0.036)

	Female
	−0.130**
	−0.128**
	−0.099*
	−0.041

	
	(0.048)
	(0.042)
	(0.040)
	(0.045)

	Age
	−0.002
	−0.002
	−0.005*
	−0.001

	
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.001)

	Education
	0.025***
	0.022***
	0.019*
	0.004

	
	(0.006)
	(0.006)
	(0.008)
	(0.006)

	Income
	0.009
	0.006
	−0.006
	−0.001

	
	(0.014)
	(0.013)
	(0.014)
	(0.014)

	Urban
	0.031
	−0.064
	0.009
	0.079

	
	(0.085)
	(0.074)
	(0.093)
	(0.095)

	Asian × Civic
	−0.138**
	−0.058
	−0.019
	−0.056

	
	(0.053)
	(0.072)
	(0.054)
	(0.066)

	Central American × Civic
	0.029
	0.052
	−0.010
	−0.024

	
	(0.070)
	(0.079)
	(0.073)
	(0.086)

	Anglo-Saxon × Civic
	−0.082
	−0.124*
	0.003
	−0.001

	
	(0.052)
	(0.058)
	(0.078)
	(0.071)

	N
	1,701
	1,719
	1,688
	1,691

	R2
	0.138
	0.133
	0.107
	0.080

	

	*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

	State-Level fixed effects included.

	State-level clustered standard errors in parentheses.



Table B12. Interaction Results between Race Treatment and Nationalist Factor
	
	Family
	Education
	Organize
	Voting

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	Intercept
	0.107
	0.049
	0.066
	0.074

	
	(0.065)
	(0.069)
	(0.052)
	(0.070)

	Asian
	−0.196***
	−0.077
	−0.110**
	−0.162*

	
	(0.043)
	(0.053)
	(0.037)
	(0.070)

	Central American
	−0.136*
	−0.066
	−0.061
	−0.051

	
	(0.061)
	(0.043)
	(0.050)
	(0.060)

	Anglo-Saxon
	−0.097
	−0.056
	−0.096
	−0.087

	
	(0.054)
	(0.057)
	(0.063)
	(0.054)

	Nationalist Factor
	−0.102
	−0.107*
	0.008
	−0.039

	
	(0.064)
	(0.054)
	(0.060)
	(0.049)

	Civic Factor
	0.103**
	0.139***
	0.118**
	0.122***

	
	(0.036)
	(0.027)
	(0.037)
	(0.035)

	Ethnic Factor
	−0.020
	0.064*
	0.006
	−0.025

	
	(0.034)
	(0.030)
	(0.027)
	(0.032)

	Asian × Nationalist
	0.072
	−0.041
	−0.034
	−0.018

	
	(0.062)
	(0.065)
	(0.064)
	(0.064)

	Central American × Nationalist
	0.053
	−0.018
	−0.043
	−0.074

	
	(0.053)
	(0.061)
	(0.055)
	(0.056)

	Anglo-Saxon × Nationalist
	0.011
	−0.045
	−0.032
	0.043

	
	(0.054)
	(0.054)
	(0.056)
	(0.068)

	N
	2,085
	2,105
	2,067
	2,055

	R2
	0.014
	0.024
	0.015
	0.015

	

	*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

	State-level clustered standard errors in parentheses.








Table B13. Interaction Results between Race Treatment and Nationalist Factor (with Controls)
	
	Family
	Education
	Organize
	Voting

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	Intercept
	0.026
	0.243
	0.524**
	0.217

	
	(0.150)
	(0.149)
	(0.161)
	(0.134)

	Asian
	−0.233***
	−0.135*
	−0.117***
	−0.183**

	
	(0.047)
	(0.060)
	(0.035)
	(0.061)

	Central American
	−0.176*
	−0.124**
	−0.095
	−0.049

	
	(0.072)
	(0.048)
	(0.058)
	(0.066)

	Anglo-Saxon
	−0.136*
	−0.107
	−0.130
	−0.091

	
	(0.065)
	(0.055)
	(0.068)
	(0.066)

	Nationalist Factor
	−0.027
	−0.026
	0.084
	0.012

	
	(0.076)
	(0.064)
	(0.067)
	(0.062)

	Civic Factor
	0.096**
	0.097**
	0.096
	0.091*

	
	(0.034)
	(0.029)
	(0.052)
	(0.044)

	Ethnic Factor
	−0.062
	0.025
	−0.018
	−0.057

	
	(0.039)
	(0.038)
	(0.037)
	(0.039)

	Female
	−0.128**
	−0.131**
	−0.101*
	−0.044

	
	(0.049)
	(0.042)
	(0.039)
	(0.045)

	Age
	−0.002
	−0.002
	−0.005*
	−0.001

	
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.001)

	Education
	0.026***
	0.023***
	0.019*
	0.004

	
	(0.006)
	(0.006)
	(0.008)
	(0.006)

	Income
	0.010
	0.007
	−0.006
	0.0004

	
	(0.014)
	(0.012)
	(0.013)
	(0.014)

	Urban
	0.028
	−0.065
	0.010
	0.081

	
	(0.084)
	(0.073)
	(0.093)
	(0.095)

	Asian × Nationalist
	0.042
	−0.105
	−0.059
	−0.024

	
	(0.059)
	(0.076)
	(0.072)
	(0.069)

	Central American × Nationalist
	0.001
	−0.092
	−0.057
	−0.104

	
	(0.067)
	(0.076)
	(0.072)
	(0.066)

	Anglo-Saxon × Nationalist
	0.017
	−0.057
	0.006
	0.052

	
	(0.068)
	(0.064)
	(0.071)
	(0.080)

	N
	1,701
	1,719
	1,688
	1,691

	R2
	0.134
	0.130
	0.107
	0.082

	

	*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

	State-Level fixed effects included.

	State-level clustered standard errors in parentheses.




	
Alternative Hypotheses
We showed that besides attitudes towards immigrants of different ethnic backgrounds, the constitutive norms of Mexicanness shape attitudes towards important immigration policies. These immigration policies are fundamental from the perspective of immigrants’ full access to social and political rights. To reiterate, our empirical analysis revealed that (1) unconditionally, exposure to the Asian phenotype is a consistent predictor of less support for immigrant integration policies; (2) unconditionally, endorsement of civic norms predicts more support for integration rights; (3) conditional on the Asian treatment, however, an endorsement of civic norms dampens support for integration policies even further; and (4) these findings are consistent when natives are asked specifically about one policy: family reunification. We claim that these findings are best explained when they are analyzed in the light of the Mexican process of national identity construction.
To give further validity to the centrality of the content of Mexican identity in shaping views about foreigners’ socio-political rights, we explore several other individual and contextual factors that may equally shape attitudes towards those policies. Among the individual factors, besides basic sociodemographic features, we control for sociotropic concerns about the state of the economy, often found to be more relevant in shaping attitudes toward immigration than egocentric ones (perceptions about the individual economy) (Table B14) (Citrin et al. 1997; Hainmueller and Hopkins 2014). Sociotropic concerns have no significant relationship with support for migrant rights, and the interaction of this factor with the experimental treatments yields null results. We also examine the occupation of the respondent. Fears of labor market competition (for jobs and downward pressure on salaries) may be more evident among those natives working in the commercial sector, where the Chinese community has historically been well represented and continues to be so today. To test for this version of labor market competition as a driver of anti-immigrant sentiment, we interact the treatment with a dummy variable that measures whether the respondent or someone in their household works in the commercial sector. We do not find evidence that labor market competition has an independent effect or an interaction effect with the race treatments on support for migrant rights (Table B15). In Table B16, we control for political ideology, expecting that supporters of the Mexican left will be more willing to be in favor of redistributive policies that promote immigrant integration. Therefore, we expect those who identify with the left to support policies that facilitate the socio-political inclusion of migrants. We find that a leftist ideology is not associated with more support for migrant rights. Finally, we control for whether the respondent has first-hand contact with immigrants, a factor that has been found to reduce resentment towards immigrants (Ceobanu and Escandell 2010; Homola and Tavits 2018). Table B17 shows that contact with migrants is associated with greater support for migrant rights. However, this does not significantly increase support for rights when it comes to foreigners of Asian phenotype.
We also consider contextual factors. Given the historical presence of Asian communities in northern and the southern states of Mexico, we control for respondents’ location. Lower support for migrant rights under the Asian treatment continues to be robust to controlling for region in Mexico (Table B18). Finally, we cannot ignore recent geopolitical developments. The Chinese state has embarked on an aggressive commercial and investment policy in various regions and countries of the Global South. In the case of Latin America, this presence challenges the historical economic and political influence of the United States in the region, particularly in the case of Mexico.
Domestically, this commercial and financial diplomacy is frequently regarded with ambivalence, and a nationalist rhetoric attempting to revive old fears of economic invasion and unfair competition continues to be employed by economic elites and elected officials. While this new Chinese presence in Mexico is considered to be moderate and a partial success in comparison to other countries in the region (Cornejo, Haro Navejas, and León-Manríquez 2013; Armony and Velásquez 2015; Cornejo 2019; Liang 2019), the use of inflamed clichés with a resemblance to those of the past suggests that the “yellow hydra” rhetoric portraying the Chinese as wanting to monopolize “national” sectors and products is still present (Lutz and Padilla 2012, 188). 
To control for fears that greater economic presence may put economic sovereignty at risk, we control for the percent change of Chinese foreign direct investment (FDI) at the state level. Table B19 presents the interaction results between the Asian treatment and change in Chinese FDI from 1999 to 2016. The Asian survey treatment remains negative and statistically significant across the four policies. The interaction effect between the Asian treatment and Chinese FDI, however, yields a positive and statistically significant coefficient, indicating that far from raising nationalist concerns, Chinese FDI increases support for granting socio-political rights to Asian foreigners. However, a closer scrutiny reveals that outliers influence this result. The states of Jalisco (23.9%) and Durango (19.8%) witnessed the highest increase in Chinese FDI in the period under study. The next highest increases in FDI are in Mexico City (6.7%) and Chihuahua (4.5%); but the majority of states did not receive Chinese FDI. In any case, it is surely worth exploring whether and why Chinese FDI may shift natives’ sentiment away from mass public resentment against Chinese foreigners.


Table B14. Interaction between Treatment and National (retrospective) Economic Evaluation 

	
	Family
	Education
	Organize
	Voting

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	Intercept
	0.005
	0.183
	0.573***
	0.195

	
	(0.149)
	(0.149)
	(0.159)
	(0.144)

	Asian
	−0.225**
	−0.084
	−0.117
	−0.132

	
	(0.071)
	(0.081)
	(0.080)
	(0.090)

	Central American
	−0.148
	−0.090
	−0.135*
	−0.048

	
	(0.081)
	(0.067)
	(0.060)
	(0.086)

	Anglo-Saxon
	−0.132
	−0.052
	−0.161*
	−0.071

	
	(0.082)
	(0.083)
	(0.073)
	(0.100)

	National Economic Evaluation
	0.069
	0.035
	−0.165
	0.011

	
	(0.090)
	(0.085)
	(0.111)
	(0.120)

	Nationalist Factor
	−0.013
	−0.081*
	0.065
	−0.003

	
	(0.058)
	(0.033)
	(0.052)
	(0.038)

	Civic Factor
	0.094**
	0.094**
	0.093
	0.085

	
	(0.034)
	(0.029)
	(0.053)
	(0.045)

	Ethnic Factor
	−0.063
	0.025
	−0.017
	−0.058

	
	(0.039)
	(0.038)
	(0.038)
	(0.039)

	Female
	−0.131*
	−0.129**
	−0.109**
	−0.048

	
	(0.051)
	(0.043)
	(0.039)
	(0.045)

	Age
	−0.002
	−0.002
	−0.005*
	−0.001

	
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.001)

	Education
	0.025***
	0.023***
	0.019*
	0.004

	
	(0.006)
	(0.006)
	(0.008)
	(0.006)

	Income
	0.011
	0.007
	−0.006
	−0.0001

	
	(0.014)
	(0.013)
	(0.014)
	(0.014)

	Urban
	0.034
	−0.062
	0.002
	0.083

	
	(0.084)
	(0.073)
	(0.092)
	(0.094)

	Asian × Economic Evaluation
	0.002
	−0.154
	−0.022
	−0.156

	
	(0.148)
	(0.140)
	(0.199)
	(0.180)

	Central American × Economic Evaluation
	−0.049
	−0.060
	0.141
	0.039

	
	(0.136)
	(0.169)
	(0.178)
	(0.197)

	Anglo-Saxon × Economic Evaluation
	0.024
	−0.171
	0.099
	−0.021

	
	(0.149)
	(0.157)
	(0.179)
	(0.220)

	N
	1,686
	1,704
	1,674
	1,676

	R2
	0.134
	0.128
	0.110
	0.081

	

	*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

	State-Level fixed effects included.

	State-level clustered standard errors in parentheses.



Table B15. Interaction between Treatment and Working in the Commercial Sector
	
	Family
	Education
	Organize
	Voting

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	Intercept
	0.003
	0.260
	0.499**
	0.131

	
	(0.146)
	(0.138)
	(0.174)
	(0.132)

	Asian
	−0.231***
	−0.178**
	−0.101
	−0.109

	
	(0.056)
	(0.067)
	(0.052)
	(0.063)

	Central American
	−0.157
	−0.159*
	−0.049
	−0.061

	
	(0.083)
	(0.065)
	(0.064)
	(0.085)

	Anglo-Saxon
	−0.105
	−0.177*
	−0.097
	−0.060

	
	(0.089)
	(0.074)
	(0.091)
	(0.080)

	Commerce
	0.068
	−0.096
	0.090
	0.058

	
	(0.095)
	(0.096)
	(0.081)
	(0.102)

	Nationalist Factor
	−0.008
	−0.088**
	0.064
	−0.011

	
	(0.058)
	(0.033)
	(0.052)
	(0.037)

	Civic Factor
	0.093**
	0.096**
	0.093
	0.084

	
	(0.032)
	(0.030)
	(0.053)
	(0.046)

	Ethnic Factor
	−0.060
	0.026
	−0.022
	−0.056

	
	(0.038)
	(0.037)
	(0.038)
	(0.040)

	Female
	−0.129**
	−0.133**
	−0.105**
	−0.043

	
	(0.049)
	(0.042)
	(0.040)
	(0.044)

	Age
	−0.002
	−0.002
	−0.005*
	−0.001

	
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.001)

	Education
	0.027***
	0.023***
	0.020*
	0.005

	
	(0.007)
	(0.006)
	(0.009)
	(0.006)

	Income
	0.009
	0.005
	−0.008
	−0.002

	
	(0.014)
	(0.012)
	(0.013)
	(0.014)

	Urban
	0.025
	−0.063
	0.013
	0.072

	
	(0.080)
	(0.069)
	(0.094)
	(0.094)

	Asian × Commerce
	−0.040
	0.123
	−0.035
	−0.262

	
	(0.152)
	(0.128)
	(0.150)
	(0.138)

	Central American × Commerce
	−0.055
	0.131
	−0.166
	0.097

	
	(0.164)
	(0.137)
	(0.140)
	(0.152)

	Anglo-Saxon × Commerce
	−0.115
	0.240
	−0.102
	−0.054

	
	(0.153)
	(0.165)
	(0.161)
	(0.130)

	N
	1,665
	1,682
	1,651
	1,654

	R2
	0.135
	0.131
	0.108
	0.082

	

	*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

	State-Level fixed effects included.

	State-level clustered standard errors in parentheses.


Table B16. Controlling for Ideology
	
	Family
	Education
	Organize
	Voting

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	Intercept
	0.007
	0.267
	0.439**
	0.208

	
	(0.172)
	(0.174)
	(0.151)
	(0.113)

	Asian
	−0.242***
	−0.164**
	−0.142*
	−0.150

	
	(0.050)
	(0.061)
	(0.059)
	(0.081)

	Central American
	−0.191*
	−0.169**
	−0.113
	−0.042

	
	(0.091)
	(0.062)
	(0.069)
	(0.095)

	Anglo-Saxon
	−0.127
	−0.125
	−0.160*
	−0.069

	
	(0.069)
	(0.064)
	(0.080)
	(0.082)

	Ideology
	0.013
	−0.007
	−0.013
	0.030

	
	(0.044)
	(0.037)
	(0.042)
	(0.035)

	Nationalist Factor
	0.049
	−0.047
	0.084
	0.051

	
	(0.058)
	(0.035)
	(0.051)
	(0.039)

	Civic Factor
	0.092*
	0.079*
	0.107
	0.081

	
	(0.038)
	(0.031)
	(0.059)
	(0.048)

	Ethnic Factor
	−0.095*
	0.005
	−0.026
	−0.044

	
	(0.045)
	(0.045)
	(0.046)
	(0.045)

	Female
	−0.129*
	−0.133*
	−0.060
	−0.058

	
	(0.063)
	(0.056)
	(0.046)
	(0.049)

	Age
	−0.002
	−0.003
	−0.004
	−0.001

	
	(0.002)
	(0.003)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)

	Education
	0.027***
	0.017*
	0.016*
	0.002

	
	(0.007)
	(0.007)
	(0.007)
	(0.007)

	Income
	0.012
	0.018
	0.002
	0.005

	
	(0.014)
	(0.012)
	(0.013)
	(0.012)

	Urban
	0.079
	−0.029
	0.062
	0.053

	
	(0.082)
	(0.068)
	(0.091)
	(0.086)

	N
	1,308
	1,319
	1,304
	1,305

	R2
	0.154
	0.140
	0.132
	0.104

	

	*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

	State-Level fixed effects included.

	State-level clustered standard errors in parentheses.

	Ideology was measured on a 0 (left) to 10 (right) point scale.

	Ideology is standardized in these regression models.





Table B17. Interaction between Treatment and Contact with Migrants
	
	Family
	Education
	Organize
	Voting

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	Intercept
	−0.055
	0.142
	0.369**
	0.192

	
	(0.136)
	(0.130)
	(0.141)
	(0.120)

	Asian
	−0.233***
	−0.134*
	−0.089*
	−0.191**

	
	(0.054)
	(0.066)
	(0.045)
	(0.066)

	Central American
	−0.223***
	−0.118**
	−0.089
	−0.091

	
	(0.066)
	(0.045)
	(0.057)
	(0.074)

	Anglo-Saxon
	−0.117*
	−0.111
	−0.082
	−0.083

	
	(0.058)
	(0.058)
	(0.084)
	(0.083)

	Contact
	0.296***
	0.281**
	0.432***
	0.160*

	
	(0.084)
	(0.105)
	(0.110)
	(0.080)

	Nationalist Factor
	−0.002
	−0.081*
	0.067
	0.0005

	
	(0.058)
	(0.033)
	(0.049)
	(0.037)

	Civic Factor
	0.095**
	0.097***
	0.097
	0.087*

	
	(0.033)
	(0.027)
	(0.051)
	(0.044)

	Ethnic Factor
	−0.067
	0.022
	−0.022
	−0.056

	
	(0.038)
	(0.036)
	(0.034)
	(0.040)

	Female
	−0.118*
	−0.115**
	−0.082*
	−0.043

	
	(0.049)
	(0.043)
	(0.040)
	(0.044)

	Age
	−0.002
	−0.002
	−0.004*
	−0.001

	
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.001)

	Education
	0.021**
	0.018**
	0.014
	−0.001

	
	(0.006)
	(0.007)
	(0.008)
	(0.007)

	Income
	0.009
	0.005
	−0.008
	−0.002

	
	(0.014)
	(0.012)
	(0.013)
	(0.013)

	Urban
	0.021
	−0.071
	−0.0004
	0.075

	
	(0.084)
	(0.074)
	(0.097)
	(0.093)

	Asian × Contact
	0.076
	0.041
	−0.104
	0.094

	
	(0.139)
	(0.135)
	(0.160)
	(0.104)

	Central American × Contact
	0.257*
	−0.032
	−0.031
	0.233

	
	(0.100)
	(0.135)
	(0.147)
	(0.139)

	Anglo-Saxon × Contact
	−0.133
	−0.031
	−0.265
	0.003

	
	(0.145)
	(0.130)
	(0.159)
	(0.137)

	N
	1,692
	1,710
	1,679
	1,682

	R2
	0.154
	0.141
	0.125
	0.090

	

	*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001, State-level fixed effects included.

	State-level clustered standard errors in parentheses.




Table B18. Controlling for Region
	
	Family
	Education
	Organize
	Voting

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	Intercept
	0.031
	0.224
	0.517**
	0.212

	
	(0.150)
	(0.144)
	(0.164)
	(0.130)

	Asian
	−0.232***
	−0.138*
	−0.120***
	−0.184**

	
	(0.046)
	(0.058)
	(0.036)
	(0.061)

	Central American
	−0.177*
	−0.125**
	−0.097
	−0.050

	
	(0.072)
	(0.048)
	(0.057)
	(0.066)

	Anglo-Saxon
	−0.137*
	−0.107
	−0.129
	−0.086

	
	(0.065)
	(0.056)
	(0.067)
	(0.069)

	North Region
	0.441***
	−0.238***
	0.279***
	−0.069

	
	(0.071)
	(0.054)
	(0.059)
	(0.042)

	South Region
	0.131***
	0.119***
	−0.055*
	−0.060*

	
	(0.026)
	(0.023)
	(0.027)
	(0.027)

	Nationalist Factor
	−0.010
	−0.089**
	0.059
	−0.006

	
	(0.058)
	(0.033)
	(0.052)
	(0.036)

	Civic Factor
	0.095**
	0.097***
	0.095
	0.089*

	
	(0.033)
	(0.029)
	(0.052)
	(0.044)

	Ethnic Factor
	−0.061
	0.024
	−0.018
	−0.058

	
	(0.039)
	(0.038)
	(0.037)
	(0.039)

	Female
	−0.131**
	−0.128**
	−0.100*
	−0.040

	
	(0.049)
	(0.043)
	(0.040)
	(0.044)

	Age
	−0.002
	−0.002
	−0.005*
	−0.001

	
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.001)

	Education
	0.026***
	0.023***
	0.019*
	0.004

	
	(0.006)
	(0.006)
	(0.008)
	(0.006)

	Income
	0.010
	0.006
	−0.006
	−0.001

	
	(0.014)
	(0.013)
	(0.013)
	(0.014)

	Urban
	0.030
	−0.065
	0.009
	0.077

	
	(0.084)
	(0.073)
	(0.093)
	(0.095)

	N
	1,701
	1,719
	1,688
	1,691

	R2
	0.134
	0.129
	0.107
	0.079

	

	*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

	State-Level fixed effects included.

	State-level clustered standard errors in parentheses.

	The Central Region is the reference level for the region variable.

	



Table B19. Interaction with Chinese FDI


	
	Family
	Education
	Organize
	Voting

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	Intercept
	0.048
	0.236
	0.527**
	0.215

	
	(0.152)
	(0.143)
	(0.165)
	(0.133)

	Asian
	−0.253***
	−0.154*
	−0.134***
	−0.188**

	
	(0.048)
	(0.062)
	(0.040)
	(0.070)

	Central American
	−0.199*
	−0.142**
	−0.101
	−0.052

	
	(0.079)
	(0.048)
	(0.063)
	(0.075)

	Anglo-Saxon
	−0.162*
	−0.098
	−0.154*
	−0.084

	
	(0.067)
	(0.052)
	(0.070)
	(0.074)

	China FDI
	−1.414***
	−0.664***
	0.524***
	0.156

	
	(0.112)
	(0.094)
	(0.099)
	(0.090)

	Nationalist Factor
	−0.013
	−0.089**
	0.058
	−0.006

	
	(0.059)
	(0.033)
	(0.052)
	(0.036)

	Civic Factor
	0.096**
	0.097***
	0.096
	0.089*

	
	(0.033)
	(0.029)
	(0.053)
	(0.044)

	Ethnic Factor
	−0.062
	0.024
	−0.020
	−0.058

	
	(0.039)
	(0.039)
	(0.037)
	(0.039)

	Female
	−0.128*
	−0.131**
	−0.100*
	−0.041

	
	(0.051)
	(0.044)
	(0.040)
	(0.045)

	Age
	−0.002
	−0.002
	−0.005*
	−0.001

	
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.001)

	Education
	0.026***
	0.022***
	0.019*
	0.004

	
	(0.007)
	(0.006)
	(0.008)
	(0.006)

	Income
	0.009
	0.006
	−0.007
	−0.001

	
	(0.014)
	(0.012)
	(0.014)
	(0.014)

	Urban
	0.029
	−0.064
	0.009
	0.077

	
	(0.084)
	(0.073)
	(0.093)
	(0.095)

	Asian × China FDI
	0.011**
	0.009*
	0.007
	0.002

	
	(0.004)
	(0.004)
	(0.004)
	(0.007)

	Central American × China FDI
	0.012
	0.009*
	0.002
	0.001

	
	(0.008)
	(0.004)
	(0.004)
	(0.006)

	Anglo-Saxon × China FDI
	0.012
	−0.004
	0.011
	−0.001

	
	(0.011)
	(0.011)
	(0.009)
	(0.009)

	N
	1,701
	1,719
	1,688
	1,691

	R2
	0.135
	0.130
	0.107
	0.079

	

	*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001

	State-Level fixed effects included.

	State-level clustered standard errors in parentheses.

	China FDI is measured as a percent change from 1999 to 2016.





	Table B20. Interaction with Chinese FDI (Excluding Outliers)
	Family
	Education
	Organize
	Voting	Comment by CE: AQ: Is ‘Family Education Organize Voting’ part of the caption or part of the table? Please clarify.

	
	(1)
	(2)
	(3)
	(4)

	Intercept
	0.015
	0.258
	0.492**
	0.226

	
	(0.164)
	(0.158)
	(0.179)
	(0.141)

	Asian
	−0.249***
	−0.153*
	−0.131***
	−0.185**

	
	(0.049)
	(0.060)
	(0.037)
	(0.060)

	Central American
	−0.199**
	−0.144**
	−0.103
	−0.053

	
	(0.072)
	(0.046)
	(0.063)
	(0.070)

	Anglo-Saxon
	−0.174**
	−0.111*
	−0.163*
	−0.093

	
	(0.055)
	(0.048)
	(0.068)
	(0.075)

	China FDI
	−1.501***
	−0.725***
	0.464***
	0.147

	
	(0.108)
	(0.093)
	(0.101)
	(0.102)

	Nationalist Factor
	−0.028
	−0.109***
	0.039
	−0.016

	
	(0.062)
	(0.030)
	(0.054)
	(0.038)

	Civic Factor
	0.090**
	0.112***
	0.085
	0.090*

	
	(0.035)
	(0.024)
	(0.054)
	(0.046)

	Ethnic Factor
	−0.068
	0.007
	−0.027
	−0.064

	
	(0.041)
	(0.037)
	(0.040)
	(0.042)

	Female
	−0.099*
	−0.119**
	−0.078
	−0.027

	
	(0.047)
	(0.046)
	(0.041)
	(0.045)

	Age
	−0.002
	−0.002
	−0.005*
	−0.002

	
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.002)
	(0.001)

	Education
	0.030***
	0.023***
	0.019*
	0.003

	
	(0.006)
	(0.007)
	(0.009)
	(0.006)

	Income
	0.003
	0.002
	−0.006
	−0.0005

	
	(0.015)
	(0.014)
	(0.015)
	(0.016)

	Urban
	0.034
	−0.056
	0.026
	0.082

	
	(0.090)
	(0.077)
	(0.097)
	(0.100)

	Asian × China FDI
	0.003
	−0.009
	−0.009
	−0.037

	
	(0.007)
	(0.016)
	(0.015)
	(0.025)

	Central American × China FDI
	0.035
	0.023
	−0.001
	−0.024

	
	(0.035)
	(0.023)
	(0.018)
	(0.029)

	Anglo-Saxon × China FDI
	0.064***
	0.044***
	0.038***
	0.018

	
	(0.014)
	(0.012)
	(0.009)
	(0.017)

	N
	1,579
	1,594
	1,564
	1,566

	R2
	0.141
	0.137
	0.103
	0.078

	

	*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001, State-Level fixed effects included.

	State-level clustered standard errors in parentheses.

	China FDI is measured as a percent change from 1999 to 2016.
Removes the outlier states of Chinese FDI: Jalisco (23.9%) and Durango (19.8%).
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