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Abstract

The authors study the effects of state repression on political behavior. Applying a
within-family research design to a unique administrative dataset of refugees fleeing
former Soviet Bloc countries, they examine the impact of having lived longer in the
Soviet Bloc on political behavior once in the United States. Siblings who lived longer
in Soviet Bloc countries are significantly more likely to vote in U.S. elections and to
affiliate with the Republican Party. The authors document evidence of a backlash
against repression mechanism and find supportive evidence for their conclusions in
Israel, one of the other major recipients of this refugee population.



Acknowledgements

The authors want to thank the Hoover Institution’s Economic Policy Working Group,
Political Science faculty at the University of Rochester, attendees of the Yale
American Politics and Policy Workshop, the American Politics Speaker Series at
Columbia University, the Research Workshop in American Politics at UC Berkeley, as
well as Anna Wilke, Michael Olson, Christopher Lucas, Alexander Lee, Will Nomikos,
Kevin Clarke, David Romney, Sherly Postnikov at HIAS, and Melanie Meyers at AJHS
for their thoughtful comments, suggestions, and assistance. They are also grateful to
Gopalakrishnan Mannappan for his help converting archival records into analyzable
data.



For those lucky enough to survive, living through episodes of mass state repression can have
profound impacts on political behavior. A growing literature in political economy has begun
to document these impacts, providing evidence of contemporary political consequences for re-
pression, deportation and famine under Stalin (Lupu and Peisakhin, 2017; Rozenas, Schutte and
Zhukov, 2017; Zhukov and Talibova, 2018; Rozenas and Zhukov, 2019), German military occu-
pation in Greece during World War IT (WWII) (Fouka and Voth, 2023), the deportation and mass
murder of Jews living under Soviet rule during the Holocaust (Acemoglu, Hassan and Robinson,
2011), the Khmer Rouge genocide in Cambodia (Bithler and Madestam, 2023), and the intern-
ment of Japanese Americans in the United States (US) during WWII (Komisarchik, Sen and Velez,
2022). Broadly, this research suggests that extreme, devastating state interventions in the lives
of civilians have a demobilizing impact that may last for generations. Public trust, turnout, and
other measures of political participation tend to be lower in the most severely affected places.
Predictably, surviving victims of state violence and repression also harbor hostility toward the
perpetrating regimes and pass these sentiments down to their descendants.

This vein of research has provided valuable insight into the persistent effects of state violence
and repression, but its focus has thus far centered largely on affected places and the people who
remained in them after a particular episode of state repression drew to a close. Yet for millions
across the globe, repression is a powerful impetus to leave—even if the risks associated with
emigration are enormous. Members of targeted minority groups, in particular, may flee in the
face of systematic threats of violence or deprivation. For instance, almost 90% of the Jewish
population under Soviet rule that had survived the Holodomor famine in Ukraine (1932-1933),
arrest and execution under Stalin’s Terror (1936-1938), imprisonment in gulags (1936-1953), and
mass murder during the Holocaust (1933-1945) ultimately emigrated out of the Former Soviet
Union (FSU)' after 1970 (Tolts, 2019). While an extensive body of research has suggested state
repression imbues groups with deep, collective memories and affects the way members perceive
one another, society, and the state (Dessi, 2008; Nunn and Wantchekon, 2011; Superti and Gidron,
2021; Buihler and Madestam, 2023; Fouka and Voth, 2023), researchers almost never get a chance to

track the individuals who leave repressive states in order to evaluate state repression’s diasporic
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political consequences.

In this paper, we use a novel data source to provide a first look at how living under a repres-
sive, authoritarian communist regime affects political participation and party affiliation for immi-
grants who come to the US. We rely on records of refugees resettled in the US with help from the
Hebrew Immigrant Aid Society (HIAS), a nonprofit organization that has provided humanitarian
aid and assistance to refugees entering the US since 1881. HIAS was originally founded to help
Jews fleeing discrimination and violence throughout tsarist Russia. The clients they serve con-
sist primarily of people leaving countries in the FSU. These countries—along with several other
Soviet Bloc? states from which HIAS-assisted refugees fled to the US—were all under communist
authoritarian rule throughout most of our observation period and all targeted the members of
their Jewish populations with violence, imprisonment, and restrictions on education, employ-
ment, Communist Party membership, residence permits, worship, speech, and other aspects of
civic life well into the 1990s. Our data, made available by the American Jewish Historical Soci-
ety (AJHS), consists of more than 600,000 records of immigrants resettled in the United States
between the 1950s and 2016, making it one of the largest sources of information on immigrants
ever used in studies of migration.

Crucially, this data set identifies individuals, family connections, dates of birth, countries of
origin, and dates of emigration, which allows us to address the question of how living under a
repressive authoritarian regime pre-migration affects individual immigrants’ political lives in di-
aspora after they have resettled in a democratic regime where their personal and civil rights are
generally protected. Access to information beyond individuals’ self-reported immigration status
is very rare. While governments often keep even more extensive data on immigrants than reset-
tlement organizations do, these records are typically embargoed until long after these individuals
are deceased. For example, the US National Archives only makes available comparable records
100 years after an individual’s birth® and these are provided in hard copy. Under such rigid in-
formation constraints, social scientists have seldom been able to trace the migration process in
much detail.

We merge our extensive data on refugees who emigrated as children to commercially avail-

?In addition to the 15 states that constituted the FSU this includes Albania, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, East Ger-
many, Hungary, Poland, Romania, and Yugoslavia.
Shttps://www.archives.gov/research/immigration/aliens



able individual voter files to track the effects of coming of age under a repressive regime on voting
(conditional on registration) and party identification after migration. In contrast to the pattern of
demobilization documented in the literature surrounding the effects of state repression, we find
that children who spend more time living under a repressive regime are, on average, more likely
to participate in presidential and midterm elections and to register as Republicans in the US. Our
findings hold within our simplest within-family design, as well as within variations on this de-
sign that examine the possibly confounding role of family structures and eldest sibling effects;
variations that look cross-sectionally across families; and versions that look across different im-
migration cohorts affected by changing macroeconomic circumstances. Moreover, we establish
similar patterns for refugees from the FSU in a different national context (Israel) using data from
a large multi-election survey.

Our research design marks a notable advance for the literature, as it allows us to provide
evidence that the political behaviors we observe among refugees after resettlement are likely to be
a function of exposure to repression experienced prior to emigration rather than pre-immigration
partisanship, the immigration experience, or the assimilation process in the destination country.
While a number of studies done on Eastern European immigrant populations in Europe, Canada,
and Australia have pointed out their distinctively right-leaning partisan character and low levels
of expressed public trust (Wiist, 2000, 2004; Strijbis, 2014; McAllister and Makkai, 1991; Bird,
Saalfeld and Wiist, 2010), their findings are difficult to attribute to the effects of living under
repressive regimes for two reasons. Like most surveys of immigrant populations, these surveys
rely on mixed samples of people who emigrated as refugees fleeing repressive regimes and people
who emigrated for other reasons, like to reunite with a spouse or to start a new job. Both types
of immigrants may come from the same country in the same year, making it difficult to tell what
the result of having been repressed by the state might be. Additionally, surveys of immigrant
populations are snapshots of post-migration political attitudes and behavior, making it difficult
to rule out the possibility that any patterns we observe in immigrant preferences or behaviors
are themselves the factors that drove migration in the first place (Turcu and Urbatsch, 2022; Lim,
2022). Immigrants who support right-wing parties in their settlement country, for instance, may
have also been disposed to right-wing parties before migration.

Our research design guards against the possibility of this type of selection by (1) focusing



on children in immigrant families because children are not typically responsible for migration
decisions and (2) comparing the “doses” of exposure each sibling would have received to the
repressive regime they were born in, with the majority of other factors fixed. Consider, for ex-
ample, a family from Moscow with two children, aged ten and five upon emigration to the US
in 1992. At the moment of migration, these siblings will have received a five-year difference in
the levels of direct and indirect exposure to the FSU, with most other features of life constant
across children. On the US side, these children will have typically lived in the same household,
attended the same schools (though not necessarily exactly at the same time), done many of the
same activities, and shared in their parents’ economic fortunes. Most importantly, by 2024, both
siblings will have spent exactly the same 32 years living in the US, making it considerably more
likely that differences in their political behavior result from different levels of exposure received
pre-migration. This focus on children within the same families allows us to hold fixed potential
confounding that might arise from genetics, family structure, and the migration experience itself
(e.g., Griliches (1979); Bohlmark (2008); Currie et al. (2010); Chetty and Hendren (2018)).

In the context of this study, we conceptualize treatment as being the subject of state repres-
sion. In the Soviet Union, Jews were required to carry identification documents with their na-
tionality listed as “Jew”, which facilitated rampant discrimination in employment and education,
while the state also suppressed Jewish religious, cultural, and communal life (Remennick, 2007).
The intensity of experiences of repression varied, of course, but in the Soviet Union Jews all
experienced some degree of repression at the hands of the state. We are mindful of reports of
similar political behaviors among refugees from Cuba, Venezuela, Vietnam, and other commu-
nist authoritarian countries (Collet, 2000; Takaki, 1989; Girard, Grenier and Gladwin, 2012; Wong
etal., 2011), which suggests that the treatment is more acutely exposure to communist repression.
While our design does not let us further disentangle which types of repression drive the effects
we observe, it does allow us to establish that the reason we observe these effects has more to do
with socialization in immigrants’ countries of origin rather than assimilation to their settlement
country environments or the tendency of individuals with political predisposition to choose to
migrate.

Our findings about political participation and political orientation speak to a persistent gap

in the immigrant socialization literature, and are broadly relevant to a variety of other litera-



tures on immigration, authoritarianism, and political behavior. We provide empirical evidence
on the long-term effects of authoritarian regimes on individual political behaviors, contributing
to the understanding of how different types of political systems influence citizens’ political en-
gagement and attitudes even after they leave those systems. We likewise add to the literature on
political socialization by demonstrating the enduring impact of early political experiences and
the role of personal and familial narratives in shaping political identity and behaviors in a new
democratic context. Finally, this study underscores the importance of understanding the diverse
backgrounds of participants in democratic societies, suggesting that experiences of repression
may motivate higher levels of political engagement, which is critical for the vitality of democra-
cies. These results help allay the fears voiced in Handlin (1951) and, to some extent, resurfacing
in more contemporary literature on immigration (see Just (2019) for an overview), where authors
voice normative concerns that immigrants socialized in undemocratic states might either shun

democratic participation or attempt to undermine democracy.

1 Jewish Refugees from the Former Soviet Bloc

In the late 1890s, Russian census data suggest that almost five million Jews lived in the Pale,
a strip of territory including Belorussia, Bessarabia, the Crimean Peninsula, Lithuania, all of
Russian-controlled Poland, and most of Ukraine, which remained home to most of the Jews in
Europe until their mass murder during World War II (Grosfeld, Rodnyansky and Zhuravskaya,
2013). Between 1881 and 1924, a large number of Jews fled Eastern Europe, with approximately
two million arriving in the US alone. In 1924, however, the US severely restricted immigration
with the Johnson-Reed Act, while the ruling Communist Party also drastically restricted emigra-
tion in the 1920s, closing borders under its control and investing heavily in border security to
restrict movement out (Gitelman, 1977). Jewish migration from Eastern Europe to the US slowed
to a trickle. Due to growing international pressure in the wake of the holocaust, the FSU be-
gan allowing limited Jewish emigration to Israel. The process of obtaining visas was initially
cumbersome and arbitrary, with applicants often risking dismissal from their work assignments
and retaliation by the government (Remennick, 2007). In 1973, the US passed the Jackson-Vanik

Amendment, which made permitting emigration a human rights issue and a condition for trade



agreements between the US and FSU. After some consternation, restrictions on emigration out
of the Soviet Union were lifted under Gorbachev beginning in 1986, when ethnic Germans were
permitted to return to west Germany and Jews were allowed to go to Israel or the US. Despite the
serious obstacles to emigrating, nearly 300,000 Jews left the FSU between 1970 and 1988, with a
slim majority heading to Israel (Tolts, 2019).

Jews who remained in the FSU in the second half of the 20th century were still widely subject
to official and unofficial discrimination, including restrictions on university entry, employment,
and membership of the Communist Party, along with a legacy of religious repression held over
from earlier Soviet regimes that had banned religious practice and destroyed spaces for public
worship (Altshuler, 1987). For instance, the requirement that Jews throughout the FSU register
with Jewish “nationality” on passports, medical records, and library cards - established under
Stalin’s rule in 1932 - remained in full force until 1997 (Remennick, 2007). Ironically, the liber-
alization of free expression rules under Gorbachev’s Perestroika heralded an increase in public
anti-semitic demonstrations (Gitelman, 1991), all prompting subsequent waves of emigration out
of the Soviet Union that would continue after the Soviet Union dissolved in 1991.

The exodus associated with the collapse of the Soviet Union is a particularly remarkable one
in its scale and near-completeness. Approximately 2.2 million Jews lived in the Soviet Union in
1970 - a population that fell to 1.5 million in 1989 and dwindled to just 248,000 by the beginning
of 2019 (Tolts, 2019). Of the approximately 1.6 million Jews born in the FSU who now live else-
where, an estimated 750,000 currently live in the US. This group constitutes approximately 10%
of the American Jewish population, but looks profoundly different politically. As we discuss in
the subsequent section, while the records we have obtained from HIAS go so far back as to in-
clude individuals born in the 1880s, the people we can confidently merge to contemporary voting
records belong largely to waves of immigrants leaving after 1985.

Given how late into its existence explicit restrictions on Jewish participation in public and
private life persisted in the FSU, nearly every HIAS-assisted refugee in our data will have been
a survivor of some form of political repression. The intensity of repression these refugees might
have experienced directly, however, likely varies with age. The oldest immigrants in our data are
likely to have been survivors of both the mass murder of approximately 3 million Jews under

Soviet rule during the Holocaust (Altshuler, 1987) and Stalin’s cleansing campaigns that arrested



and executed high-ranking Jewish Communist Party members as well as intellectual leaders and
dissidents both before and after World War II (Martin, 1998; Remennick, 2007). The youngest
immigrants in our data are less likely to have directly experienced formal restrictions on work
or education, but would have experienced formal restraints on religious and cultural practice,
while others may have witnessed anti-Semitic demonstrations or had uncomfortable experiences
in early educational settings. More indirect or second-hand experiences of repression would have
been ubiquitous.

Most of the historical immigration patterns we address in this section apply to the FSU specif-
ically, while the population in our data emigrated from the Soviet Bloc more broadly. We focus
our historical discussion on the FSU because the vast majority of emigrants in our data (84.6%)
emigrated out of this set of countries. It is worth pointing out, however, that the force we describe
as the main driver of emigration out of the FSU — being targeted by the state for persecution on
ethnic and religious grounds — was a similarly important driver of emigration across the Soviet
Bloc despite differences in specific policy approaches and regime survival lengths. Many regimes
in the Soviet Bloc (but outside the FSU) had very small surviving Jewish populations after the end
of WWII and generally did not restrict their immigration to Israel or other countries. Romania’s
government, for instance, did not oppose the mass migration of its surviving Jewish population
to Israel beginning virtually with Israel’s independence in 1948. Similarly, approximately one-
third of Hungary’s Jewish population emigrated to Israel between 1945 and 1949 — and emigra-
tion would continue through the Hungarian communist party’s collapse in 1989. Other regimes
forcibly drove out their surviving Jewish populations. Poland’s communist government forcibly
expelled over 15,000 Jews in 1968. While emigration was not restricted everywhere, Jews fled
countries throughout the Soviet Bloc en masse to escape significant episodes of ethnic targeting

by their ruling regimes (Tolts, 2019).

2 The Imprint of Repression

How might experiencing repression at the hands of a communist authoritarian state affect
the political lives of survivors who emigrate to democracies? The extant literature suggests a

“backlash effect” for victims who remain in affected areas: victims are more hostile to the per-



petrating regime and persistently less likely to express loyalty unless the regime can credibly
threaten them again (Rozenas and Zhukov, 2019). It is reasonable to suggest that this dynamic
holds for surviving victims who emigrate since emigration itself is a powerful rejection of the rul-
ing regime. Because emigration makes it exceedingly difficult for a repressive regime to credibly
threaten those who leave, the backlash effect has straightforward predictions for what emigrants
might do once they resettle in a democratic country: affiliate with parties they perceive to be
most unlike the ruling regime that persecuted them in terms of ideology or character.

As we discuss below, that is a view consistent with other studies of immigrants fleeing re-
pression under communist totalitarian regimes, press interviews with members of the refugee
population fleeing formerly communist states throughout the Soviet Bloc, and our own data.
The implications of this argument for post-migration political participation are less clear. Liv-
ing through episodes of severe repression by the state may so destroy victims’ sense of public
trust that they come to fear engagement with any state, but it might also motivate survivors to
participate more post-migration to fulfill pent up demand for political voice, cast votes against
parties similar to oppressive ones in their birth countries, or a number of other possible psycho-
logical mechanisms beyond the scope of this study. We map out theoretical implications for both

partisanship and participation in detail below.

2.1 Participation

In contemporary authoritarian states, either as a result of limited exposure to democracy or
due to messaging deployed by governments seeking to disparage democracy, residents might
have limited trust in the general public and skepticism of deliberative democratic institutions
themselves. In fact, several surveys across western democracies have suggested that immigrants
from authoritarian regimes are more likely to express skepticism of democracy or openness to
other forms of government (McAllister and Makkai, 1991; Bilodeau, McAllister and Kanji, 2010;
Bilodeau, 2014, 2016; Just, 2019). This certainly appears to be the case among immigrants from the
Soviet Bloc, who report low levels of public trust and faith in institutions (DiFranceisco and Gitel-
man, 1984; Rose, Mishler and Haerpfer, 1998; Holmes, 1997). Immigrants from Vietnam have also
expressed high levels of distrust in the government relative to members of other Asian-American

subgroups emigrating from less repressive regimes (Collet, 2000). Given the well-documented



positive correlation between political trust and turnout (see Kelly, Tilley and Oskarsson (2026)
for an overview), we might expect that immigrants with limited faith in political institutions
would participate less in the democratic process.

Researchers have pointed out that a lack of familiarity with voting may not be the issue, as
various left-wing authoritarian regimes have either allowed or encouraged some form of political
participation from citizens (Just, 2019). However, in authoritarian regimes political participation
is often compulsory and performative; citizens may be expected to join the governing party,
attend rallies and political events, take part in political debates, or even cast ballots — all without
any expectation of exerting real influence over government (DiFranceisco and Gitelman, 1984;
Kuran, 1991). The compulsory nature of political participation across authoritarian regimes, along
with the fact that this participation rarely produces responsive government, might lead us to think
that citizens who lived under these systems might be reluctant to engage in the political process.

Taken together, pre-migration distrust in public political institutions, aversion to engagement
with the state after being forced to do it ceremonially, or outright oppression at the hands of
the state might all suggest that authoritarian regimes politically demobilize their citizens (Just,
2019). That is likely to represent at least a portion of the direct effect that living under such
regimes has on immigrants and non-immigrants alike. However, it remains important to account
for the theoretical implications of both selection and socialization. It is possible that those who
leave authoritarian regimes are precisely those people with the greatest desire to participate in
the democratic process. Accordingly, immigrants who obtain citizenship in new countries may
actually be more likely to participate in elections despite the disincentives to do this in their
countries of origin.

It is similarly possible that, despite a learned reluctance to engage in politics in their countries
of birth, immigrants might think of the US, Canada, Australia, Israel, or other mature democra-
cies as places where political participation is fruitful and welcome any encouragement that they
receive to obtain citizenship and engage in politics upon arrival. In other words, conditional on
knowing that they might be settling in a democratic country, immigrants may adopt positive
views of the democratic process. There is some evidence that this might be the case: Acemoglu
et al. (2021) find that immigrants who spend long periods in well-functioning democracies ex-

press support for democratic institutions. Similarly, scholars of migration to the US during the



late 19" and early 20" centuries have pointed out that immigrants (including Eastern Euro-
pean immigrants) hailing from undemocratic regimes were often aggressively and successfully
recruited into Democratic Party politics, particularly in large urban centers (Dahl, 1961).

These countervailing forces may help explain why empirical findings attempting to relate po-
litical participation to country of birth among immigrants to Western democracies are so mixed.
There appears to be no clear empirical relationship between turnout and country of origin for
immigrants to Canada (White, 2017) or Australia (Bilodeau, McAllister and Kanji, 2010). Using
surveys of first generation immigrants to the US spanning 1994-2000, Ramakrishnan (2005) finds
that the relationship between coming of age in a repressive regime and turnout varies by eth-
nicity, changing signs from negative for white and non-Cuban LatinX immigrants to positive for
Asian immigrants. Earlier studies of Cuban immigrants to the US have suggested higher rates of
political participation relative to immigrants from other LatinX subgroups who were not fleeing
repressive regimes (Portes and Mozo, 1985; Arvizu and Garcia, 1996).

We will show evidence that, for the population we study, longer periods of exposure to left-
wing authoritarian regimes increase the likelihood of political participation. It is worth pointing
out one important caveat in the context of theoretical predictions. As we discuss in Appendix B,
our data constrain us to look at people who turn out conditional on having registered to vote.
We will not be able to address the question of whether or not living under authoritarian regimes
makes people more or less likely to register to vote. The possibility that coming of age under
authoritarianism is broadly demobilizing in the sense that smaller proportions of immigrants
coming from authoritarian countries register relative to native-born people or other immigrants

remains open for future research.

2.2 Party Affiliation

In the post-World War II world, most of the regimes that have engaged in mass political re-
pression have been communist authoritarian regimes (Davenport, 2007). Immigrants hailing from
left-wing authoritarian regimes across continents, religions, races, and ethnicities have tended to
affiliate with right-wing parties over left-wing parties — at least at much higher rates than im-
migrants coming from other regime types. Scholars working in the comparative literature have

observed that this backlash against left-wing authoritarian governments is affective more than it
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is ideological. Pervasive public anti-communism in communist, authoritarian regimes is rooted in
opposition to party control over civic, political, and economic life; disappointment at the depriva-
tion and economic inefficiency introduced by central planning; and anger over violent repression
at the hands of the state (Kuran, 1991; Darden and Grzymala-Busse, 2006; Just, 2019). Sentiments
like these abound in popular press accounts from Eastern European-Jewish refugees to the US,
who are heavily represented in our data. “They have experienced socialism and communism in
a totalitarian regime,” the director of Russian-Jewish Community Affairs at the American Jewish
Committee explained to The Atlantic; “anything that remotely resembles that, they hate it, they
despise it” (Khazan, 2016). In explaining his own shift toward Donald Trump and the political
right, Google co-founder Sergey Brin told the New York Times “I fled socialism with my family
in 1979 and know the devastating, oppressive society it created in the Soviet Union. I don’t want
California to end up in the same place” (Schleifer and Conger, 2026). Immigrants from the Soviet
Bloc are not alone. Examples of similarly fervent anti-communism appear in studies of immi-
grants from China, Vietnam, and Cuba (Takaki, 1989; Girard, Grenier and Gladwin, 2012; Wong
et al,, 2011).

An abundance of descriptive survey evidence points to the possibility that reflexive rejection
of communist authoritarian parties helps guide political orientation for immigrants fleeing these
regimes. Many studies have documented the tendency for immigrants from left-wing author-
itarian regimes to identify with right-wing parties in democratic countries - even when those
parties are anti-immigrant (Spies et al., 2023). Studies have shown this is the case among Eastern
European immigrants to Germany (Wiist, 2000, 2004), Switzerland (Strijbis, 2014), and Australia
(McAllister and Makkai, 1991), as well as Romanian immigrants to Spain (Bird, Saalfeld and Wiist,
2010). Several studies have pointed out similar trends among Vietnamese and Cuban immigrants
to the US (Cain, Kiewiet and Uhlaner, 1991; Hill and Moreno, 1996; Alvarez and Bedolla, 2003;
Lien, Conway and Wong, 2004; Hajnal and Lee, 2006).

There is evidence for this in the US voting behavior of refugees from the Soviet Bloc as well.
Some of the most extensive existing surveys of the Russian-speaking Jewish immigrant popula-
tion suggested that 60-70% would support Donald Trump in the 2016 general election (Khazan,
2016). In fact, Donald Trump ultimately won 84% of the Republican primary vote in Brooklyn’s

Brighton Beach neighborhood, historically an enclave for Russian-speaking immigrants (Bagri,
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2016). Even before Trump, Russian-speaking Jewish immigrants reported casting predominantly
Republican ballots in the 2004, 2008, and 2012 presidential elections (Bagri, 2016).

For immigrants from the Soviet Bloc, this is more likely to be evidence of a backlash effect
against a persecuting regime than a case where immigrants are directly mapping pre-migration
political ideologies to new political circumstances. Unlike refugees from Castro’s Cuba, who
were right-wing partisans prior to migration and largely retain right-of-center party affiliations
after migration to the US (Portes and Mozo, 1985), Jews in the FSU were prominent supporters
of a communist ruling state and were over-represented in the highest ranks of the Communist
Party until Stalin’s regime launched systematic cleansing campaigns of the Party’s ranks and the
country’s intellectual centers to remove them (Martin, 1998; Slezkine, 2004; Remennick, 2007).
While individual-level pre-migration surveys of this population are unavailable, qualitative and
historical evidence suggests it is unlikely that this group of refugees would have been right-wing

relative to others living in the FSU prior to migration.

3 Empirical Strategy and Results

3.1 Sample Characteristics

The American Jewish Historical Society provided on their website scanned index cards de-
scribing the identity of HIAS clients who immigrated prior to 1980 and also a digital database of
records created after 1980. We manually coded the scanned index cards and scraped the digital
records, yielding information on 635,964 individuals across 226,577 family case files. We merged
this database of HIAS clients to the L2 Voter file. Our matching process differed slightly depend-
ing on whether the client information originally came from paper or electronic records, since the
data available for matching also differed depending on the original format. Full details on our
merge process are available in Appendix B. In total, we confidently match 97,650 refugees from
the original HIAS data to L2’s voter files — an overall merge rate of 15.4%. The L2 data provides us
with additional information about these individuals, including gender, current state of residence,
voting history, party affiliation, and, for immigrants after 1980, current age, a covariate that we

can reasonably infer from information provided for immigrants before 1980.
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The 97,650 matched refugees include people who arrived in the US as children and people
who arrived in the US as adults. The main analysis we present below uses a subset of these
individuals. First, we restrict the sample of refugees we analyzed to people from Soviet Bloc*
countries. We do this because we want to look at the effects of targeted repression under a
series of ideologically similar regimes pursuing a relatively similar set of policies against their
Jewish minority populations in the period before the collapse of the Soviet Union. This allows us
to interpret any effects we observe as likely functions of the forms of repression these regimes
engaged in, rather than something else about national institutions, culture, or policy. While some
of the refugees in the HIAS data hailed from India, Mexico, Peru, Equador, Iraq, and many other
countries around the world, these countries were governed by fundamentally different regimes
that did not, as far as we are aware, engage in comprehensive programs of targeted repression
against their Jewish minority populations. Including refugees from these parts of the world would
make it more difficult to figure out what exactly drove any effects we observe.

In practice, however, this restriction has a relatively minimal impact on our analysis. The
reason for this is that, while refugees we matched from the HIAS data represent over 50 different
countries, the overwhelming majority of them came from former Soviet Bloc countries (pre- or
post- collapse). 84.7% of the refugees in the original HIAS data come from the former Soviet Bloc,
which is unsurprising given HIAS’s organizational mission. Fully 92.7% of the refugees we suc-
cessfully matched to the voter files similarly came from the Soviet Bloc. Thus, while we explicitly
restrict our main analysis to this 92.7%, in practice we prune very few matched observations. Fig-
ure 1 summarizes the top countries of origin for the refugees we do include in our main analysis;
most come from the former USSR (or Russia for those emigrating after 1991), Ukraine, Uzbekistan,
and Belarus.

Given our research design, the second important restriction we impose on our data is to limit
our analysis to refugees who arrived as children and came from families that had more than one

child. We define children as individuals who were younger than 21° at the time of immigration.

“Countries in the FSU are itemized earlier in the paper. In addition to these, the Soviet Bloc refers to Bosnia and
Herzegovina, Bulgaria, Czechoslovakia, Croatia, Hungary, Poland, Romania, and Yugoslavia. We include immigrants
who came from Soviet Bloc countries after the Soviet Bloc dissolved and the relevant communist regimes were top-
pled, so the sample includes people emigrating from Russia as well as the USSR, Croatia and Bosnia and Herzegovina
(formerly part of Yugoslavia), etc.

>We chose this threshold because it maximizes the amount of variation we could see in ages of immigration
throughout childhood, but still corresponds to an age at which a young person generally has not yet completed her
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Figure 1: Countries of Origin for Refugees Arriving as Children
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This allows us to do two things. First, the focus on people who arrived as children lets us weaken
selection effects. If we were worried that some latent characteristic drove both the decision to
emigrate and downstream political behavior, then it would be harder to interpret our effects as
responses to a repressive state’s behavior. In the worse case scenario, all of the parents who
chose emigration exhibit that latent characteristic — evidenced by their decisions to leave their
countries of birth. Yet, unless we think we are in the unlikely situation that this characteristic
is perfectly heritable, the children of these parents may not have that latent characteristic and
indeed neither drove the choice to emigrate that we observe in this data nor would necessarily
be the types to choose emigration in the future.

Second, this facilitates the within-family comparisons that allow us to look at outcomes for
siblings whose pre-migration, migration, and post-migration circumstances are largely similar,
but whose differing ages resulted in different levels of both direct exposure to targeted repression

from the states they lived in and indirect communication about that repression from parents or

college education and likely still lives with parents or other family members. However, as we show in Appendix F,
our results are not sensitive to this choice of threshold.
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other family members. Within-family comparisons between parents are technically possible, but
these are essentially perfectly confounded by gender. Similarly, comparisons between parents
and children in cases where parents have just one child are largely confounded by the difference
in within-family roles that these statuses imply. Still, we do look separately at levels of similarity
in political behavior between parents and children in Appendix H; results for adult arrivals look
markedly different for those who arrived as children.

In the complete HIAS data, the modal number of members associated with a case file is 2 —
usually a couple without children. The mean number of people per case file in the original data is
2.81 (see Appendix A for more detail). A minority of refugees in the data had children at all and
fewer still had more than one child. Figure 2 summarizes the distribution of children per family,
conditional on having children at all, at the time of immigration in our merged data. Thus, while
we successfully merged 28,441 refugees across 24,636 families who arrived in the US as children,

our analysis relies on the 7,265 children from families with more than one child.
Figure 2: Number of Children Per Case File Figure 3: Sibling Age Differences in Years
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Figure 3 summarizes the distribution of age differences between siblings in our merged data.
We interpret these age differences as the difference in doses of direct and indirect exposure to
state repression that each sibling would have received. More than half of children in our data

have siblings who are within 5 years of their own age, and about 85% have siblings who are
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within 10 years. Some gaps are much larger, and might occur in cases where cousins rather than
siblings appear in a case file together, which we know to be rare in the more detailed pre-1980
case files. Excluding siblings with larger age gaps from our analysis does not substantively affect
the results we will report below, as we show in Appendix D.

Figure 4 depicts the distribution of arrival ages for people who arrived as children and ap-
peared in the L2 data. While we have comparatively fewer people who arrived either as infants
or as young adults aged just under 21, the distribution is relatively uniform across ages in be-
tween. While this limits our ability to say much about outcomes for the very youngest, ample
observations across the rest of the age range make it unlikely that our results will be driven by a

paucity or overabundance of arrivals at a particular age.

Figure 4: Age At Arrival for Child Arrivals Matched to Voter Files
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Figure 5 summarizes the distribution of arrival years for our effective sample of people who
arrived as children and appeared in the L2 data. The vast majority of our sample of child arrivals
arrived in the US between 1986 and 2000. This is representative of the broader HIAS data, which
has a nearly identical pattern of arrival years (Appendix C). This distribution of arrival years also
has the advantage that it includes arrivals before and after the collapse of the Soviet Union in

1991. We show that our results are robust to refugees leaving in both periods in Appendix J.
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Figure 5: Years of Arrival for Child Arrivals Matched to Voter Files
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3.2 Voting Behavior

We are interested in understanding whether there is a relationship between age at arrival in
the US and an individual’s political engagement and preferences later in life. Numerous studies
have shown a causal relationship between exposure to a particular environment, especially in
childhood, and one’s income, health, and education, among other outcomes (Chetty and Hendren,
2018). We use our data to understand whether environment shapes political preferences and
behaviors.

We start by looking at the unconditional relationship between age at arrival and the prob-
ability of turning out in a presidential election (Figure 6) or a midterm election (Figure 7). To
do this, we split our merged sample of child arrivals from multi-child families into one-year age
bins. Within each age bin, we report the proportion of child arrivals in the sample who turned
out in any presidential or midterm election. In Figures 6 and 7, the point at 5, for instance, rep-
resents the proportion of child arrivals who were between 4 and 5 when they immigrated who
turned out in any presidential or midterm election between 2012 and 2022. We plot descriptive
ordinary least squares regression lines regressing the proportion who turned out in each age bin
on age at arrival, and report the slopes that describe the expected average increase in turnout

associated with arriving one year older on the plots. Both slopes are positive and statistically
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distinguishable from 0; p-values associated with each are effectively 0. These estimates have no
causal interpretation, but they suggest that, in general, children in this data who were older when
they arrived tend to participate more often than children who arrived younger. The estimates we
obtain after applying our identification strategy will similarly suggest that older arrivals are more
likely to participate — though with a slightly different interpretation. We show Figures 6 and 7

here to assure readers that this pattern is “native” to the data rather than an artifact of our main

specification.
Figure 6: Presidential Elections Figure 7: Midterm Elections
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To see whether there is indeed a causal relationship between age at arrival and the probability
of voting, we restrict our attention to childhood arrivals from multi-child families and estimate

family fixed effects regressions of the following form:
Yij = a + BArrivalAge,; + OFemale;; + ¢; + 1 (1)

where y;; is the outcome of child 7 in family j, F'emale;; is a dummy variable for the child’s
gender, Arrival Age;; is the child’s age at arrival in the US, and ¢; is a family fixed effect that
captures unobserved family characteristics that are common to all siblings in the same family.

7;; denotes the error term. We do not explicitly control for arrival year because year of arrival is
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almost universally uniform across family members for all families in our data.® We likewise do
not explicitly control for current state of residence despite the fact that this is likely to have effects
on both participation levels and party affiliation. The reason for this is that the current states of
residence recorded for resettled refugees reflect post-treatment choices about where to reside, and
would likely bias our estimates (Acharya, Blackwell and Sen, 2016). We cluster standard errors at
the state level in all reported results to account for within-state correlations in voting behavior.
We report the distribution of states in which refugees in our sample currently reside in Appendix
K.

Our chief quantity of interest in this specification is [, the coefficient that modifies age at
arrival for children in this data. Since we include family fixed effects, the way to interpret this
coefficient for a given family is to think of it as the effect of being an additional year older relative
to one’s own sibling(s) on the outcome — whether that’s voting or the probability of identifying
with a particular party. More broadly, we can think of 5 as the average effect of being a year
older than one’s siblings across all families with multiple children. If we assume the family fixed
effect adequately accounts for heterogeneity in pre- and post- migration environments, as well
as the migration experience itself, since those are effectively common across family members,
then we can also believe that 3 corresponds to the additional year of exposure to targeted repres-
sion — since that’s the only difference between siblings via age in this context. We will discuss
threats to inference and present a variety of robustness checks that bolster this interpretation of
B throughout the paper.

We present our results for this quantity across election years in Table 1. These effects are
positive and relatively consistent across election years, and statistically distinguishable from 0 in
every year except for 2018. These effects suggest that, on average, being a year older than one’s
own siblings at the time of immigration makes it more likely that child arrivals in this data would
participate in midterm and presidential elections.

We provide some intuition about effect sizes in Table 2. We report our effect sizes by election
year (Column 2) and compare them to the average turnout in our merged sample of child arrivals

for the same year (Column 4). The Scaled Effect column (Column 3) reports our effect sizes as

®There are 84 families in the merged data who arrive in waves such that groups of members have different arrival
dates. We drop these families before estimating the results presented in this section, though including them does
not substantively impact our results.
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Table 1: Effect of Age at Arrival on Participation

Turnout
2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022
Age at Arrival 0.008* 0.004™* 0.007** 0.004 0.007*** 0.006*

(0.004) (0.002) (0.003) (0.004) (0.002)  (0.003)

Female —0.019 —0.028"* —0.022 —0.055** —0.037* —0.075***
(0.029) (0.014) (0.027) (0.027) (0.020)  (0.022)

Family Fixed Effect v v v v v v
Observations 3,785 3,785 3,785 3,785 3,785 3,785
Adjusted R? 0.224 0.266 0.135 0.234 0.080 0.133

Residual Std. Error (df = 3783) 0.404  0.291 0.461 0.417 0.453 0.464

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
Standard errors clustered by state.

a percentage of the average overall turnout in our merged sample of children; national turnout
rates (Column 5) come from data provided by the U.S. Elections Project (McDonald, 2026). Thus,
as a percentage of average turnout in the merged sample of child arrivals, our effect sizes range
from approximately 1.1% to 3.3%. In percentage terms relative to average sample turnout, the
effects are at least as large in midterm elections as they are for presidential elections. This is
counterintuitive given the larger salience of presidential elections and higher overall turnout
associated with them, but may indicate a consistent commitment to participation in the sense
that older arrivals are likely to be engaged enough to follow midterm election cycles as well as
presidential ones.

Additionally, it is worth pointing out that participation rates in our matched sample are lower
than they are in the general US population until 2022. There are some caveats to this comparison
since the match process is not error-free. We likely failed to match some portion of refugees who
did register due to transcription errors or as a result of post-marital surname changes, which

suggests that true rates of participation in this group may be higher than what we report here.”

"There is some evidence of this point, since our final matched sample is 57% male and 43% female. While there is
no way to find the women who would have changed their last names between immigration and voter registration,
we show that our findings replicate on a subsample of male child arrivals since we are less likely to lose observations
to surname change in this group. These results appear in Appendix E.
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Table 2: Evaluating Effect Sizes Relative to Sample Mean and Population Turnout

Year  Effect  Scaled Effect =~ Mean Turnout in Sample  Turnout in U.S. Population

2012 0.008 0.026 0.301 0.586
2014  0.004 0.033 0.132 0.367
2016  0.007 0.017 0.437 0.601
2018  0.004 0.012 0.349 0.494
2020  0.007 0.011 0.663 0.666
2022 0.006 0.012 0.463 0.462

Turnout rates based on national election data from the U.S. Elections Project.

3.3 Party Affiliation

We next examine the relationship between exposure to a repressive regime and post-migration
party affiliation using the same approach as above, but now turning the outcome variable into a
dummy variable for an individual’s party registration. Before delving into these effects, however,
it is worth mentioning that party registration in our matched sample of child arrivals is not over-
whelmingly Republican. Just 28% of the child arrivals we successfully matched to the voter file
are registered as Republicans; 30.1% are Democrats and 38.5% have non-partisan registrations. As
of 2025, 31.01% of registered voters nationwide registered as Republicans, 36.84% as Democrats,
and 32.16% were independents or registered with third parties (McDonald, 2026). While our main
concern in this study centers on how exposure to state repression affects refugees’ decisions about
which parties to affiliate with rather than these levels themselves, this snapshot of registration
data does not bear out the impression conveyed in popular press writing suggesting that this
group is predominately Republican. In fact, they seem to have a similar overall split to the gen-
eral population. That said, since reports suggest two thirds of Jewish Americans are Democrats
(Tighe, Parmer and Saxe, 2020), the child arrivals we match are notably more likely to register as
Republicans than their co-ethnics with deeper roots in the United States.

We again begin by looking at the unconditional relationships between age at arrival and party
affiliation. Here, it becomes apparent that while this group of refugees looks similar to the general
population in terms of the levels at which they affiliate as Republicans, Democrats or as indepen-
dents/nonpartisans or members of third parties, older arrivals tend to be more likely to register
as Republicans or independents/nonpartisans than younger arrivals, and significantly less likely

to register as Democrats. Each relationship is statistically distinguishable from 0, where p-values
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associated with the coefficients we report in Figures 8-10 are near 0. We will show that this
pattern similarly holds for our causally identified results, but this is likely what generates the
impression of Soviet-Bloc refugees as an uncommonly Republican-leaning group; those who got
more exposure to repression for being Jewish under Soviet rule are more likely to say they want
to affiliate with the party least like the ruling party they experienced in their youth and to want

to keep the political status quo from shifting in the direction of the world they grew up in.

Figure 8: Republicans Figure 9: Democrats Figure 10: Nonpartisans
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Table 3 summarizes the results we obtain when we estimate equation (1) with Democratic,
Republican, and Independent or nonpartisan registration indicators as outcomes, respectively.
An additional year of exposure to ethnic targeting and repression in the Soviet Bloc produces, on
average, a 0.008 percentage point increase in the probability of registering as a Republican and
a nearly equivalent decline in the probability of registering as a Democrat. Looking back at the
overall proportions of our sample registered as Republicans and Democrats above, this is a 2.8%
increase relative to the mean proportion of Republicans and a 2.1% decrease relative to the mean
proportion who are Democrats. This is consistent with the backlash effects reported in previous
research and press interviews with members of this population; refugees with more direct and
indirect exposure to targeting are more likely to affiliate with the right-leaning party in the US
than its left-leaning counterpart. While the point estimate for registering as an independent,
with a third party, or as a nonpartisan is negative, here we cannot statistically distinguish this
estimate from 0 and report no visible effects of regime or persecution exposure on nonpartisan
registration. Since virtually none of the theories about how refugees from repressive regimes who

targeted them might affiliate in democratic environments suggest more (or less) commitment
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to nonpartisanship, we can think of the near-zero effects of exposure on nonpartisanship as a
placebo test that supports our hypothesis about backlash against the left. If there were strong
effects in nonpartisanship here, arguments about either backlash in the form of affiliating with
the political right or assimilation in the form of affiliation with the political left® would make

considerably less sense.

Table 3: Effect of Age at Arrival on Party Affiliation

Party Affiliation
Democrat Republican Nonpartisan

Age at Arrival —0.007**  0.008* —0.001

(0.003)  (0.005) (0.003)
Female 0.038** —0.030 —0.003

0.019)  (0.032) (0.031)
Family Fixed Effect v v v
Observations 3,785 3,785 3,785
Adjusted R? 0.175 0.139 0.112
Residual Std. Error (df = 3783)  0.417 0.419 0.459
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Standard errors clustered by state.

4 Discussion

Both across and within families, age at arrival is associated with heightened tendency to
participate in politics via voting and also to orient in a more conservative direction through
affiliation with the Republican Party. These findings come in notable contrast to some scholarly
expectations about the political behavior of those experiencing repression. That said, attributing
these differences in behavior to differences in experiences of repression is not obvious and there
are a number of potential alternative explanations to consider. While not intended to fully exhaust
all possibilities, in the subsections that follow we examine the possible role of changing economic

circumstances, family structure and eldest sibling effects, and the national context where these

8Recent surveys, like Pew’s in 2021, suggest that 71% of American Jews reported identifying themselves as
Democrats and just 26% reported identifying as Republicans. Thus, to the extent that assimilation would mean
looking like the native Jewish population, if we believe the driving force in party identification within the US is
assimilation, we would expect to see large positive effects in favor of Democratic Party affiliations.
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refugees settle.

4.1 Repression or Economic Collapse?

By the late 1980s, the Soviet economy was collapsing: Gross National Product (GNP) growth
was negative, shortages of food and consumer products were rampant, trade suffered as firms
across the globe refused to do business at artificially low prices fixed by the state (Shleifer and
Vishny, 1991). Rapid and uneven privatization in the late 1980s and early 1990s led to skyrock-
eting prices, job losses, and salary freezes, perpetuating “the emergence of an economic crisis
that threatened the welfare of the middle class” — to which the majority of the FSU’s Jewish
minority belonged (Litwin and Leshem, 2008). There is no question that concerns about eco-
nomic prospects, alongside hardships imposed by decades of state targeting and ethnic repres-
sion, pushed Jews living throughout the Soviet Bloc to emigrate. There is similarly little question
that refugees from the Soviet Bloc blame the ruling regime(s) for widespread financial and eco-
nomic destruction and that these experiences shaped their views of American politics (Berger,
2012).

Precise weights describing how much of our observed effects are attributable to targeting
by the state versus backlash to economic mismanagement are impossible to recover, since most
refugees in our sample emigrated in the late 1980s or later and experienced economic hardship
and uncertainty along with state repression. We can, however, demonstrate that the effects we
report are not exclusively the product of experiencing sudden economic hardship. We split our
sample into refugees who emigrated prior to 1980, before the Soviet economic contraction was
fully underway, and those who emigrated after 1980 and would have experienced the effects of
both repression and economic freefall.

Appendix I shows that the effects we report in Section 3 manifest among pre-1980 refugees as
well as post-1980 refugees. While the pre-1980 regression coefficients fall short of conventional
levels of statistical significance because the FSU’s restrictive pre-1980 emigration regime limited
the number of people who could exit and consequently constrained our sample size for this period,
they provide suggestive evidence, through comparable coefficients, that our conclusions would
hold even if the economic crisis of the 1980s and 1990s did not hit the FSU. Before 1980, emigrants’

choice of settlement country reflected religious and ideological motivations over economic ones:
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emigrants leaving the FSU in the 1970s were more than twice as likely to go to Israel than the US
(Rosenberg, 2014). The fact that the effects we measure are comparable for this group of refugees
to the effects we measure for those who leave when repression is coupled with economic crisis
suggests that repression is the dominant mechanism behind the effects we document in this paper.

We try to isolate the repression mechanism further in Appendix J, where we estimate our
main results separately for people who arrived before and after the collapse of the Soviet Union
itselfin 1991. While our results are robust in the sense that the magnitudes and directions for each
effect we report in Section 3 appears for both pre- and post- 1991 arrivals, the partisanship results
are much stronger for the group who arrived before 1991 despite the fact that this is a somewhat
smaller sample than the post-1991 arrivals. This is consistent with a story about backlash to
repression rather than economics or civic culture. The group who left before 1991 is comprised
of people who spent more of their lives living under Soviet repression than the group who would
have spent more time living under less consolidated totalitarian governments with less organized

capacity and less interest in engaging in organized state campaigns against Jews.

4.2 All in the Family?

We rely on family fixed effects to identify the impact of living under an authoritarian regime.
Because families with children tend to live together pre- and post-migration and make the move
together, this allows us to hold fixed the vast majority of socioeconomic, religious, traditional,
biological, and migration-related confounders that might affect political outcomes. Identifica-
tion under a family fixed effect relies on the less explicit assumption that family organization,
structure, and parenting are likewise relatively constant across children within the same family.

If parents treated elder children systematically differently than they treated younger children
— and did this in a way that produced more political engagement and conservative-leaning po-
litical orientation in older children — we could not interpret our results as a function of each
child’s level of exposure to the political context prevailing in their country of birth. Instead, dif-
ferences between younger and older children would result from differences in the treatment they
received from parents rather than from reactions to spending more or less time under authori-
tarian regimes. One practical example of this that appears in the comparative and development

economics literature is families who disproportionately rely on older children to work or con-
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tribute to the raising of younger children.

This particular scenario is unlikely to apply to our sample of refugees; data detailing demo-
graphic characteristics of the Jewish refugee population from the Soviet Bloc suggest that families
were very small (averaging fewer than two children), making it unlikely that parents would be
overextended enough at home to rely on older children to raise younger ones. Additionally, most
adults in this immigrant group reported having college or advanced degrees themselves and were
likely to prefer that their children study rather than earn an income while they were dependents
(Chiswick, 1993; Simon, 1985).

Still, we test for evidence of the possibility that older children might have been treated dif-
ferently explicitly in Appendix D. First, we replicate our main results on a restricted sample of
just families with two children. This precludes the possibility of large families in which older
children might necessarily have more responsibility for younger children because parents are
overextended; our results are consistent with Section 3. We also test for the converse of this sit-
uation. We restrict our sample to just families that have more than two children and drop the
oldest child. This tests the possibility that the effects we report are simply the effects of being the
oldest child made more engaged and conservative via the endowment of more general responsi-
bility for family welfare. Our results remain unchanged in this specification too, represented in
Tables D.6 and D.7, suggesting that this is more consistent with exposure than an “oldest child”
effect since it is just as likely to appear in second oldest children relative to younger siblings.

Finally, we replicate our results on a sample of families with children relatively close in age.
We do this because we expect relatively few differences in how parents might bring up children
who are close in age and at similar stages of development at any given time. While some studies
have suggested that parents are indeed likely to supervise older children more intensely than
younger children (Averett, Argys and Rees, 2011), there is little evidence that parental supervision
itself produces a systematically different outlook or behavior among children. The majority of
empirical research into the relationships between birth order and psychological, sociological, or
political outcomes has consistently found no systematic patterns connecting birth order to any
of these (Ernst and Angst, 1983). Researchers examining the connection between birth order and
ideology, policy views, and political engagement have pointed out that birth order is no more

predictive of any of these than other covariates like age or gender (Urbatsch, 2014). Even if we
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think that persistent differences in relationships between parents and children of different ages
exist on average, we can reduce the potential that this might confound our results by looking at
families with children very close in age, because parents will not be meaningfully older or likely
to be facing considerably different circumstances. We report these results in Tables D.8 and D.9,

and they are also consistent with our main results in Section 3.

4.3 Are We All Just Getting Old? The Secular Effects of Aging on Partic-

ipation and Partisanship

The robustness checks we discuss above also help allay another threat to inference, which
arises in the possibility that the effects we observe are just a secular effect of aging. The effects
we report are, mechanically, age differences between siblings at the time of emigration, and we
interpret them as the different doses of exposure to state repression that each sibling received. But
age differences between siblings remain exactly parallel throughout their lives, so one particular
concern about this identification strategy might be that increased participation and willingness
to affiliate with right wing parties are functions of something that happens later in life. Older
siblings, in other words, might just be more likely to turn out and to register as Republicans just
because they are older. Several researchers have documented the positive relationships between
age and both turnout and Republican registration in aggregate US national survey and registra-
tion data (Fowler, 2017; Fraga, 2018; Hillygus and Holbein, 2020).

There are several reasons we believe that our results are driven by exposure to state repression
rather than aging. Firstly, although the refugees who arrived as children range from 23 to almost
99 years old in 2026, the vast majority of these child arrivals throughout the years currently fall
within a relatively narrow age bandwidth: 30-55. Figure 11 summarizes the age distribution for
child arrivals we matched to the L2 data. This helps guard against one version of the aging hy-
pothesis, where what we observe is a result of a sample disproportionately tilted toward refugees
who are older today. Figure 11 shows that this is not the case.

Secondly, it is important to remember that our research design inherently focuses on age
differences within families. As we show in the previous section, we are typically comparing

siblings who are within 10 years of age from one another, and we show that our effects are
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Figure 11: 2026 Ages of Refugees Arriving as Children
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robust if we restrict our sample to siblings who are within 5 years of one another in Appendix
D. This helps guard against the possibility that our effects are driven by a secular effect of aging
precisely because people do not do a great deal of aging, at least in political terms, in 5 year
bandwidths. That is, while we typically think that there are major differences in the likelihood
of voting between someone who is 20 and someone who is 45, we would expect much smaller
differences in the same likelihood between someone who is 20 and someone who is 25. The same
goes for party affiliation. To believe that a positive difference in the likelihood of turnout (or
affiliating with a particular party) between someone who is 20 and someone who is 21 is an effect
of aging, a skeptic would have to believe that an individual’s probability of turnout (or affiliation
with a particular party) linearly increases (or decreases) every year.

While the potential of aging to confound inference is an important concern, we do not be-
lieve aging drives the effects we report in Section 3. We present additional evidence against the
possibility that our effects might result from the aging process itself in Appendix G, where we
show that our effects are robust to estimation within narrower cohorts of current age, and gener-
ally show that the relationships between age, participation, and party affiliation are not linearly

positive in this data.
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4.4 Over Here or Over There? Evidence from Immigrants to Israel

Some readers might wonder if the effect that we wish to attribute to time spent in the FSU
might not be better understood as a difference in time spent in America. Put differently, suppos-
ing the treatment effect is correctly estimated, is the treatment we describe what the treatment
actually is? While this is a difficult question that often appears in observational (and even some-
times experimental) work, we do have some evidence to justify the view that these effects are
likely driven by what was happening in country of departure rather than the country of arrival.

First, and most simply, the effects we estimate are between siblings in families who immi-
grated at the same time, therefore there is no variation in duration of exposure to country of
arrival. A family with a three year old and thirteen year old who arrived in America the day the
Berlin Wall fell would have children that are roughly 30 and 40 years old today, both of whom
would have experienced 27 years in the United States and 3 years behind the Iron Curtain, with
the older sibling getting an additional ten years of life lived in the FSU. With no variation in time
of exposure to the country of arrival between siblings, it appears implausible to attribute the
effects we observe to the time spent in country of arrival.

While the argument that explanation follows variation is straightforward, it also proceeds
a bit too quickly. Even if there is no meaningful variation in the quantity of exposure to the
receiving national environment, there are certainly important differences in the ages at which
each individual was exposed. Continuing the example above, the older sibling experiences ages
3-13 in FSU, while the younger sibling experiences ages 3-13 in USA. The difference in which years
are spent where likely matters for all sorts of phenomena: for example, the older sibling is more
likely to speak with a detectable accent than the younger one on account of early childhood being
an important window for language acquisition. Our argument against this sort of interpretation
is not that “critical ages” are implausible theoretically for this (or any other) phenomena. Rather,
our argument is that we find no evidence to support a critical age hypothesis after extensive
investigation. Appendix F reviews our findings. If the particular age at which one immigrates
does not appear to matter for the political behaviors we investigate, but differences in age at
arrival do, it supports the view that it is the additional exposure to the country of origin that

matters.
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As a more direct test of our argument, we examine another national context which received
a similar population and where we have survey evidence to investigate the existence of similar
patterns. After the United States, the most frequent destination for Jewish refugees from the
Soviet Bloc was Israel. Today, these refugees make up approximately 15% of Israel’s 7.7 million
inhabitants. Using data from the Israel Polarization Panel Dataset (Gidron, Sheffer and Mor, 2022),
we replicate our analysis of the relationship between age upon arrival to a democratic settlement
country, political participation, and party affiliation. We provide more detail on the survey, our

estimation strategy, and additional analysis in Appendix L.

Table 4: Age at Arrival and Turnout (Israel)

Dependent variable:

Voted 2015  Voted 2019  Voted 2020  Voted 2021

Age at Arrival 0.006™** 0.001 0.002 0.001
(0.002) (0.002) (0.002) (0.002)

Male 0.069 —0.052 —0.020 0.098
(0.049) (0.035) (0.015) (0.069)

Immigration Year Dummy v v v v

Observations 282 102 180 134

R? 0.191 0.466 0.276 0.223

Note: *p<0.1; *p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Standard errors clustered by region of residence.

Table 4 summarizes the relationship between age at arrival and turnout in a series of election
years for immigrants from the Soviet Bloc to Israel. In each election year, outcomes are just binary
indicator variables for whether respondents reported voting in that year. Bearing in mind the
restrictions on power we face in this sample relative to our US data — especially for survey waves
asking about elections after 2015 — these results are consistent with US data. Each additional year
of exposure to the political repression in the Soviet Bloc (that is, arriving to Israel one year later)
is associated with a slightly higher probability of turning out in each election year. In 2015, the

0.006 estimate is 0.7% of average turnout (77.5%).
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Table 5: Age at Arrival and Party Affiliation (Israel)

Dependent variable:

Would Vote for Right Wing Party  Did Vote for Right Wing Party

(1) @)
Age at Arrival 0.008*** 0.008*
(0.002) (0.004)
Male 0.086™* 0.112*
(0.041) (0.062)
Immigration Year Dummy v v
Observations 282 282
R 0.221 0.198
Note: *p<0.1; *p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Standard errors clustered by region of residence.

Respondents in the Israel Polarization Panel were asked which party or parties they might
support “if Knesset elections were held today” in waves 1 (2019), 2 (2019), and 8 (2021) of the study.
Additionally, respondents were asked which party or parties they supported in the most recent
Knesset elections relative to the panel month. Table 5 summarizes the relationship between age
at arrival and a binary indicator for respondents who said they might or did support a right-wing
party’ in any wave of the survey.

Here, too, people who arrived from the Soviet Bloc at older ages are more likely to report
supporting right-wing political parties. This is approximately a 1% effect for each additional year
of exposure to the Soviet Bloc relative to overall support for right-wing parties in the sample.
All specifications reported in Tables 4 and 5 are estimated using ordinary least squares regres-
sion; using logistic regressions that constrain outcome variables to be binary, as they are in our
data, does not change our substantive conclusions (see Appendix L). These results are unique to
immigrants from the Soviet Bloc; Appendix L shows that immigrant respondents from countries
outside of the Soviet Bloc who emigrated at older ages are significantly less likely to support
right-wing parties. The fact that arriving later in life, after having had more extensive exposure

to life under a repressive authoritarian government, manifests in higher levels of political en-

"We classify Habayit Hayehudi, Hazionut Hadatit, Kulanu, Tikvah Hadasha, Yahadut Hatorah, Yemina, Zehut,
Israel Beitenu, Likud, and Shas as right-wing parties based on Hazan (2021), but our results replicate if we restrict
this list just to people who reported supporting either just Likud, Israel’s primary right-of-center party, or Likud and
Israel Beitenu (the latter party advocating for Russian speakers’ interests in the country).
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gagement and willingness to support right-of-center parties in Israel, as well as the US, makes it

less likely that the main effects we report are a function of something idiosyncratic to the US.

5 Conclusion

Approximately three million refugees have entered the US since the federal Refugee Resettle-
ment Program was established in 1980, making it the largest refugee resettlement program in the
world (Budiman, 2020). People seeking refuge from war, environmental or humanitarian crises,
or states that targeted and oppressed them had been arriving in considerable numbers since long
before the US established “refugees” as a legal category of immigrants in the wake of World War
II. Almost by definition, this means that a significant proportion of both refugees and the larger
immigrant population settling in the US came from countries without broad civil rights protec-
tions or participatory democratic institutions. In fact, approximately 65% of the 482,579 refugees
resettled in the US between 2011 and 2022 came from countries Freedom House categorizes as
“not free” in the sense that they do not preserve citizens’ civil or political rights (Refugee Process-
ing Center, 2022), and refugees from many of these countries were subjected to severe political
repression before emigrating.

This group of Americans has enormous potential to impact US politics. Indeed, they already
have. By recent estimates, 23.2 million of the people eligible to vote in the 2020 presidential
election, or one-in-ten eligible voters, were naturalized immigrant citizens — a number that has
more than doubled since 2000 (Budiman, Noe-Bustamante and Lopez, 2020). In 2020, 50.7% of
foreign-born respondents to the US Current Population Survey who claimed to have voted in the
2020 general election listed countries of birth with Polity scores below 6, the cutoff the Center
for Systemic Peace typically uses to indicate democracies (Flood et al., 2022; Marshall and Gurr,
2020).

While registration and turnout estimates specific to refugees are unavailable, we know that
rates of naturalization for refugees and asylees have been high relative to other immigrant sub-
groups. For instance, 66% of refugee arrivals between 2000 and 2010 attained citizenship by 2015
(Mossaad et al., 2018). Once immigrants are naturalized, they become eligible to register and vote

in federal and state elections and to donate to political campaigns.
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Despite the size and significance of migrant populations, not just in the US but also in many
national contexts, social scientists are only beginning to understand the way that their pre-
migration experiences shape the political attitudes and behaviors they adopt upon settlement.
Scholars of political socialization have long understood that the places in which we grow up, as
well as the social, political, and economic contexts prevailing in them during our formative years,
have an enormous effect on our levels of political engagement and our political affiliations. Going
through formative experiences such as military conscription, state repression, unrest, or public
prejudice can have lasting effects on political views for whole cohorts (Harvey, 1972; Sebert, Jen-
nings and Niemi, 1974; Beck, 1977; Tedin, 1980; Lajevardi, 2020).

Our results, based on one of the largest samples of information on refugees to the US analyzed
to date, shed considerable light on the way suffering targeted political repression affects those
who go on to emigrate to democratic countries. Under the assumption that families generally
stick together before, during, and after migration, we considerably expand on the extant literature
by making it possible to identify the effect of an additional year spent under a repressive regime
on voting and party affiliation. Our findings on party affiliation in this population are broadly
consistent with a growing survey literature on the political attitudes and behaviors of immigrants
coming to democracies from various types of left-wing authoritarian regimes.

We recognize that, even in light of the research presented here, a vast amount of heterogene-
ity in the regimes that drive refugees out remains to be explored. These regimes subject their
citizens to different cultures, educational systems, levels of repression and a host of other “treat-
ments” before those citizens have a chance to emigrate. All of these elements can have deep and
persistent effects on the political and social worldviews refugees take with them when they leave
(Goldenberg and Saxe, 1996). Ascertaining which features of life under authoritarian regimes are
the primary drivers of the political behaviors we can observe in immigrants’ new home countries

is a fruitful direction for future research.

33



References

Acemoglu, Daron, Nicolas Ajzenman, Cevat Aksoy Giray, Martin Fiszbein and Carlos Molina. 2021. “(Suc-
cessful) Democracies Breed Their Own Support” NBER Working Paper 29167.

Acemoglu, Daron, Tarek A. Hassan and James A. Robinson. 2011. “Social Structure and Development: A
Legacy of the Holocaust in Russia” Quarterly Journal of Economics 126(2):895-946.

Acharya, Avidit, Matthew Blackwell and Maya Sen. 2016. “Explaining Causal Findings Without Bias:
Detecting and Assessing Direct Effects” American Political Science Review 110:512-529.

Altshuler, Mordechai. 1987. Soviet Jewry Since the Second World War. Wesport: Greenwood Press.

Alvarez, R. Michael and Lisa Garcia Bedolla. 2003. “The Foundations of Latino Voter Partisanship.” Journal
of Politics 65(1):31-49.

Arvizu, John R. and F. Chris Garcia. 1996. “Latino Voting Participation: Explaining and Differentiating
Latino Voting Turnout.” Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sciences 18(2):104-128.

Averett, Susan L., Laura M. Argys and Daniel I. Rees. 2011. “Older Siblings and Adolescent Risky Behavior:
Does Parenting Play a Role?” Journal of Population Economics 24(3):957-978.

Bagri, Neha T. 2016. “The Heart of a Russian Enclave of New York Beats Strong for Donald Trump.” Quartz

URL: https://qz.com/809857/the-heart-of-a-russian-enclave-of-new-york-beats-strong-for-donald-trump/

Beck, Paul Allen. 1977. The Role of Agents in Political Socialization. In Handbook of Political Socialization,
ed. Stanley Allen Renshon. New York: The Free Press pp. 115-141.

Berger, Joseph. 2012. “Among New York’s Soviet Immigrants, Affinity for G.O.P.” The New York Times .

Bilodeau, Antoine. 2014. “Is Democracy the Only Game in Town? Tension Between Immigrants’ Demo-
cratic Desires and Authoritarian Imprints” Democratization 21(2):359-381.

Bilodeau, Antoine, Ian McAllister and Mebs Kanji. 2010. “Adaptation to Democracy among Immigrants in
Australia.” International Political Science Review 31(2):141-165.

Bilodeau, Antone. 2016. Just Ordinary Citizens? Towards a Comparative Portrait of the Political Immi-
grant. In Just Ordinary Citizens? Towards a Comparative Portrait of the Political Immigrant, ed. Antoine
Bilodeau. Toronto: University of Toronto Press.

Bird, Karen, Thomas Saalfeld and Andreas M. Wiist. 2010. Migration and Political Representation: An
Introduction and a Framework. In The Political Representation of Immigrants and Minorities, ed. Karen
Bird, Thomas Saalfeld and Andreas M. Wiist. London: Routledge.

Bohlmark, Anders. 2008. “Age at Immigration and School Performance: A Siblings Analysis using Swedish
Register Data” Labour Economics 15(6):1366—1387.

Budiman, Abby. 2020. Key Findings about U.S. Immigrants. Technical report Pew Research Center.
URL: https://www.pewresearch.org/fact-tank/2020/08/20/key-findings-about-u-s-immigrants/

34



Budiman, Abby, Luis Noe-Bustamante and Mark H. Lopez. 2020. Naturalized Citizens Make Up Record
One-in-Ten U.S. Eligible Voters in 2020. Technical report Pew Research Center.
URL: https://www.pewresearch.org/hispanic/2020/02/26/naturalized-citizens-make-up-record-one-in-ten-
u-s-eligible-voters-in-2020/

Biihler, Mathias and Andreas Madestam. 2023. “State Repression, Exit,and Voice: Living in the Shadow of
Cambodia’s Killing Fields.” Working Paper.

Cain, Bruce E., Roderick Kiewiet and Carole J. Uhlaner. 1991. “The Acquisition of Partisanship by Latinos
and Asian Americans” American Journal of Political Science 35(2):390-422.

Chetty, Raj and Nathaniel Hendren. 2018. “The Impacts of Neighborhoods on Intergenerational Mobility
I: Childhood Exposure Effects*” The Quarterly Journal of Economics 133(3):1107-1162.

Chiswick, Barry R. 1993. “Soviet Jews in the United States: An Analysis of their Linguistic and Economic
Adjustment.” International Migration Review 27(2):260-285.

Collet, Christian. 2000. “The Determinants of Vietnamese American Political Participation: Findings from
the January 2000 Orange County Register Poll” Presented at the Annual Meeting of the Association of
Asian American Studies, Scottsdale, AZ.

Currie, Janet, Mark Stabile, Phongsack Manivong and Leslie L Roos. 2010. “Child Health and Young Adult
Outcomes.” Journal of Human Resources 45(3):517-548.

Dahl, Robert A. 1961. Who Governs? Democracy and Power in an American City. New Haven, CT: Yale
University Press.

Darden, Keith and Anna Grzymala-Busse. 2006. “The Great Divide: Literacy, Nationalism, and the Com-
munist Collapse” World Politics 59(1):83-115.

Davenport, Christian. 2007. “State Repression and the Tyrannical Peace” Journal of Peace Research
44(4):485-504.
URL: http://www,jstor.org/stable/27640542

Dessi, Roberta. 2008. “Collective Memory, Culture, Transmission and Investments.” American Economic
Review 98(1):534—-560.

DiFranceisco, Wayne and Zvi Gitelman. 1984. “Soviet Political Culture and “Covert Participation” in Policy
Implementation” American Political Science Review 78(3):603-621.

Ernst, Cécile and Jules Angst. 1983. Birth Order: Its Influence on Personality. New York, NY: Springer.

Flood, Sarah, Miriam King, Renae Rodgers, Steven Ruggles, J. Robert Warren and Michael Westberry.
2022. Integrated Public Use Microdata Series, Current Population Survey: Version 10.0. Technical report
IPUMS-CPS Minneapolis, MN: .

URL: https://doi.org/10.18128/D030.V10.0

Fouka, Vasiliki and Hans-Joachim Voth. 2023. “Collective Remembrance and Private Choice: Ger-
man-Greek Conflict and Behavior in Times of Crisis.” American Political Science Review 117(3):851-870.

Fowler, Anthony. 2017. “Does Voter Preregistration Increase Youth Participation?” Election Law Journal:
Rules, Politics, and Policy 16(4):485-494.

35



Fraga, Bernard L. 2018. The Turnout Gap: Race, Ethnicity, and Political Inequality in a Diversifying America.
Cambridge University Press.

Gidron, Noam, Lior Sheffer and Guy Mor. 2022. “The Israel Polarization Panel Dataset, 2019-2021.” Electoral
Studies 80.
URL: https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S0261379422000701?dgcid=author

Girard, Chris, Guillermo J. Grenier and Hugh Gladwin. 2012. “Exile Politics and Republican Party Affili-
ation: The Case of Cuban Americans in Miami: Exile Politics and Republican Party Affiliation” Social
Science Quarterly 93(1):42-57.

Gitelman, Zvi. 1977. “Soviet Political Culture: Insights from Jewish Emigrés.” Soviet Studies 29(4):543-564.
Gitelman, Zvi. 1991. “Glasnost, Perestroika and Antisemitism.” Foreign Affairs 70(2):141-159.

Goldenberg, Victor and Leonard Saxe. 1996. “Social Attitudes of Russian Immigrants to the United States.”
The Journal of Social Psychology 136(4):421-434.

Griliches, Zvi. 1979. “Sibling Models and Data in Economics: Beginnings of a Survey.” Journal of Political
Economy 87(5, Part 2):S37-S64.

Grosfeld, Irena, Alexander Rodnyansky and Ekaterina Zhuravskaya. 2013. “Persistent Antimarket Culture:
A Legacy of the Pale of Settlement after the Holocaust.” American Economic Journal: Economic Policy
5(3):189-226.

URL: http://www.jstor.org/stable/43189345

Hajnal, Zoltan and Taeku Lee. 2006. Out of Line: Immigration and Party Identification among Latinos and
Asian Americans. In Transforming Politics, Transforming America, ed. Taeku Lee, S. Karthick Ramark-
ishnan and Ricardo Ramirez. Charlottesville: University of Virginia Press pp. 129-150.

Handlin, Oscar. 1951. The Uprooted: The Epic Story of the Great Migrations that Made the American People.
Boston, MA: Little, Brown.

Harvey, Ted G. 1972. “Computer Simulation of Peer Group Influence on Adolescent Political Behavior: An
Exploratory Study” American Journal of Political Science 16:570-602.

Hazan, Reuven Y. 2021. Parties and the Party System of Israel. In The Oxford Handbook of Israeli Politics
and Society. Oxford University Press.
URL: https://doi.org/10.1093/oxfordhb/9780190675585.013.21_update_001

Hill, Kevin A. and Dario Moreno. 1996. “Second-Generation Cubans.” Hispanic Journal of Behavioral Sci-
ences 18(2):175-193.

Hillygus, D. Sunshine and John Holbein. 2020. Making Young Voters: Converting Civic Attitudes into Civic
Action. Cambridge: Cambridge university press.

Holmes, Leslie. 1997. Post-Communism: an Introduction. Durham, NC: Duke University Press.

Just, Aida. 2019. “Political Regimes and Immigrant Party Preferences” Comparative Political Studies
52(5):651-686.

Kelly, Edmund, James Tilley and Sven Oskarsson. 2026. “Revisiting the Link Between Political Trust and
Political Participation.” Journal of Politics 83(3).

36



Khazan, Olga. 2016. Why Soviet Refugees Aren’t Buying Sanders’s Socialism. Technical report The Atlantic.
URL: https://www.theatlantic.com/politics/archive/2016/04/bernie-sanders-trump-russians/477045/

Komisarchik, Mayya, Maya Sen and Yamil Velez. 2022. “The Political Consequences of Ethnically Targeted
Incarceration: Evidence from Japanese American Internment during World War II” Journal of Politics
84(3):1497-1514.

Kuran, Timur. 1991. “Now out of Never: The Element of Surprise in the East European Revolution of 1989.
World politics 44(1):7-48.

Lajevardi, Nazita. 2020. “Theoretical Framework: The Sociopolitical Positioning of Muslim Americans.”
Outsiders at Home pp. 17-33.

Lien, Pei-te, M. Margaret Conway and Janelle Wong. 2004. The Politics of Asian Americans: Diversity and
Community. New York: Routledge.

Lim, Junghyun. 2022. “The Electoral Consequences of International Migration in Sending Countries: Evi-
dence from Central and Eastern Europe” Comparative Political Studies .

Litwin, Howard and Elazar Leshem. 2008. “Late-Life Migration, Work Status, and Survival: The Case of
Older Immigrants from the Former Soviet Union in Israel” International Migration Review 42(4):903-925.

Lupu, Noam and Leonid Peisakhin. 2017. “The Legacy of Political Violence across Generations.” American
Journal of Political Science .

Marshall, Monty G. and Ted Robert Gurr. 2020. Polity5: Political Regime Characteristics and Transitions,
1800-2018. Technical report Center for Systemic Peace.

Martin, Terry. 1998. “The Origins of Soviet Ethnic Cleansing.” The Journal of Modern History 70(4):846—861.

McAllister, Ian and Toni Makkai. 1991. “The Formation and Development of PartyLoyalties: Patterns
among Australian Immigrants” The Australian and New Zealand Journal of Sociology 27(2):141-286.

McDonald, Michael. 2026. National Turnout Rates. Technical report United States Elections Project.
URL: https://www.electproject.org/election-data/voter-turnout-data

Mossaad, Nadwa, Jeremy Ferwerda, Duncan Lawrence, Jeremy M. Weinstein and Jens Hainmueller. 2018.
“Determinants of Refugee Naturalization in the United States.” Proceedings of the National Academy of
Sciences 115:9175-9180.

Nunn, Nathan and Leonard Wantchekon. 2011. “The Slave Trade and The Origins of Mistrust in Africa.”
American Economic Review 101:3221-3252.

Paglayan, Agustina. 2024. Raised to Obey: The Rise and Spread of Mass Education. Princeton: Princeton
University Press.

Portes, Alejandro and Rafael Mozo. 1985. “The Political Adaptation Process of Cubans and Other Ethnic
Minorities in the United States: A Preliminary Analysis.” International Migration Review 19(1):35-63.

Ramakrishnan, S. Karthick. 2005. Democracy in Immigrant America: Changing Demographics and Political
Participation. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

37



Refugee Processing Center. 2022. Refugee Arrivals by Nationality and Religion Group and Religion, Octo-
ber 1, 2011 through September 30, 2021. Technical report U.S. Department of State Bureau of Population,
Refugees, and Migration.

Remennick, Larissa. 2007. Russian Jews on Three Continents: Identity, Integration, and Conflict. New
Brunswick: Transaction Publishers.

Rose, Richard, William Mishler and Christian Haerpfer. 1998. Democracy and its Alternatives: Understand-
ing Post-Communist Societies. Baltimore, MD: Johns Hopkins University Press.

Rosenberg, Victor. 2014. “Refugee Status for Soviet Jewish Immigrants to the United States Refugee Status
for Soviet Jewish Immigrants to the United States” Touro Law Review 19(2):419-450.

Rozenas, Arturas, Sebastian Schutte and Yuri Zhukov. 2017. “The Political Legacy of Violence: The Long-
Term Impact of Stalin’s Repression in Ukraine.” The Journal of Politics 79(4):1147-1161.

Rozenas, Arturas and Yuri Zhukov. 2019. “Mass Repression and Political Loyalty: Evidence from Stalin’s
‘“Terror by Hunger’” American Political Science Review 113(2):569-583.

Schleifer, Theodore and Kate Conger. 2026. “Sergey Brin Moves to the Right, With a ‘MAGA Girlfriend’ by
His Side.” The New York Times .

Sebert, Suzanne K., M. Kent Jennings and Richard G. Niemi. 1974. The Political Texture of the Peer Group. In
The Political Character of Adolescence, ed. M. Kent Jennings and Richard G. Niemi. Princeton: Princeton
University Press pp. 229-248.

Shleifer, Andrei and Robert W. Vishny. 1991. “Reversing the Soviet Economic Collapse.” Brookings Papers
on Economic Activity 2(11-12):341-360.

Simon, Rita J. 1985. New Lives: The Adjustment of Soviet Jewish Immigrants in the United States and Israel.
Lexington, MA: Lexington Books.

Slezkine, Yuri. 2004. The Jewish Century. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Spies, Dennis Christopher, Sabrina Jasmin Mayer, Jonas Elis and Achim Goerres. 2023. “Why do Immigrants
Support an Anti-Immigrant Party? Russian-Germans and the Alternative for Germany.” West European
Politics 46(2):275-299.

Strijbis, Oliver. 2014. “Migration Background and Voting Behavior in Switzerland: A Socio-Psychological
Explanation.” Swiss Political Science Review 20(4):612-631.

Superti, Chiara and Noam Gidron. 2021. “Too Old to Forget: The Dynamics of Political Trust among
Immigrants.” Political Studies pp. 1-31.

Takaki, Ronald T. 1989. Strangers from a Different Shore. Boston, MA: Little, Brown.

Tedin, Kent L. 1980. “Assessing Peer and Parent Influence on Adolescent Political Attitudes.” American
Journal of Political Science 24(1):136—154.

Tighe, Elizabeth, Daniel Parmer and Leonard Saxe. 2020. “National Profile of the Jewish Electorate in 2020.”.
Accessed May 12, 2026.
URL: https://ajpp.brandeis.edu/documents/2020/nationalprofileofthejewishelectoratein2020.pdf

38



Tolts, Mark. 2019. A Half Century of Jewish Emigration from The Former Soviet Union: Demographic Aspects.
Presented at the Harvard University Davis Center for Russian and Eurasian Studies.

Turcu, Anca and R. Urbatsch. 2022. “Is populism popular abroad? Evidence from diasporas around the
globe” Party Politics .

Urbatsch, Robert. 2014. Families’ Values: How Parents, Siblings, and Children Affect Political Attitudes. New
York: Oxford University Press.

White, Stephen E. 2017. “Canadian Immigrants at the Polls: the Effects of Socialisation in the Country of
Origin and Resocialisation in Canada on Electoral Participation.” Political Science 69(2):101-121.

Wong, Janelle, S. Karthick Ramakrishnan, Taeku Lee and Jane Junn. 2011. Asian American Political Partic-
ipation: Emerging Constituents and Their Political Identities. New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Wiist, Andreas M. 2000. “New Citizens-New Voters? Political Preferences and Voting Intentions of Natu-
ralized Germans: A Case Study in Progress.” The International Migration Review 34:560-567.

Waiist, Andreas M. 2004. “Naturalized Citizens as Voters: Behavior and Impact.” German Politics 13:341-359.

Zhukov, Yuri M. and Roya Talibova. 2018. “Stalin’s terror and the long-term political effects of mass
repression.” Journal of Peace Research 55(2):267-283.

39



Appendices

A HIAS Refugee Records

Figure A.1 provides a sample HIAS record for refugees immigrating prior to 1980. This con-
tains case number, names, dates of birth, gender, relationships to the primary record-holder, ar-
rival dates, country of residence, and interested persons (most likely sponsors) along with ad-

dresses.
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Figure A.1: An example card from the administrative files, 1955-1980. This sample record is
publicly available via HIAS’s weblog describing the digitization of the organization’s records.


https://ontherescuefront.wordpress.com/2017/04/?fbclid=IwAR2Vai4cd0K7zSk2KemUoQcAzUNDG2k73IOtRaLIp2iRE1wmfLYok_kw9I4

Figure A.2: Most Common Countries of Birth for HIAS Arrivals

russizFormer ussk{ [ | | 315812
Ukraine - 85844
roiand{ ] 29692
Iran

Belarus

Romania
Hungary
Azerbaijan
Egypt

Moldova

|
|
uzbekistan{ ] 19920
|
|
I
I
I
0

25 50 75 100
Percent of Arrivals

B Matching HIAS/AJHS Client Files to the L2 Voter File

B.1 Narrative Overview

The HIAS organization keeps detailed administrative records describing refugee families that
it has helped resettle since its founding in 1881. Our project relies on these records; subsets of the
information they contain have been digitized through a collaboration with the AJHS. For refugee
clients'® who immigrated (roughly) from 1980-2016, the AJHS database provides information that
includes: first and last name, country of birth, arrival date, and case number. By definition,
individuals with common case numbers are people who immigrate together.!' Manual inspection
of these files revealed that single case numbers almost always correspond to nuclear families. In
some cases, however, these include cousins, in-laws, or more distant relations.

For clients who immigrated between (roughly) 1955 and 1980, the AJHS database contains
more extensive information in addition to what is available for post-1980 arrivals. These older
records also include: birth date, marital status, relationship to the head of household, arrival
address, and the names of related cases and interested persons. For records of refugees who

0Visa status is not explicitly available in the HIAS data. The first call for countries around the world to develop
formal processes for admitting refugees came from the United Nations following the refugee crisis precipitated by
World War II. Many of the HIAS records pre-date the creation of the United Nations itself, and certainly pre-date
the US’s responses in the form of the 1953 Refugee Relief Act and Refugee Act of 1980. However, internal HIAS
memoranda refer to the clients for whom they process immigration applications as refugees, so we assume that
the majority of people in this data have this status. This is especially likely for post-1990 arrivals, to whom the
Lautenberg Amendment presumptively granted refugee status.

UTust 5.5% of case numbers in the original HIAS data are associated with more than one arrival date, and 0.11% of
case files in the data we successfully merge to L2 have multiple dates. We drop case files with more than one arrival
date from our analysis.



arrived before 1980, The AJHS also provides scanned copies of the original index cards HIAS
used to record the data, making it possible to recode the originals and resolve ambiguities. We
provide an example of these index cards, as well as summary statistics characterizing the original
HIAS data, in Appendix A.

The digitized HIAS records describing pre- and post- 1980 arrivals contain information on
635,964 individuals across 226,577 case files (families). We merge HIAS and AJHS refugee records
to individual voter records made commercially available by L2. L2 curates records of approxi-
mately 208 million U.S. voters, providing a large list of covariates describing each voter, including:
full name, registration status (active or inactive), birth date, age, race, gender, address, turnout
history, and party affiliation. Our L2 data covers the years 2014-2022. Like all voter records, L2’s
data are limited to U.S. citizens who have, at some point in the past, registered to vote. Residents
who have never registered to vote do not appear in voter files, so there is no way to obtain infor-
mation on non-voters from these files or to strictly distinguish between people who have truly
never voted, people who do not match to the files as a result of having been purged off voter rolls,
people whose names had been mis-transcribed in either data set, or people who changed their
names at some point after immigration and registered under new names.

We engage in a step-wise matching procedure for both the pre-1980 and post-1980 immi-
grants. For each of the post-1980 immigrants, we search through the voter files for individuals
with active registration that have the same first and last name. If we find a unique match, we
accept that match and remove it from the pool of immigrants we are attempting to match. With
the new, smaller set of unmatched immigrants, we look for unique exact matches on first and
last name, now including inactive registrations as well. Successfully matched names are removed
from the pool. With the remaining unmatched immigrants, we again look through the entire voter
file for individuals with the same last name and one character edit to the first name to account for
possible transcription errors. At this point, we stop searching for more tenuous matches of the
post-1980 cohort. Our strategy for finding the pre-1980s immigrants proceeds similarly with a
search for unique exact matches according to some restrictive set of criteria, removing successful
finds from the pool, and then matching the leftovers against some less restrictive criteria. We
iterate this process through more filters than in the case of the post-1980 group, because we have
more relevant data. Full details on our step-wise procedures are available in Appendix B.

Since the L2 data does not contain countries of birth for voters, our merging procedure relies
on first and last name for the post-1980 refugee cohort and on names and birthdates for the pre-
1980 cohort. This is, admittedly, less information than we might like to have in order to merge
across data sets. We are, however, still confident in the quality of this effort to merge using
names for several reasons. First, the immigrants in the HIAS data had idiosyncratic surnames as
compared with American natives, particularly those largely Soviet-Bloc immigrants that arrived
post-1980. For example, Appendix Figure B.3 shows that almost 70% of surnames in our data are
shared with fewer than 100 registered voters, whereas almost 90% of registered voters share a
surname with more than 100 people. To reach an equal or better level of distinctiveness as one
finds with these last names in the general voter population one would need to condition on birth
year and birth month as well. Even within the HIAS data, 83.4% of first and last name combi-
nations are unique. If we include information on arrival years, 94.5% of first name, last name,



and arrival year combinations for refugees in the HIAS data do not have duplicate entries. This
also makes the merging exercise easier in the sense that we have few duplicates in the original
data for whom we need unique matches and further suggests that this group of immigrants has
largely distinctive names. Additionally, HIAS often recorded birth date for pre-1980 arrivals. The
matching exercise for this group can take advantage of the fact birth dates are highly discriminat-
ing and surnames are fairly discriminating, while for post-1980 the matching exercise can take
advantage of the fact that surnames for this group are particularly unique. Finally, in all cases, we
can use arrival dates to remove likely false positives arising from cases where birth dates (from
the voter file) post-date arrival dates (from the HIAS data)."?

B.2 Matching Process in Detail

Our matching procedure for both the pre-1980 and post-1980 immigrants proceeds in a step-
wise fashion. For each of the post-1980 immigrants, we search through the voter files for individ-
uals with active registration that have the same first and last name. If we find a unique match, we
accept that match and remove it from the pool of immigrants we are attempting to match. With
the new, smaller set of unmatched immigrants, we look for unique exact matches on first and last
name, now including inactive registrations as well."”® Successfully matched names are removed
from the pool. With the remaining unmatched immigrants, we again look through the entire
voter file for individuals with the same last name, but now allow for one character edit to the
first name. Particularly with foreign names, minor transcription errors are fairly common. Any
successful unique matches are added to our dataset. At this point, we stop searching for more
tenuous matches of the post-1980 cohort. Table B.1 shows the number of matches we obtain at
each stage. In total, we match 119,603 individuals, a success rate of around 26%.

Table B.1: Matching process post 1980.

Stage Unique Given Name Surname Voters Clients Matches
1 v Exact Exact Only Active All Post 1980 100,763
2 v Exact Exact All Stage 1 Misses 4,339
3 v One letter edit Exact All Stage 2 Misses 14,501

Our strategy for finding pre-1980 immigrants proceeds similarly: we search for unique exact
matches according to some restrictive set of criteria, remove successful finds from the pool, and
then match the leftovers against some less restrictive criteria. We iterate this process through
more filters than the post-1980 group, because we have more relevant data. In particular, the
index cards more or less exactly record birth dates. Individuals are with some frequency recorded
as having two names. Sometimes these two names appear to be first and middle, while other times
it appears to be a more anglicized alternative (e.g. Dawid vs. David).

12This is only 1.6% of cases in the merged data and we drop them from our analysis.
B31f we did not distinguish between active and inactive in this way, then no individual with multiple registrations,
some active and others inactive, would end up being included in our sample.



In such cases, it is hard to know which given name to search for in the voter file; if an index
card describes an immigrant named Ben David, does one expect to find that person registered as
Ben, David, or Ben David? Therefore, we consider the possible variations on the name that are
contained in the cards. In particular, we apply our iterative procedure for searching for unique
exact matches against the following pieces of information: (1) birth date, transcribed given name,
transcribed surname; (2) birth year, given name, surname; (3) given name, surname, birthday,
birth month, birth year £ 1 or birth year & 2; (4) surname, birthdate, plausible variations on
the given name; (5) birth year, surname, variations on given; (6) surname, variations on given,
birthday, birth month, and birth year +1 or £2; (7) birth date, surname, two character edits to
the given name, (8) birth date, surname, two character edit to variations on the transcribed given
name. Table B.2 describes how many matches each step generates. In total, we match 6,140
individuals, a success rate of around 5%. The much lower success rate is not surprising given the
median age of a pre-1980 immigrant at present writing is 96.

Table B.2: Matching process pre-1980.

Stage Unique Given Surname Birth Day/Month Birth Year Voters Clients Matches
1 v Exact Exact Exact Exact All Pre-1980 2,664
2 v Exact Exact . Exact All Stage 1 Misses 1,360
3 v Exact Exact Day and Month ~ < +2 All Stage 2 Misses 127
4 v Variations Exact Exact Exact All Stage 3 Misses 439
5 v Variations Exact . Exact All Stage 4 Misses 258
6 v Variations Exact . < +2 All Stage 5 Misses 36
7 v 2 Edits to Exact Exact Exact Exact All Stage 6 Misses 1,078
8 v 2 Edits to Variations Exact Exact Exact All Stage 7 Misses 178

B.3 Representativeness

One important question is whether and how focusing on individuals who match to a voter file
differ from those in the larger client population. Table B.3 examines how the sample of matched
immigrants differs from the sample of unmatched immigrants in the administrative file for the
pre-1980 cohort. While similar analysis is desirable for the post-1980 population, we simply lack
the necessary information to do this analysis. The table reveals that the interaction of marriage
with naming conventions has a substantial impact on the sub-sample. There are fewer women in
the matched sample than the administrative file. If an individual was separated at the time of im-
migration, they are relatively more likely to match. The fact that people known to be married are
a smaller part of the matched sub-sample is initially curious, however it is important to recognize
that someone who was already married sometime in the 1955-1980 time frame is likely relatively
old by 2018, when we search for them in the voter files. The more likely a person is to be deceased,
the less likely they are to appear in the voter file. Indeed, immigrants who are in families with
children are relatively more common in the matched sample than in the initial administrative file,
which again makes sense given aging dynamics. Finally, it seems that matching against another
set of records has induced some selection on administrative data quality. 18% of the individuals



in the administrative files have no gender indicated, whereas only 3% of the matched sample are
missing gender in the HIAS file.

Table B.3: Sample characteristics of the pre-1980 client population before and after matching

Mean (Unmatched) Mean (Matched) Difference (Standardized)

Deceased 0.003 0.000 -0.079
Divorced 0.014 0.003 -0.113
Engaged 0.000 0.000 -0.005
Married 0.693 0.411 -0.593
Separated 0.258 0.584 0.701
Widowed 0.032 0.001 -0.240
Unknown Marital Status 0.379 0.390 0.023
Female 0.420 0.311 -0.228
Unknown Gender 0.179 0.032 -0.492
Family Size 3.433 4118 0.467

On the one hand, the difference between the matched and unmatched samples may lead to
concerns about how representative the families we study are as compared with the typical family
assisted by HIAS. We discuss external validity concerns at greater length in the manuscript, but
it is worth noting here that the national origin of the typical HIAS immigrant changes drastically
over decades, so the representative immigrant family is a strained notion to begin with. More-
over, we find that our results are robust to these drastic changes in national origin of the client
population.

On the other hand, the difference observed in the balance table may raise questions about
match quality. It is difficult to directly test the proposition, but we do have some indirect tests we
can do. For one, the administrative case files describe a small percentage of deceased individuals.
Encouragingly, none of our immigrants known to be deceased prior to 1980 appear as active or
inactive voters. Another indirect test is that voter files often include gender and so do the HIAS
administrative files, but gender is not used in the matching procedure. In greater than 98% of the
matched cases, these two genders are concordant. It would be surprising, given the possibility of
transcription and intake errors in both files, if the number of matches was 100%.

B.4 How Distinctive Are Soviet Jewish Names?

Several important considerations about the underlying data merit mention in thinking about
how to implement the name matching. First, the immigrants that HIAS helped come to the US
often had idiosyncratic surnames as compared with American natives, particularly those largely
FSU-born immigrants that arrived post-1980.

To take a concrete example, there are fewer Shteyngarts in the voter file than Steins, or even
Steins born in 1972. While it is certainly possible that there are multiple individuals named Gary
Shteyngart in the US, one or more registered and perhaps some not, it is also possible for individ-
uals named Gary Stein to share the same birthday or other matching characteristics. Our analysis



shows, however, that the vast majority of the in-sample surnames are shared by fewer than 100
voters, and as a result it does not surprise us that when we do have birth dates and surnames,
the former does not actually do all that much to change which immigrants we are able to match
to voter files and which we cannot. This leads to our second point about matching, which is that
while HIAS was not always perfectly reliable about filing out all available fields in their old index
card system, they did often record birth-dates using that system. Pre-1980, the matching exercise
to voter files can take advantage of the fact that birthdates are very frequently available. While it
is of course the case that better matching might be possible with more data on individuals, espe-
cially birth dates for the post-1980 cohort, generally these data are exceedingly hard to find. The
government’s version of these administrative files will only become available to scholars when
these individuals are older than 100, which is to say in 30 years for the oldest immigrants in our
files.

Our matching approach for post-1980 immigrants relies explicitly upon the assumption that
the surnames in this group are distinctive. While this is not necessarily true for all individuals in
this client population, it is often true. In presenting our work, we have sometimes been asked how
to consider how distinct these last names really are. Figure B.3 presents a thought experiment.
We can think about how distinctive an registered voter’s last name typically is by considering the
number of other individuals sharing that name. As the figure shows, the typical voter shares a
surname with a few thousand other voters in the US, it is rare for a voter to share a last name with
only a few dozen others, and one in five has a surname such as “Johnson” shared by hundreds
of thousands of other voters. If we consider the combination of surname and birth year, the
distinctiveness of voters is several orders of magnitude higher. One in five voters will share a
surname and birth year with roughly 1,000 other voters, while for the median voter the number
of individuals sharing a last name and birth year could fit in a typical classroom. If we think about
the combination of birth year, birth month and surname, the median registered voter would share
this combination of traits with about 10 people. Only about 5% of registered voters share this trait
with 1,000 others or more.

Calculating similar statistics for the last names found post 1980, we see that such surnames
have a discriminating power that is close to the power of conditioning on last name, birth year,
and birth month in the general population. 70% of these immigrant last names are possessed
by 100 registered voters or fewer. This exercise provides some confidence that our matching
approach, based additionally on first names and uniqueness constraints, is quite conservative in
the sense that our matches are very likely true. At the same time, these statistics may give some
indication why relaxing the uniqueness, first or last name constraints give us pause.



Figure B.3: Distinctiveness of Surnames in Sample v. Registered Voters
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Figure C.5: Arrival Years
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D Family Structure Robustness Checks

Tables D.4 and D.5 reports our main results from Section 3 on a sample of children from
families with only two children. This restricted sample is one in which it is unlikely that oldest
children bear disproportionate responsibility for tending to a large group of younger siblings.
These findings are consistent with the results presented in the manuscript, which makes sense
given that most families in this population of refugees had two or fewer children.

Table D.4: Effect of Age at Arrival on Participation for Families with 2 Children

Turnout
2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022
Age at Arrival 0.007*** 0.004*** 0.007*** 0.003* 0.007***  0.005***

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

Female —0.027* —0.027*** —0.023 —0.052*** —0.047*** —0.076***
(0.016)  (0.009)  (0.014)  (0.017)  (0.011)  (0.013)

Family Fixed Effect v v v v v v
Adjusted R? 0.205 0.194 0.135 0.224 0.100 0.133
Residual Std. Error (df = 3143) 0.404 0.298 0.461 0.421 0.453 0.464
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Standard errors clustered by state.

Tables D.6 and D.7 report the effect of an additional year of exposure to a left-wing author-
itarian regime on voting (conditional on registration) and party registration when we restrict



Table D.5: Effect of Age at Arrival on Party Registration for Families with 2 Children

Party Affiliation

Republican Democrat Nonpartisan

Age at Arrival

0.009***  —0.008***  —0.001
(0.002)  (0.001) (0.002)

Female —0.028**  0.039*** 0.001
(0.013)  (0.010) (0.011)
Family Fixed Effect v v v
Adjusted R? 0.163 0.197 0.112
Residual Std. Error (df = 3143)  0.414 0.413 0.457
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Standard errors clustered by state.

our sample to families with three or more children and drop the oldest child in order to assess
whether the main effects we report in Section 3 are just the effect of being the oldest child rather
than the effects of prolonged exposure to these regimes. These results suggest that our effects

are not restricted to oldest siblings. Since most families in our sample have two or fewer children
we lose considerable power and most results in Table D.6 fall short of statistical significance at
the 5% level, but they are consistent with the main results. Children who are older (but not the
oldest in their families) are still more likely to turn out and significantly more likely to register
as Republicans than younger siblings. Results in Tables D.6 and D.8 are calculated using families

from countries of origin that are socialist dictatorships. Controls include gender, year of arrival,
state of residence, and family fixed effects.

Table D.6: Effect of Age at Arrival on Participation without Oldest Children

Turnout

2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022

Age at Arrival

0.013 0.010 0.015 0.010 0.006 0.011
(0.010) (0.007) (0.015) (0.009) (0.017) (0.020)

Female —0.041 —0.037 —0.048 —0.098 —0.074 —0.094
(0.075) (0.042) (0.130) (0.101) (0.140) (0.097)

Family Fixed Effect v v v v v v

Adjus’[edR2 0.176 0355 0.120 0.257 0.114 0.117

Residual Std. Error (df = 321) 0.396 0.247 0.460 0.401 0.456 0.465

Note:

*p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
Standard errors clustered by state.

Tables D.8 and D.9 replicate our main results while restricting the sample to families in which
age differences are relatively small: 5 years or fewer. This exercise should lower the likelihood
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Table D.7: Effect of Age at Arrival on Party Registration without Oldest Children

Party Affiliation

Republican Democrat Nonpartisan

Age at Arrival 0.008 —0.006 —0.001
0.013)  (0.013) (0.013)

Female —0.005  —0.029  —0.019
(0.124)  (0.113) (0.155)

Family Fixed Effect v v v
Adjusted R? 0.012 0.191 0.068
Residual Std. Error (df = 321)  0.443 0.420 0.469
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Standard errors clustered by state.

that we are comparing cousins rather than siblings in the data. The fact that the results replicate
in their direction and general magnitude is encouraging.

Table D.8: Effect of Age at Arrival on Participation for Siblings with Age Differences of 5 Years
or Smaller

Turnout
2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022
Age at Arrival 0.012*** 0.004*** 0.012*** 0.008™** 0.009*** 0.011***

(0.003)  (0.001)  (0.003)  (0.002)  (0.002)  (0.003)

Female —0.012 —0.031** —0.032 —0.085"** —0.041** —0.068"**
(0.015)  (0.013)  (0.021)  (0.027)  (0.019)  (0.014)

Family Fixed Effect v v v v v v
Adjusted R? 0.193 0.215 0.139 0.238 0.118 0.157
Residual Std. Error (df = 2403) 0.406 0.285 0.459 0.409 0.450 0.457

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
Standard errors clustered by state.
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Table D.9: Effect of Age at Arrival on Party Registration for Siblings with Age Differences of 5
Years or Smaller

Party Affiliation

Republican Democrat Nonpartisan

Age at Arrival 0.006"**  —0.003  —0.004**
(0.002)  (0.002) (0.002)

Female —0.024  0.049"**  —0.027
(0.023)  (0.015) (0.026)

Family Fixed Effect v v v
Adjusted R? 0.157 0.196 0.103
Residual Std. Error (df = 2403)  0.412 0.417 0.458
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Standard errors clustered by state.

E Gender Balance

One potential concern given the gender imbalance in our sample is that women who we
successfully merge are fundamentally unrepresentative by virtue of choosing either to not get
married or keep their surnames after getting married. While we cannot compare the women in
our merged sample directly to women in the HIAS data who were not merged, we can see if
our effects appear in families with exclusively male children. Since men are much less likely to
change their names post-migration as a result of marriage than women are, this is a subset of our
data where we may (1) be more confident in the quality of our merges to the L2 data and (2) be
more confident in the representativeness of the data. These results appear in Tables E.10 and E.11.
While these fall short of conventional levels of statistical significance because we have cut our
power by more than half, these results have similar magnitudes and directions to the results we
report in Section 3, suggesting that the estimates we observe are unlikely to be driven by some
kind of merge error in the female half (or so) of the data.
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Table E.10: Effect of Age at Arrival on Participation for Families with Only Male Children

Turnout

2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022

Age at Arrival 0.008 0.004 0.005 0.005 0.007 0.005
(0.009) (0.004) (0.010) (0.009) (0.006) (0.007)

Family Fixed Effect v v v v v v
Observations 14,606 14,606 14,606 14,606 14,606 14,606
Adjusted R?2 0.165 0.202 0.111 0.236 0.104 0.159

Residual Std. Error (df = 1202) 0.427 0.325 0.469 0.423 0.441 0.459

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
Standard errors clustered by state.

Table E.11: Effect of Age at Arrival on Party Registration for Families with Only Male Children

Party Affiliation

Republican Democrat Nonpartisan

Age at Arrival 0.013 —0.007 —0.005
(0.009)  (0.005) (0.009)

Family Fixed Effect v v v
Observations 14,606 14,606 14,606
Adjusted R? 0.133 0.224 0.128
Residual Std. Error (df = 1202)  0.431 0.393 0.455
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Standard errors clustered by state.

F The Critical Age Hypothesis

One possibility we have not yet addressed is the idea of a “critical age” or an “impressionable
years” hypothesis. In general, this idea refers to the possibility that individuals form particular
identities not incrementally over time, but during a particularly formative period in their youth.
In the context of immigration, this hypothesis would suggest that children who live through that
particularly impressionable period in their country of birth are more likely to have their political
consciousness shaped by that country’s political culture and institutions, while those who spend
their most impressionable years in a new home will likely be most influenced by the forces of
their chosen country. Thus, rather than a linear function of age, political behavior and identity
begins to cement only once an individual hits a critical age threshold.

Evaluating this hypothesis directly is a challenge for a few reasons. First, there is no consensus
in the literature about when exactly people enter their most impressionable years. Most agree
that this happens sometime in their teenage years, but the years that bound the beginning and
the end of this period remain opaque. Second, thresholds are harder to think about in the context
of our within-family analysis because of the need to compare siblings. If we want the effect of
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exposure rather than being over the threshold (or not), we would ideally choose families in which
all of the siblings are past the threshold (or where none are, for comparison) so that the resulting
differences really do represent the difference in exposure rather than the effect of crossing into
a critical age realm. Again, however, this would require us to make a decision about the exact
years that create the critical period.

To avoid making arbitrary decisions about thresholds, we instead estimate our main results
from Section 3 with just children at every age from 5 to 21 or younger iteratively to see if the
effect sizes of age at arrival relative to ones own siblings meaningfully changes at some given
year. For instance, in Figures F.6 below, the leftmost point is the effect of age at arrival (relative
to one’s siblings) on voting in the 2016 or 2020 presidential elections for children who arrived
at age 5 or younger. The next point over estimates the same thing, but includes 6 year-olds (and
their siblings, provided they are similarly 6 or younger), etc. The existence of a critical age range,
say 14, might produce a marked shift in the point estimates.

We find limited evidence for the possibility of a critical age effect. We gain precision as we
allow older siblings into the sample, so error bars necessarily get narrower as we look across
the plots from left to right. Yet effects for both participation and party affiliation remain similar
across ages. There are no “jumps” that signal discontinuities at a particular age. To the extent
that variation occurs, it happens around age 10, when effect sizes tend to stabilize. This is before
the teenage period most writers focusing on the critical age hypothesis suggest is the relevant
set of years.

Figure F.6: Presidential Figure F.7: Midterm Figure F.8: Ever Voting
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Another version of this hypothesis is more institutional. One structural discontinuity in age
occurs when children start school and encounter, en masse, the first state institution they will
likely remember interacting with. Several authors have suggested that schooling itself is a major
tool of totalitarian regimes, whereby these regimes attempt to socialize citizens to the behavior
they desire (Paglayan, 2024). We can test this directly to see if our effects obtain for children
who would have been too young to start formal schooling prior to emigration (children under 5).
These results appear in Tables F.12 and F.13. While we have considerably less power here with
few very young arrivals, these results are much weaker than the results we present in Section
3, with several years of turnout effects pointing in the wrong direction and the signs for party
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affiliation reversed relative to the main results. Keeping in mind caveats about power, this may
suggest that schooling and other institutions are a powerful conduit of information about the
state, its willingness to repress its citizens and how it perceives various groups. While young
children would have likely gotten indirect exposure to state repression via communication from
their families even post-migration, the effects on them are much weaker than they are for children
who stayed in Soviet Bloc countries long enough to attend schools.

Table F.12: Effect of Age at Arrival on Participation for Children Under 5 at Immigration

Turnout
2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022
Age at Arrival —0.011 0.004 0.003 —0.012 0.015 0.029

(0.067) (0.080) (0.059) (0.060) (0.096) (0.141)

Gender 0.012 —0.042 —0.165 —0.029 —0.118 0.021
(0.226) (0.124) (0.144) (0.197) (0.423) (0.401)

Family Fixed Effect v v v v v v
Observations 5,673 5,673 5,673 5,673 5,673 5,673
Adjusted R? 0.264 0467 0.184 0.427 —0.133 0.124

Residual Std. Error (df = 181) 0.361 0.205 0.437 0.345 0.516 0.460

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Standard errors clustered by state.
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Table F.13: Effect of Age at Arrival on Party Registration for Children Under 5 at Immigration

Party Affiliation

Republican Democrat Nonpartisan

Age at Arrival —0.011 0.005 0.003
(0.086)  (0.092) (0.088)

Gender —0.077  —0.024 0.092
(0.256)  (0.206) (0.244)

Family Fixed Effect v v v
Observations 5,673 5,673 5,673
Adjusted R? 0.051 0.191 0.220
Residual Std. Error (df = 181)  0.413 0.430 0.429
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Standard errors clustered by state.

G Age Cohorts

As figure 11 shows, the vast majority of the refugees arriving as children who we successfully
merged to the L2 data were between 35 and 55 in 2026. That range spans just two age cohorts:
Millennials, born roughly 1981-1996, and Gen X, birth years 1965-1980. On the one hand, that
relatively narrow span makes us confident that the effects we report are not the effects of aging,
since most people in the data are relatively close in age - and closer still if we compare siblings. On
the other, this covers relatively few cohorts so looking at effects by age cohort becomes impossible
for most cohorts. Just 1633 observations (4.6%) in the data represent people over 65, and only 25
(0.16%) are under 26.

If our objective is to bin the data into relatively narrow slices by current age in hopes of
comparing individuals who are maximally close in age, we are also presented with the challenge
of how to operationalize this without doing it arbitrarily or in a way that advantages us. There are
many possible approaches, with the caveat that even in the age range where data is the densest,
bins that are too narrow make estimates too imprecise to be meaningful since all siblings have
to be within the narrow bin and not across bins even if they are close in age. Bins that are too
wide may cover to much ground substantively and lead us to compare people who truly are in
different stages of life. With that in mind, we present the results of our main specifications but
for everyone under 30, then 10 year age bins for 30-50, and those over 60. These appear in Figures
G.12 - G.17. These show very consistent effects across age bins, especially bearing in mind that the
central three age bins in each plot contain most of the data. This suggests further that the results
we present are not a function of secular aging. We do not see effects systematically shifting in
magnitude as we go across to older or younger age bins, and results within each relatively narrow
age band are consistent with what we report across current ages in Section 3.

We conclude this section of the Supplementary Information by providing some additional
evidence and argumentation against the hypothesis that our effects are driven by the secular
effects of aging. In partiuclar, while it is true that relatively linear patterns similar to what we
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Figure G.12: Presidential Figure G.13: Midterm Figure G.14: Ever Voting
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describe do show up in cross-sectional data for specific elections (Fowler, 2017), cross-sections are
not exactly the right comparison because the composition of the electorate at every age changes
from election to election as people register or fall off the voter rolls. Te relevant question for our
study is whether or not the probability of voting linearly increases with age for the same person
- something researchers could only establish with a long-running panel data set. In addition, our
own data on refugees (children and adults) merged to L2 does not bear out similarly linear patterns
in participation or party affiliation by age. Figures G.18 - G.20 show the proportions of merged
refugees in our data who turn out conditional on registration and register as either Republicans or
Democrats. None of these patterns can be said to linearly increase with age. Participation follows
a classic inverted-U shape, with the lowest levels occurring among the youngest and oldest and
peak participation occurring in midlife. Similarly, the proportions registering as Republican start
relatively low for those 40 and under, rise rapidly for those in their roughly 40-70s, and drop off
sharply again for refugees over 80. The distribution of the proportions of refugees identifying as
Democrats looks like the inversion of the distribution for Republican identifiers, but is similarly
nonlinear. Even focusing on narrow windows of consecutive years across each distribution, it
does not appear as though we see consistent linear increases with age; on average, the proportions
of people either participating or registering with either party in the next age bin up are just
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as often slightly lower than the proportions in the age bin directly below as they are slightly
higher. Given these patterns in our data, along with the fact that our results in Appendix G show
that restricting our data to people who are in the same age cohort today would not change our
conclusions, make us confident that our main results are not due to any secular effects of aging
on participation or party registration.

Figure G.18: Participation Figure G.19: Republicans Figure G.20: Democrats
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Our focus on refugees who arrived as children allows us to fix factors common within families
and interpret age differences between children as varying levels of exposure. Yet this approach
leaves a considerable amount of data on the table. 84,530 of the HIAS-resettled refugees we
successfully merged to L2 arrived in the US as adults, and we did observe relevant outcomes for
these individuals. Accordingly, a natural question about this group might be whether or not they
exhibit similar patterns to the child arrivals in our data. That is, do adult arrivals who come to
the US older - and therefore with longer exposure periods to state repression in the Soviet Bloc -
also participate more and affiliate with right wing parties more relative to younger arrivals?

We can shed some light on this question, but we have to use a slightly different approach to
estimation than the one we adopt in Section 3. For adults, it makes little sense to include a family
fixed effect. First, that ignores many single adults who came to the US without immediate family
members. Second, those adults who did come to the US with adult family members typically
came with spouses. Therefore comparisons between adults in the same family would largely be
confounded by gender. While there are families in the data in which more than two adults with
heterogeneous members immigrated simultaneously (e.g. families that arrived with grandparents
or uncles and aunts), this is less common and estimates driven by these families might be local
to a very specific type of family structure.

To get at this question, we instead estimate a model of a slightly different form:

Yij = o+ PArrivalAge,; + OFemale;; + FamilySize; + ProportionFemale; + ArrivalYear; + BirthCountry; + 1;;
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where y;; is the outcome of individual ¢ in family j, F'emale;; is a dummy variable for gender,
Arrival Age;; is age at arrival in the US, FamilySize; records the number of members in each
family, ProportionFemale; reports the proportion of female family members in the family at
the time of immigration, ArrivalY ear; is a dummy for the family’s arrival year, BirthCountry;
is a dummy representing the individual’s country of birth, and 7);; denotes the error term.

This specification breaks the family fixed effect, and is therefore open to possible confound-
ing. However, it does allow us to do two things. First, it allows us to individually examine pre-
migration family characteristics that would otherwise be obscured by family, such as family size
and the proportion of women in the family. While we suppress the individual coefficients for
year of arrival and birth country for brevity, this approach also allows us to control for both sep-
arately and examine any effects associated with time and country of birth. We report our results
in Tables H.14 and H.15.

In these results, we separate adult arrivals (columns 1-3 in each table) from those who arrived
as children (columns 4-6). There are several things worth pointing out about these results. First,
even in this new specification, the coefficients describing the relationships between age at arrival
and participation are positive and significant at the 5% level for child arrivals. So too is the
coefficient describing the relationship between age at arrival for child arrivals and registration as
a Republican, with the mirrored negative and significant relationship between age at arrival and
registering as a Democrat. This suggests that our main results for child arrivals are reliable and
robust to alternative specifications.

The results for people who arrived as adults, however, are essentially the opposite of those
for people who arrived as children. For adults, the coefficient describing the relationship be-
tween age at arrival and participation is either negative or indistinguishable from zero despite
the fact that we have considerably more power in this group. The results for party affiliation are
all distinguishable from zero, but older arrivals tend to be significantly less likely to register as
Republicans or nonpartisans and significantly more likely to register as Democrats than younger
ones conditional on having immigrated as adults. It is difficult to speculate why this might be
the case for adults conditional on controlling for their countries of birth and years of arrival.
Without benchmarks for within-family comparison, this approach remains open to confounding
from pre-migration characteristics like education, personal experiences with persecution prior
to migration, and a host of other possibilities for which we cannot directly account. This does
suggest, however, that the relationships between age at arrival and our outcomes of interest are
fundamentally different for those who arrived as children and those who came as adults.
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Table H.14: Age at Arrival and Participation without Family Fixed Effects

Presidential: Adults

Midterm: Adults

Voted: Adults

Presidential: Children

Midterm: Children

Voted: Children

Tntercept 0.5461% 0.2458 0.5036" 1.0390% 1.0213" 1.0147"
[0.3439; 0.7483] [—0.0490; 0.5406] [0.2827;0.7245) [0.6812; 1.3968] [0.6610; 1.3816] [0.6405; 1.3889]
Age at Arrival 0.0003 0.0002 —0.0002 0.0051* 0.0053* 0.0041*
[~0.0014; 0.0020] [~0.0013; 0.0017] [~0.0018; 0.0015] [0.0032; 0.0070] [0.0035; 0.0071] [0.0025; 0.0057]
Female —0.0084* —0.0315* —0.0096™ —0.0179 —0.0652* —0.0258*
[~0.0152; —0.0016]  [—0.0407; —0.0224]  [—0.0166; —0.0025]  [—0.0382;0.0025]  [—0.0959; —0.0345]  [—0.0460; —0.0056]
Family Size 0.0117* 0.0122* 0.0115* 0.0128* 0.0120* 0.0101*
[0.0085; 0.0149] [0.0089; 0.0156] [0.0083; 0.0148] [0.0049; 0.0208] [0.0073;0.0167] [0.0026;0.0176]
Proportion Female in Family 0.0081 —0.0078 0.0054 0.0028 0.0291* 0.0090
[—0.0021;0.0182] [—0.0173;0.0017] [—0.0041;0.0149] [—0.0202; 0.0259] [0.0046; 0.0537] [—0.0104;0.0284]
RZ 0.0121 0.0258 0.0144 0.0239 0.0436 0.0225
Adj. R2 0.0107 0.0243 0.0130 0.0209 0.0406 0.0194
Num. obs. 61935 61935 61935 28365 28365 28365
RMSE 0.3936 0.4788 0.3706 0.4386 0.4862 0.4117
N Clusters 51 51 51 50 50 50

All specifications include dummies for country of birth and arrival year. Standard errors clustered by state of residence.

Table H.15: Age at Arrival and Party Affiliation without Family Fixed Effects

Republicans: Adults

Democrats: Adults

Nonpartisans: Adults

Republicans: Children

Democrats: Children

Nonpartisans: Children

Intercept 0.0290 0.6079% 0.2927 0.1252 0.9594% 0.0352
[—0.0993;0.1573] [0.3742; 0.8415] [—0.0036; 0.5891] [—0.3160; 0.5664] [0.6631; 1.2556] [—0.4028; 0.4732)
Age at Arrival —0.0018 0.0060* —0.0042* 0.0082* —0.0092* 0.0012
[—0.0037;0.0001] [0.0032; 0.0089] [—0.0058; —0.0026] [0.0057;0.0106] [—0.0105; —0.0079] [—0.0005; 0.0030]
Female —0.0301* 0.0397* —0.0082 —0.0411%* 0.0645* —0.0211%*
[-0.0371; —0.0231] [0.0333; 0.0461] [—0.0195; 0.0031] [—0.0550; —0.0271] [0.0500; 0.0791] [—0.0414; —0.0008]
Family Size 0.0023 —0.0024 —0.0002 0.0068* 0.0055 —0.0119*
[—0.0069;0.0116] [—0.0091; 0.0043] [—0.0051; 0.0047] [0.0034; 0.0103] [—0.0011;0.0121] [—0.0201; —0.0037]
Proportion Female in Family —0.0129* 0.0150* —0.0039 —0.0173* 0.0033 0.0094
[—0.0246; —0.0012] [0.0047; 0.0253] [—0.0139; 0.0061] [—0.0333; —0.0013] [—0.0095; 0.0160] [—0.0093; 0.0281]
R? 0.0239 0.0454 0.0216 0.0281 0.0341 0.0153
Adj. R? 0.0224 0.0440 0.0201 0.0250 0.0311 0.0123
Num. obs. 61935 61935 61935 28365 28365 28365
RMSE 0.4804 0.4165 0.4730 0.4453 0.4516 0.4837
N Clusters 51 51 51 50 50 50

All specifications include dummies for country of birth and arrival year. Standard errors clustered by state of residence.

I Pre-1980 Arrivals

Tables 1.16 - 1.19 show our results separately for children who arrived with siblings before
1980 and for those who arrived in 1980 or later. Recall that the largest wave of immigration from
the Soviet Bloc to the US occurs approximately 1985-1995. Thus, most of our power comes from
refugees who emigrated during this period and the estimates for child arrivals who came before
1980 are considerably less precise. However, we show the pre-1980 results here to demonstrate
that these have approximately the same magnitudes and point in the same direction as the post-
1980 results, which suggests that the effects are likely to be similar for refugees who sought to
leave the Soviet Union before and after the Soviet economic collapse was underway in earnest.
This suggests that economic factors are not the primary driver of the effects we observe.
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Table 1.16: Effect of Age at Arrival on Participation for Siblings Arriving Before 1980

Turnout
2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022
Age at Arrival 0.022 0.024 0.020 0.013 0.003 0.016

(0.024) (0.033) (0.018) (0.026) (0.018) (0.034)

Female —0.044 —0.139 —0.045 0.067 0.050 0.020
(0.144) (0.230) (0.246) (0.183) (0.098) (0.226)

Family Fixed Effect v v v v v v
Adjusted R? 0.046 0.139 0.183 0.228 0.306 0.175
Residual Std. Error (df = 130) 0.451 0.464 0.402 0.408 0.315 0.394

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
Standard errors clustered by state.

Table I.17: Effect of Age at Arrival on Participation for Siblings Arriving After 1979

Turnout
2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022
Age at Arrival 0.007* 0.004** 0.007** 0.004 0.008*** 0.005*

(0.004) (0.002) (0.003) (0.003) (0.002)  (0.003)

Female —0.018 —0.026* —0.022 —0.058"* —0.039* —0.076"**
(0.029) (0.015) (0.029) (0.028) (0.020)  (0.022)

Family Fixed Effect v v v v v v
Adjusted R? 0.199 0.206 0.120 0213  0.075 0.119
Residual Std. Error (df = 3651) 0.402  0.282  0.463  0.418 0458  0.467

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
Standard errors clustered by state.

J Pre- and Post- Soviet Collapse

In this section, we break out our results from Section 3 for people arriving as children prior
to the Soviet Union’s official dissolution in 1991 and those arriving after the collapse. The effect
of exposure to state repression in the Soviet Bloc, measured via age at arrival relative to one’s
own siblings, is similar for both groups. The effects of exposure on participation are positive and
comparable in magnitude for every election year in our data, though these effects are stronger
for the 1991 or later arrivals. We also show similar effects of exposure on partisanship for both
groups: more exposure produces a greater tendency to affiliate with the Republican Party and
a concomitant tendency to avoid affiliating with the Democratic Party. These effects, however,
are stronger for pre-1991 arrivals than they are for those who emigrated after the collapse. This
supports our interpretation of these effects. If we think of affiliating with a right wing party
as a backlash effect against everything Soviet totalitarianism pursued and represented, this effect
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Table 1.18: Effect of Age at Arrival on Party Affiliation for Siblings Arriving Before 1980

Party Affiliation
Democrat Republican Nonpartisan

Age at Arrival —0.003 0.008 —0.009

(0.018)  (0.017) (0.012)
Female 0.182 —0.033 —0.151

(0.183)  (0.197) (0.158)
Family Fixed Effect v v v
Adjusted R? 0.231 0.274 0.321
Residual Std. Error (df = 130)  0.438 0.389 0.331
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Standard errors clustered by state.

Table 1.19: Effect of Age at Arrival on Party Affiliation for Siblings Arriving After 1979

Party Affiliation
Democrat Republican Nonpartisan

Age at Arrival —0.007** 0.008* —0.001

(0.004)  (0.005) (0.002)
Female 0.035* —0.030 —0.0003

(0.020)  (0.034) (0.032)
Family Fixed Effect v v v
Adjusted R? 0.162 0.133 0.105
Residual Std. Error (df = 3651)  0.416 0.420 0.462
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Standard errors clustered by state.

should be stronger for those who lived under and left that regime than they would be for refugees
leaving a less consolidated totalitarian state that made less organized effort to repress them.
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Table J.20: Effect of Age at Arrival on Participation for Siblings Arriving Before 1991

Turnout

2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022

Age at Arrival 0.006 0.009** 0.002 0.003 0.004 0.003
(0.011) (0.004) (0.008) (0.004) (0.006) (0.008)

Female —0.054 —0.034 —0.046 —0.076 —0.039 —0.069
(0.068) (0.050) (0.058) (0.059) (0.068) (0.084)

Family Fixed Effect v v v v v v
Adjusted R? 0.227 0.246 0.145 0.244 0.097 0.132
Residual Std. Error (df = 983) 0.431 0.352 0.462 0.432 0.426 0.464

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
Standard errors clustered by state.

Table J.21: Effect of Age at Arrival on Participation for Siblings Arriving in 1991 or Later

Turnout
2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022
Age at Arrival 0.008** 0.003 0.009** 0.004 0.009*** 0.007**

(0.004) (0.002) (0.004) (0.004) (0.003) (0.003)

Female —0.008 —0.026 —0.015 —0.049* —0.037 —0.077**
(0.025) (0.016) (0.030) (0.028) (0.029)  (0.030)

Family Fixed Effect v v v v v v
Adjusted R? 0.179 0.191 0.108 0.197 0.078  0.118
Residual Std. Error (df = 2798) 0.394 0.265 0.461 0.412  0.463  0.465

Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01
Standard errors clustered by state.

K Current States of Residence
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Table J.22: Effect of Age at Arrival on Party Affiliation for Siblings Arriving Before 1991

Party Affiliation
Democrat Republican Nonpartisan

Age at Arrival —0.007 0.009 —0.002

(0.005)  (0.007) (0.005)
Female —0.012 0.003 0.019

0.070)  (0.074) (0.077)
Family Fixed Effect v v v
Adjusted R? 0.170 0.143 0.132
Residual Std. Error (df = 983)  0.420 0.433 0.442
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Standard errors clustered by state.

Table J.23: Effect of Age at Arrival on Party Affiliation for Siblings Arriving in 1991 or Later

Party Affiliation
Democrat Republican Nonpartisan

Age at Arrival —0.007** 0.008* —0.001

(0.003)  (0.005) (0.003)
Female 0.055** —0.041 —0.010

(0.025)  (0.037) (0.034)
Family Fixed Effect v v v
Adjusted R? 0.176 0.123 0.106
Residual Std. Error (df = 2798)  0.415 0.413 0.464
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Standard errors clustered by state.

L Israel Survey Data

The Israel Polarization Panel Dataset is a 10-wave panel survey designed to be representa-
tive of the Israeli electorate as of 2015. Sampling was conducted by a public opinion survey firm
between 2019 and 2021. All respondents to the panel were asked about turnout in 2015, while
smaller subsets were asked about turnout in subsequent elections held 2019-2021. This dataset in-
cludes observations collected from 2,542 respondents (where observations for core demographic
characteristics relevant to our study purposes are complete), 495 of whom report being foreign-
born and 291 of whom report having been born in the FSU or the broader Soviet Bloc. This panel
does not include family identifiers, but it does contain information on residents’ country of birth,
immigration year, age, gender, turnout in various years between 2015 and 2021, and indicators of
support for the various political parties represented in the Knesset between 2019 and 2021.

In the main manuscript, we use these survey data to run the most analogous specification to
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Figure K.21: Current States of Residence
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Equation 1 that the data allow, though this time including a term for arrival year in the absence
of information on family units:

y; = o + BArrivalAge, + OFemale; + xArrivalYear; + n); (2)

where y; represents a binary indicator for either turnout in a given year (we model turnout
in 2015, 2019, 2020, and 2021 separately) or declared support for a right wing political party for
respondent ¢ depending on the specification. Arrival age, gender, and arrival year represent the
corresponding self-reported fields for each individual respondent in the panel. As in the main
results, we do not explicitly control for current region of residence' or other post-treatment
socioeconomic characteristics available in the survey data, but we do cluster results by region to
account for regional voting patterns. 7); represents the error term. We do not restrict this sample
to people who immigrated as children in order to preserve power since only 230 respondents
born in the Soviet Bloc were under 21 at the time they migrated, but doing this produces results
consistent with those in Tables 4 and 5 since most people in this sample who emigrated from the
Soviet Bloc came as children.

Tables L.24 and L.25 replicate the results reported in Tables 4 and 5 using logistic regression
since all outcome variables are binary. These results are consistent with the results reported in
the manuscript.

The Israel survey panel does not contain enough immigrants from outside of the FSU or other
Soviet Bloc countries who turned out in any year to reliably estimate the relationship between age
at arrival and turnout, but Table 4 shows the relationship between age at arrival and willingness
to support right-wing parties for immigrants from outside this region. Contrary to a positive and

4Jerusalem, Northern Israel, Haifa, Central Israel, Tel Aviv, Southern Israel, Judea and Samaria, or living outside
of Israel
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Table L.24: Age at Arrival and Turnout, Logistic Regression

Dependent variable:

Voted 2015 Voted 2019 Voted 2020 Voted 2021
® @ G (O]
Age at Arrival 0.037** 0.068 0.074 —0.035
(0.018) (0.092) (0.059) (0.086)
Male 0.420 —0.991 —0.103 20.711
(0.329) (1.347) (0.774) (5,466.218)
Constant 17.921 23.152 20.345 22.673
(6,522.638)  (48,196.140)  (17,730.370) (48,196.160)
Immigration Year Dummy v v v v
Observations 282 217 181 134
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Classical standard errors. Insufficient power to estimate results within-cluster.

Table L.25: Age at Arrival and Party Affiliation, Logistic Regression

Dependent variable:

Would Vote for Right Wing Party Did Vote for Right Wing Party
) @)

Age at Arrival 0.026** 0.023*

(0.013) (0.013)
Male 0.186 0.384

(0.248) (0.247)
Constant 0.036 —0.082

(0.227) (0.225)
Immigration Year Dummy v v
Observations 282 282
Note: *p<0.1; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Classical standard errors. Insufficient power to estimate results within-cluster.

significant one for immigrants from the FSU and Soviet Bloc reported in Table 5, this relationship
is negative for immigrants outside of this region. This provides suggestive evidence that living
under the repressive communist governments of the FSU and Soviet Bloc had a unique effect
on Jewish immigrants to Israel as well as the US. Much like in the US case, further analysis
by country of origin is impossible here because survey respondents who immigrated from all
countries outside of the FSU or Soviet Bloc number fewer than 20 - and often fewer than 10 - per
country.
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Table L.26: Age at Arrival and Party Affiliation for Non-Soviet Bloc Immigrants to Israel

Dependent variable:

Would Vote for Right Wing Party  Did Vote for Right Wing Party

(1) @)

Age at Arrival —0.008 —0.003

(0.006) (0.004)
Male 0.011 0.114

(0.185) (0.113)
Immigration Year Dummy v v
Observations 133 133
R 0.527 0.563
Note: *p<0.1; *p<0.05; ***p<0.01

Figure L.22: Proportion Who Reported Voting in 2015 By Age
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Figure L.23: Would Vote for Right Wing Party
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Figure L.24: Did Vote for Right Wing Party
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