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Introduction 
The aim of this thesis is to determine what affects cross-national differences in attitudes towards 

immigrants and immigration in Europe while using theoretical framework of the Ethnic 

Competition Theory, the Human Capital Theory, and other related theories. The topic of attitudes 

towards immigrants and immigration is important today because new immigrants arrive to Europe 

and attitudes towards them are changing in a negative way.  This topic becomes one of the most 

important topics of public and political debate today. Therefore, it is important to pay attention to 

attitudes of the majority population of various countries in Europe towards immigrants and 

immigration, and to what can be the reasons for such attitudes. Exploration of this topic gains 

greater importance today, but it has a very long tradition. This topic has been studied at least since 

the 1950s.  

There are many often repeated results of studies on attitudes towards immigrants and immigration 

on individual level. More educated and high-skilled people tend to have more positive attitudes 

towards immigrants and immigration (e.g. Schneider 2008, p. 60; Scheepers et al. 2002, p. 25-27; 

Hainmueller and Hiscox 2007, p. 414-16; Semyonov and Glikman 2009, p. 700; Paas and Halapuu 

2012, p. 169; Pardos-Prado 2011, p. 1007). Conversely older people (e.g. Hainmueller and Hiscox 

2007, p. 416; Paas and Halapuu 2012, p. 169) and people in smaller settlements (e.g. Scheepers et 

al. 2002, p. 27; Bridges and Mateut 2014, p. 413; Semyonov and Glikman 2009, p. 700; Paas and 

Halapuu 2012, p. 169) tend to have more negative attitudes towards immigrants and immigration. 

On the other hand, people with more frequent contact with immigrants tend to hold more positive 

attitudes towards them (e.g. Quillian 1995, p. 599; Escandell and Ceobanu 2009, p. 59; Semyonov 

and Glikman 2009, p. 696). 

In the thesis, we will describe selected theories which try to explain cross-national differences in 

attitudes towards immigrants and immigration, and studies on this topic. The first theory is the 

Ethnic Competition Theory. This theory states that members of majority population hold more 

negative attitudes towards immigrants and immigration because they have to compete with them, 

especially in economic area. Therefore, economically vulnerable people and people from poorer 

countries should hold more negative attitudes towards immigrants and immigration. On the other 

hand, the Human Capital Theory states that negative attitudes of majority population towards 
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immigrants and immigration are not due to labor market competition, but due to other factors like 

education.   

The main sources for this thesis are the dissertation by Marcel Theodorus Aloysius Coenders 

(2001) ‘Nationalistic attitudes and ethnic exclusionism in a comparative perspective. An empirical 

study of attitudes toward the country and ethnic immigrants in 22 countries’ and the study 

‘Educated Preferences: Explaining Attitudes toward Immigration in Europe’ by Jens Hainmueller 

and Michael J. Hiscox (2007). To this day, there are many studies on cross-national differences in 

attitudes towards immigrants and immigration. 

The Ethnic Competition Theory employs both individual and country level variables. On the 

individual level it states that attitudes of the people towards immigrants are due to their economic 

vulnerability. The economic vulnerability is usually measured by using independent variables 

education, income, or unemployment. It is not easy to determine to what extent each of these 

variables influences attitudes towards immigrants, because the variables are closely associated. The 

Human Capital Theory proposes that the explanation for differences in attitudes towards 

immigrants does not lie in the economic vulnerability, but in education. 

Our first individual level hypothesis is based on the Ethnic Competition Theory and states: 

Economically vulnerable people will hold more negative attitudes towards immigrants, particularly 

(1a) the lower the household income of the individual is, the more negative his or her attitudes 

towards immigrants are, (1b) the less years of education the individual has, the more negative his 

or her attitudes towards immigrants are, (1c) unemployed people hold more negative attitudes 

towards immigrants than people who are not unemployed. The second individual level hypothesis 

is based on the Human Capital Theory and it states that (2a) the less years of education the 

individual has, the more negative his or her attitudes towards immigration of unskilled workers 

are; (2b) the more years of education the individual has, the more negative his or her attitudes 

towards immigration of professionals are. 

According to the Ethnic Competition Theory, competition may also take place on contextual 

(country or region) level. Competition on contextual level is usually measured by GDP per capita 

and proportion of immigrants in the country. The assumption of influence of these two variables 

on attitudes towards immigrants have not been sufficiently explained yet. Some studies on cross-

national differences in attitudes towards immigrants also examine an effect of migrant integration 
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policy of a country on attitudes towards immigrants in the country. Some scholars state that more 

permissive immigration policy of the country should lead to more negative attitudes towards 

immigrants in the country, because it requires greater public investments. Therefore, it causes 

greater competition between the majority population and immigrants. We build on this assumption 

in this thesis.  

The contextual level hypotheses are based on the Ethnic Competition Theory. The third hypothesis 

states: the higher proportion of non-EU born immigrants the country has, the more negative 

attitudes towards immigrants in the country are. The fourth hypothesis states that the worse the 

economic performance of the country is, the more negative attitudes towards immigrants in the 

country are. Finally, the fifth hypothesis states that the higher the Migrant Integration Policy Index 

of the country is, the more negative attitudes towards immigrants in the country are. 

Multilevel models are used to test the hypotheses based on the Ethnic Competition Theory and the 

Human Capital Theory. For the analysis, we use individual level data from European Social Survey 

2014/2015, and country level data from World Bank/Eurostat. The data analysis is performed in 

SPSS. Hierarchical Linear Modeling is used to test the hypotheses derived from the Ethnic 

Competition Theory and Multilevel Logistic Regression is used to test the hypotheses derived from 

the Human Capital Theory.   
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1.  Literature Review 
In this thesis, we use the Ethnic Competition Theory, the Human Capital Theory, and other related 

theories to explain cross-national differences between attitudes towards immigrants. First, we 

describe the basics of the Ethnic Competition Theory. Second, we focus on the Human Capital 

Theory, which is in competition with the Ethnic Competition Theory on the individual level. Third, 

we describe the basics of the Intergroup Contact Theory and other control variables, which we 

include into the analysis. Finally, we focus on some aspects of previous research on this topic. 

1.1. The Ethnic Competition Theory 
The theory tries to explain cross-national differences in negative attitudes towards other ethnic 

groups. It was proposed in recent studies (Coenders and Scheepers, 1998; Coenders 2001, 

Scheepers et al. 2002), especially in the dissertation by Coenders (2001) ‘Nationalistic attitudes 

and ethnic exclusionism in a comparative perspective. An empirical study of attitudes toward the 

country and ethnic immigrants in 22 countries’. The Ethnic Competition Theory is a combination 

of Realistic Conflict Theory and Social Identity Theory. According to the Ethnic Competition 

Theory the need of individual to identify with in-group and contra-identify with outgroup intensify 

under competitive conditions. Therefore, the Social Identity Theory is complementary to 

propositions from the Realistic Conflict Theory. (Coenders 2001, p. 41; Scheepers et al. 2002, p. 

18) 

1.1.1.1. The Realistic Conflict Theory  

The first theory which is a component of the Ethnic Competition Theory, is the Realistic Conflict 

Theory. The Realistic Conflict Theory states that when there is a competition over scarce resources 

between groups, attitudes towards out-groups become more negative (McLaren 2003, p. 915; 

Scheepers et al. 2002, p. 18; Quillian 1995, p. 588). The conflict over resources between groups is 

assumed to be rational. The amount of resources is limited and groups have to compete for them. 

This competition leads to more negative attitudes of the majority population towards outgroups. 

According to Coenders (2001, p. 14) realistic group conflict theory is: “an economic theory of 

inter-group attitudes and behavior, based on a more or less rational view of humankind.” This 

theory states that relations between groups are more important source of intergroup conflicts than 

individual psychological predispositions (Blumer 1958, p. 3; Coenders 2001, p. 14).  



14 
 

The term realistic-group-conflict theory was first expressed by Campbell (1965, p. 286-287), but 

the idea that real competition between groups causes negative attitudes towards immigrants was 

present also in earlier studies. According to Scheepers (2002, p. 18) and Coenders (2001, p. 13) the 

Realistic Conflict Theory is based on two traditions. Social psychologists focused on the effects of 

intergroup competition and conflicts of interests on intra- and inter-group relations, when 

sociologists focused on the sources of intergroup competition and conflicts of interests in real life 

situations (Coenders 2001, p. 13). 

The first tradition on which the Realistic Conflict Theory is based comes from social psychological 

experiments (Coenders 2001, p. 15; Scheepers et al. 2002, p. 18). This tradition began with 

experiments by Mustafa Sherif and his associates (Coenders 2001, p. 15). In the experiments, two 

groups of boys were exposed to competitive conditions between them while the contact between 

group members was restricted. These experiments show that when the conditions of contact 

between two groups are competitive there appear favoritism of the in-group and unfavorable 

stereotypes of the out-group (Sherif and Sherif 1953; Sherif et al. 1955; Sherif et al. 1961). In the 

experiments unfavorable attitudes appeared even when the members of the two groups did not 

differ in their background, physical and personal characteristics, were socially well adjusted and 

had not experienced undue frustration in their life histories. (Sherif and Sherif 1979, p. 158-160; 

more on this topic also Coenders 2001, p. 15)  

The second tradition on which the Realistic Conflict Theory is based, is sociology of conflict 

(Coenders 2001, p. 13; Scheepers et al. 2002, p. 18). The sociological tradition have focused on 

the sources of intergroup competition and conflicts (Coenders 2001, p. 13). One of the important 

sociologists of conflict is Lewis Coser and his work The Function of Social Conflict, where he 

partly builds on work of George Simmel. According to Lewis Coser, solidarity within the group 

increases, when the group faces an attack from another group (Coser 1956, p. 96). He states that 

conflicts between groups may be about power, wealth or status (Coser 1957, p. 198). Coser also 

addressed positive aspects of the conflicts. According to him, distinction between in-group and 

outgroups is established in and through conflict (Coser 1956, p. 35). He also distinguished realistic 

and non-realistic conflict. Realistic conflict is a conflict for specific resources which aims at 

specific results and non-realistic conflict does not aim on specific results but serve to release 

tension of at least one of the groups (Coser 1956, p. 49). 
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One of the important authors for the Realistic Conflict Theory is Herbert Blumer, who opposed 

earlier individual-level explanation of prejudice. Blumer states in his study ‘Race Prejudice as a 

Sense of Group Position’: “My thesis is that race prejudice exists basically in a sense of group 

position rather than in a set of feelings which members of one racial group have toward the 

members of another racial group.” Blumer refers specifically to prejudice to racial outgroups in his 

paper refers, not to any outgroups. According to him, the source of prejudice is a perceived 

challenge to the group position, for example challenge to power and privilege or economic 

competition. Bobo (1983, p. 1197) modifies Blumer’s approach and states that there has to be a 

conflict about “real resources and accepted practices” between groups to cause negative attitudes 

towards out-groups. For detailed accounts see for example Blumer (1958), Bobo (1983), Coenders 

(2001), McLaren (2003), or Quillian (1995). (Blumer 1958, p. 3-5) 

Another important author for this theory Hubert Blalock suggested that majority-minority group 

relations can be caused on contextual and/or on individual level (Blalock 1967, p. 21-26). On the 

contextual level, competition can be higher, for example, when the resources are scarce and rival 

groups have sharply different cultures and practices (Blalock 1967, p. 78). On the individual level, 

the individuals from the majority population may be afraid of economic competition from the 

minority population (Blalock 1967, p. 29). Blalock also distinguished actual and perceived 

competition (Blalock 1967, p. 102). According to him, prejudice and discrimination are affected 

by the amount of perceived competition, which is caused by actual competition, visibility of 

minorities and personality variables (Blalock 1967, p. 102). There is no consensus in the literature 

whether or not the threat from ethnic out-groups must be real or can be just perceived (Coenders 

2001, p. 32).  

The Realistic Conflict Theory states that intergroup competition leads to more negative attitudes 

towards out-groups. The question is what factors cause perception of threat. Currently, most 

scholars are interested in contextual as well as individual sources of threat perception. Coenders 

(2001, p. 37) states that individual and contextual sources of threat are complementary. Among 

others, Quillian (1995, p. 589) proposes that on contextual level, the perceived threat is due to 

relative size of the subordinate group and economic circumstances. Another line of studies propose 

an influence of fiscal burden of immigration on public services as source of perceived threat on the 

contextual level (Hainmueller and Hiscox 2010, p. 61). On the individual level, it is expected that 
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more economically vulnerable people will perceive greater threat from immigrants. “The 

prominent labor market competition model predicts that natives will be most opposed to 

immigrants who have skill levels similar to their own” (Hainmueller and Hiscox 2010, p. 62). We 

devote to this topic further in the section 1.1.2., and 1.1.3. 

Although the Realistic Conflict Theory has a better practical application for explanation of attitudes 

towards immigrants, “The notions of social identity theory and realistic group conflict theory can 

be regarded as complementary to one another, and can be synthesized into a general framework 

labelled as ethnic competition theory” (Coenders 2001, p. 118). In the practical part of this thesis 

we test hypotheses based mainly on this part of the Ethnic Competition Theory. The hypotheses 

are based on the idea that certain contextual and individual variables can cause higher competition 

between groups, therefore negative attitudes towards immigrants. We pay attention to the choice 

of the variables in the sections 1.1.2. and 1.1.3. of the thesis. We describe the Social Identity Theory 

in the next part of the thesis. 

1.1.1.2. The Social Identity Theory 

The second theory on which the Ethnic Competition Theory is based is the Social Identity Theory. 

Tajfel and Turner (1979; Tajfel 1981, 1982; Turner 1982) expressed the Social Identity Theory. 

They state that people prefer their in-group over other groups (Tajfel and Turner 1979, p. 39). 

People define themselves and others in terms of the social groups to which they belong to. People 

identify themselves with their in-group and contra-identify with the out-groups (Scheepers et al. 

2002, p. 18). Therefore a group categorization is necessary for identity of the people. According to 

Scheepers (2002, p. 18), “individuals have a fundamental need to perceive their in-group as 

superior to ethnic out-groups”. The mere identification with a group may not be harmful, but it can 

have important effects on behavior towards out-groups (Weldon 2006, p. 332).  

The Social Identity Theory builds on previous studies in social psychology (Sherif and Sherif 1953; 

Sherif et al. 1955; Sherif et al. 1961) that intergroup competition leads to outgroup hostility. These 

studies gave rise to a question of whether intergroup competition is a necessary condition for in-

group favoritism and outgroup hostility. Some scholars addressed this question in their experiments 

(among others Tajfel and his colleagues). They conducted experiments with ad hoc laboratory 

groups, with no or hardly any interaction within and between groups. (Coenders 2001, p. 16-17) 



17 
 

According to Tajfel the previous studies show that: 

… the mere perception of belonging to two distinct groups - that is, social categorization 

per se - is sufficient to trigger intergroup discrimination favoring the in-group. In other 

words, the mere awareness of the presence of an out-group is sufficient to provoke 

intergroup competitive or discriminatory responses on the part of the in-group. (Tajfel 

1979, p. 38) 

Therefore, according to this theory the intergroup competition is not a necessary condition for 

negative perception of the outgroup (Coenders 2001, p. 20). More on this topic for example 

Coenders (2001, p. 17-20). 

We do not directly test the Social Identity Theory in this thesis. On the other hand, some studies 

use this theory to explain effect of integration policies of the countries on attitudes towards 

immigrants in these countries (more about this topic in section 1.1.2.). In the next part of the thesis, 

we focus on the specific variables, which are used in cross-national studies of differences in 

attitudes towards immigrants. First, we are interested in contextual level variables. We pay 

attention to variables which are, according to the Ethnic Competition Theory, expected to cause 

negative attitudes towards immigrants through higher competition between majority population 

and immigrants. 

1.1.2. Contextual Level 

Here we focus on the specific variables, which are expected to cause higher competition between 

the majority population and out-groups. These variables lead to higher threat perceptions, therefore 

negative attitudes towards immigrants among the majority population. On the contextual level, the 

competition can occur in different areas, but economic area is the most discussed one. We are also 

interested in possible contextual economic sources of competition/perceived threat in this thesis. 

We follow the distinction between contextual and individual level sources of competition/threat 

perception in this thesis. Quillian (1995, p. 586) stresses the importance of impact of contextual 

level variables on prejudice towards out-groups: “... the focus on individual characteristics and 

relations omits an important source of dominant-group prejudice: the perception by the dominant 

group that an outside group threatens their group's prerogatives.”  
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Quillian (1995, p. 586) develops a theory of prejudice towards out-groups based on collective 

threat. He states that “… collective threat is a function of two factors: the numerical size of the 

subordinate group relative to the dominant group, and economic circumstances” (Quillian 1995, p. 

586). Many other studies follow this study by using at least these two contextual variables (for 

example Schneider 2008, p. 61; Hjerm 2007, p. 1268; Semyonov et al. 2008, p. 17; Rustenbach 

2010, p. 65). Similarly Coenders states: 

Firstly, the larger the relative number of competitors from an ethnic out-group, the stronger 

the competition between ethnic in-group and out-group, since more ethnic out-group 

members compete with the ethnic in-group for, ceteris paribus, the same amount of scarce 

resources. Secondly, the stronger the scarcity of valuable goods that is at stake in the 

competition, the stronger the competition between ethnic in-group and out-group. Thirdly, 

the degree of ethnic competition is also affected by political conditions, regulating the 

distribution of scarce resources. That is, policies regulating market mechanisms in general, 

and policies aimed at assisting ethnic minorities in particular. (Coenders 2001, p. 30) 

We also use these contextual variables in this thesis. As regards economic conditions in the country, 

it can be inferred that perceived economic competition between the majority population and out-

groups should be higher in countries with worse economic conditions, because competition for the 

resources between groups is expected to be higher in these countries (see Barceló 2016, p. 94; 

Davidov and Meuleman 2012, p. 761-762; Hjerm 2007, p. 1257; McLaren 2003, p. 918; Quillian 

1995, p. 590; Pardos-Prado 2011, p. 1000; Ruist 2016, p. 125; Semyonov et al. 2008, p. 7). Most 

of the previous studies use GDP per capita to measure economic conditions of the countries (see 

Quillian 1995, p. 594; Schneider 2008, p. 61; Semyonov et al. 2008, p. 19; Barceló 2016, p. 97-98; 

Hjerm 2007, p. 1268) and we follow these studies in this thesis. Some studies measure economic 

conditions in the country by GDP and unemployment and some studies (for example Schlueter et 

al. 2013, p. 674) use just unemployment rate in the country to measure its economic conditions. 

Most of the previous cross-national studies on attitudes towards immigrants include a measure of 

GDP of the country to the analysis at the contextual level as one of the predictors of competition 

in the country. However, the studies do not show conclusive results as regards whether the 

economic conditions in the country affect attitudes towards immigrants in the country (see Ruist 

2016, p. 125). For example in the study by Quillian (1995, p. 594) worst economic conditions of 
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the country (measured as GDP per capita) lead to higher prejudice towards immigrants and other 

races in the country. Schneider (2008, p. 59-61) also uses GDP per capita to measure economic 

conditions of the country and the threat perceptions (measured with FIOS index) in the country are 

higher in poorer countries. In the study by Semyonov et al. (2008, p. 18) lower GDP per capita 

leads to more negative attitudes towards foreigners. On the other hand, for example in the study by 

Hjerm (2007, p. 1269), higher GDP per capita, PPP, is not a statistically significant predictor of 

xenophobia. Also the study by Barceló (2016, p. 98-105) shows inconclusive results whether 

economic conditions of the country affect attitudes towards immigrants and immigration. 

Ruist (2016, p.125) states that the results can be inconclusive, because they studied few highly 

heterogeneous countries, hence cross-national identification strategies are vulnerable to bias from 

omitted country-specific factors. Therefore, his study uses a different approach and examines the 

effect of economic conditions of the countries on attitudes towards immigrants and immigration 

over several years for each country. His results indicate, that macroeconomic downturn lead to 

more negative attitudes towards immigration. (Ruist 2016, p. 133)  

As regards size of the out-groups, competition between majority population and out-groups should 

be higher when the size of out-group in the country is bigger (Blalock 1956, p. 584; Schneider 

2008, p. 54; Hjerm 2007, p. 1265; Quillian 1995, p. 591). Blalock (1956, p. 584) states that: “... 

under certain conditions a large number of minority members or a rapid rate of increase may lead 

to a high degree of prejudice.” The resources in the countries are limited and higher proportion of 

out-groups in the country can lead to greater competition between them and the majority 

population.  

Many cross-national studies on attitudes towards immigrants also include percentage of the 

immigrants in the countries as one of the measures of competition between out-groups and the 

majority population. However, the studies do not show conclusive results as regards whether the 

percentage of members of out-groups in the country actually affect attitudes towards immigrants 

in the country amongst the majority population. For example in the study by Schneider (2008, p. 

61-62) when the percentage of non-EU immigrants in the country is higher, ethnic threat 

perceptions in the country are higher. On the other hand, the study by Hjerm (2007, p. 1269) 

includes variable proportion of foreign-born population in the country and this variable is not a 

statistically significant predictor of xenophobia in his research. Also, in the study by Rustenbach 
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(2010, p. 64-65) percentage of immigrants is not statistically significantly correlated with anti-

immigrant attitudes. We will also include percentage of non-EU population in the countries in this 

thesis. 

As regards immigration policies measures, some scholars include them as one of the measures of 

competition between out-groups and the majority population (e.g. Schlueter et al. 2013, p. 671; 

Wright 2009, p. 9). They state that more permissive migrant integration policy of the country causes 

that the majority population perceives greater threat from the immigrants. First, this assumption 

can be based on an idea derived from the Realistic Conflict Theory that more permissive migrant 

integration policies cost public finance more money, which means greater competition between the 

out-groups and majority population (Schlueter et al. 2013, p. 671). Second, the competition 

between the majority population and out-groups can be based on the Social Identity Theory. More 

permissive migrant integration policy of the country can threaten identity of the majority 

population, because it involves weakening of the national values in favor to the respect to minorities 

(Wright 2009, p. 9). Based on these ideas, people should hold more negative attitudes towards 

immigrants in the countries where the immigration policies are more permissive. We also try to 

determine the effect of migrant integration policies on attitudes towards immigrants in this thesis 

based on the Ethnic Competition Theory. 

On the other hand, some scholars propose that when the immigration policy of the country is more 

permissive towards immigrants, attitudes towards them in the country will be more positive. This 

idea is based on literature on social norms and on political socialization (Schlueter et al. 2013, p. 

671; Bello 2016, p. 204; Almond and Verba, 1963, cited in Weldon 2006, p. 335). The social norms 

literature presupposes that members of majority group change their attitudes towards immigrants 

in response to legislative measures, because they do not want to deviate from a social norm 

(Schlueter et al. 2013, p. 672). Literature on political socialization states that people learn the values 

derived from the official migrant integration policies through socialization, therefore their attitudes 

towards immigrants depend on the official policy of the country (Schlueter et al. 2013, p. 672; 

Weldon 2006, p. 335). 

However, attitudes towards immigration can influence immigration policies of the countries. 

Voters can vote for political parties which promote the rate and composition of migration they 

prefer. The public can also influence the immigration policies by political activism. For example, 
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Facchini and Mayda (2009, p. 685) state that voters influence policies connected to levels of 

immigration to the countries. They performed one of the first analysis of how individual attitudes 

towards immigrants translate into migration policy outcomes (Facchini and Mayda 2009, p. 684). 

They presuppose that when the median voter in the country is unskilled, he will prefer immigration 

of skilled workers and when the median voter is skilled, he will prefer immigration of unskilled 

workers (Facchini and Mayda 2009, p. 685).  

To this day, there are not many studies that are interested in the effect of immigration policies of 

the countries to attitudes towards immigrants of the majority population in the countries. 

Furthermore, the studies, which exist have some disadvantages. Some studies are interested in the 

effect of possibility of immigrants to acquire citizenship in the country to attitudes towards 

immigration in the country. We propose that it is more proper to include wider migrant integration 

policy measure than acquiring citizenship. Another line of research tries to determine an effect of 

degree of multiculturalism in the country to attitudes towards immigrants, but these studies also 

have some disadvantages. 

The study The Institutional Context of Tolerance for Ethnic Minorities: A Comparative, Multilevel 

Analysis of Western Europe by Steven A. Weldon investigates 15 Western European countries 

(Weldon 2006). One disadvantage of the study for this thesis is that Weldon is interested in political 

and social tolerance of the majority population. Therefore, the dependent variables focus on 

something else than the general attitudes towards immigrants or perceptions of threat from 

immigrants in the country. Moreover, this study is criticized for the low number of included 

countries. Another study Citizenship Regimes and European Attitudes on Immigrant Diversity by 

Matthew Wright (2009) investigates attitudes towards immigration in conjunction with country 

multiculturalism. He finds difference between attitudes of people in countries that have adopted 

multiculturalism in comparison to the countries that did that to a lesser extent (Wright 2009, p. 1). 

Advantages of this study are that it defines multiculturalism as government policy and it uses 

citizenship and multiculturalism to measure the policy of the country. The disadvantages of this 

study for this thesis are that the study divides European countries just into three categories by 

multicultural policies and it uses a measure for attitudes towards immigration and not towards 

immigrants. 
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There are not many studies, which investigate association between attitudes towards immigrants in 

the country with a more complex index of immigration policy in the country. One study focused 

on this topic is the study Immigrant Integration Policies and Perceived Group Threat by Elmar 

Schlueter, Bart Meuleman, and Eldad Davidov (2013). This study uses multi-level analysis. A 

drawback of the study is that the authors do not include a measure for GDP of the country into the 

analysis. In accordance with some earlier studies, they use unemployment rate in the country to 

measure its economic conditions instead. The results of the study show that less permissive 

immigrant integration policies (using MIPEX) lead to higher perceived group threat.  

As we stated in this part of the thesis, we include contextual variables GDP per capita, PPP; 

percentage of non-EU population in the country and MIPEX to the analysis. Based on theory and 

previous research, we predict that lower GDP per capita, PPP; higher percentage of non-EU 

immigrants; and higher MIPEX of the country lead to higher competition between majority 

population and out-groups in the country, therefore to more negative attitudes towards immigrants. 

The first two variables are widely used to study cross-national differences in attitudes towards 

immigrants, but their effect on attitudes towards immigrants is not sufficiently explored yet. 

Second, there are not many studies which are interested in the effect of migrant integration policy 

of a country to attitudes towards immigrants in the country. We show methodology and results of 

the analysis further in this thesis. In the next part of the thesis, we describe several individual level 

variables which are used in cross-national studies on attitudes towards immigrants. The described 

variables are, according to the Ethnic Competition Theory, expected to cause negative attitudes 

towards immigrants through higher competition between members of majority population and 

immigrants. 

1.1.3. Individual Level 

As regards the individual level of the Ethnic Competition Theory, economic area is also the most 

discussed one. We are also interested in individual economic sources of competition/perceived 

threat in this thesis. The competition in economic area is mostly viewed within labor market. 

According to the Realistic Conflict Theory, the labour market competition between the members 

of the majority population and out-groups is one of the main reasons why low educated/skilled 

people hold more negative attitudes towards immigrants.  
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It is often stated that less educated/skilled members of majority population should hold more 

negative attitudes towards immigrants, because they have to compete for jobs with them (for 

example Coenders 2001, p. 37; Gorodzeisky 2013, p. 797; Schneider 2008, p. 55; Scheepers et al. 

2002, p. 19; Semyonov et al. 2006, p. 428; Schlueter and Scheepers 2010, p. 286). The low skilled 

members of the majority population feel that they can lose their jobs or their wages can reduce 

because of the immigrants (see Schneider 2008, p. 55; Semyonov et al. 2006, p. 428; Gorodzeisky 

2013, p. 797; Schlueter and Scheepers 2010, p. 286). On the other hand, according to Hainmueller 

and Hopkins (2014, p. 3) there is little evidence that individual economic self-interest influences 

attitudes towards immigrants. The topic of economic competition between the majority population 

in the country and out groups is more developed in later economic competition theories. More 

about these theories for example Mayda (2006), Scheve and Slaughter (2001), Hainmueller and 

Hiscox (2010). 

Many of the studies of the effect of skill level of the majority population members on attitudes 

towards immigrants build on assumption that immigrants hold lower level of education than the 

majority population. On average, foreign-born population in European countries is less educated 

than the majority population (Eurostat 2016a - data for 2014, for people aged 25-54). On the other 

hand, majority population in many countries included to the analysis in this thesis is less educated 

than foreign-born population in the countries. Immigrants are more educated than the majority 

population in Estonia, Ireland, Lithuania, Hungary, Poland, Portugal, and United Kingdom 

(Eurostat 2016a - data for 2014, for people aged 25-54). Therefore, it is not clear that the foreign-

born population in Europe mainly represents competition (threat) for less educated and less skilled 

members of the in-group population, how is often stated. However, we performed linear regression 

in each country included to the analysis, and higher education leads to more positive attitudes 

towards immigrants (even in the countries, where the education level of immigrants is higher than 

the education level of the majority population).  

Studies, which focus on the effect of individual characteristics of the respondents on attitudes 

towards immigrants, have continuously observed that negative attitudes towards immigrants are 

higher among individuals with low levels of education (e.g. Hainmueller and Hiscox 2007, p. 414-

16; Schneider 2008, p. 60; Chandler and Tsai 2001, p. 186; Scheepers et al. 2002, p. 25-27; 

Semyonov and Glikman 2009, p. 700; Paas and Halapuu 2012, p. 169; Pardos-Prado 2011, p. 
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1007). For example Scheepers et al. (2002, p. 25-27) finds that people with low level of education 

tend to favour ethnic exclusionism. Semyonov and Glikman (2009, p. 700) find that anti-minority 

attitudes are likely to decline with higher education. Schneider (2008, p. 60) finds that people with 

fewer years of education tend to have higher tendency to perceive collective ethnic threat. 

According to Rustenbach (2010, p. 63-4), higher education is connected to more pro-immigrant 

attitudes. Pardos-Prado (2011, p. 1007) finds that people with fewer years of education hold more 

negative attitudes towards immigrants. 

Similarly, the studies have observed that negative attitudes towards immigrants are positively 

correlated with low socioeconomic status (e.g. Schneider 2008, p. 60; Scheepers et al. 2002, p. 25-

27; Hainmueller and Hiscox 2007, p. 414-16; Semyonov and Glikman 2009, p. 700; Paas and 

Halapuu 2012, p. 169; Pardos-Prado 2011, p. 1007). For example Bridges and Mateut (2014, p. 

409) find that individuals with higher income tend to less oppose further immigration. Schneider 

(2008, p. 60) finds that relatively poorer people tend to have higher tendency to perceive collective 

ethnic threat. Pardos-Prado (2011, p. 1007) finds that manual workers and people with lower ISEI 

index hold more negative attitudes towards immigrants. Scheepers et al. (2002, p. 25-27) finds that 

manual workers and people with lower income tend to favour ethnic exclusionism. Semyonov and 

Glikman (2009, p. 700) find that anti-minority attitudes are negatively correlated with higher 

income.   

The second individual predictor of competition between majority population and out-groups 

according to some of the studies on the Ethnic Competition Theory is individual unemployment. 

The Ethnic Competition Theory predicts that unemployed people will have more negative attitudes 

towards immigrants, because they have to compete for jobs with them and are more vulnerable on 

the labour market. However, the studies do not show conclusive results. For example, in the study 

by Scheepers et al. (2002, p. 25-27) unemployment is positively correlated with favouring the 

ethnic exclusionism. In the study by Semyonov and Glikman (2009, p. 700) unemployment is 

connected with anti-minority attitudes. On the other hand, in the study by Pardos-Prado (2011, p. 

1007) unemployment has not been proven as a statistically significant predictor of FIOS index 

score. Also in the study by Rustenbach (2010, p. 63-4), unemployment is not statistically 

significantly connected with anti-immigrant attitudes. 
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As we stated in this part of the thesis, we include individual variables education, income and 

unemployment to measure economic vulnerability of the person. This economic vulnerability 

should lead to more negative attitudes of the person towards immigrants. Education, income, and 

unemployment are widely used to study cross-national differences between attitudes towards 

immigrants. Education and income seem to be important predictors of attitudes towards 

immigrants, while the effect of unemployment is not constant among studies. We include also other 

individual variables into the analysis (control variables and variables based on the Intergroup 

Contact Theory). More about the independent variables in the section 3.2.2. of the thesis. We 

describe the Human Capital Theory in the next part of the thesis. 
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1.2. The Human Capital Theory 
The Human Capital Theory is in opposition to the Ethnic Competition Theory on the individual 

level. Previous studies show that there is an association between education of the person and his or 

her attitudes towards immigrants and immigration. More educated individuals tend to hold more 

positive attitudes towards immigrants and immigration (e.g. Schneider 2008, p. 60; Scheepers et 

al. 2002, p. 25-27; Hainmueller and Hiscox 2007, p. 414-16; Hainmueller and Hiscox 2010, p. 79; 

Semyonov and Glikman 2009, p. 700; Paas and Halapuu 2012, p. 169; Pardos-Prado 2011, p. 

1007). Nevertheless, it is not known if this effect of education is universal or if it varies across 

countries, because there are not enough cross-national comparative studies on this topic (Coenders 

2001, p. 93).  

It is well known that there is an association between a skill level/income of the person and his or 

her level of education. There emerges a question if it is the position on the labour market or the 

education which affects attitudes towards immigrants (see Barceló 2016, p. 89, Ceobanu and 

Escandell 2010, p. 319, Espenshade and Calhoun 1993, p. 195, Hainmueller and Hiscox 2007, p. 

405, Paas and Halapuu, p. 164, Rustenbach, p. 56). The labour market explanation states that 

members of majority population hold more negative attitudes towards immigrants and oppose 

further immigration, because they have to compete with immigrants on labor market (more about 

this topic in the section 1.1.). One of the often offered explanation of the association between 

education and attitudes towards immigrants is that people have low-skilled immigrants in mind 

when asked about immigration (Hainmueller and Hiscox 2010, p. 64). More educated people 

compete with high-skilled immigrants on labor market, therefore they state more positive attitudes 

towards immigrants when the skill level of the immigrants is not specified.  

Some scholars suggest another explanations for the association between education/skill level and 

attitudes towards immigrants than labor market competition. According to them, position on labor 

market is not the reason why low-skilled people hold more negative attitudes towards immigrants. 

It is an education, which causes that more educated people hold more positive attitudes towards 

immigrants (i.a. Hainmueller and Hiscox 2007, p. 405). One of the theories which tries to explain 

this association, is sometimes called the Human Capital Theory (see Rustenbach 2010, p. 56; Paas 

and Halapuu, p. 164). According to this theory, education does not affect attitudes towards 
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immigrants through people’s skill level and related competition on labor market, but it affects 

attitudes towards immigrants directly.  

The thought that education leads to more tolerant attitudes towards outgroups is known for a long 

time (Vogt1983, p. 41). But there is not a clear explanation for this association yet. The Human 

Capital Theory states that education leads to more positive attitudes towards immigrants, because 

it teaches people to be more tolerant and respect otherness. According Paas and Halapuu (2012, p. 

164, 405) education broadens people’s horizons and leads to higher preference for cultural 

diversity. Barceló (2016, p. 89) states that education increases reflexivity and open-mindedness. 

Espenshade and Calhoun (1993, p. 195) propose that higher education can lead to: “more 

enlightened perspective that is less vulnerable to the narrow appeals of intergroup negativism”.  

There are various theories which try to explain the association between education and attitudes 

towards immigrants or immigration. One of these theories is socialisation theory. This theory states 

that educational institutions transmit norms, values, and models of behavior of the society to the 

students. The negative association between education and ethnic exclusionism is particularly due 

to the dissemination of democratic value orientations in the educational system (Selznick and 

Steinberg, 1969, cited in Coenders 2001, p. 96). Another interpretation of the association between 

attitudes towards immigrants and education stresses an importance of cognitive component of these 

attitudes. Ethnic stereotypes and xenophobic beliefs are simplifications of social reality. More 

educated people reject such attitudes, because education leads to transfer of knowledge and 

information, development of cognitive capacities, and transfer of norms, values, and models of 

behavior. (Coenders 2001, p. 96) 

According to Hellwig and Kweon (2016, p. 712) the attitudedes towards immigration are formed 

by trusted political elites and are more easily accepted by the more educated members of society. 

Less educated members of majority population receive less information and are more likely to view 

consequences of immigration in single-dimensional terms (Hellwig and Kweon 2016, p. 712). 

1.2.1. Research of the Human Capital Theory 

According to Hainmueller and Hiscox (2010, p. 61) the available data on individual attitudes 

towards immigrants were not suitable for testing the theoretical assumptions if it is the labor-market 

competition or non-economic factors, which cause negative attitudes towards immigrants. Previous 
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studies assume that respondents have low-skilled immigrants in mind when they answer questions 

about immigration in general. This assumption is questionable, because respondents may have 

systematically varying views on skill level of immigrants. Distinction between attitudes towards 

low-skill and high-skill immigrants is needed to test the theoretical assumptions. (Hainmueller and 

Hiscox 2010, p. 64) 

Hainmueller and Hiscox (2010, p. 61) state that the studies which deal with the question of how 

native citizens with different skill levels differ in their attitudes towards immigration of different 

skill levels of immigrants are limited to test the assumptions only indirectly due to data constraints. 

In particular, no study to date has been able to distinguish between attitudes toward highly 

skilled immigrants and attitudes toward low-skilled immigrants, even though this 

distinction is a critical feature of the theoretical story about how economic concerns affect 

attitude formation and policy preferences with respect to immigration (Hainmueller and 

Hiscox 2010, p. 61).  

The distinction of attitudes of different skill level natives to different skill level immigrants is 

important when we want to determine the influence of labor market competition on attitudes 

towards immigrants. The labour market explanation states that members of majority population 

oppose immigration, because they have to compete with immigrants on labor market. Therefore, 

people should perceive threat from immigrants of their skill level, but should not perceive threat 

from immigrants of different skill levels. In our knowledge, there are not many studies which 

directly test the effect of different skill levels of members of the majority population on their 

attitudes towards immigrants of different skill levels.  

Two studies by Hainmueller and Hiscox (2007; 2010) try to test this influence. In this thesis, we 

build on their study Educated Preferences (Hainmueller and Hiscox 2007). The study test if 

attitudes towards immigrants are influenced by labor-market competition or by different factors as 

education. Within the labor-market competition theory, for example O’Rourke and Sinnot (2006, 

p. 840) state that when new skilled workers come to the country it will raise unskilled wages and 

lower skilled wages in that country. Mayda states that:  

... standard trade and labor-economics theories of labor market, such as the Heckscher-

Ohlin model and the factor-proportions-analysis model, predict that immigration attitudes 
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depend on the impact on factor prices of changes in relative factor supplies due to 

immigration. … assuming that the capital is internationally mobile, the correlation between 

immigration attitudes and individual skill should be related to the skill composition of 

natives relative to immigrants in the destination country. Assuming that the skilled and 

unskilled labor are complements, skilled individuals should favor immigration if natives 

are more skilled than immigrants, because in this case immigration reduces the supply of 

skilled relative to unskilled labor and raises the skilled wage. The opposite is true for 

countries where natives are less skilled than immigrants. (Mayda 2006, p. 510) 

Hainmueller and Hiscox (2007, p. 409; 2010, p. 62) build on this assumption and state that if the 

competition theory is valid, the high educated and highly skilled members of the majority 

population should oppose immigration of highly skilled and educated immigrants, because they 

compete for the same place on labor market. The highly skilled members of the majority population 

should not oppose immigration of low-skilled workers, because they do not have to compete on 

labor market with them. Likewise, the low-skilled members of the majority population should 

oppose only immigration of low-skilled immigrants. They should not oppose immigration of high-

skilled immigrants, because they do not have to compete on labor market with them. (Hainmueller 

and Hiscox 2007, p. 409) 

The results of their study show that more educated and high-skilled people are less prone to oppose 

immigration of both (professionals, low-skill workers) skill levels of immigrants. High-skilled 

members of the majority population favor higher-skilled immigrants even more than do low-skilled 

members of majority population (Hainmueller and Hiscox 2007, p. 421). The second study by 

Hainmueller and Hiscox (2010) finds similar results. According to them, highly skilled as well as 

low skilled respondents strongly prefer highly skilled immigrants over low-skilled immigrants 

(Hainmueller and Hiscox 2010, p. 62). This results seem to support the claim that attitudes towards 

immigrants are not caused by labour market competition, but can be due to other factors like 

education. The researchers suggest that attitudes towards immigrants could be explained by the 

influence of the educational system on attitudes towards minorities and people different from the 

majority population. 

In conclusion, the Human Capital Theory is in opposition to the Ethnic Competition Theory on the 

individual level. According to the theory, it is possible that the effect of education on attitudes 
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towards immigrants is not due to competition on labor market, but due to the education itself. Based 

on the study by Hainmueller and Hiscox we test hypotheses based on this theory. If the labor-

market competition theory is valid, members of majority population should oppose immigration of 

immigrants of their skill-level and should not oppose immigration of immigrtants of different skill-

levels. In the next section, we briefly describe the Intergroup Contact Theory. 
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1.3. The Intergroup Contact Theory 
The Ethnic Competition Theory states that higher proportion of the out-groups in the country leads 

to higher competition between groups. The Intergroup Contact Theory contradicts this statement 

and propose that, under certain circumstances, the higher proportion of the out-groups in the 

country can lead to higher contact between groups, therefore to more positive attitudes towards 

immigrants.  

The effect of contact between majority population of the countries and its out-groups have been 

studied for a long time. Some scholars were interested in contact between races under conditions 

of equality and state that this contact would lead to more negative attitudes towards them (Baker, 

1934, cited in Pettigrew and Tropp 2006, p. 751). Other scholars argue that intergroup contact 

reduces prejudice (Pettigrew and Tropp 2006, p. 766; McLaren 2003, p. 912-914). Current research 

seems to support the later statement that intergroup contact reduces negative attitudes towards 

outgroups (for example Pettigrew and Tropp 2006, p. 766; Bridges and Mateut 2014, p. 409-413; 

DiGiusto and Jolly 2009, p. 3-4; Schneider 2008, p. 55; McLaren 2003, p. 925).  

The Intergroup Contact Theory on contextual level presupposes that when the size of the out-group 

in the country is larger, attitudes towards immigrants can become more positive or more negative 

depending on contact between groups (Paas and Halapuu 2012, p. 164; Barceló 2016, p. 104; 

DiGiusto and Jolly 2009, p. 4). First, when majority population meets members of out-group in 

daily life in positive circumstances more often, it leads to more positive attitudes towards them. 

When the minority group grows, the opportunities to meet its members for the majority population 

also grows. On the other hand, when the conditions are competitive, more frequent contact leads 

to higher prejudice.   

The contact can reduce prejudice just when the members of majority population have individual 

contact with members of out-groups. When the proportion of out-group in the country is high and 

majority population have high individual contact with members of out-group population, attitudes 

towards the out-group can become more positive. On the other hand, when the proportion of 

members of out-group in the country is high and majority population have limited individual 

contact with members of the out-groups, attitudes towards the them become more negative. More 

on the topic the Intergroup Contact Theory for example Pettigrew and Tropp (2006).  
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Many studies on attitudes towards immigrants include contact between in-group and out-groups 

members into the analysis. Higher contact between members of majority population and members 

of out-groups seems to lead to more positive attitudes towards immigrants. For example, in the 

study by Schneider (2008, p. 60) when people state to have immigrant friends or immigrant 

colleagues, they tend to feel less threatened by the immigrants. Also in the study by Qullian (1995, 

p. 599) when people state to have other races or immigrants in their neighborhood or other races 

or immigrants at their workplace, they express less prejudice towards immigrants and other races. 

In the study by Hjerm (2007, p. 1268), when the members of the majority population state to have 

immigrant friends or immigrant colleagues, they express less xenophobic attitudes. In the study by 

McLaren (2003, p. 924-926), when the members of the majority population have minority friends, 

it reduces hostility towards minorities. In the study by Semyonov and Glikman (2009, p. 696), 

having immigrant friends reduces negative attitudes towards immigrants.  

According to the Ethnic Competition Theory, the high proportion of the immigrants in the country 

can lead to higher competition between majority population and out-groups. On the other hand the 

Intergroup Contact Theory states that it can also lead to more frequent contact between members 

of majority population and members of out-groups, therefore to more positive attitudes towards 

immigrants in the country. Based on this theory and previous research, we control for contact 

between the majority population and out-groups on the individual level in this thesis. 
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1.4. Cross-National Research on Anti-Immigrant Attitudes 
From 1995 when Quillian (1995) conducted the first cross-national study on attitudes towards 

immigrants ‘Prejudice as a Response to Perceived Group Threat: Population Composition and 

Anti-Immigrant and Racial Prejudice in Europe’, many cross-national studies were published on 

this topic (for example Barceló 2016; Berg 2010; Bridges and Mateut 2014; Davidov and 

Meuleman 2012; Escandell and Ceobanu 2009; Gorodzeisky and Semyonov 2016; Hainmueller 

and Hiscox 2007; Herreros and Criado 2009; Hjerm 2007; Masso 2009; McLaren 2003; Paas and 

Halapuu 2012; Pardos-Prado 2011; Rustenbach 2010; Scheepers et al. 2002; Schlueter et al. 2013; 

Schneider 2008; Semyonov et al. 2006; Semyonov et al. 2008).  

Qullian (1995, p. 586) used the term “threat perception” as a measure for perception of competition 

in the first international study on attitudes towards immigrants. We use the term threat perception 

as a measure for perception of competition in this thesis. Terminology which was used in the 

previous studies on the topic attitudes towards immigrants is not settled yet. Especially the 

dependent variable attitudes towards immigrants has various meanings in different studies. The 

most important studies for this thesis are studies ‘Nationalistic Attitudes and Ethnic Exclusionism 

in a Comparative Perspective’ by Coenders (2001) and ‘Ethnic Exclusionism in European 

Countries’ by Scheepers, Gijsberts, and Coenders (2002) because they present the Ethnic 

Competition Theory.  

1.4.1. Dependent Variable Attitudes towards Immigrants   

In Europe, many of the scholars use an index composed from six questions from European Social 

Survey to measure attitudes towards immigrants. This index is sometimes called FIOS index 

(Pardos-Prado 2011, p. 1004; Semyonov et al. 2008, p. 11). We follow this terminology in this 

thesis. It comprises from questions about respondent’s opinions on impact of the immigrants on 

jobs, health and welfare services, crime, economy, cultural life, and general impact of immigrants 

in the country. Many studies use this index or some questions from this index to measure attitudes 

towards immigrants. On the other hand, the terminology is not settled yet.  

Some scholars use this index or questions from this index to measure the dependent variable 

attitudes towards immigrants. For example, Semyonov et al. (2008, p. 11) call the dependent 
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variable (FIOS index) a measure of attitudes toward foreign population. Gorodzeisky and 

Semyonov (2016, p. 335) call the dependent variable (index composed from three of these 

questions) a measure of attitudes toward immigrant population. Rustenbach (2010, p. 62) calls the 

dependent variable (index of three of these questions) a measure of anti-immigrant attitudes. In 

comparison, Pardos-Prado (2011, p. 1004) calls the dependent variable (FIOS index) a measure of 

attitudes towards immigration. Masso (2009, p. 257) calls the dependent variable (index of three 

of these questions) a measure of readiness to accept immigrants. Other studies use another 

terminology. For example, Schneider (2008, p. 57) calls the dependent variable (FIOS index) a 

measure of perceived ethnic threat and Semyonov and Glikman (2009, p. 697) call the dependent 

variable (FIOS index) a measure of perceived threat. Also Pichler (2010, p. 451) uses one of these 

questions to measure overall perceived group threat. Hjerm (2007, p. 1260) uses the same index 

like a measure of xenophobia. 

We call the dependent variable comprised from the six questions either FIOS index or attitudes 

towards immigrants (for example Semyonov et al. 2008, p. 11; Gorodzeisky and Semyonov 2016, 

p. 335; Rustenbach 2010, p. 62). We decided to use an index of all six of the questions to measure 

attitudes towards immigrants (for example Semyonov et al. 2008, p. 11; Pardos-Prado 2011, p. 

1004; Semyonov and Glikman 2009, p. 697; Pichler 2010, p. 451; Hjerm 2007, p. 1260). We 

describe the aims and objecties of the thesis in the following part.   
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2. Aims and Objectives of the Thesis 
Based on previous research mentioned earlier, the main aim of this thesis is to determine what 

affects cross-national differences in attitudes towards immigrants in Europe while using theoretical 

framework of the Ethnic Competition Theory, the Human Capital Theory, and other related 

theories. We decided to explore an effect of several contextual and individual level variables on 

attitudes towards immigrants and immigration based on previous theory and research. We explore 

an association between attitudes towards immigrants and GDP per capita, PPP of a country, 

proportion of non-European Union born population in a country, and MIPEX of a country on 

contextual level. From individual variables, we explore an association between attitudes towards 

immigrants and immigration, and education, income, and individual unemployment. 

Based on previous research it seems that certain contextual and individual variables affect attitudes 

towards immigrants. Based on the Realistic Conflict Theory, economic conditions of a country 

cause higher competition between majority population and out-groups in the country. Therefore, 

lower GDP per capita should lead to more negative attitudes towards immigrants in the country. 

Similarly, higher proportion of out-groups in a country should lead to higher competition between 

groups, therefore to more negative attitudes towards immigrants in the country. However, the effect 

of these variables on attitudes towards immigrants is not sufficiently explored yet. Finally, some 

scholars state that more permissive migrant integration policy of a country should lead to more 

negative attitudes towards immigrants in the country, because it causes higher competition between 

majority population and out-groups. The effect of this variable on attitudes towards immigrants has 

not been widely studied yet. We build on theoretical framework of the Ethnic Competition Theory 

and assume that more permissive Migrant Integration Policy Index (MIPEX) cause higher 

competition between groups in a country. Therefore, the higher the index of a country is, the more 

negative attitudes towards immigrants in the country should be. We focus on more detailed 

description of effects of contextual level variables earlier in the literature review chapter (especially 

in the section 1.1.2.).  

On individual level, it seems that higher education and higher income are associated with more 

positive attitudes towards immigrants. Therefore, it is not the main aim of this thesis to determine 

the effect of these variables on attitudes towards immigrants and immigration. We try to expand 
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knowledge of the question whether it is the labor market competition or the education which leads 

to attitudes towards immigrants and immigration. Individual position on labor market and 

education are linked together, therefore it is not easy to determine to what extent each variable 

influences attitudes of a person towards immigrants and immigration. According to the Realistic 

Conflict Theory, negative attitudes of a person towards immigrants on the individual level are 

caused mainly by their vulnerability on labor market. On the other hand, according to the Human 

Capital Theory, education does not affect attitudes towards immigrants through a skill level of a 

person and related competition on labor market, but it affects attitudes towards immigrants directly. 

Economic threat theories, which are part of the Ethnic Competition Theory, state that people with 

lower education/skill level should oppose immigration of unskilled workers and people with higher 

education/skill level should oppose immigration of professionals, because they threaten their jobs 

(Hainmueller and Hiscox 2007, p. 409). The article by Hainmueller and Hiscox (2007) challenges 

the Ethnic Competition Theory by testing this assumption. We focus on more detailed description 

of this topic earlier in the literature review chapter (especially in the part 1.2.). Based on previous 

research, we set the hypotheses about the effect of these contextual and individual variables on 

attitudes towards immigrants. 

2.1. Hypotheses 

We use two competing theories about attitudes towards immigrants and immigration the Ethnic 

Competition Theory and the Human Capital Theory to determine the hypotheses. According the 

Ethnic Competition Theory, higher competition at individual level (economic vulnerability of a 

person) and contextual level may lead to more negative attitudes towards members of out-groups 

among majority population in a country (Coenders 2001, p. 41; Scheepers et al. 2002, p. 18; 

Schneider 2008, p. 53-54). The Human Capital Theory is in opposition to this theory and states 

that it is an education and not competition on labor market which causes negative attitudes towards 

out-groups. We focus on further theoretical explanation of these theories in the literature review 

chapter of the thesis. 

2.1.1. Individual Level Hypotheses 
The Ethnic Competition Theory hypotheses: 



37 
 

H1: Economically vulnerable people will hold more negative attitudes towards immigrants, 

particularly (1a) the lower the household income of the individual is, the more negative his 

or her attitudes towards immigrants are, (1b) the less years of education the individual has, 

the more negative his or her attitudes towards immigrants are, (1c) unemployed people hold 

more negative attitudes towards immigrants than people who are not unemployed. 

The Human Capital Theory hypotheses: 

H2: (a) The lower the education of the individual is, the more negative his or her attitudes 

towards immigration of unskilled workers are. (b) The higher the education of the 

individual is, the more negative his or her attitudes towards immigration of professionals 

are. 

2.1.2. Contextual Level Hypotheses 
The Ethnic Competition Theory hypotheses: 

H3: The higher proportion of non-EU born immigrants the country has, the more negative 

attitudes towards immigrants in the country are. 

H4: The worse the economic performance of the country is, the more negative attitudes 

towards immigrants in the country are. 

H5: The higher the Migrant Integration Policy Index of the country is, the more negative 

attitudes towards immigrants in the country are. 
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3. Data and Measurements 
3.1. Data 
The individual level data for the thesis come from ESS7-European Social Survey Round 7 

2014/2015. Participating countries were: Austria, Belgium, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, 

Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Ireland, Israel, Lithuania, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, 

Portugal, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, United Kingdom. ESS involves strict random 

probability sampling and its minimum target response rate is 70 %. The hour-long interview was 

conducted with persons aged 15 and over resident within private households, regardless of their 

nationality, citizenship, language or legal status. The total number of respondents is 40185. The 

smallest sample size is in Slovenia, 1224, the biggest sample is in Germany 3045. The fieldwork 

of ESS Round 7 took place from 14. 10. 2014 to 5. 5. 2015. ESS7 covers many topics and it includes 

33 questions in the rotating module Immigration. ESS7 module Immigration is a partial repeat of 

a module from ESS Round 1. For more information about ESS7 methodology see Documentation 

Report of ESS7 (ESS Round 7 2016a). (ESS Round 7 2016a, p. 6-7) 

In cross-national surveys, there can be additional methodological challenges than in one country 

surveys (Davidov et al. 2014, p. 56). A lot of issues like data collection, sampling, language (or 

translation), and comparability of concepts and indicators has to be considered (Hantrais and 

Mangen 1996, p. 5; Davidov et al. 2014, p. 56; Harkness et al. 2010, p. 8). For more detailed 

information about this topic see for example Hantrais and Mangen (1996), Davidov et al. (2014), 

Harkness et al. (2010). Despite these challenges, cross-national research is frequently used today. 

Its methodology is more advanced than it was in the past. One of the ESS objectives is to “advance 

and consolidate improved methods of cross-national survey measurement in Europe and beyond 

(ESS Round 7 2016a, p. 6)”. Moreover, ESS7 includes rigorous translation protocols (ESS Round 

7 2016a, p. 6). 

Cases with extreme values are excluded from the analyses. Respondents from Israel are also 

excluded, because Israel has a specific history of immigration and some contextual variables for 

this country are not available. Respondents who were not born in the participating country or whose 

parents were not born in the country are excluded from the analyses (ESS variables brncntr, facntr, 

mocntr; see Schneider 2008, p. 57). These people are directly concerned about the topic of 
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immigration because they or their parents are immigrants. Therefore, their attitudes towards 

immigrants should be studied separately. The least cases are excluded in Poland - 33 excluded 

cases from total sample 1615. The most cases are excluded in Estonia 654 from total sample 2051. 

In opposition to my approach, Scheepers et al. (2002, p. 20) and Rustenbach (2010, p. 74) excludes 

just respondents who were not born in the country themselves. Bello (2016, p. 207) excludes 

respondents who state that they belong to an indigenous ethnic minority. McLaren (2003, p. 918) 

also excludes respondents who respond that they feel that they belong to a minority group in terms 

of race, religion, and culture. Countries have different rules for obtaining citizenship, therefore 

variable if the person holds a citizenship of the country is not internationally comparable (see 

Quillian 1995, p. 592).  

When country weights are not included to the analysis, each country has a weight of its sample 

size. These weights depend on other factors than on theoretical assumptions, therefore they are not 

suitable for the thesis. ESS7 includes weights that reflect population size of the country. When 

these weights are used, people from countries with larger population size have a higher weight in 

the model. Therefore, it is not possible to use these weights in this thesis. For this thesis, other 

weights (CWEIGHT) are constructed where the countries are equally weighted (1914 per country; 

see Barceló 2016, p. 92; Coenders et. al. 2005, p. 79; Kunovich 2002, p. 42; Riek et. al. 2006, p. 

341; Schneider 2008, p. 57). Furthermore, the data are weighted with ESS7 design weights - 

DWEIGHT (see Weighting European Social Survey Data 2014; ESS Round 7 2016a, p. 8; 

Schneider 2008, p. 57).  DWEIGHT and CWEIGHT are combined in the analyses. 

3.2. Measurements 
To test the hypotheses based on the Ethnic Competition Theory and the Human Capital Theory we 

follow other studies on attitudes towards immigrants and use multilevel models. They allow to 

include individual and contextual variables into the analyses (see Barceló 2016, p. 91; Bello 2016, 

p. 206; Berg 2010, p. 288-291; Davidov and Meuleman 2012, p. 759; Escandell and Ceobanu 2009, 

p. 53; Herreros and Criado 2009, p. 342; Hjerm 2007, p. 1258; Kunovich 2004, p. 31; Masso 2009, 

p. 259; McLaren 2003, p. 933; Quillian 1995, p. 596; Pardos-Prado 2011, p. 1004-1005; 

Rustenbach 2010, p. 61-62; Scheepers et al. 2002, p. 23; Schneider 2008, p. 59; Semyonov et al. 

2006, p. 427; Semyonov et al. 2008, p. 8).  
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When there is a relationship between micro and macro level, multilevel analysis is needed (Soukup 

2006, p. 989; Kreft and Leeuw 1998, p. 2). Multilevel analysis can account for dependencies, which 

are present in the data because of nesting. These dependencies violate the assumptions of statistical 

models independence of error and homogeneity of regression slopes. They result in inaccurate 

statistical estimates. Multilevel analysis allows to find out which part of the variation in the 

dependent variable is explained by individual-level variables and which by contextual level 

variables. We use two levels in the analysis - individuals are level 1, level 2 are countries. SPSS is 

used for the data analyses.  

3.2.1. Dependent Variables 
3.2.1.1. The Ethnic Competition Theory Hypotheses 

We use an index (mean score) perceptions of threat like a dependent variable to test the hypotheses. 

This index is sometimes called FIOS index (Pardos-Prado 2011, p. 1004; Semyonov et al. 2008, p. 

11). We follow this terminology in this thesis. The questions ask the respondents about their 

opinions on impact of the immigrants on jobs, health and welfare services, crime, economy, cultural 

life, and general impact of immigrants. Cases with less than three answers are excluded from the 

analysis (see Schneider 2008, p. 57). The measure contains six questions from ESS7: 

D7 Would you say that people who come to live here generally take jobs away from workers 
in [country], or generally help to create new jobs? (imtcjob) 
D8 Most people who come to live here work and pay taxes. They also use health and 
welfare services. On balance, do you think people who come here take out more than they 
put in or put in more than they take out? (imbleco) 
D9 Are [country]’s crime problems made worse or better by people coming to live here 
from other countries? (imwbcrm) 
B32 Would you say it is generally bad or good for [country]’s economy that people come 
to live here from other countries? (imbgeco) 
B33 Would you say that [country]’s cultural life is generally undermined or enriched by 
people coming to live here from other countries? (imueclt) 
B34 Is [country] made a worse or a better place to live by people coming to live here from 
other countries? (imwbcnt; ESS Round 7 2016b, p. 12-13, 21-22) 

The respondents can reply on the scale 0 to 10 when 0 is the most negative response and 10 the 

most positive response. The respondents can also reply “Do not know”. The index was used like a 

dependent variable in many studies. For example, Pardos-Prado (2011, p. 1004) use this index like 
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a measure of attitudes towards immigration. Semyonov et al. (2008, p. 11) use the index like a 

measure of attitudes toward foreign population. Schneider (2008, p. 57) uses this index like a 

measure of perceived ethnic threat, Semyonov and Glikman (2009, p. 697) like a measure of 

perception of threat. Hjerm (2007, p. 1260) uses the index like a measure of xenophobia (defined 

like a negative attitude towards, or fear of, somehow different individuals).  

Gorodzeisky and Semyonov (2016, p. 335) and Rustenbach (2010, p. 62) use index of three of 

these questions (economy, cultural life, and society in general) like a dependent variable for 

measuring attitudes toward immigrants. Masso (2009, p. 257) uses index of three of these questions 

(economy, cultural life, and society in general) like a measure for readiness to accept immigrants. 

Bello (2016, p. 208) use just one of these questions (make country a worse or a better place to live) 

to measure attitudes towards immigrants. Pichler (2010, p. 451) uses the same question to measure 

overall perceived group threat. Bridges and Mateut (2014, p. 403) use three of the questions 

(economy, country’s culture, bad for the country) like independent variables for predicting 

opposition towards the arrival of immigrants. 

3.2.1.2. The Human Capital Theory Hypothesis 

O’Rourke and Sinnot (2006, p. 840) state that when more skilled workers come to the country, it 

will raise unskilled wages and lower skilled wages in that country. Similarly Mayda (2006, p. 510) 

states that standard trade and labor-economics theories of labor market predict that attitudes 

towards immigration depend on the composition of labor-force in the country. Skilled individuals 

in the country should favor immigration if natives are more skilled than immigrants and the 

opposite is true for countries where natives are less skilled than immigrants (Mayda 2006, p. 501). 

According to Hainmueller and Hiscox (2007, p. 401) arguments about labor-market competition 

anticipate “... that individuals will oppose immigration of workers with similar skills to their own 

but support immigration of workers with different skill levels.” We follow their approach in the 

thesis. Hainmueller and Hiscox (2007, p. 401) use following ESS1 questions: 

D6# To what extent do you think [country] should allow people from the richer countries 
in Europe to come and live here? 
D7# How about people from the poorer countries in Europe? 
D8# To what extent do you think [country] should allow people from the richer countries 
outside Europe to come and live here? 
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D9# How about people from the poorer countries outside Europe? (ESS Round 1 2014, p. 
25-26) 

The possible answers were: Allow many to come and live here, Allow some, Allow a few, Allow 

none, and (Don’t know). For each of the questions they created a dichotomous variable that equals 

1 (pro-immigration) if the answer was “allow many” or “allow some” and 0 (anti-immigration) if 

the answer was “allow a few” or “allow none”. (Hainmueller and Hiscox 2007, p. 407) 

We think that these questions are not so appropriate for testing the assumptions. The main problems 

of the questions are that people from poorer countries can also be highly-skilled and for every 

country there is different number of poorer and richer countries. We will not focus on these 

questions more at this point because in ESS7 the questions are different. The questions in the ESS7 

are:  

D30 To what extent you think [country] should allow professionals from [poor European 
country providing largest number of migrants] to come to live in [country]? (alpfpe) 
D31 To what extent you think [country] should allow professionals from [poor country 
outside Europe providing largest number of migrants] to come to live in [country]? 
(alpfpne) 
D32 To what extent you think [country] should allow unskilled labourers from [poor 
European country providing largest number of migrants] to come to live in [country]? 
(allbpe) 
D33 To what extent you think [country] should allow unskilled labourers from [poor 
country outside Europe providing largest number of migrants] to come to live in [country]? 
(allbpne; ESS Round 7 2016b, p. 28-29) 

The possible answers were: Allow many to come and live here, Allow some, Allow a few, Allow 

none, and (Don’t know). We follow Hainmueller and Hiscox (2007, p. 407) and recode the four 

questions to dichotomous variable. 1 - pro-immigration attitudes when the answer was “allow 

many” or “allow some” and 0 - anti-immigration attitudes when the answer was “allow a few” or 

“allow none”. Questions are randomised in the questionnaire, just one quarter of the respondents 

is asked every question. Respondents are divided to four random groups in CAPI questionnaire, in 

PAPI questionnaire the question depends on the month of birthday (ESS Round 7 2016b, p. 27).  

We propose that the questions in ESS7 are more appropriate for testing the Human Capital Theory. 

These questions specifically ask about attitudes towards immigration of professionals and unskilled 

laborers. As Hainmueller and Hiscox state about ESS1: 
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The crucial advantage gained from examining these ESS data, compared to data from 

alternative surveys used in previous research, is that separate questions have been posed 

about specific categories of immigrants that are likely to have very different skill 

characteristics. These distinctions allow for much more direct test of the arguments about 

labor-market competition. … Here we can assume that respondents will have substantially 

different expectations about the average skill levels of immigrants from ´richer´ countries 

than of those from ´poorer´ countries. … Respondents are more likely to associate 

immigrants from the richer nations with higher-skilled individuals (...), while associating 

immigrants from poorer nations with lower skilled individuals (...). (Hainmueller and 

Hiscox 2007, p. 408) 

In the ESS1 the questions ask about attitudes towards people from richer and poorer countries. The 

questions in ESS7 ask specifically about attitudes towards professionals and unskilled labourers, 

therefore they are even better measure of attitudes towards immigration of different skill-level 

immigrants.  

On the other hand, these questions can have different problems. The source country from which 

the country has the largest number of migrants can be somehow specific. For example, for some 

reason people from one country can have positive attitudes towards immigrants from Ukraine (in 

this example largest number of immigrants) but if it would be Romania (in this example second 

largest number of immigrants), people could have negative attitudes towards the immigration. 

Despite this problem, we use these questions for the same purpose like they are used in the study 

Educated Preferences by Hainmueller and Hiscox (2007).  

3.2.2. Independent Variables 
3.2.2.1. Contextual Variables 

GDP per capita, PPP 

To test the hypothesis H4: “The worse the economic performance of the country is, the more 

negative attitudes towards immigrants in the country are.” we use GDP per capita, PPP. This 

measure is frequently used as a measure of the economic performance of the country see Hjerm 

2007, p. 1265; Quillian 1995, p. 594; Schneider 2008, p. 59; Semyonov et al. 2006, p. 434-5). We 

use the data about GDP per capita, PPP from the World Bank 2014 (2016). It is more appropriate 
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to use GDP per capita, PPP (instead of GDP) for international comparison. GDP of the country 

depends on the population size of the country. GDP per capita, PPP takes into account the 

population size of the country.  

GDP per capita, PPP differs from GDP per capita, because it takes into account how much a person 

can buy in his or her country:  

GDP per capita is gross domestic product divided by midyear population. GDP per capita, 

PPP is GDP per capita based on purchasing power parity (PPP). PPP GDP is gross domestic 

product converted to international dollars using purchasing power parity rates. (The World 

Bank 2016b) 

Some studies also include an annual growth rate of GDP per capita in the country and/or an 

unemployment rate in the country like a measures of country’s economic performance (Barceló 

2016, p. 98; Bello 2016, p. 215-216; Coenders et al. 2005, p. 39). These variables usually do not 

have statistically significant effect on attitudes towards immigrants, therefore we decided not to 

include them into the analyses (see Hjerm 2007, p. 1265; Quillian 1995, p. 594; Schneider 2008, 

p. 59; Semyonov et al. 2006, p. 434; Semyonov et al. 2008, p. 11).  

Proportion of the non-EU born population 

To test the hypothesis H3: “The higher proportion of non-EU born immigrants the country has, the 

more negative attitudes towards immigrants in the country are.” The hypothesis is based on 

perception of threat of the majority population from the outgroup population. Therefore, we use 

proportion of non-European Union born population in the country instead of proportion of all 

immigrants (see Quillian 1995, p. 589; Semyonov and Glikman 2009, p. 697; Scheepers et al. 2002, 

p. 23). The data about proportion of non-EU immigrants are from Eurostat 2014 (Eurostat 2015). 

The measure reflects all first generation immigrants born in non-EU states and does not depend on 

country’s citizenship law. This measure includes also immigrants from USA and Australia, 

nevertheless it is used in the thesis.  

On the other hand, Rustenbach (2010, p. 58-59), Schlueter et al. (2013, p. 674), McLaren (2003, p. 

920), and Bello (2016, p. 218) use proportion of all immigrants in the country; Schneider (2008, p. 

58) uses share of low-educated immigrants relative to the whole population and share of 

immigrants from non-western countries; Gorodzeisky and Semyonov (2016, p. 344) use proportion 
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of racial minority population. We provide more information on this topic in the literature review 

chapter in the thesis. 

MIPEX 

To test the hypothesis H5: “The higher the Migrant Integration Policy Index of the country is, the 

more negative attitudes towards immigrants in the country are.” Migrant integration policies are 

not often investigated in association with attitudes towards immigrants (see Bello 2016, p. 207; 

Paas and Halapuu 2012, p. 171; Schlueter et al. 2013, p. 672; Weldon 2006, p. 342). For example 

according to Schlueter et al. (2013, p. 671), more permissive immigrant integration policies will 

lead to greater intergroup competition.  The opposing view states that more permissive immigrant 

integration policies will decrease the perceived threat perceptions from immigrants (Bello 2016, p. 

204; Paas and Halapuu 2012, p. 171; Schlueter et al. 2013, p. 671). We provide more information 

on this topic in the literature review chapter in the thesis. To test the influence of immigrant 

integration policies we use Migrant Integration Policy Index (MIPEX) 2014 (MIPEX 2015; 

Schlueter et al. 2013, p. 671). 

MIPEX measures integration policies of immigrants in the participating countries, it includes 167 

policy indicators. MIPEX measures policies in the areas labor market mobility, education, political 

participation, access to nationality, family reunion, health, permanent residence, anti-

discrimination. The project is led by the Barcelona Centre for International Affairs (CIDOB), and 

the Migration Policy Group (MPG). It is interested in integration outcomes, policies, and 

beneficiaries in EU, Australia, Canada, Iceland, Japan, South Korea, New Zealand, Norway, 

Switzerland, Turkey and the USA. It has been designed through consultations with scholars and 

institutions as a measure of laws and policies in the area of immigration policies. (www.mipex.eu. 

2017) 

A policy indicator is a question about a specific policy of one of the 8 policy areas. There are 3 

options for each answer. The maximum of 3 points is awarded when policies meet the highest 

standards for equal treatment. Within each of the 8 policy areas, the indicator scores are averaged 

together to give one of 4 dimension scores which examine the same aspect of policy. The 4 

dimension scores are then averaged together to give the policy area score for each of the 8 policy 

areas per country which, averaged together one more time, lead to the overall scores for each 
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country. In order to make rankings and comparisons, the initial 1, 2, 3 scale is converted into a 0, 

50, 100 scale for dimensions and policy areas, where 100% is the top score. (www.mipex.eu. 2017) 

3.2.2.2. Individual Variables 

In the thesis, we use individual data from European Social Survey Round 7 2014/2015. Socio-

demographic variables and variables concerning attitudes towards immigrants are used. Questions 

from ESS7 are used in the thesis in order to test the hypotheses derived from the Ethnic Competition 

Theory and the Human Capital Theory. We follow studies that have been conducted on the topic 

attitudes towards immigrants (i. a. Bridges and Mateut 2014, p. 401; Schneider 2008, p. 57-59; 

Bello 2016, p. 209-212; Rustenbach 2010, p. 61-62; Pardos-Prado 2011, p. 1004-1005).  

To test the hypotheses derived from the Ethnic Competition Theory, we need to determine the skill 

level of the respondents. Some studies measure the skill level of the majority population by 

education or income and some studies use both of these variables. We use a model only with 

education and then model with both of these variables. We use this approach, because about a 

quarter of the respondents did not answer the question about their household income in ESS7, 

therefore the number of respondents included in the analysis is greatly reduced when the variable 

income is included to the analysis. 

Education 

We use variable education to test the hypotheses H1b: The less years of education the individual 

has, the more negative his or her attitudes towards immigrants are., H2a: The less years of education 

the individual has, the more negative his or her attitudes towards immigration of unskilled workers 

are, and H2b: The more years of education the individual has, the more negative his or her attitudes 

towards immigration of professionals are 

Education is used in some studies as a measure of skills of the respondents. Independent variable 

education is used in the vast majority of studies on the topic attitudes towards immigrants in 

connection with the Ethnic Competition Theory or the Human Capital Theory. More educated 

people tend to have more positive attitudes towards immigrants, than the less educated people have 

(see Barceló 2016, p. 97; Bello 2016, p. 215; Citrin et al. 1997, p. 866; Coenders 2001, p. 93; Hjerm 

2007, p. 1268; McLaren 2003, p. 924; Scheepers et al. 2002, p. 25-27; Schneider 2008, p. 60). We 



47 
 

use question about number of years instead of using levels of education to test the hypotheses 

derived from the Ethnic Competition Theory and the Human Capital Theory:  

F16 About how many years of education have you completed, whether full-time or part-

time? Please report these in full-time equivalents and include compulsory years of 

schooling. (eduyrs; ESS Round 7 2016b, p. 46) 

Income 

To test the hypothesis H1a: “The lower the household income of the individual is, the more 

negative his or her attitudes towards immigrants are.” Independent variable income is widely used 

to test hypotheses derived from the Ethnic Competition Theory and the Human Capital Theory. 

People with lower income tend to have more negative attitudes towards immigrants (see Barceló 

2016, p. 97; Bridges and Mateut 2014, p. 410; Gorodzeisky and Semyonov 2016, p. 344; Schneider 

2008, p. 61). ESS7 includes a question about income of a household: 

F41 Using this card, please tell me which letter describes your household's total income, 

after tax and compulsory deductions, from all sources? If you don't know the exact figure, 

please give an estimate. Use the part of the card that you know best: weekly, monthly or 

annual income. (hinctnta) 

This question is based on ten income range categories, each corresponding broadly to 

DECILES OF THE ACTUAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME RANGE in the country. (ESS 

Round 7 2016b, p. 53) 

Unemployment 

To test the hypothesis H1c: “Unemployed individuals hold more negative attitudes towards 

immigrants than individuals who are not unemployed.” A question about unemployment is widely 

used in studies investigating attitudes towards immigrants (see Escandell and Ceobanu 2009, p. 52; 

McLaren 2003, p. 924; Pardos-Prado 2011, p. 1007; Rustenbach 2010, p. 53; Scheepers et al. 2002, 

p. 26; Schneider 2008, p. 61). This question is also included to test the hypotheses derived from 

the Human Capital theory. We use ESS7 question: 

F17a Using this card, which of these descriptions applies to what you have been doing for 

the last 7 days? Select all that apply. (uempla; ESS Round 7 2016b, p. 46) 
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Possible answers were: in paid work (or away temporarily) - (employee, self-employed, working 

for your family business); in education, (not paid for by employer) even if on vacation; unemployed 

and actively looking for a job; unemployed, wanting a job but not actively looking for a job; 

permanently sick or disabled; retired; in community or military service; doing housework, looking 

after children or other persons; (other); (Don’t know). The answers were recoded to 0, 1. We used 

the variable unemployed and actively looking for a job. (ESS Round 7 2016b, p. 46) 

3.2.2.3.  Control variables 

The thesis also includes control variables age, gender, if the respondent belongs to minority ethnic 

group in the country, placement on the left-right scale, and domicil (see Barceló 2016, p. 97; Bello 

2016, p. 215; Bridges and Mateut 2014, p. 411; Davidov and Meuleman 2012, p. 768; Escandell 

and Ceobanu 2009, p. 52; Gorodzeisky 2011, p. 106; Gorodzeisky and Semyonov 2016, p. 344; 

Haubert and Fussel 2006, p. 499; McLaren 2003, p. 924; Pardos-Prado 2011, p. 1007; Pichler 2010, 

p. 466;  Rustenbach 2010, p. 53; Scheepers et al. 2002, p. 26; Semyonov et al. 2008, p. 17; 

Semyonov and Glikman 2009, p. 702). We use following questions: 

F3 Year born (calculated, agea) 

F2 CODE SEX (gndr) 

C24 Do you belong to a minority ethnic group in [country]? (blgetmg) 
  Yes 
  No 
  (Don’t know) 8 
B19 CARD 12 In politics people sometimes talk of “left” and “right”. Using this card, 
where would you place yourself on this scale, where 0 means the left and 10 means the 
right? (lrscale) 
F14 CARD 60 Which phrase on this card best describes the area where you live? (1 A big 
city, 2 The suburbs or outskirts of a big city, 3 A town or a small city, 4 A country village, 
5 A farm or home in the countryside, 8 (Don’t know)); (domicil) 
(ESS Round 7 2016b, p. 9, 19, 40, 41, 42) 

The variable domicil is recoded to domicil1 as 1 – city (A big city, Suburbs or outskirts of big city, 

Town or small city); 2 – countryside (Country village, Farm or home in countryside). Contact with 

immigrants is also included to the analyses (see Escandell and Ceobanu 2009, p. 55; McLaren 

2003, p. 924; Schneider 2008, p. 54). The Intergroup Contact Theory states that when members of 

the majority population meet members of outgroups regularly, they become more familiar with 
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them. Therefore, the contact between majority population and outgroups members can lead to more 

positive attitudes towards immigrants (Pettigrew and Tropp 2006, p. 766; Escandell and Ceobanu 

2009, p. 45; McLaren 2003, p. 912). More about this topic in the literature review chapter. We use 

the question:  

D20 CARD 38 How often do you have any contact with people who are of a different race 

or ethnic group from most [country] people when you are out and about? This could be on 

public transport, in the street, in shops or in the neighborhood. (dfegcon; ESS Round 7 

2016b, p. 25) 

We do not use question about friendship with immigrants, because there is a significant problem 

with causality between having friends among immigrants and having positive attitudes towards 

them. People can choose friends, therefore when they have negative attitudes towards immigrants 

it is probable that they will not have friends among them. A question about contact at workplace 

would probably be a better measure of an effect of contact between the respondent and respondent’s 

attitudes towards immigrants. However, this question is not included in the ESS7. 
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4. Analysis 
4.1. Results 
Some studies on attitudes towards immigrants use multilevel models, because it allows to include 

individual and contextual variables into the analysis. Multilevel analysis allows us to find out which 

part of the variation in the dependent variable can be explained by individual-level variables and 

which by contextual level variables. We use hierarchical linear models to test the hypotheses 

derived from the Ethnic Competition Theory and multilevel logistic regression to test the 

hypotheses derived from the Human Capital Theory. 

4.1.1. Results the Ethnic Competition Theory 
4.1.1.1. Data Overview 
We use FIOS index as a dependent variable attitudes towards immigrants. The index is composed 

from six questions which ask the respondents about their opinions on impact of the immigrants on 

jobs, health and welfare services, crime, economy, cultural life, and general impact of immigrants 

(more about the dependent variable in the section 3.2.1.). The respondents can reply to all of these 

questions on the scale 0 to 10 when 0 is the most negative response and 10 the most positive 

response. We present the mean scores of the countries in the Table 1. As shown in error bar graph 

- Figure 1. respondents in Sweden (mean 5,9), Germany (5,3), Finland (5,2), and Norway (5,1) 

hold the most positive attitudes towards immigrants. They are followed by Switzerland, Estonia, 

Denmark, and Poland (5,0); Lithuania (4,8); Netherlands (4,7); Ireland and France (4,6); Spain 

(4,5); Belgium, Slovenia, United Kingdom, and Portugal (4,4). People hold the most negative 

attitudes towards immigrants in Czech Republic (3,7), Hungary (3,8), and Austria (4,1). 

In the Table 1Table 1, we show an overview of the country level data (GDP per capita, PPP; 

percentage of non-EU immigrants in the country; MIPEX). The countries with the highest GDP 

per capita, PPP (measured in international dollars) for the year 2014 are Norway (65416), 

Switzerland (59678), Ireland (50451), Netherlands (48271), and Austria (47869). The countries 

with the lowest GDP per capita, PPP for the year 2014 are Hungary (25232), Poland (25271), 

Lithuania (27686), Estonia (27852), and Portugal (28760; World Bank 2016a). The highest 

proportion of non-EU born population in 2014 is in Estonia (14 %), Sweden and Switzerland (11 
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%); Austria, Netherlands, France and Belgium (9 %; Eurostat 2015). The lowest percentage of non-

EU born population in 2014 resides in Poland (1 %), Hungary and Czech Republic (2 %), Finland 

and Lithuania (4 %; Eurostat 2015). The highest MIPEX for 2014 is in Sweden and Portugal (80), 

Finland (71), Belgium (70), and Norway (69) and the lowest MIPEX for 2014 is in Lithuania (38), 

Poland (43), Czech Republic (45), Hungary and Switzerland (46; www.mipex.eu. 2017). 

It has been argued that richer countries also have higher proportion of immigrants, because they 

attract them more than the poorer countries. Proportion of non-EU immigrants in the country and 

GDP per capita, PPP in the country seems to be correlated in these data. Pearson correlation 

coefficient between these variables is 0,434. The MIPEX also seems to be correlated with GDP per 

capita, PPP. The richer countries seems to have more permissive immigrant integration policies. 

The Pearson correlation coefficient between these variables is 0,312. Pearson correlation 

coefficient between GDP per capita, PPP and FIOS is 0,372, Pearson correlation coefficient 

between proportion of non-EU immigrants and FIOS is 0,364, and Pearson correlation coefficient 

between MIPEX and FIOS is 0,423. Moreover, we performed linear regression in each country 

with independent variables gender, age, education, contact with different race, and unemployment. 

In all the countries, education has statistically significant positive effect on FIOS index.  

Country GDP... (Int$) non-EU (%) MIPEX FIOS 

Sweden 45513 11,1 80 5,9 
Germany 46526 7,6 63 5,3 
Finland 40713 3,7 71 5,2 
Norway 65416 7,9 69 5,1 
Switzerland 59678 10,9 46 5,0 
Estonia 27852 13,7 49 5,0 
Denmark 45996 6,9 59 5,0 
Poland 25271 1,0 43 5,0 
Lithuania 27686 4,0 38 4,8 
Netherlands 48271 8,7 61 4,7 
Ireland 50451 6,6 51 4,6 
France 39301 8,6 54 4,6 
Spain 33625 8,4 61 4,5 
Portugal 28760 6,1 80 4,4 
Slovenia 30427 8,2 48 4,4 
Belgium 43452 8,5 70 4,4 
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United 
Kingdom 40333 8,2 56 4,4 
Austria 47869 9,3 48 4,1 
Hungary 25232 1,7 46 3,8 
Czech Republic 31573 2,4 45 3,7 

Table 1 

 
Figure 1 

4.1.1.2. Models - Multilevel Analysis 

Based on the nature of the data and theoretical assumptions we include contextual level variables 

into the analysis (more in the literature review chapter 1.1.). We perform hierarchical linear 

regression to test the hypotheses derived from the Ethnic Competition Theory in this thesis 

(MIXED command in SPSS). We present information about the used models further in this part of 

the thesis. First, we need to verify whether the variance between countries in the used data is high 

enough to justify the use of complex hierarchical linear modeling. We present empty model here 

for this purpose: 
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Syntax (Model 1): 

MIXED FIOS 

 /PRINT=SOLUTION TESTCOV 

 /FIXED = intercept 

 /RANDOM= intercept | subject (cntry1). 

 

The equation for this model is: 

 
Equation 1 (Soukup 2006, p. 995) 

While Yij is dependent variable; u and e are random errors on secons and first level;  is an 

average score in FIOS index. 

 
Figure 2 

The intercept in the empty model is equal to the average score in FIOS index, which is 4,7 (not 

shown). The intra-class correlation coefficient (ICC) for the model is 0,094 which means that 9,4 

percent of the total variation in FIOS index can be accounted for by which country respondent 

belongs to (Figure 2). Column sig. in the Figure 2 (lower than 0,05) shows that the variance on 

contextual level is high enough to justify the use of multilevel models for the data. The model fit 

AIC criterion of this model is 122458 and BIC is 122474. Next, we add contextual level variables 

GDP per capita, PPP (gdpppp); the percentage non-EU immigrants (pimigrnoneu); and MIPEX of 

the country (MIPEX) in the Model 2. We present the syntax for Model 2 in the Attachment 1. 

The model fit AIC criterion of the Model 2 is 122485 and BIC is 122502, which means that the 

model with contextual variables is not better than the empty model. It seems that neither of the 

chosen contextual variables has a significant effect on attitudes towards immigrants in this model. 

The estimate of GDP per capita, PPP (25232-65416) is 0,000 (p-value = 0.395), the estimate for 

percentage of non-EU immigrants (1,0-13,7) is 0,030 (p-value = 0.451), estimate for MIPEX (38-
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80) is 0,013 (p-value = 0.217). However, we need to include these variables into the analysis to test 

the hypotheses derived from the Ethnic Competition Theory.  

We add the individual level variables into the next models. The equation for these models is: 

 

Equation 2 (Woltman et al. 2012, p. 57) 

An individual variable household income is not included into some models, because there are 6623 

missing cases within this variable from 33350 total cases. Sometimes education is used to measure 

skills of the individual instead of income, thus we use this measure in some models. Here we list 

the variables which are used in the next models: gender (gndr); age (agea); years of education 

(eduyrs); contact with different race or ethnic group (dfegcon); individual unemployment (uempla); 

placement on left-right political scale (lrscale); belonging to minority ethnic group in a country 

(blgetmg); place of residence (domicil1); household income (hinctnta; more about these variables 

in the methodology chapter of this thesis 3.2.2.). It is possible that the effect of age (agea), 

education (eduyrs). left-right scale (lrscale), and contact with different race or ethnic group 

(dfegcon) vary across countries, therefore these variables are treated as random effects in the 

models. On the other hand variables gender (gndr), unemployment (uempla), place of residence 

(domicil1), and belonging to minority ethnic group in country (blgetmg) are dichotomous, 

therefore are treated as fixed effects in the models. 
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Syntax (Model 3): 

MIXED FIOS WITH gdpppp pimigrnoneu MIPEX gndr agea eduyrs dfegcon   

 /FIXED = INTERCEPT gdpppp pimigrnoneu MIPEX gndr agea eduyrs dfegcon | SSTYPE(3) 

 /PRINT=SOLUTION TESTCOV 

 /RANDOM=INTERCEPT agea eduyrs dfegcon | subject (cntry1) covtype (un). 

The model fit AIC criterion of the Model 3 is 117553 and BIC is 117644, which means that this 

model is better than the previous models. We add other control individual independent variables to 

the Model 4 - unemployment, placement on the left-right political scale, belonging to ethnic 

minority, and place of residence. We present the syntax for the Model 4 in the Attachment 1 and 

selected results of the Model 4 in the Attachment 2. The model fit AIC criterion of the Model 4 is 

102701 and BIC is 102833, which means that this model is better than the previous models.  

Income (as a random effect) is included to the Model 5 (syntax presented in the Attachment 1, 

selected results in Attachment 2). The model fit AIC criterion of the Model 5 is 84066 and BIC is 

84243. This model is better than the model without income. The fixed estimates for the variables 

in the Model 5 are similar to the fixed estimates in the Model 4 (except for age and unemployment), 

therefore we use this model to interpret the results. Finally, interaction between GDP per capita, 

PPP and percentage of non-EU immigrants is included into the Model 6 (syntax presented in the 

Attachment 1). The model fit AIC criterion of the Model 6 is 84086 and BIC is 84263 and the new 

variable does not have a statistically significant effect on the FIOS index. The model with 

interaction is not better than the Model 5. Therefore, we use Model 5 to interpret the results. 

4.1.1.3. Hypotheses Derived from the Ethnic Competition Theory 

We will test the hypotheses at this point. First, we test the individual level hypotheses. H1: 

Economically vulnerable people will hold more negative attitudes towards immigrants, particularly 

(1a) the lower the household income of the individual is, the more negative his or her attitudes 

towards immigrants are, (1b) the less years of education the individual has, the more negative his 

or her attitudes towards immigrants are, (1c) unemployed people hold more negative attitudes 

towards immigrants than people who are not unemployed. In the Model 5 all of the variables 

(income, education, and unemployment) have the anticipated effect on the FIOS index. Therefore, 

we find support for each of the hypothesis 1a, 1b, and 1c. 
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The results for Model 5 are presented in the Attachment 2. The lower income of the household is 

(hinctnta, 1-10 decile in the country), the more negative attitudes towards immigrants the 

respondent holds (p-value < 0.001) in the Model 5. The fixed estimate of household income means 

that people with one decile higher income score about 0,05 higher (more positive attitudes) in FIOS 

index. The less years of education (eduyrs; 0-27 years) the respondent have the more negative his 

or her attitudes towards immigrants are (p-value < 0.001) in this model. The fixed estimate for 

education means that people with every one more year of education score about 0,10 higher (more 

positive attitudes) in FIOS index. Unemployed people (uempla; 0; 1-unemployed) tend to have 

more negative attitudes towards immigrants (p-value < 0.001) in this model. The fixed estimate for 

unemployment means that unemployed people score 0,27 lower (more negative attitudes) in FIOS 

index (in Model 4 it is -0,38).  

The standardized coefficient shows how much the dependent variable changes when the 

independent variable changes by one standard deviation. Therefore, it is possible to compare the 

effect of all the variables in the model on attitudes towards immigrants. The standardized 

coefficients show that education has the strongest effect on attitudes towards immigrants from the 

included variables (fixed estimate 0,38). When the variable education changes by one standard 

deviation, FIOS index increases by the fixed estimate 0,38 (more positive attitudes towards 

immigrants). Standardized coefficients of the other variables are placement on the left-right 

political scale (estimate -0,22, p-value < 0.001), household income (estimate 0,15; p-value < 

0.001), contact with different race or ethnic group (estimate 0,13; p-value < 0.001), age (estimate 

0,06; p-value = 0.04), unemployment and domicil (estimate -0,05; p-value < 0.001), gender 

(estimate -0,03; p-value = 0.001) and belonging to an ethnic minority (estimate -0,03; p-value = 

0.01). 

Second, we test the contextual level hypotheses. H3: The higher proportion of non-EU born 

immigrants the country has, the more negative attitudes towards immigrants in the country are. We 

did not find a sufficient support for this hypothesis in the thesis. In the Model 5, proportion of non-

EU born immigrants does not have a statistically significant effect on attitudes towards immigrants. 

The fixed estimate for proportion of non-EU born immigrants (1,0-13,7) is -0,07 (p-value = 0.137). 

The standardized coefficient for proportion of non-EU immigrants in Model 5 is -0,23. Second, we 

test the H4: The worse the economic performance of the country is, the more negative attitudes 
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towards immigrants in the country are. We did not find a sufficient support for this hypothesis in 

the thesis. In the Model 5, GDP per capita, PPP (25232,2-65416,1) is not a statistically significant 

predictor of attitudes towards immigrants (fixed effects estimate < 001; p-value = 0,181). The 

standardized coefficient for GDP per capita, PPP in Model 5 is 0,18. The results can be influenced 

by the small sample (20) of countries. We discuss the results in the section 5. of this thesis.  

The third contextual level hypothesis is: H5: The higher the Migrant Integration Policy Index of 

the country is, the more negative attitudes towards immigrants in the country are. We did not find 

a support for this hypothesis in the thesis. On the contrary, the higher the MIPEX of the country is, 

the more positive attitudes towards immigrants in the country are. MIPEX (38-80) has a statistically 

significant effect on attitudes towards immigrants in all the used models, in the Model 5 the fixed 

effect estimate is 0,02 (p-value = 0.013). The standardized coefficient for MIPEX in Model 5 is 

0,3. We discuss the results further in the part 5. Discussion of this thesis. 

4.1.2. Results the Human Capital Theory 
4.1.2.1. Data Overview 
A summary of the ESS7 data on attitudes towards immigration is reported in the Table 2. We use 

questions from the ESS7 which ask about attitudes towards immigration of people of different skill 

levels (professionals or unskilled labourers) from specific poor European or non-European country 

providing largest number of migrants. The respondents could respond on the 4 point scale (Allow 

many to come and live here, Allow some, Allow a few, Allow none, and (Don’t know)). We recode 

the four questions to dichotomous variable - 1 - pro-immigration attitudes when the answer was 

“allow many” or “allow some” and 0 - anti-immigration attitudes when the answer was “allow a 

few” or “allow none”. More about this dependent variable in the part 3.2.1. 

On average, respondents prefer professionals to low-skilled immigrants and immigrants from poor 

European to immigrants from poor non-European countries. Therefore, the most preferred 

immigrants in the ESS7 are professionals from poor European countries and the least preferred 

unskilled labourers from poor non-European countries. Table 3 reports immigration preferences by 

country of respondent. The number is a mean of each dichotomous dependent variable (0 negative 

attitudes, 1 positive attitudes). The countries are ranked according to GDP per capita, PPP. 

Respondents seems to be the most in favor of immigration of all skill-levels and countries of origin 
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of immigrants included to the analysis in Sweden, Germany, France, and Norway. On the other 

hand, people are the least in favor of immigration of all-skill levels and countries of origin of 

immigrants included to the analysis in Hungary and Czech Republic.  

  

Allow many to 
come and live 

here 
Allow some Allow a few Allow none Total 

Allow professionals 
from [poor European 

country providing 
largest number of 

migrants] 

22,8% 45,3% 24,1% 7,7% 100% 

1852 3677 1957 623 8109 

Allow professionals 
from [poor non-

European country 
providing largest 

number of migrants] 

17,9% 44,9% 26,8% 10,4% 100% 

1459 3653 2178 845 8135 

Allow unskilled 
labourers from [poor 

European country 
providing largest 

number of migrants] 

9,4% 33,0% 33,7% 23,9% 100% 

774 2716 2769 1962 8221 

Allow unskilled 
labourers from [poor 

non-European 
country providing 
largest number of 

migrants] 

7,6% 25,8% 35,1% 31,5% 100% 

604 2044 2782 2501 7931 

Table 2 

 

Allow 
professionals 

from [poor 
European 
country 

providing 
largest number 

of migrants] 

Allow 
professionals 

from [poor non-
European 
country 

providing 
largest number 

of migrants] 

Allow unskilled 
labourers from 
[poor European 

country 
providing 

largest number 
of migrants] 

Allow unskilled 
labourers from 

[poor non-
European 
country 

providing 
largest number 

of migrants] 

GDP per 
capita, PPP 

Norway 0,86 0,74 0,62 0,45 65416 
Switzerland 0,85 0,74 0,63 0,38 59678 

Ireland 0,62 0,47 0,37 0,26 50451 
Netherlands 0,63 0,61 0,34 0,32 48271 
Austria 0,66 0,56 0,34 0,26 47869 
Germany 0,91 0,88 0,64 0,48 46526 
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Denmark 0,76 0,74 0,53 0,38 45996 
Sweden 0,86 0,84 0,70 0,74 45513 
Belgium 0,64 0,66 0,43 0,39 43452 
Finland 0,72 0,55 0,26 0,19 40713 
United 
Kingdom 0,73 0,70 0,33 0,28 40333 

France 0,83 0,78 0,60 0,48 39301 
Spain 0,56 0,53 0,24 0,30 33625 
Czech 
Republic 0,44 0,44 0,21 0,21 31573 

Slovenia 0,72 0,66 0,53 0,25 30427 
Portugal 0,59 0,71 0,36 0,39 28760 
Estonia 0,65 0,46 0,53 0,26 27852 
Lithuania 0,62 0,58 0,42 0,30 27686 
Poland 0,70 0,62 0,47 0,35 25271 
Hungary 0,39 0,33 0,09 0,09 25232 

Table 3 

 

4.1.2.2. Models – Multilevel Analysis 
Based on the nature of the data we use multilevel modeling in the analysis. We preform multilevel 

logistic regression to test the hypotheses derived from the Human Capital Theory 

(GENLINMIXED command in SPSS). We test the effect of years of education on attitudes towards 

immigration of different skill-level of immigrants. We control for gender, age, contact with 

different race of ethnic group, income, unemployment, belonging to ethnic minority in the country, 

placement on the left-right scale, and domicil on the individual level (see part 3.2.2. of the thesis). 

On the contextual level, we use GDP per capita, PPP, percentage of non-EU immigrants, and 

MIPEX. We present syntaxes of the models in the Attachment 3 and selected results in the 

Attachment 4. 

4.1.2.3. Hypotheses Derived from the Human Capital Theory 

We test the H2a: The less years of education the individual has, the more negative his or her 

attitudes towards immigration of unskilled workers are. To test this hypothesis, we use two recoded 

dependent variables derived from questions: “To what extent you think [country] should allow 

unskilled labourers from [poor European country providing largest number of migrants] to come 
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to live in [country]?” and “To what extent you think [country] should allow unskilled labourers 

from [poor country outside Europe providing largest number of migrants] to come to live in 

[country]?”. More about the dependent variables in the part 3.2.1. We found a support for this 

hypothesis in the thesis. Education has a statistically significant effect on attitudes towards 

immigration of unskilled laborerers from country specific poor European and non-European 

countries. People with less years of education oppose immigration of unskilled laborers more than 

more educated people. Moreover, in comparison with other variables in the models, education has 

the strongest effect on attitudes towards immigration of unskilled laborers (in the second model 

together with placement on the left-right scale). 

First, individuals with one more year of education have 1,10x higher chance to hold positive 

attitudes towards immigration of unskilled laborers from poor European country (p-value < 0.001). 

Standardized coefficients allow us to compare relative influence of independent variables on the 

dependent variable. Education has a highest standardized coefficient from the variables used in the 

model. When the independent variables are standardized, 1 standard deviation increase in years of 

education means a 0,38 increase in the log odds of responding in favor of immigration of unskilled 

laborers from poor European country. The standardized coefficients for other individual variables, 

which have statistical significant effect on attitudes towards immigration of unskilled laborers from 

poor European country are: placement on the left-right scale -0,25 (0 left, 10 right; p-value < 

0.001); age 0,22 (p-value < 0.001); contact with different race or ethnic group 0,14 (p-value < 

0.001); belonging to ethnic minority -0,11 (1=yes, 2=no; p-value = 0.001). Non-statistically 

significant effect have: income 0,06 (p-value = 0.084); unemployment -0,05 (0=not marked, 

1=marked; p-value = 0.1); gender -0,04 (1=male, 2=female; p-value = 0.17); and domicil -0,02 

(1=city, 2=village; p-value = 0.46). 

Second, individuals with one more year of education have 1,09x higher chance to hold positive 

attitudes towards immigration of unskilled laborers from poor non-European country (p-value < 

0.001). In standardized coefficients, 1 standard deviation increase in years of education means, on 

average, a 0,35 increase in the log odds of responding in favor of immigration of unskilled laborers 

from poor non-European country. The standardized coefficients for other individual variables, 

which have statistical significant effect on attitudes towards immigration of unskilled laborers from 

poor European country are: placement on the left-right scale -0,35 (p-value < 0.001); contact with 
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different race or ethnic group 0,14 (p-value < 0.001); and income 0,07 (p-value = 0.04). Non-

statistically significant effect have: domicil -0,06 (p-value = 0.07); belonging to ethnic minority 

0,06 (p-value = 0.1); gender -0,04 (p-value = 0.18); unemployment 0,03 (p-value = 0.26); and age 

-0,01 (p-value = 0.72). 

The second hypothesis - H2b: The more years of education the individual has, the more negative 

his or her attitudes towards immigration of professionals are. To test this hypothesis, we include 

two adjusted dependent variables derived from questions: “To what extent you think [country] 

should allow professionals from [poor European country providing largest number of migrants] to 

come to live in [country]?” and “To what extent you think [country] should allow professionals 

from [poor country outside Europe providing largest number of migrants] to come to live in 

[country]?” We do not find a support for this hypotheses in the thesis. In contrary, it seems that 

people with more years of education hold more positive attitudes towards immigration of 

professionals than people with less years of education. 

First, individuals with one more year of education have 1,11x higher chance to hold positive 

attitudes towards immigration of professionals from poor European country (p-value < 0.001). In 

standardized coefficients, 1 standard deviation increase in years of education means, on average, a 

0,39 increase in the log odds of responding in favor of immigration of professionals from poor 

European country. The standardized coefficients for other individual variables which have 

statistical significant effect on attitudes towards immigration of professionals from poor European 

country are: income 0,18 (p-value = 0.001); placement on the left-right scale -0,17 (p-value < 

0.001); contact with different race or ethnic group 0,15 (p-value < 0.001); gender -0,08 (p-value = 

0.01). Non-statistically significant effect have: belonging to ethnic minority -0,08 (p-value = 0.08); 

age 0,07 (p-value = 0.14); and domicil -0,05 (p-value = 0.1). 

Second, individuals with one more year of education have 1,09x higher chance to hold positive 

attitudes towards immigration of professionals from poor non-European country (p-value < 0.001). 

In standardized coefficients, 1 standard deviation increase in years of education means, on average, 

a 0,36 increase in the log odds of responding in favor of immigration of professionals from poor 

non-European country. The standardized coefficients for other individual variables which have 

statistical significant effect on attitudes towards immigration of professionals from poor European 

country are: contact with different race or ethnic group 0,19 (p-value < 0.001); placement on the 



62 
 

left-right scale -0,18 (p-value < 0.001); income 0,18 (p-value < 0.001); and domicil -0,07 (p-value 

= 0.02). Non-statistically significant effect have: unemployment -0,04 (p-value = 0.23); belonging 

to ethnic minority -0,04 (p-value = 0.28); gender -0,02 (p-value = 0.54); and age -0,02 (p-value = 

0.52). We discuss these results later in the part 5. Discussion. 

  



63 
 

5. Discussion 
5.1. Results Individual Level 

It has been argued that, on the individual level, education, income, and unemployment have an 

effect on attitudes towards immigrants. According to the Ethnic Competition Theory, this effect is 

caused mainly by competition on labor market between majority population and out-groups. 

Economically vulnerable people should hold more negative attitudes towards immigrants, because 

they feel threatened by them. The effect of economic vulnerability of the person on his or her 

attitudes towards immigrants has been tested in many studies (more about this topic in the section 

1.1. of this thesis). In this thesis, we test this effect on new data from ESS7. We also test different 

explanation of causes of negative attitudes towards immigrants suggested by the Human Capital 

Theory. According to this theory, more positive attitudes of more educated (skilled) individuals 

towards immigrants or immigration are not due to economic factors, but due to other factors like 

education. Second, certain variables are expected to increase competition between majority 

population and immigrants on the contextual level, therefore they cause more negative attitudes 

towards immigrants and immigration. The effect of contextual variables on attitudes towards 

immigrants has not been sufficiently explained yet.  

First, we present the results of testing the hypothesis derived from the Ethnic Competition Theory. 

We found a support for all of the stated hypotheses: H1: Economically vulnerable people will hold 

more negative attitudes towards immigrants, particularly (1a) the lower the household income of 

the individual is, the more negative his or her attitudes towards immigrants are. When household 

income increases by one standard deviation, FIOS index increases by 0.15 (p-value < 0.001). We 

also found a support for the H1b: The less years of education the individual has, the more negative 

his or her attitudes towards immigrants are. Education has the strongest effect on attitudes towards 

immigrants from variables included into our model. When it increases by one standard deviation, 

FIOS index increases by 0.38 (p-value < 0.001). We also found a support for the H1c: Unemployed 

people hold more negative attitudes towards immigrants than people who are not unemployed. 

When this variable changes by one standard deviation, FIOS index decreases by 0.05 (p-value < 

0.001). 
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We found a support for the assumptions based on the Ethnic Competition Theory that higher 

education (skill-level), income, and employment lead to more positive attitudes towards 

immigrants. Therefore, it seems in this thesis that more economically vulnerable people hold more 

negative attitudes towards immigrants, because they have to compete with them in economic area. 

On the other hand, the Human Capital Theory states that the observed differences in attitudes 

towards immigrants are due to education and not due to economic vulnerability of members of the 

majority population. People with more years of education tend to have a better position on labor 

market. More about this topic in the section 1.2. of this thesis. 

Therefore, we compare these results with the results of the hypotheses derived from the Human 

Capital Theory. A direct comparison of these theories is not possible in this thesis, because we 

cannot use the same dependent variable to test both of these theories. To test hypotheses derived 

from the Ethnic Competition Theory (and the Realistic Conflict Theory), scholars usually use 

dependent variable attitudes towards immigrants, not immigration. To test the hypotheses derived 

from the Human Capital Theory, we use the approach of Hainmueller and Hiscox (2007), therefore 

we need to use dependent variable attitudes towards immigration of immigrants of various skill 

levels. Moreover, ESS7 does not include a variable attitudes towards immigrants of different skill 

levels. Thus, we can make only indirect comparison of these theories.  

On the other hand, used variables attitudes towards immigrants and towards immigration are highly 

correlated in ESS7. We use Spearman’s correlation to approximately determine this association. 

The variables attitudes toward immigration of all skill-levels of immigrants are measured on the 4 

point scale (1=Allow many to come and live here, 2=Allow some, 3=Allow a few, 4=Allow none), 

the variable attitudes towards immigrants is rounded variable FIOS, measured on 11 point scale 

(0=negative attitudes; 10=positive attitudes). The Spearman’s correlation between variable allbpe: 

“To what extent you think [country] should allow unskilled labourers from [poor European country 

providing largest number of migrants] to come to live in [country]?” and rounded variable FIOS is 

-0.48. The Spearman’s correlation between variable allbpne: “To what extent you think [country] 

should allow unskilled labourers from [poor country outside Europe providing largest number of 

migrants] to come to live in [country]?” and rounded variable FIOS is also -0.48. The Spearman’s 

correlation between variable alpfpe: “To what extent you think [country] should allow 

professionals from [poor European country providing largest number of migrants] to come to live 
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in [country]?” and rounded variable FIOS is -0.50. Finally, the Spearman’s correlation between 

variable alpfpne “To what extent you think [country] should allow professionals from [poor 

country outside Europe providing largest number of migrants] to come to live in [country]?” and 

rounded variable FIOS is -0.49.  

At this point, we present the results of testing the hypotheses derived from the Human Capital 

Theory H2a: The less years of education the individual has, the more negative his or her attitudes 

towards immigration of unskilled workers are, and H2b: The more years of education the individual 

has, the more negative his or her attitudes towards immigration of professionals are. These 

hypotheses aim to test the assumption of the Ethnic Competition Theory that members of majority 

population should oppose immigration of immigrants with their skill level, because they feel 

threatened by them on labor market. We have found a support for the H2a hypothesis. People with 

less years of education more probably hold more negative attitudes towards immigration of 

unskilled laborers from poor countries than to professionals. People with one more year of 

education have 1.10x higher chance to hold positive attitudes towards immigration of unskilled 

laborers from poor European and 1,09x higher chance to hold positive attitudes towards 

immigration of unskilled laborers from poor non-European country (p-value < 0.001). In 

standardized coefficients, 1 standard deviation increase in education means, on average, a 0.38 

increase in the log odds of responding in favor of immigration of unskilled laborers from poor 

European country and 0.35 increase in the log odds of responding in favor of immigration of 

unskilled laborers from poor non-European country.  

On the other hand, we did not find a support for the hypothesis H2b: The more years of education 

the individual has, the more negative his or her attitudes towards immigration of professionals are. 

People with higher education more probably hold more positive attitudes towards immigration of 

both skill levels of immigrants (laborers as well as professionals). This result contradicts the 

assumption that people with more years of education should oppose immigration of professionals, 

because they threaten their jobs. People with one more year of education have 1,10x higher chance 

to hold positive attitudes towards immigration of professionals from poor European country (p-

value < 0.001) and 1,09x higher chance to hold positive attitudes towards immigration of 

professionals from poor non-European country (p-value < 0.001). In standardized coefficients, 1 

standard deviation increase in the years of education, on average, a 0.39 increase in the log odds of 



66 
 

responding in favor of immigration of professionals from poor European country and 0.36 increase 

in the log odds of responding in favor of immigration of professionals from poor non-European 

country. It is interesting to note that placement on the left-right scale has higher effect on attitudes 

towards immigration of unskilled laborers and lower effect on attitudes towards immigration of 

professionals. However, this topic is not the subject of this thesis. 

We should note here, that the questions ask about immigration of professionals or of unskilled 

laborers from country specific poor country. For example a respondent in one country is asked to 

what extent the country should allow professionals from Poland to come to live in the country. 

Other respondent in the same country is asked to what extent the country should allow unskilled 

laborers from Poland to come to live in the country. Therefore, the differences between attitudes 

towards immigration of immigrants of different skill-level should not be caused by cultural, or 

other differences between the sending countries.  

In conclusion, it seems in this thesis that the most important predictor of attitudes towards 

immigrants and immigration on the individual level is education. We did not find a clear support 

for the assumptions derived from the Ethnic Competition Theory. Individuals with less years of 

education should not oppose immigration of professionals, because they do not threaten their jobs. 

We can see in the analysis that low-skilled members of the majority population hold more negative 

attitudes towards immigration of professionals than members of majority population with higher 

education. Moreover, we can see from the results that members of the majority population with 

higher education tend to favor immigration of both skill levels of immigrants, therefore their 

attitudes towards immigration do not seem to depend on labor market competition. Therefore, we 

find a support for the Human Capital Theory in this thesis. In other words, it is possible that 

attitudes towards immigrants and immigration are not caused by competition on labor market, but 

by attitudes that people acquire through education. It should be stated here that there are also other 

theories, which try to explain association between education and attitudes towards immigrants or 

immigration. Therefore, it is possible that the impact of the educational system on attitudes towards 

immigration or immigrants may not be the main reason for the association between education and 

attitudes towards immigration. Nevertheless, these results seem to be in contradiction with the 

assumption that negative attitudes towards immigration (or immigrants) are caused by economic 

vulnerability of the people. This topic should be studied further. 
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5.2. Results Contextual Level 

On the contextual level, the Ethnic Competition Theory states that people hold more negative 

attitudes towards immigrants in the countries with higher proportion of out-groups and worse 

economic conditions. Some scholars also state that people will feel more threatened when the 

immigration policy of the country is more permissive. More about this topic in the part 1.1. of this 

thesis. 

First, we present the results of hypotheses testing. We did not find a support for the hypotheses that 

GDP per capita, PPP of the country and proportion of non-EU born immigrants have an effect on 

attitudes towards immigrants. First, proportion of non-EU born immigrants does not have a 

statistically significant effect on attitudes towards immigrants in the used model. The fixed estimate 

for proportion of non-EU born immigrants is -0.07 (p-value = 0.137). The standardized coefficient 

for proportion of non-EU born immigrants in the used model is -0.23. It means that when the 

percentage of non-EU born immigrants increases by one standard deviation, FIOS index decreases 

by 0.23 (more negative attitudes). Second, GDP per capita, PPP is not a statistically significant 

predictor of attitudes towards immigrants in the used model (fixed effects estimate < 001; p-value 

= 0,181). The standardized coefficient for GDP per capita, PPP in the used model is 0.18. It means 

that when the GDP per capita, PPP increases by one standard deviation, FIOS index increases by 

0.18. On the other hand, disadvantage of this thesis is that we use just sample of 20 countries. To 

test the country level hypotheses, larger sample of countries should be included into the analysis.  

Finally, we present the results of testing the hypothesis H5: The higher the Migrant Integration 

Policy Index of the country is, the more negative attitudes towards immigrants in the country are. 

The results contradict the hypothesis. MIPEX has statistically significant positive effect on 

attitudes towards immigrants. In the used model, the fixed effect estimate is 0.02 (p-value = 0.013). 

The standardized coefficient for MIPEX is 0.3. It means that when the MIPEX of the country 

increases by one standard deviation, FIOS index increases by 0.3. When the MIPEX of the country 

is higher, attitudes towards immigrants in the country are more positive.   

As has been stated earlier in this thesis, effect of MIPEX of the country on attitudes towards 

immigrants in the country has been rarely studied. One line of research assumes that more 

permissive migrant integration policies lead to higher perception of threat in a country, therefore 



68 
 

negative attitudes towards immigrants. We did not find a support for this assumption in this thesis. 

In contrary with this assumption, we found that when the MIPEX of the country is higher (more 

permissive migrant integration policy), attitudes towards immigrants in the country are more 

positive. It seems that MIPEX should not be included among variables that cause higher 

competition between the majority population and out-groups in the countries. On the other hand, 

some scholars propose that there is a positive effect of more permissive immigration policies (for 

example measured as MIPEX) on attitudes towards immigrants. It is possible that people tend to 

change their attitudes in accordance with social norms or that they learn the values derived from 

the official migrant integration policies through socialization. On the other hand, attitudes towards 

immigration and immigrants can influence migration policies of the countries. Therefore, it is 

possible that the effect is in the opposite direction - positive attitudes towards immigrants in the 

country influence formation of immigration policies. In any case, this topic should be studied 

further. More about this topic in the section 1.1.2. of this thesis. 

In conclusion, the theoretical assumption about an effect of GDP per capita, PPP and percentage 

of non-EU immigrants on attitudes towards immigrants was not supported in this thesis, but this 

effect should be studied on a larger sample of countries. Second, MIPEX has a reverse effect on 

attitudes towards immigrants than we expected based on the Ethnic Competition Theory. More 

permissive migrant integration policy of a country is associated with more positive attitudes 

towards immigrants in the country. This effect should be further studied.  
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Conclusions 
The main aim of this thesis was to determine what affects cross-national differences in attitudes 

towards immigrants in Europe while using theoretical framework of the Ethnic Competition 

Theory, the Human Capital Theory, and other related theories. The thesis finds a support for the 

Human Capital Theory, but does not find a clear support for the Ethnic Competition Theory. It 

seems from our analysis that the most important variables which are associated with attitudes 

towards immigrants are education on the individual, and MIPEX of the country on contextual level.  

We found a support for all the hypotheses derived from the Ethnic Competition Theory on the 

individual level. It is frequently stated that differences in attitudes towards immigrants among 

members of majority population are caused by competition on labor market. It is assumed that most 

of the incoming immigrants compete for low-skill jobs with majority population in receiving 

countries. Therefore, low skilled members of majority population hold more negative attitudes 

towards immigrants and immigration. We found a support for the claim that economic vulnerability 

of a person is associated with his or her attitudes towards immigrants. On the other hand, the 

association between individual attitudes towards immigrants and economic vulnerability can be 

due to education. Lower education of a person can lead to lower income and higher probability of 

unemployment.  

Therefore, we test the assumption that it is the education and not the economic vulnerability of a 

person what cause negative attitudes towards immigrants and immigration in the thesis. If the 

attitudes towards immigrants are caused by competition on labor market, professionals in the 

receiving country should hold negative attitudes towards immigration of professionals, but not 

towards immigration of low-skilled workers. On the contrary, it seems in this thesis that people 

with higher education hold more positive attitudes towards immigration of both skill levels of 

immigrants, professionals and laborers, than members of majority population with less years of 

education. 

First, we found a support for the hypothesis that people with less years of education oppose 

immigration of low-skilled immigrants. On the other hand, they also oppose immigration of 

professionals more probably than people with higher education. Low-skilled workers have to 

compete for jobs with low-skilled immigrants, therefore they should not oppose immigration of 
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professionals. Second, we did not find a support for the hypothesis that the more years of education 

the individual has, the more negative his or her attitudes towards immigration of professionals are. 

Professionals (more educated people) have to compete for jobs with immigrating professionals, 

therefore they should oppose immigration of professionals. In comparison, it seems from our 

analysis that people with more years of education (professionals) tend to hold more positive 

attitudes towards immigration of both skill levels of immigrants than people with less years of 

education (low-skilled workers). In conclusion, this thesis does not find a clear support for the 

assumption that economic competition on individual level leads to more negative attitudes towards 

immigration. On the other hand, the thesis finds a support for the Human Capital Theory. It seems 

that attitudes towards immigrants can be caused by other individual-level factors than skill-level, 

for example by education. This topic should be studied further. 

On the contextual level, we did not find a support for the hypotheses derived from the Ethnic 

Competition Theory that GDP per capita, PPP and proportion of non-EU immigrants in the country 

affect attitudes towards immigrants. When the country is poor, majority population should feel 

greater threat from immigrants. Therefore, the lower the GDP per capita, PPP of the country is, the 

more negative attitudes towards immigrants in the country should be. Similarly, higher proportion 

of non-EU immigrants in the country should lead to higher competition between majority 

population and immigrants, therefore to more negative attitudes towards them. We did not find a 

support for these hypotheses in the thesis, but it can be due to low sample of countries included 

into the analysis. The influence of these variables on attitudes towards immigrants should be 

studied further. 

We also did not find a support for the hypothesis that the higher the Migrant Integration Policy 

Index of the country is, the more negative attitudes towards immigrants in the country are. On the 

other hand, we have found a reverse effect of the MIPEX on attitudes towards immigrants in the 

country. It seems that more permissive migrant integration policy of a country does not lead to 

higher competition between majority population and immigrants. It is also possible that the 

relationship is reversed and more positive attitudes towards immigrants lead to more permissive 

policies towards immigrants. Thus, the association between migrant integration policies and 

attitudes towards immigrants should be studied further. 
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In conclusion, attitudes towards immigrants seems to be most affected by education on the 

individual, and MIPEX of the country on the contextual level. It seems that economic threat from 

immigrants may not play as big role in causing negative attitudes towards immigrants and 

immigration as is often expected. The assumptions of the Human Capital Theory about causes of 

attitudes towards immigrants and immigration should be studied further as well as the association 

between attitudes towards immigrants and migrant integration policies. 
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Summary 
This thesis determines what affects cross-national differences in attitudes towards immigrants and 

immigration in Europe. We use mainly theoretical framework of the Ethnic Competition Theory 

and the Human Capital Theory in the thesis. The topic attitudes towards immigrants and 

immigration is important today because new immigrants arrive in Europe and attitudes towards 

them are changing in a negative way. Therefore, it is important to pay attention to attitudes of the 

majority population of various countries in Europe towards immigrants and immigration, and to 

what can be the reasons for such attitudes.  

On the individual level, the main interest of the thesis is the different view of the Ethnic 

Competition Theory and the Human Capital Theory on whether it is labor market competition or 

education what leads to individual differences in attitudes towards immigrants and immigration. 

The thesis is also interested in the effect of contextual level variables on attitudes towards 

immigrants. Multilevel models are used to test the hypotheses based on these theories. We use 

individual level data from European Social Survey 2013 and country level data from World 

Bank/Eurostat. 

The thesis finds a support for the Human Capital Theory, but does not find a clear support for the 

Ethnic Competition Theory. Even though economic vulnerability of a person is associated with 

attitudes towards immigrants, this association can be due to education. We test the assumption that 

it is the education and not the economic vulnerability of a person what causes negative attitudes 

towards immigrants and immigration in the thesis. If the attitudes towards immigrants are caused 

by labor market competition, professionals should hold negative attitudes towards immigration of 

professionals, but not to immigration of low-skilled workers. It seems in this thesis that individuals 

with higher education tend to hold more positive attitudes towards immigration of both skill levels 

of immigrants than individuals with less years of education. 

On the contextual level, the thesis also does not find a support for the Ethnic Competition Theory. 

The presupposed association between attitudes towards immigrants and contextual level variables 

GDP per capita and percentage of non-EU immigrants is not supported in this thesis. The 

association of Migrant Integration Policy Index and attitudes towards immigrants is in opposite 

direction than we assumed based on the Ethnic Competition Theory. The higher (more permissive) 
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MIPEX of the country is, the more positive the attitudes towards immigrants in the country are. 

The influence of contextual level variables on attitudes towards immigrants should be studied on 

greater sample of countries.  

I conclusion, it seems that economic threat from immigrants may not play as big role in causing 

negative attitudes towards immigrants and immigration as it is often expected. The assumptions of 

the Human Capital Theory about causes of attitudes towards immigrants and immigration should 

be studied further as well as the association between attitudes towards immigrants and migrant 

integration policies. 
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Attachment 1 

Syntax (Model 2): 

MIXED FIOS WITH gdpppp pimigrnoneu MIPEX  

 /PRINT=SOLUTION TESTCOV 

 /FIXED = INTERCEPT gdpppp pimigrnoneu MIPEX | SSTYPE(3) 

 /RANDOM=INTERCEPT | subject (cntry1). 

 

Syntax (Model 4): 

MIXED FIOS WITH gndr agea eduyrs dfegcon uempla lrscale blgetmg domicil1 gdpppp 

pimigrnoneu MIPEX   

  /FIXED = INTERCEPT gdpppp pimigrnoneu MIPEX gndr agea eduyrs dfegcon uempla lrscale 

blgetmg domicil1 | SSTYPE(3) 

  /PRINT=SOLUTION TESTCOV 

  /RANDOM=INTERCEPT agea eduyrs dfegcon lrscale | subject (cntry1) covtype (un). 

 

Syntax (Model 5): 

MIXED FIOS WITH gndr agea eduyrs dfegcon hinctnta uempla blgetmg lrscale domicil1 MIPEX 

gdpppp pimigrnoneu 

  /FIXED = INTERCEPT gndr agea eduyrs dfegcon hinctnta uempla blgetmg lrscale domicil1 

MIPEX gdpppp pimigrnoneu | SSTYPE(3) 

  /PRINT=SOLUTION TESTCOV 

  /RANDOM=INTERCEPT agea eduyrs dfegcon hinctnta lrscale | subject (cntry1) covtype (un). 

 

Syntax (Model 6): 

MIXED FIOS WITH gndr agea eduyrs dfegcon hinctnta uempla blgetmg lrscale domicil1 MIPEX 

gdpppp pimigrnoneu 

  /FIXED = INTERCEPT MIPEX gdpppp pimigrnoneu gdpppp*pimigrnoneu gndr agea eduyrs 

dfegcon hinctnta uempla blgetmg lrscale domicil1 | SSTYPE(3) 

  /PRINT=SOLUTION TESTCOV 

  /RANDOM=INTERCEPT agea eduyrs dfegcon hinctnta lrscale | subject (cntry1) covtype (un). 
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Attachment 2 

Results Model 4 – without income 
 

Information Criteriaa 

-2 Restricted Log Likelihood 102669,376 

Akaike's Information Criterion 

(AIC) 
102701,376 

Hurvich and Tsai's Criterion 

(AICC) 
102701,396 

Bozdogan's Criterion (CAIC) 102849,209 

Schwarz's Bayesian Criterion 

(BIC) 
102833,209 

The information criteria are displayed in 

smaller-is-better form. 

a. Dependent Variable: FIOS. 

 
 
Results Model 5 – with income 

Information Criteriaa 

-2 Restricted Log Likelihood 84021,779 

Akaike's Information Criterion 

(AIC) 
84065,779 

Hurvich and Tsai's Criterion 

(AICC) 
84065,823 

Bozdogan's Criterion (CAIC) 84264,769 
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Schwarz's Bayesian Criterion 

(BIC) 
84242,769 

The information criteria are displayed in 

smaller-is-better form. 

a. Dependent Variable: FIOS. 

 
 

Standardized coefficients 

 
  



IV 
 

Attachment 3 
European country unskilled laborers 
DATASET ACTIVATE DataSet2. 

GENLINMIXED 

  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=cntry1 

  /FIELDS TARGET=allbpe2 TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE 

  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=BINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT 

  /FIXED EFFECTS=gndr agea eduyrs dfegcon hinctnta uempla blgetmg lrscale domicil1 

MIPEX gdpppp pimigrnoneu USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE 

  /RANDOM EFFECTS=agea USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE SUBJECTS=cntry1  

    COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS  

  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=DESCENDING 

INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=DESCENDING  

    MAX_ITERATIONS=100 CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL 

COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE)  

    SCORING=0 SINGULAR=0.000000000001 

  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD. 

 
Non-European country unskilled laborers 
GENLINMIXED 

  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=cntry1 

  /FIELDS TARGET=allbpne2 TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE 

  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=BINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT 

  /FIXED EFFECTS=gndr agea eduyrs dfegcon hinctnta uempla blgetmg lrscale domicil1 

MIPEX gdpppp pimigrnoneu USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE 

  /RANDOM EFFECTS= lrscale USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE SUBJECTS=cntry1  

    COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS  

  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=DESCENDING 

INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=DESCENDING  

    MAX_ITERATIONS=100 CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL 

COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE)  
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    SCORING=0 SINGULAR=0.000000000001 

  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD. 

 
European country professionals  
GENLINMIXED 

  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=cntry1 

  /FIELDS TARGET=alpfpe2 TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE 

  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=BINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT 

  /FIXED EFFECTS=gndr agea eduyrs dfegcon hinctnta uempla blgetmg lrscale domicil1 

MIPEX gdpppp pimigrnoneu USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE 

  /RANDOM EFFECTS=agea hinctnta lrscale USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE SUBJECTS=cntry1  

    COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS  

  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=DESCENDING 

INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=DESCENDING  

    MAX_ITERATIONS=100 CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL 

COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE)  

    SCORING=0 SINGULAR=0.000000000001 

  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD. 

 

Non-European country professionals 
GENLINMIXED 

  /DATA_STRUCTURE SUBJECTS=cntry1 

  /FIELDS TARGET=alpfpne2 TRIALS=NONE OFFSET=NONE 

  /TARGET_OPTIONS DISTRIBUTION=BINOMIAL LINK=LOGIT 

  /FIXED EFFECTS=gndr agea eduyrs dfegcon hinctnta uempla blgetmg lrscale domicil1 

MIPEX gdpppp pimigrnoneu USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE 

  /RANDOM EFFECTS=agea hinctnta USE_INTERCEPT=TRUE SUBJECTS=cntry1  

    COVARIANCE_TYPE=VARIANCE_COMPONENTS  

  /BUILD_OPTIONS TARGET_CATEGORY_ORDER=DESCENDING 

INPUTS_CATEGORY_ORDER=DESCENDING  
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    MAX_ITERATIONS=100 CONFIDENCE_LEVEL=95 DF_METHOD=RESIDUAL 

COVB=MODEL PCONVERGE=0.000001(ABSOLUTE)  

    SCORING=0 SINGULAR=0.000000000001 

  /EMMEANS_OPTIONS SCALE=ORIGINAL PADJUST=LSD. 
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Attachment 4 
European country unskilled laborers 

Model Summary 

Target allbpe2 

Probability Distribution Binomial 

Link Function Logit 

Information Criterion Akaike Corrected 25225,024 

Bayesian 25238,296 

Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (25221,022) and are used to 

compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better. 
 

Classification 
Overall Percent Correct = 68,0%a 

Observed 

Predicted 

1,00 ,00 

1,00 Count 1474 1036 

% within Observed 58,7% 41,3% 

,00 Count 773 2367 

% within Observed 24,6% 75,4% 

a. Target: allbpe2 

 
 



VIII 
 

 

  



IX 
 

Standardized coefficients - European country unskilled laborers 
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Non-European country unskilled laborers 

Model Summary 

Target allbpne2 

Probability Distribution Binomial 

Link Function Logit 

Information Criterion Akaike Corrected 25658,078 

Bayesian 25671,340 

Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (25654,076) and are used to 

compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better. 
 

Classification 
Overall Percent Correct = 71,9%a 

Observed 

Predicted 

1,00 ,00 

1,00 Count 750 1213 

% within Observed 38,2% 61,8% 

,00 Count 366 3292 

% within Observed 10,0% 90,0% 

a. Target: allbpne2 
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Standardized coefficients - Non-European country unskilled laborers 
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European country professionals 

Model Summary 

Target alpfpe2 

Probability Distribution Binomial 

Link Function Logit 

Information Criterion Akaike Corrected 26979,524 

Bayesian 27006,150 

Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (26971,517) and are used to 

compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better. 
 

Classification 
Overall Percent Correct = 74,3%a 

Observed 

Predicted 

1,00 ,00 

1,00 Count 3865 268 

% within Observed 93,5% 6,5% 

,00 Count 1214 423 

% within Observed 74,2% 25,8% 

a. Target: alpfpe2 
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Standardized coefficients - European country professionals 

 



XVI 
 

Non-European country professionals 

Model Summary 

Target alpfpne2 

Probability Distribution Binomial 

Link Function Logit 

Information Criterion Akaike Corrected 25838,476 

Bayesian 25858,394 

Information criteria are based on the -2 log likelihood (25832,471) and are used to 

compare models. Models with smaller information criterion values fit better. 
 

Classification 
Overall Percent Correct = 70,6%a 

Observed 

Predicted 

1,00 ,00 

1,00 Count 3383 400 

% within Observed 89,4% 10,6% 

,00 Count 1268 620 

% within Observed 67,2% 32,8% 

a. Target: alpfpne2 

 
 

  



XVII 
 

  



XVIII 
 

Standardized coefficients - European country professionals 

 
 


