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Welfare Spending and
the Public’s Concern for Immigrants

Multilevel Evidence for Eighteen European Countries

Wim varn Qorschot and Wilfred Ul

There is a large body of empirical evidence showing that negative images of immigrants
andl the relatod subtle and sometimes blatant pr[;iudi:'.['. agrainst them are widespread among
the populations of European countries, Yet empirvical studies in this field only occasional-
lv investigate public images of immigrants® dessrvingness o receive welfare rights income
benelis, and soctal services.” This siluation is remarkable sinee in many European coun-
tries immugrants are overrepresented among usecs of unemplonment compensation, social
assistance, and family henefils and since the number of immigrants to Furope has
increased substantially in the past few decades.” The increased influx and relatively high
welfare use of immigrants may even undermine the overall legitimacy of the comprehen-
sive wellare systems of BEuropean countries since they Tragment the sense of @ commim
community that allegedly underlies the comprehensive welfare states.* In particular,
American scholars who draw o paralkel with the Amercan situation have issued strong
wirnings in this respect. Their arguments ditter somewhat, but the main thrast is that cul-
tural diversity has o negative effect on the comprebhenziveness and penerosity of weltare
syslems, especially i7 wellare use is associated with a subordinale minorily.’ The European
comprehensive welfare states may be the more threatened since their social benetit systems
ity el as el Fare mapnels™ that altract ever increasing numbers ol mipranis® T i there-
tore not surprising that in the debate on challenges to the Eurdpean social model the influx
of migrants and related rensions regarding the distribition of welfare and the overall legir-
nacy of the wellare stale have come o Mgace promioently on e agenda?

This article addresses the relationship between welfare systems and attitudes on immi-
rrants, spoecifcally the effeet of g nation’s wel fare spanings on the concern for immigrants
vis-i-vis other needy groups, The central question is whether the population of compre-
hensive, high-spending welfare states is lesz or more tolerant of immigrants than the pop-
ulation ol low-spending countries and, if 50, win, Notions from economic sell-intwnesl and
cnltural ideology theory and evidence on immigration rates in welfare states are used to
advance tao compeling hypotheses on the effeel of wellfare spending. On the one hand,
higher weltare spending might tfoster more favorable attitudes towards inunmigrants because
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e waelfure spending decreases ceomnomic compelition amongs needy groups in society
ard Beeuse rmore wel lure spercing 15 aeeompanicd by a higher degree of solidarity among
citiaens generally, Such o positive effeet of welfare spending s additionally expected
breause mone wellire spending aliracls more immigrants and because higher immigration
wonhd aceording Lo the cullural ideebogy theery, enbance motsal understanding betwean
distinet populativo greups, On U ether hamed, the higher immigration e that accompa-
nivs inereased welloe spending could cause less concern for immigrants hecause indige-
s people bave mure Lo lose 1T laege number of migran dependents resuled in welfare
retrenclunenl measures.

The hypotheses on e impact of a nation welfare spending on the relative coticern
Feer frmnigrants are lsted for ciphteen Buropean counirics using data from the Luropean
Wlues Study 1999-2000. These cross-comparalive dala contain questions on individuals®
el eoncern vo the living conditions of four needy proaps: the alderdy, sick and disablad
people, unemplived peeple, and immigrants. Relabve coneern fiv immigrants is examined
vis=i-vis concern for the elderly in order w control for country variations in the overall
verape levels ol concern, A macro-miceo slalistical spproach csiimates effects of individ-
ual anmd country-level characlerislics on a person’s relalive coneern for Immipgrants, using
tltilevel wechnigues,

Analysis of the efTect of pations” welfare spending on the publics relative concern for
mnigrants advances upon studies abaoual e welloe deservingness of immigrants and
ahout clhoie prejudice. Stadies of the wellare deservingness of immiprants describe the
public’s supperl Tor immigants” wellare cighls vis-a-vis other necdy groups and test the
elfects of mudiv ideal-level correlates such as social class, cducation, work athic, and redis-
Lribution attiludes on fnanigrants’ wellare deservingness.? However, these studies do not
Lest whether people in high-spending countries are more or less coneerned with immi-
grants' living conditivns than people in low-speoding countrivs. Studics ol cthnic prejudice
describe attitudes towards immigrants within Ewrope and explain these altinedes by indi-
vidual-level and country-level correlates, such as individual conploymend, individual ideol-
oy, and a country's rate of immigeation and uoemployment, but do nol examine the effeet
of a country’s level of welfare spending.”

Theories and Hypotheses

To explain hew a pation’s wellare spending alTeets the public’s relative coneern for immi-
arants, hypotheses ace derived from studies and theories of iomigrant pereeptions. Thers
are two strands in these studies, The {irst concerns public vpinion reparding welfare
rationing, wellare deservingness, and solidacily wwards needy proups. The scoond con-
cerns studies ethnic prejadice, racism, and senophobia.
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Findings and Theorics Studies of public opinien on wellare rationing, wellare
deservineness, and solidarity towards needy social categories mostly focus on assessing
support for varions types of walfare benefics and services '™ They say hardly anything about
the catepory of immdgrants and about e degree e which people rok social proops, Twa
studies, one on the degree foreigners deserve social and political rights in the eyes of (he
Cerman and the [sraeli public and the other on the perceived welfare deservingness of var
i proups el imemigrants ameng samples ol German sludents reeand the pereeived wel-
fore deservingness of immigrans,' Raijman, Serveanov, and Schmidt Toued Uit peeple
with a lower socioeconomic status, unermployed people, lower educated people, and people
with @ more rightist, conservative ideoloey have more negative views on immigrants
deservingness of social and political rights than ether people. These lndings are in line
with studies on people’s solidarity with needy groups in general, Van Oorschol Fowid o
the Metherlands thar lower educated persons, personz with a lower sociosconomic position,
and persuns with o mone rightist political vicw are more conditional in their solidarity—
displaving greater difTerences in their concern For specilic needy growps—Lhan athers.'*

The second steand. studies on ethoie prejudices, racisin, and xenophobia, displays sim-
ilar ceonomic and cultural effeets Ttsheaes that education, employment status, zocial class,
and inevome are inpoclant coccelates ol ethinge prejudicve. Lower edocaled people, manual
workers, unemiploved people, and people with a lower imcome appent to have more antag-
onistic. attimudes towards ethnic minorities than other social cateparies. OF these lactors,
cugalivn proses Lo e the mest consistenl and strompest eeel

Inn both strands similar explanations were given for the observed elfecls of croploy-
ment and aducation. The studies of popular wellare rationing by Baijman, Senvanoy, and
Schmidl und van Oorsehol interpred the positive offeets of employment and edocartion on
penples perceptions of deservingness as evidence of coonomic threat'™ Lower cducaied
and nonemployed persons hold less Lavorable attitudes on the welfare deservingness of
immiprant: hecause thay are more closaly in competition with immigrants over resources
and benelts than ligher educated and conpliyved persons,’® Lower edoealed and noneme
ployed persons are also more conditional in their solidarity because they are ina more visky
social position senerallv: they prefer stricter conditionaliny in weltare rationing 1o prevent
sossial protectivn from heing wsed by competing proups '

L studies of ethnic prejudice o similar economic explanalion s wsed w account for the
obierved positive ettects of employment and education on ethnic tolerance. The sometimes
implicit, sometimes explicit underlying theory is basad on economic selt-interest [or eco
nurmie threal) " Aceording Lo this theory, bostle atlitodes between memhers of tao racial
or ethnic groups reflect an underlving clash of personal self-interests. Ldividuals develup
negative aitudes towards individuals with whom they are in direct competition.'® This
competilion iw primarily ceonmmic—I{or jobs and promotion—but mey also invalve ather
tangible benefits such as sheller, salety, and the protection of voe’s own and coes children’s

future well-being. '
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Much of the theoretical worle on ethnic prejudice uses the notion of economic sell-
interest and threat bo acemmt for geonp and individoal variation in these prejudices. An
alernative, more culturally oriented explanation is offered by studies of voling preferences
that foumd stromp effects of political conservatism and racial prejudice but almost no effect
of direct personal threat, that is, of economic self-interest.™ They arzued thal a new form
of racism Tl emerged, “symbolic racism,” Symhalic rcism is defined as “a blend of anti-
black attect and the kind of aditional American moral values embodied in the Protestant
Ethic ., [i] represents & form of resistanee to change [in] the racial status quo based on
maoral teelings that blacks violate such traditional American values as individwalisin and
salferehismee, the work cthic, ohedience, and dis{‘.iplinﬂ.”“ The theory assumes that this
new, more symbolic form of racisn is acquired during the preadull socialization period; it
i rooted in “deep-seated feelings of marality and propriety and in early-learnad racial fears
and sterectypes.™ Thus, rather than economic competition and self-interesl, cullurally
rooted attitudes influence the public’s concern for immigrants,

The cultural ideology theory otters an alternative explanation for the positive elTeel off
education on ethnic tolerance. The higher educated may be mare tolerant of imnugrants
than the lower educated not because they are competing less with iounigrants, but because
thay are socializad at home and at sehonol with g wider horizon than lower educared people
and accept other people’s distinet cultural habits and behaviorn® In studies of wellare upin-
i stmilar coltural theory was used to aceount for differences in support for welfare ™
Furthermore, it has been found that support for welfare —generally or tarpeled Lo specilic
sroups—iepends not only on self-interest, but also on people’s ideclogical beliefs.™ Une
of these beliets, for which there are empirical mensurements, is aboul wellare redistribu-
tion. People who are more of the apinion that a society should eliminate big insqualities
and guarantee the basic needs of all citizens, which are typical Mnctions of a solidarste
walfare sz, are less condiional in their solidarity with needy proups than people who
think otherwise.™ Supposedly, these beliefs about welfare redistribution also alTecl peo-
ples relative concern for immiprants, In addition, the ethnic prejudicas people generally
hold will influence their concern for immigrants’ living conditions vis-i-vis other needy
gronps in socich Those who are more prejudiced againse immigrants will presumably feel
less solidaristic with immigrants than those who are less prejudiced. The example of the
Armerican woellire state teaches that cspeeially popular negative images of racial and ethnic
minorities underlie the low degree of solidarity with welfare recipients, although there ane
additional determinants® [s ethnic intolerance a comparable major determinant of soli-
darity with vulnerable group of inumigrants in European counlries?

Hypotheses on the Effect of Welfare Spending Hew will o nation’s level of wel-
Fare spending alfeel the poblic’s relalive convern for immigrans? Aceording to both eca-
nommic self-interest theory and cultural ideology theory, the effect of a nation’s wellare
spending shonld be positive. In comprehensive waelfare states people are presumahly rela-
tively more concerned with immigrants than in less comprehensive welfare slates.
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Howvever, this posttive elbect occors for dillerent reasons, According to economic self-
inlerest theory, maore wellfare spending inereases Lhe public’s relalive concern for immi-
arants because more weltare spending improves economic conditions and decreases
cermornic commpeliton over wellare helween necdy groups, o which immigrants more
ofien belong ‘That s, mnoa sitwation of increased wellare spending people’ welfure provi-
sivms e Lhreatened less by cotbacks. According weuliorad ideolopy theory, sl e spend-
g should have a positive eflect on the public’s relatve concern for inmigrants since
values of selidarily and cqualily are cinbedded i the instivbions of mere comprehensive
weltare states—move than in less comprehensive wellave states— and possibly mternalized
i U el Tare widues systern ol the penerad poblic. The Cirs hvpothesis i therelre thal the
ctliect of a nation’s weltre spending on the relative concern for immigrants is positive
{Hypolhesis 13 Yol Das posilive efTeel is doe o difTerent underbying mechanismes. The coo-
nomie model forwards inproved economic conditions (measared heve by employment) as
the inleevening faclor; the coltura] model Torwaeds inerewsed solidarity (messured here by
support or wellare redistribution and weak ethiie prejudice) as the intervening factor,

An allernative, compeling hypothesis on the effeet of @ oaton’s welfare spending i
that more wellare spending decreases instead of moreases relative concern tor immigzrants,
This competing hypothesis is based on o wacero-level Tactoe thal sccompanios welfare
spending, the rate of inunizeation. Welfare spending is positively corvelated with the rate of
irnmg ration: e mooe wellare spendiong, e higher the male of oomigration. This positive
cotrelation may occur first because of the walfare-magnel mechamsm, That 15, compre
hensive wellare syslems may allracl inereasing nuembers o iimmigrants beeaose their coo-
nonmie condinons and wealfave provisions are atteactive for ougrants. Sccond, weltare
spending aod the rate ol bomigration eocrelate posilively beeaose ao inereasing share of
inmigrants leads to higher social expenses since immuigrants are maors ollen nonemployed
antd soore ellen rely on soctal wellave than indigenows popolations. Whatever the caosal
direction may be. an effect of welfare apending on immigration or an effect of ummigration
oo wellare spending, the fact that higher-spending countries have a higher proportion of
immigrants may have impartant implications for the public’s relative concern for wnnii-
graots. Given immigrants” disproportional share in lower sociveconomic posilions and
welfare use, increased immigration may, in line with econamic self-interest theoty, lead 10
preater econemic threal and intergroup competition over scarce goods and consequently Lo
weaker relative concern For immigrants, There iz evidence in studies of prejudice that high-
er immmigration rales relale W stronger ethnie prejudice.® Therelore, the compeling hypoth-
exig on the elfect ol wellare spending hobds that more welfare spending decroases relative
coocern for ormigrants, specilically by an increased vate of binigation (Hypothesis 23

Lhis compering hypothesis can itself b criticized for its assumption of an imnigration
elfect, Where the economic self-interest theory predicts a negative elTecl of a nution’s
immigration rare an the public's relative concern for immigrants, the cultural idealogy the-
ory assumnes g posilive effeet, Living ina cullurally diverse country may lave a socializing
effecr towards the understanding of “others™ and make it possible to deal and hve with them
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without feeling so much threatened.™ Such a perspective might explain why European peo-
ple whe live in urban arcas, where there ure much higher concentrations of immigrants and
greater economic competition ameng scarce resources, are generally less negalive aboul
civil righls for fmmigrants than Buropeans lving in rura] areas ™ Therefore, the final
hypothesis is that welfare spending increases the relative concern for immigrants, specifi-
cally by an increased rate of immigration (Hypothesis 33

Data and Methods

Data The data source is the Eoropean Values Study (EVS), round 19992000
{wave 3), fielded in thirmy-three Luropean countries, The EVS data are well suited for this
analyais since they come (rom a cross-nationally comparative stdy, hased for each of the
thirty-three countries on a large, national, representative sample of the adult population.
The focus is on alliludinal questions, covering moral, religious, societal, political, eco-
nomic, and social issues. ‘The analysis 15 confined to the eighteen countries that had ade-
guate additional, agpregate data for welfure spending aned immigration at the time of
analysis: France, Great Oritain, Germany, Ausrria, ealy, Spain, Portugal, Greece, the
Metherlands, Belgium, Demnark, Sweden, Finland, Treland, Poland, Crech Republic,
Slovakia, and Hungary. The pooled dataset contains 21 357 individuals aged eighteen and
over with valid answers on both dependent and independent variables, ! The number of
cases per country is about 1200 on averapge, with a minimmum of $18 for Great Britain and
a maximuar of 1,589 for Ttaly.

Dependent Variable The central dependent variable is the relalive concern for
mmiprants, [t measures people’s concern about living conditions of immigrants compared
to other needy groups. The EVE data contain questions about concern Tor Tour different
grimpa: the elderly, sick and disahled people, unemployed people, and immigrants,
Coneern for the elderly has been taken as reference for the relative measure of concermn,
hecanse previous analysis of the (same) EVS data has shown that people rank the elderly
consistently—across countries and social categories-— higher on perceived wellure desery-
ingness than immigrands *¢ The specific question from the TVS is: 1o what extent do you
teel concerned about the living conditions of: (1) elderly people in your country; (2} immi-
grants in your conmiry™ (1 = not arall, 2 = not so much, 3 = to a certain extent, 4 = much,
5 = very much).

The assumption is that respondents’ felt concern with a group reflects their solidarity
with that group,™ 1t should be noted that the same EVS question alse asked for concern
ahout the groops of “sick and dizahled people” and “unemployed people.™ Thus, the gues-
tion used here is set within a context of concern for vulnerable groups in socicty penerally,
The measure for the relative concern for immigrants, then. is defined as the (absolute) dit-
terence between people’s concern for immigrants and people’s concern lur clderly people,
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Seores ean range hetween —4 (ool at all concerned lor imindgrants; very much coneerned
tor the elderly) and +4 {very much concerned for mmigrants; not at all concerned tor the
elderly)

The term “mmmigrants™ in the survey question 15 an unspecified category, leaving
roorn [or interpretation of shut ype of specilic immigraonl groups the respondents had in
mind when answering the question, The inunigrant population in Lurope 18 heterogeneous
in composition and covers both low-skilled immigrants lrom: nonweslern courdries (for
example, most of the Moroceans and Turks who migrated to the MNetherlands), high-skilled
nonwestern immigrants (for example, Indian soltware specialists migraling Ly Great
Britain), and low- and high-skilled migrants from new EU member states {for example,
Poyles), as well ux distinel migration pencrations. Some of these groups may be pereeived as
needy, yet others do much better socioeconomically and are culturally well-integrated. It
wiotld hve been helier, although practieally dilieolt given the helerogeneous composilion
of the immigrant groups m Burope, if the VS question had asked about concern tor spe:
cific immigranl aroaps. Mevertheless, despile the helerogeneiy of the group of immi-
grants, the public in each Buropean country has on averaze the least concern for the living
conditioms of immigrants and the most concern for the elderly, Thus, people have some
ideas about who immigrants ars and are able to rank inumigrants relatve to other groups in
d syslemtic Fashion

ludependent Variables: Individual Characteristics In a macro-nicro approach
to relative concern for immigrants, effects of individual-level and country-level character-
istics are both examined. The most relevant individual-level factors are employment and
salidarity attitudes since these factors are central in the hypatheses from economic self-
interest theory and the Iypotheses from cultural ideology theory.

Employment is measured by respondeni’s self-reported employment status*
Employved, unemploved, retired, and “other inactive™ (housewife, unemploved, student,
other) peaple are distinpuished, For the employed, social class position is further distin-
puished. The social class variable is based on the current occupation of the respondent.
Hecause of sample size considerations the original class scheme available in the EVS data
is recoded to five catezories: higher white collar (employers and professionals), lower
white collar, higher bhue collar, lower hlue collar, and farmer,

Twio measures ave used for general solidarity attitudes. First, beliefs on wellare redis-
triburion ave examined. They are measured by fwo items from a quastion on what a sociely
should prowide 1o order Lo be considered “just™; Yeliminating big negualilies o jocome
between citizens,” and “guarantesing that basic needs are met for all, in terms of food hous-
ing, cloths, education, health.”” Answer categories ranged from | (very important) 1o 5 (oot
at all important) and were recoded so that 3 mdicates “very important”™ and | “not at all
impertant.” The Pearson r correlation between these two items is moderate (0.33, p < 0.01),
which is a reason nat to construct one scale but to use the twi items separately. The second
measuce of peneral solidarity attitudes is ethoie intolerance, This is measured by the ques-
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tion: “Hewe ahont people from less developed countries coming here to worle, Which vng of
the following do vou think zovernment should do?™ Answer categories are: (1) “Let any-
one come who wants"™, (21 “Let people come as long as jobs are available™; (3) “Pul strct
limits on the number of Foreipers who can come here™ (4) “Trohibit people conung here
Ironm other countrics.” The response scores are leti as they are so that low scores indicale
lovr ethnic intolerance and high scores high cthinic inlolerance.

The: analyses also control for some individual-level factors that are known o alfeel
weltare deservingness and attiludes wowards immigrants: pender, age, and aducation,
Gienelar 15 a dummy variable, where males are set to zero and females to one. Age is mueas-
ured in years since birth, The highest level of education altined meassures education, 11 was
eoded hy the dara collectors into a conunon metric containing eight calegorics, ranging
from inadequate education (code 1) 1w higher cducalivn, upper-level tertary cettificare
{8,

Independent Variables: Country Characteristics T'he characteristics at the coun-
try tevel are welfare spending and the rate of umigration. Wellare spending is measured
by i countey s Lotal social spending as a percentage of the Gross Domestic Product (GDP).
‘o average out some of the difference in GDP development avross counlrics, the arithmeric
mieuns ol wellfre effirt over the period 19941998 are talen. All are based on figures fiom
the Crganisation for Economic Co-operation and Development

T mieasure the rate of immigration, the rate of foreign-born citizens 15 toleen from an
QLCD report that eritically discusses the validity and reliability of Foropean migration
rales For wse ininternational comparison.®™ MNational statisnes of immigrants, on which
such rates usually are based, vary widely in definition ol an iminigrunt, The OFCT-report
suggests using e rate of foreim-hom citizens since it is a cross-nationally comparable
measure of immigration, 1t is obtained from the countries’ censuses thal asked for peopla’s
country o birth, Rales Mroan the year 2000 are used. A disadvantage of the immigration
measire 15 that many of the immigrants who reside in Europe were not born ahroad but
ralher in the country where they coarrently reside, The measure therelore excludes second-
generation immigrants (inunigrants who were born in the country of destination, with one
parent born abroad) and severely underestimates the toral share of immigrants in Buropean
countries. However, there are good arguments to use the measwre of the (orcign-horns,
Firsl, thiere exisls a slrong and posilive association at the country level between the share of
the foreign-born and the total share of immigrants, Countrics with relabively many foreign-
born people also have high shares of immigrants, Thus, although the total share of Lonmi-
gration may be underestimated, the effect of the total share of the immigrabon rate will not
b Binsed. Seeomnd, foreign hormn, first-reneration immigrants have a lower socioeconomic
position and higher use of social welfare than second-generalion immigrants. Therefore, it
i much more the immigration of foreign-horn people than the share of second or later pen-
erations that will atfect economic threat, Third, the wellare-magnetism effeet of compre-
hemsive wallire stales will lHkaly attract ness immigrants, previously oot residing in the
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country; 1L s the fear for these foreizo-born omigrants hat mey explain why sellare
spending affects the refative concern for immigrants nematively. The twa later argumenrs
imply a stronger eftect of the restricted measure of toreign-born people than of o measure
including all immiprants.

‘Table 1 lists the country means of the measures of walfare spending and immigaration,
As con be seen, the Mordic countries o the sample of Europe {Demmarl, Finland, and
Swiden ) doviale by high levels ol welFare spending, and soutlern Boropean countries such
as Spain and Pormgal and eastern Durapean countries such as the Czech Republic,
Hungary, and Slovaldia deviate by low levels of welfare, The country picture is different
with raspect o the share of foreign-buorn immigrants, Centrl and western European coun-
tries such as Austria, Belgivm, | rance, Germany, and the Metherlands. as well as Sweaden,
Lreland, and Greece, ave characterized by high levels of immigration, and eastern European
crnantrics with partivularly low levels of dmmigoalion, The correlation between the e
macro-level Tactors—welfare spending and immigrartion—is 037 af the country level.
Such a correlation can nennally be viewed as moderate and significant; howeser, due to the
limited number of commdries involved in the anabysis il did not reach sipnileanee (p=10.1 3.

Table 1 Means of Counny Characteriatics

Weltare spending

{social expenditure Immigration
as Y ol GDEY (%0 ol Tereipn borns)**
Framge 03 10000
Ciresat Tiritain 228 wa
Ciermany Erh | 2.5
Ausiria ns 2.5
[taly 23K T4
Hpain 212 33
Portugzal 8.5 6.3
Matherlands Or [6).1
Belgium 281 10,7
Denmark 3l il
Sweden 3Z.4 120
Finfund ELRH 2.5
[reland 15.0 1014
Poland 213 2
Creeh Republic 14,1 4.3
Slovaloin 14,0 2A
Hungary ILn 2.0
Ciresce 1.9 18,3
Tudal 23,5 TR

Soprces: FORCH, 2004 ** Dimost and Lemaitee, 2004,
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This result does not nepate the conjecture on the welfare magnet effect of welfare spending
by a wide margin.

Results

A Description of the Relative Concern for Inmigranis Figure | displays the
mean concern for immiprants and the elderly by country, as well as the difference in the
concern for these two groups (the relative concern lor immigrants). Az was observed in
previeus studies of welfare deservingness, in all of the selected countries of Europe people
show on average more concern for the elderly than for immigrimts.™ On a five-point scale
ranginyr from | (Tow) to 3 (high), people show a concern of 2.7 tor immigrants and 3.8 for
the elderly, an absolute difference of more than one poinl and o relative difference of 41
pereent i favor of the elderly. This difference is statstically significant, Figure | further-
mere shows country variation in the relative coneern. People in Grear Britain, Fortugal, and
the: eastern European countries of Foland, Slovakia, and Hungary make rather large dilTer-
ences in their concern for immigrants and clderly, whercas differences are relatively small
in Ttaly, Spain, the Netherlands, and Sweden.*' This country pattern seems to coincide with
the absolute concern for immigrants: thal is, in countries with a muther low concern for
immigrants, the difference people make between immigrants and the elderly is larger (1el-
ative concern is more negalive). However, this relation s not perfect, For example, in
Ireland concern for immigrants is faiely high, but concern for the elderly is considerably
higher, making fora fairly low relalive concern for immigrants (mean of —1.3),

Mo the coumtry differences in relative concern overlap with levels of wellare spending
and immigration? Figures 2 and 3 suggesl they do. Countries with hipher welfare spending
and countries with higher immigration have higher relative concern for immigramts tan
other countries. The Pearson r correlations at he country level are moderare, with 033 {p
= (L 18) for welfare spending and relative concern and .51 {p = (L03) for immigration and
relative concern, Most countries are placed around the plotted correlation ling, but some
countries deviate, specifically lungary and Spain. In Hungary relative concern for tmmi-
grants is lowest among the counteies invesligatsd even thooph welfare spending m
Thungary outranks spending in other Last uropean countries, In Spain, in contrast, the rel-
ative concern for immigranls is most pesibive among the eighteen countries, despite rather
lenw lewels of weltare and immigration.

The coineidence of country difforences in relative concern for imnugrants with levels
of welfare spending and inmigration does not necessarily mean that a country’s welfare
spending and immigration alTeet individual attitodes on immigrans and other needy
aroups. Lirst, these analvses are aggregate-level, relating mean levels of relative concern
countey=leve]l factors. Such apurresalie-level analyses do not take into account the imdividual
varance in relative concern and, if not carefully interpreted, present the risk of an ceologi-
cal fallacy, Scoond, the bwe macro-level Tactors were not estimated independently of each
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Fipure 1 Concern Tor Inmigrants, Concern for the Elderly, and the Didlerence in
Concarn for Immigranes and the Elderly {Relalive Concern) by Country
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olbier, That is, the nel ellects of welfare spending and immigration ave not yel loowen, Third,
population compositon, For example. dhlferences hetween coundries in the distribition of
education, was not taken into account. Compositional differences m educaton may loon
an allernalive explanation of the effect of wellare spending since countries with more wel-
fare spending have a more highly cilocated population and sinee o higher edocation may
mcrease the relative concern 1or amngrants,

Determinants of the Relative Concern for Immigrants Tir estimare effects of
urdividual-level and country-level characteristics on individuals’ relative concern for inmi-
prants ina slalistieal ly appropriabe way, inultileve] regeessions were run, Multilevel regres-
sion models are regression models that correct for the nesting of individuals wirhin
higher-level units (here, countries) and take account ol the vanablity associated with each
level el nesting: This method is an improvement not only ever aggregate-level analyses, b
also over analvses where macro-level characteristics are disaparegated to the individual
level, o research design that 15 still quite commmon in social science research. [ncomparison
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Figure 2 Relative Concern for Immigrants by Wellare Spending (Country-level )
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with the latter design, the multilevel design provides less biased estimates ol the effeets of
macro-level characteristics since standard errors are correeled appropriately,

Table 2 lists several multilovel models. The first is an “empty™ model, containing the
intercept anly {Model 1), This model shows that individual, within-country variation in el-
ative concern for immigrants (estimate, 112} is much larger (by a faclor 3.6) than country
wariation (1.3 1, vet hoth variance components are statistically significant. This result indi-
cates that the relative concern for immigrants differs across countrics and, within countries,
across individuals,

Madel 2 of Table 2 ntroduces economic and cultural deternunants at the individual
level. It estimates effects of people™ employment status, their redistribution beliels, and the
eftects of the control variables age, gender, and educalion, As pradicted by economic self-
interest theory, Model 2 shows that economically threatened social catepories have less
concern for immigrants than tor the elderly, Blue collar workers—Uboth high and low blye
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Figure 3  Relative Concern for Immigrants by the Rate of lmmigration {Country-
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collur workers—and farmers have significantly lower scores on relative concern than the
reference group of higher white collar wockers, while lower white collar worleers are on a
pat. Leonomic szlf-interest may also cxplain why retired workers seore low on relative con-
cern for immigrants: it is in their interest to favor the elderly, Surprisingly, however, the
uncroployed doonol differ [om higher white collar workers in their relative concern for
immigrants, Based upon their economic sitition and their suppesed competition with ath-
nic minority groups tor scarce resources such as jobg and welfare benefits, self-interest the-
ory wonld eapeet this group w score lowest on relative concern for immigrants. Additional,
unraported (multilevel} analysis has shown that unemployed ]'ICH]'ﬂL:, compared 1o the ref-
erence group of white collar workers, are less concerned about the living conditions of both
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Table 2 Mullilevel Repressions of Relative Concern for Immigrants: Effects of
Individual-level and Country-level Characteristics (N — 21,857 individuals, |8
countries)
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irnmigrants und elderly. However, because unemployment reduces concern for the elderly
more than for mmmigrants, on the aggregate the unempluoyed appear gquite concerned for
inmmigrants.

Maodel 2 also displays supporr for the culural explanation. Believing thal sociely
should reduce inegualities has the expected positive efleet on relalive concern for immi-
grants: people whe are more in faver of reduction of income inequalities place immigrants
closer to the elderly on their personal scale of solidarity than people who support this beliel
less. However, the beliet that a society should guarantee basic needs for all does not show
a significant effect.
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The conlrol variahles age, pender, and education show a pattecn that 5 well-koown
trom studies on ethnic prejudice and welfare deservingness. Older people. women, and the
Lot cilueated display significantly lower levels of relalive concern foc immigeants than
younger people, men, and the higher edecated. Compared to the effect of emplovment sta-
Lus, the elTecl of education is rather large, The difference in relative concern between the
lonvest edueational level and the highest educational level is [8 w0069 =] 0,558, while for
employment status this dilference @3 al maxiown 009, As mentioned earlier the positive
effect of education may be interpeeted hoth as an econamic and o coltural affecr, Mare
highly cducaled people may be more positive towards immigrants compared to the eldedy,
because they competa less with immigrants on the labor marker, but they may also be more
positive beeanse ey are socialized with mege wlernnt views of differing groups.

Model 3 ol Table 2 adds an effect of ethnic intolerance. This factor appears to have a
strong nepalive elTecl on relative concern for innmigrants. Scoring one unit higher oo eth-
nic intolerance lowers relative concern by -0.34. Overall, this effect appears strongesr of all
the effiets investigated. The difference in deservingness perception between the lowest and
highest category on ethnic intolerance is [4 % 034 =] | 36, mara than fwice as srrong as
the next-strongest determinaol, educational level (dilference, (.38) Perhaps even more
mteresting 15 that the introducrion of ethnic intalerance in the analyses reduces some of the
carlicr ohserved coonomic and cultural effects, The strongest reduction pertains to the edu-
cation effect. Uhe effect drops from 0.06% in Model 2 to (L0537 in Model 3, a reduction of
one=quarier inelTeel sice, Thus, part of the education effect on relative concern for inumi-
grants s due to ethme intolerance. In other words, more highly educated people shew more
concern [or unenigrants than the eldecly in part because they hold more tolerant ottitudes
towards immigrants, Yet the sipnificance of edocation i addition o ethnic (injmlerance
indicates that, not just ethnic twleranee, but alse education conveys more solidaristic views.
More generally, the measure of relative concern for immiprants is nod omly an expression
ol ethide (intolerance, but also of feelings of solidarity,

The effects of the couniry charactenisies are shown in Models 4 and 5 of Tahle 2
Maodel 4 starts by including a country’s level of weltare spending, In line with the descrip-
tive agprepate-level analyses, o country’s wellare spending shows o positive, significant
effect, Thus, people in countries with higher levels of welture spending ave relatively more
concernad for immigrants than people in countrics with Tower levels ol spending, Hiwever,
this elfect still does not exclude the alternative immigration explanation that people in
high-spending countries may have maore concern for immiprants than people elsewhere
bucause rules ol Unmigration in these countries are higher and because immigration rather
than welfare spending may foster concern for Tmmipranis.

To test the independent effects of o country’s welfare spending and immigration,
bodel 5 of Tahle 2 estimates the bwo macro-level delerminants simullanconsby The elTect
of immigration appears nonsignificant, vet closer inspection reveals that the etfect is just
ahove the level of significance with o p=svalie of 0001 Thiz resull indicales that the level
of imrigration is not unimpertant in people’s relative concern for immigrants, The positive
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estimate indicates that a higher share of immigranis in o country promotes relative concern
for immigrants by placing them closer to the elderly. This result is in line with the cultural
explanation, which helds thal higher fmmigration makes for more muteal understanding
hetween indigencus and ethnic mmnority groups and for more relalive coneern for immi-
grants. The positive effect of lmmigralion s not in ling with the economic selt-interest
cxplanation. According to this explanation, a higher rate of inunigration would increase
economic competition and feelings of threat amd conseiuently lower the relative concern
for immigrants

Additional evidence in lavor ol the cultural explanation of welfare spending is seen in
the effect of welfare spending itsell, Table 2 shows that, once inunigralion is ken into
account, the effect of wellare spending disappears, Whereas it was signilicantly positive in
Model 4 {containing welfare spending only), it proves nonsigoificant in Model 5 (hoth wel-
tare spending and immigration). This finding is important, since it indicates that it is nol
welfare spending iself that promotes relative concern for fmimigrants in higher-spending
coumtries, but immigration. The cileet of welfare spending 15 apparently only indirect.
Maore welfare spending attracts move inmigrants, and more lmmigrants make peopls more
concerned lor imimigrants.

Conclusions and Discussion

Immigration has taised ansicly uboul European wilfare states and tensions about the redis-
tribution and legitimacy of wellare. The degree to which Buropeans are concerned ahour
the living conditions ol imunigrants can be studied in comparison to their concern for eld-
erly peaple, a group that usually 1s seen as a highly deserving category, lmmigrants are not
the only vulnerable group in European welfare states that meets unfavorable popular
imapes, and the relevance of concern tor immigrants in modern welfure slales poes beyond
attitudes towards immigrants,

This analysis was especially mterested in the effect of a nation’s wellure spending on
the relative concern for inumigrants. Are people in comprehensive welfare states relatively
mare tolerant of immigrants or less tolerant? Using notions lwomn coonomic seH-interast
theery and cultural ideology theary and evidenee about immigration rates in welfare states,
it adhvanced two competing hypotheses on the etfect of wellare spending. On the one hand,
ligher wellare spending may make for more favorable attitudes towards immigrants
because more welfare spending decreases economic compelition among needy groups in
society and is aecompanicd by a higher depree of solidarity among citizens. Such a posi-
tive effect of wellare spending is additionally expected because more welfare spending
attracts moee inunigranls and because higher immigration would, according to the cultural
ideology theoty, enhance mutual understanding between distinel population groups. On the
other hand, the higher immigration rate that accompanies increased welfare spending
could according to the economic self-interest theory, make [or less concern for immigrants
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because indigenous people have move to lose it'a large stock of migrant dependents would
lead to welfare rerrenchment measures,

Muliilevel repression analysis of data trom the European Values Study 19499 20040
azzeased the effect of country=level and individual-level determinants in g sample of cight-
cen European countries. The relative concern for immigrants is higher among European
people living in higher spending welfare stades, Howaver, it is ool the Tevel of welfine
spending itself that makes people in those countries relatively more solidaristic, but rather
the level of immigration. Maore welfare spemiding alivacls a grealer share ol immigrants, and
more inunigration malces people more concerned for immigrants as compared to the elder-
ly. These findings supgest thar fears of lensions about the welfare redistiibnlion wraards
immigrants are not especially justified in European countries, countries that spend much
ot welfare and that host an increasingly large number of immigrants, On the contmary, speoe-
ulativn that people in high-spending welfare states would teel a larger economic threat
from immigration becansa they have more o lose or would expenienee a soongrer threatl o
the conununity widetlving their welfare system do not hold up against the evidence, The
positive effect of a country’s level of immigration is evidenes that Tiving in g culturally
diverse country moy hove a sociplizing effect toward understanding others and in dealing
and living with them withoue fecling threatened. To investigate this explanalion further,
future research might, when cross-comparative data become available, distimguish between
distinct groups of migrants, for example, these immigrating withoul many ceomomic
prospects and those with better prospects, It may be that innnigration of “chanceless™
immigrants makes for less tolerant views of immigrmls,

Az for individual characteristics, m line with predictions Fom economic selfinterest
theoty, relative eoncern for immigrants % higher amaong social calegories that expericnce a
weaker economic threat from migrants. Relative concern is higher among workers who
hald a higher socioeconomie position and ameng higher cducated people than ameng other
people, However, unemployment did not show the expected negative eflect: the unem
ployed appear do be as concerned Tor imimigrants as high white collar workers, Closer
pnalysis revealed that the unemploved hold more negative atitudes toward both inumi-
prants and ellery people. This inding may be caplained by ceonomic selSinlerest reason-
ing. Cultural theory—the theary that peoples ideology, rather than economic seff-inrerast,
influenees their concern for i rants—also deserves credit 1S indivectly evidenced Ty
the positive effect of education on relative concern and more directly evidenced by the
influence of egalitarian attitodes amd cthnie projudices. People with more canlilarian viows,
that iz, people who adhere more to the idea that society should make eflores to reduce
inequalitics penerally, appear o show more relative coneern for imemigrants than people
with less egalitarian views, The strongest individual-level determinant of relative concern
is people’s degree of clhnie (indlelerance: highee levels of ethnic intelerance make people
relatively less concerned for immigrants and more concerned Tor the elderly.

Wore pencrally, the Mndings suspest it people’s concern for immigoants is influ-
enced partly by considerations of economic sell-interest az shown by the affects of social
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class and partly by ideology and valuas as shown b educational level and ideas concern
i wellire redistribution and inunigrant images. Although these explanations ane some-
times presenred as opposing mechanisms, the findinpgs of this analysis are in line with
recent ideas that have been developed in studies of the public’s reactions to immizcants,
They alse sbude thal hoth Faclors may play o role al the same Gme® The Tindings, Finally,
are also in line with studies of popular welfara suppart and welfare rationing thar show that
buth interest-related and ideological factors play o role®

NOTES

I, Tome Pettigres wnd Koel Meertens, “Sobule and Blalanl Prejuioe in Western Burope,” Seropean S of
Sowiad Popehedoge 25 Cnowry—-Febroany 1905 ), 2705 Jeanne Ben Brikw, Gererd Lemmaine, amd Jomes Jaekson,
Rocfsim o Nenogiehia e barape (Brossels: European Cemnmesscen, 1997 Juek Crinnand John Sides,
“Huropesn Tmmegratien in the Feople's Coarl: Beonome Seed or ol Thread?” puper prosented aeche Annugl
Meating of the Amerigan Pehbical Seienes Assocmton, Washinglon, Lol seplember 2-3, 20404,

2, Hee, tor cxeeptions, Luuren Appelbaum, “%Who Deserves Help? Opimons ahout the Deserangness ot
[fterent Ciroups Living o Crermany o Beeere Aad,” Social et Research, |3 (seplember, 20023, 200-235;
Rebseen Ranmman, Masha Semvomoy, snd Peder Schmdd, 2L Foraigners Deserve Raghts'! Determenants of 'oblie
Wiy fowenrily Forzigners n Crermny and lsruel,” Broapear Socfoforize! evdeng 1Y Cseplember 20033, 30092
Wamn van Oorsehot, “Who Should Geo What, wnd Wig? On Deserangness Cnterna and the Condionality of
solidarity among the Pubhe,™ Soalfee amd fulitios, 2% Ounoury 20000, 3344,

A Pamer Muensand Hung Fussooomn, Shiereny in Lvope and heir Econenic Fosivior: Bvidesios fram e

Buvgpeay Loabone Farce Neevey aogd from Ocfeer Noxeeey THamburg: Hombuery Insbiote of Iniernatienl
Eeonommies, Hiyewa, 2004,

4, Kerth Banteg, *71 ke Moloculural Wellaee State: Social Poliey and che Polines ef Ethne-hngastie
Dhversey,” paper prosented st the Conference on Lubour BMarded Intiations end Labour Serket Cuageomes,
Burhngron, Ontire, Seplember 2728, P,

3, Cieotge Frocman, “igration amd the Pohioeal Ecenummy of the Wellune St §he dueady of e dmearican
Acadgnn af Folfiiead and Sucial soienee, 455 Odwy 10860, 31647 Alberto Al snd Eiward Glacser, Mehdie
Povcere i e L e Meorope: A B of Diference (Sewe Yoo Oxlond Universae Pross, 2004,

f, Ciacomo D Giorg and Michele Pellisann, Befare Magoo & Siope and the Cos af & Haroonised
Soeial Azsivtaice [London: Umveraiy College Lundon, 2003,

7. Machael Bormmes and Andrew Geddes, edss Seodgnrion aoa Hedtoee: Challensring the Bordees of e
Wedfore Sspre (Londo Boutledge, 200G,

B Ve van Uhorschol, S lodeeadua! Mudves for Conleboimnge o Wellare Benelils” Solffoe and Hodines, 31
{danmery 2020, 30460 Appuelbam; Rugjmam, Sceoonoy, ald Sehmidl

W Peer Sehoepers, Merove Gasberts, oo Mareel Coeoders, “Lthme Exelusivnism iz European Coantries:
[Mublshe Opposten o Cral Rights for Legal Migmnld s o Respense o Peroetved Ethmie Threwt,” Ssvopean
Sociofopteal fevien, TR (darch 2002, 1734,

WL Foer example, Machard Conghhn, ddeciapy, Habiie Onindon and Welfave Mafiey Ardnides fowands Toves ond
Spending i Sodapia! docleties (Berkeley: Insunude of Internacenel Studies, Unvversiey of Cylitormin, 19600,
Iheter Tiglor=Croohy, Hebiie Cnfadon, fdeology and Secte Befiars | London: Routledge, TUE30 Peoah Forma and 9101
[angss, “Meed, Citigenship or Ment Poblie Opmon on Pension Pohey mAwsirah, Finland aml Poland”™ in

Stetin Seallfors and Peter Dpdor-Cooby, eds., Dhe Exad of the I‘-?:'{.l'.:rre* Skl Kewponses o Siite Renenclment
{Londen: Routledge, 1990, pp, 1o 1-=53; Joha Hills, “Followimg or Lewdbing Public Opimen?! Seial Sccurity
rosligy andd Public Aopdes sinee DR Praeed Saier, 23 4 December D00 33055,

11, Raijman, Seymenos, snd Schonds Appelbuom. Beeause Applebaom s sty 5 contined o CGerman sodents
only andd i# theratore kghly @eleenve, evidence from s slody i3 nid presented in this amiele,

80



Wi van Clorsehor aod Wilfred Dunk

12: ¥an Oomschaot, “Whe Should ez Whar, and Wi

13, Gee, for example, Pettiprew and Meertens; oeesen Hambwereer oo Beliles Hewostone, “Inter-sthme Conraet
a5 a Predictor of Blztant and Subtle Pezjudice: Teat of a Maodel 0 Fogr Wiestern El,uupl_'un Mutiens,” M
Sdensrnal af Secial Pochedapne 36 (hane 199770, 173 900 Scheapiers, Grijsberrs, ol Coenders.

4, Raijroan, Sermyonoy, and Schmide van Chrschet, “Wha Sheabd Gt What, aod Wi

L5, Raijman, Somonoy, and Schmide

16, Van Oarschot, “Wha Should Get What, and Why

17, Realistic group theory and social idenity theory are tae other wadel uasd thendes of efuie prejidioe,
Eeuhistic group theery is strongly eelated o coenomic sell-interest theary, It seates that comgpetilion over sonee
reseurees berween ethnic Broips prometcs insgroup Gvertisn and cut-geoup hestilive e account o adnos-
itive ) effeet of immigraon on athnic prajudice, but it can not aceount well for individunl differences inoellinc
projudier, Hee, Mareel Coenders, Neatonalisie Anlindes and i Exclisionian in a Campeeniive Perspoctiw
L gmepen: Uneversly of Mijmegen, 2000), Social identiey theery s a social psveholegical account of cthiie e
uthives, 10 hulds thut provesses of =ocl earcperizaion and social comparizon influence individoal fzocial) indes
lily and in-group leeerilsm. Althoogh gecial mdentiny theory ofters an explanation of the payehelogical
meeszhunisooes of ethis projudies:, o doss not olffer predictionz on the soeial conditions of these prejedices.

L5, Ikl p. 350

15, Liverence Bobu wnd Bnes Kleugel, “Oppoesition e Race-rargering: Scif-interest. Statification Isalogy, o
Fawial Adlitinles?? dmirican Sociafosiont fefeag 38 CAugust 903, 4d3—6d; David Scars, Cad Hensler, and
Lesmley Spees, "Whites” Crppaositen lo Bust: sell-mtenest or Sembohe Polines?)” dnesioan Poliicad Science
fevee, T3 Lhone 1979}, 368 §id

21 Tomald Kinder and Diavid Sens, “Prejudice und Polilics Senbebe Bacism verus Bacial Thieals o the
Crond Life druraad of Peesorality and Sociel Povefolog e 40 (Seplember 19517, 414-31; David Sears,
“Hymhnlic Racism,” in Plyllis Kare and Talmas Taylor, eds., Elininating Necivme: Seiiter and Confroversy [Mew
York: Plenum Press, T98R), ppe 35840 Comders See alao Tulm MueConahee, “Seli-imoerest versus Racial
Attitudes as Correlates of Anti-lnsing Attindes i Tosiseille: Ts 10 the Buses or the Blacks?" The S of
Politics. 44 {Novermber 1982}, 092720,

21, Kinder and Sears, p. 414

22, Thid

23, Herbert Hyman and Charles Wrisht, Sdveations Lot Seflewen o Beley 1Chicuz; npweraiy of
Chicage Mress, 1979),

24, Van Oerschor, “Individual Jlotives ™

23, UM Kangas, “self-intereatand the Common Good: The Impact of Morms, Selfishness sl Conlest in Sovial
Py Qpinions,” Sagend of Soclo-Leonoiior, 26 (lanuary 19971 47504 wan Carschet, "B ividual Bolives;
Peberton Blickesaune and il Cuadagno, Pddic Aiinder foweed Beliire Stare Politive: A Crmpoeasivn Avadisis of
24 Moy, paper presented st the Fissc Annual Centorence of ESTARet, Copenhagen, ovembar 1113, 2003

26, Van Corschol, S Indmadusal dMogwves,”

27 Murlin Gilens, il dmericany Hare Welfare: Recs, Medla and the Polisics ol dnti-poverte Policy (Chicapn
Llariversity ul Chivwge Preas, G Murhm e, “Dominanee, Contest and Relvamting,” in Asher Ben-arich and
Jubue Gul, eds.. et the Premiived Londs Bses Facing e Weifive Nstare {Waestpost: Pragper, 20010, ppe 21338

28 Lmeoln Ouilhan, “Prejudice g5 5 Response to Pereeived Group Threat: Bopulation Compnsition and Anli
imoigrant and Hacial Projudios in Burope,” dmedcan Soclelopioe! Soviews B0 (Aupust 1995, 586611,
Scheepers, Sijsbers, nod Cocoders.

M Bueh oo positive ellect al Jroogrton i cihne oleranee e also be gxpeeted fom contaet theory See
Canrddomy Allpoet, T Mortwee of Profenefioe THew Yock: Duobdeday, 10545, Aveording o this theory, contact betwesn
distinet prgnlation geonps fceeses e wodestunding aol decreases cthue prejudices,

0, Acheepers, Gijshers, and Coendes;

Al See wwwenmepenvalues ol olilevel aoalysis reguines sonnissing observations, Uhe pereonace of miss-
ing, checreationg is Tave for The visialies shlied, |7 peesent Tur relalive coneern fer immmigeants, U pereeat for ape

aned gex, (1.4 percent for cducagion, 905 pereenl G emplayoent stalos, 22 pereenl Tor sthme intelerznae, 1,7 et

|



Compavative Politics Ceraher 2007

cent for beliels abouwt reducing inequalitics, and L0 percent for Beliefs aboul guarantesing basic neasds.
Cumulatively. 6.1 peecent of the obsereations are omitted due 1o a missing value on any of theze vardahles. Income
i5 et included in the analyvzaes, although i would have been an intzresting characteriatic 1o smudy Trom the view-
point of ceonemic competitian theory, The shavg of missing values on income i3 oo high (15 percent o the pur-
prezzs of this study,

Fa. Wim vin Clorschot, Wil Arts, und Lock Halman, “Welfure State Effeets on Social Capital and [nformal
Soludarity in the Borapean Lnon: Evidenes From the DES-2000 Buropean Waloes Stody,” Sl aed Polities, 33
{Jamusry, Z0050, 3350,

33 An pllermubve mierpretaiien 15 thiae expressed convern nelleces e degree weowhich people pereeive the T
img comitions of & group ws problemalic. This probleeo gvoreness ooy becelated e penceived o acoul level
ul ol protection foc Gl geoup ol by e stale, 15 iow coundey e sociel protestion el Ut groap s weske-
e thac Do elher seougs, mere pecple will Te ctioed fo sey o ey oee(roene) sooceroed with e living con-
thtiens of Ml group drelative o othe geoups), aml Tal grospowillael o Digher score an e eaciable. Hoveser,
elswhere this inlenpretarion does ool hold, Relative concern iz consistently Tighest o elds e peeple o Do e
sick aml disabled, These geowpsin all Frmopean wallnre states aie relatively Test protected socially, Sec thid,

Al T practice, onls o minarity of the respondents (4 pereanty seores pasitively on the measure of relative son-
s, For them, sxprossed concern an immiprants is greater than expressed concern en the alderly, Overall, he
inean seare an the measwre of relative concern is —1.11, with a standand deviation of 1.16.

15, Deservingness theary and stodiss offer rensons why immigrants occupy a low pasition in the publics rank
neder of needy proups” deservingmess, Invmigrants tend to seore Less positively on the criterza penple apply when
assessinge aaroun’s deservineness. The fve central deservingness criteria are control, level of need, identity, atti-
tuite, and reciprocity, Van Oorschat, *Who Should Get What” Immigrants may be expacted w score particularly
badly on the criteria of identiny and recipeacity, while in the public’s oye most migramts may alzo be accused of
having put themselves ina situacien of welthre dependency (conteol),

M, The conplosmoent statns of individuals i3 assumed i measues the ccenomic conditicons that ace centeal o the
theory of coonemic self-nterest, The theory prediees it more welfire spending ingreases coonomic conditions
(for cxnmple, lwers wnempleymenc) and thereby inereases relubve coneeen for immigeamts, An individual proxy
of tunjermplovaent ruther than o countee-leve estimaie 15 osced smee Guene are W few countigs for monz thin seo
contlexiusl varinbles, bnooddition, welGoe spemding ol voceploymeot ut ie oeensd evel corcelate highly, which
rmizbocts 1 aenpuessible lodislinguiste e tweo, We belivve ot an individual prosy s e good as g natonl measore-
eriestl of unemploymene becapse (e maooal woemoglosoosnt oo i just an aggoegate of mdrdust employment,

FE There are ellier quesions on pecple’s attides abont iorigons i e EWS 19599 3000 stody, Huovaseer, the
uestion chcsen fuse s est soited sioge e asks T peaple’s soncern fon e Bving comlitioos af omignogs in
constpaison o olher seedy gronps

AR, DR, St Exposiefitaroy Pasahose (0K TR8A-Z000 {Paris: CIRCT, 2004,

39, Jean-Christophe Dumaont and Georpes Lemaitre, Coonting Seiipeands and Bapalriates o QRO
Cewttrive: A New Parsoective (Geneva: QRO 20045,

40, Van Crarschet, “Wha Sheold Ger What'™;s van Oorscho, Arts, and [almon,

41, Unreported ANOVA analveiz of countey differsnces in relatve concern has shown that most of the country
differences are statistically sipnificant. Cnly Delgive, Denmark, Finland and France do not differ sipnificantly
from the Buropean nisan i their relative congern.

42, Bee, for example, Panl Sniderman, Loek Hagendoom, and Markus Prioz, “Predizposing Factors and
Sitwational Tripgers: Bxcluzionary Reactions to nunigrant Minoritics)” American Mefivce! Science Review, 98
(January 20045, 3544,

43, Van Caeschot, "Individual Maorves™; Blekesaune and Crosdagno,

§2



