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Chapter One:

INTRODUCTION
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The immigration debate has become increasingly prominent in the politics and society
of European countries over the last decade. In 2017, over 15% of European citizens
thought immigration was the most important problem facing their country, compared
to around 10 percent in 2005 (European Commission 2012; 2018). Importantly, natives
tend to see immigration as a problem if it becomes associated with multiple threats or
downsides. There are economic concerns, principally that immigrants take away jobs or
form a disproportionate burden on the welfare state. There is also the fear that natives’
culture and values are in jeopardy since immigrants bring in their own, foreign, culture,
religion and habits. And at least since 9/11 there is also the fear that immigration breeds
home-grown terrorism, as numerous terrorist attacks in the Western world have been
committed by people with an immigration background. These and other concerns have
provided a fertile breeding ground for anti-immigrant parties that have gained relevance
in most of Europe since the late 1990s and early 2000s. Moreover, their ideas about
immigration have become part of the platforms of more mainstream European parties
(Van Spanje 2010; Abou-Chadi 2016).
Against this backdrop, one would expect that immigration itself has also been on the rise in
Europe during this period. This is true, but not to the dramatic extent that the intensity of the
immigration debate suggests. Recent studies have found a discrepancy between how natives
feel about immigration on the one hand and the actual number of immigrants in the country
on the other (Duffy and Frere-Smith 2014; Semyonov et al. 2008; Strabac 2011). Moreover,
European citizens systematically overestimate the number of migrants living in their country.
Based on European Social Survey (ESS) data, Moshe Semyonov et al. (2008) show that in
Germany in 2002 and 2003, people estimated the percentage of the foreign-born population
at almost 20 percent on average, whereas in reality it is about 8 percent. Germany is not an
exception. Similar – or even worse – overestimations can be found in Belgium, Greece, Spain,
France, Italy, the Netherlands, Portugal, Sweden, the UK, and Slovenia (ibid., 14).
Furthermore, people who overestimate the size of immigration also tend to hold more
negative opinions towards immigrants, whereas the actual size of immigration is not
related to immigration attitudes (Sides and Citrin 2007; Strabac 2011; Hopkins et al.
2018). To illustrate this point, panel A of Figure 1.1 shows a simple scatter plot with the
horizontal axis showing immigration size, measured as a percentage of the foreignborn population, and the vertical axis showing the percentage of citizens believing that
immigration is the most important problem facing the country in 2015. Of course, the
context of the countries disappears in such a crude figure, but it is still striking that there
is no correlation at the country level between the number of immigrants in a country and
the extent to which the population believes this is a problem (r = .01). On the country level,
there is even a negative relationship between the percentage of foreign-born population
and anti-immigration attitude, as seen in panel B (r = -.48).
8

Figure 1.1: Scatterplot of Percentage foreign born and Percentage of people who believe
immi-gration is the biggest problem facing their country and Anti-immigration attitude
in 2015
A

B

Sources: LFS (2018), Eurobarometer (European Commission 2012; 2018), and ESS (2014).

These patterns underscore how attitudes towards immigration reflect a controversy that
goes well beyond the basic levels of immigration with which citizens are confronted.
There are numerous ways in which immigration can be understood as more or less
problematic, depending on other factors than the mere number of migrants coming in.
To better understand anti-immigrant sentiment, it is necessary to look beyond the hard
immigration statistics and study how immigration is absorbed into host societies. The term
‘absorption’ was used, in academic confext, to describe the adaptation and assimilation of
immigrants in society since the early 1950s, for instance by Shmuel Eisenstadt (1953). But
where the terms assimilation and integration mainly refer to personal adjustments made
by immigrants, as largely one-way processes, immigration absorption also includes both
the host country’s institutional adaptation and the collective, societal level (ibid., 167).
This is important to the debate about immigration attitudes, because the extent to and
ways in which immigration is discussed and viewed by the host country’s institutions,
such as politics or the media, and the extent to which migrant groups are collectively
different, inform individuals’ immigration attitudes.
This dissertation studies immigration politics in terms of such absorption, and contributes
to understanding the origins and implications of immigration absorption in European
polities. The study does so by exploring different aspects of immigration absorption and
how they relate to natives’ immigration attitudes. It also studies how welfare policies,
aimed at providing opportunities to vulnerable groups, stimulate or hamper immigration
absorption. Finally, the dissertation investigates how immigration absorption might
influence natives’ support for government welfare redistribution.

9

There are many aspects of immigration absorption that could potentially sway immigration
attitudes of natives, but in this dissertation I focus on two. First, I study the collective
economic and cultural integration of immigrants as major aspects of absorption.
Immigration becomes more noticeable the more those migrants are economically
marginalized or if they are culturally more different from natives. In this way, immigrant
integration, or the lack thereof, could be related to natives’ perceptions of immigration
and anti-immigrant sentiment. The second form of immigration absorption involves news
media reporting. For most people, news media are the main source of information about
what is happening at the societal level (Demers et al. 1989). The amount of immigration
coverage and the ways in which the media cover immigration could be even more important
than actual immigration figures for peoples’ perception of and opinion about immigration.
In an earlier article, published together with Eelco Harteveld, Sarah de Lange, and Wouter
van der Brug (Harteveld et al. 2018), I show that media reporting of the European refugee
crisis mediates the effect of the inflow of migrants on how citizens evaluate their national
and European government. In this dissertation, I explore the extent to and ways in which
migrants are discussed in the media environment more generally and over a longer time
period and how this relates to immigration attitudes. Immigration could be perceived as
more problematic if it plays a more central role in debates in the media and if it is linked to
issues that activate natives’ economic, cultural, or security concerns.
Beyond making sense of these forms of absorption of immigration, I examine how such
absorption relates to the cluster of policies most central to the life chances and wellbeing of
both natives and migrants: the welfare state. In the discussion of economically marginalized
groups the most obvious place to look for solutions is employment and, from a policy
perspective, labor market policies. Labor market policies, or LMPs, are intended to provide
financial relief for people who are unemployed and to stimulate or even train them to
find a new job. But are the effects of such policies the same for natives and migrants?
And if they are not, do they positively or negatively impact the economic integration of
migrants? Finally, I consider the opposite direction of causality connecting welfare politics
to immigrant absorption: How does immigration absorption affect the politics of the
welfare state? On the one hand, there is concern that increasing immigration undermines
citizen support for welfare policies (e.g., Eger and Breznau 2017; Soroka et al. 2006). On the
other hand, the insecurities that come with immigration could motivate natives to ask for
more social protection (Finseraas 2008). I examine the potential effects of media reporting
on welfare-related immigration news on natives’ opinion about government redistribution.
Does more welfare-related immigration news increase or undermine welfare state support?
Contributions
This dissertation makes contributions to a variety of academic debates around the concept
of immigration absorption and the broader immigration debate in contemporary Europe.
10

There is a large and increasing body of scholarship focused on understanding (anti-)
immigrant attitudes. Apart from societal level explanations such as immigration itself
or economic fluctuations, at the individual level education has been found to be among
the most important explanatory variables shaping attitudes towards immigration. Time
and again this variable has proven to be a strong predictor of anti-immigrant sentiment
(Bauer et al. 2000; Citrin et al. 1997; Dustmann and Preston 2007; Scheve and Slaughter
2001; Sides and Citrin 2007). Natives with a lower education level are generally more antiimmigration than are higher educated natives. Often, these findings are used to argue
that immigration attitudes are economically rather than culturally motivated (Mayda
2006; Scheve and Slaughter 2001). This school of thought was popular in the 1990s and
early 2000s. The reasoning, here, is that migrants tend to be relatively lower educated
and tend to bear the negative economic externalities of migration, while higher educated
natives may even benefit from (disproportionately low-skilled) immigration. Following
this logic, migrants are thought to compete with lower educated natives for jobs, to bring
down wages, and to disproportionally depend on the welfare state. The higher educated
natives, in contrast, are thought to economically benefit from the inflow of lower educated
migrants, because of the increasing competition in the lower tier jobs, from which the
higher educated natives profit as consumers and employers. This dynamic creates winners
and losers of globalization (Kriesi et al. 2006).
Other researchers have emphasized cultural and ideological rather than economic
considerations driving anti-immigration sentiments. For instance, Jens Hainmueller and
Michael Hiscox (2007) looked into which type of immigration high- and low-educated
natives supported or opposed and found that natives with a lower education level are
against both low-skill and high-skill immigration, while natives with higher education
levels are more supportive of any kind of immigration. From the mid-2000s, studies
have further challenged the idea of economic competition as a driver of anti-immigrant
sentiment and pointed to more cultural reasons for why people, especially lower educated
natives, are against immigration (McLaren and Johnson 2007; Sides and Citrin 2007).
This cultural side of the debate has gained more traction and ideas have been developed
to help to grasp what role immigrant integration plays in explaining such sentiments.
Social identity theory, for instance, argues that nativist worries over the loss of national
identity by the increase of different languages, traditions and customs are related to antiimmigrant sentiment (Chandler and Tsai 2001; Citrin et al. 1997; McLaren and Johnson
2007). People who think national unity is an important virtue to strive for or those who
are in favor of a strong national authority prefer lower levels of immigration and perceive
more negative consequences of immigration (Sides and Citrin 2007).
The perceived cultural threat is likely to play a role when migrant groups differ culturally
and economically more from natives. This implies that bigger differences between the in11

group and the out-group are correlated with higher levels of anti-immigration sentiment
of (lower educated) natives. However, a problem with the above contributions is that they
tend to be based on survey data and that they link personal opinion on the (perceived)
importance of some root convictions (identity, culture) to opinions about immigration.
Apart from the inherent endogeneity in such operationalization, it is unclear what kind of
societal developments are causing those root convictions to play out the way they do. Some
studies in this field take the proportion of migrants in society as a measure of diversity,
which falls short, as I noted above (Card et al. 2012; Hood and Morris 1997). There are
only a few studies that link measures of cultural diversity to immigration opinions. For
instance, Silke Schneider (2008) finds a positive relationship between the share of nonwestern migrants in society and anti-immigrant sentiment. In this study, non-westerness
is taken as a proxy for cultural differences between natives and migrants. Another cultural
difference that has gained relevance in political and societal debates in Europe over the
past decades is religion. Tensions deriving from the immigration of Muslims in European
societies have fueled debates about national identity and immigration and contributed to
the rise of anti-immigrant parties (Lucassen and Lubbers 2012). Finally, Benjamin Newman
operationalizes the cultural threat by measuring the effects of personal encounters of natives
with migrants who do not speak the language of the host country and finds a positive effect
of such encounters on restrictive immigration policies (Newman 2014; Newman et al. 2012).
I contribute to this literature by clarifying key features of absorption of immigrants in a
polity, explicitly exploring how such absorption plays out for attitudes towards immigrants
and towards immigration. Figure 1.2 schematically visualizes the conceptual model of the
dissertation and the connections between the different chapters. First, in Chapter Two, I
add two other measurements of immigrant integration to the anti-immigrant sentiment
debate. The first measure relates to economic differences between natives and migrants
and the second one to cultural differences. These independent variables represent the
two sides of the anti-immigrant sentiment debate, while moving the explanation from
personal motivation to a conceptualization of immigration absorption. The results show
that labor market inequality between natives and migrants in situations where natives are
increasingly more often employed than migrants matters for anti-immigrant sentiment,
particularly among higher educated natives. They are more pro-immigration when the
unemployment gap between migrants and natives is small. Further analyses suggest
that higher educated natives support immigration when the employment of natives is
high. In these times there is less pressure on the labor market, but a high employment
level of natives is also reflected in a high employment gap between natives and migrants.
For lower educated natives, the employment gap between natives and migrants does not
seem to be related to their stance on immigration. For them, the difference in cultural
values, measured by the average difference on opinions about lesbian, gay, bisexual and
transgender (LGBT) rights, religiousness and personal freedom, is positively related to
12

anti-immigrant stance. The cultural value differences between migrants and natives seem
to be less important for higher educated natives’ immigration opinion.
Figure 1.2: Conceptual framework of the different chapters (numbers in the Figure relate
to the different chapters)

Note: This conceptual overview of the dissertation is a simplification to show the main concepts I study and to
clarify how they are related across the chapters. It does not pretend to show all the indicators (and relationships
between them) included in the separate chapters (and certainly not all those relevant in reality).

Second, I explore the role of media reporting on immigration as another form of immigration
absorption that can be expected to influence immigration attitudes (Chapter Three). For
most people, news media are the main source of their knowledge of societal problems and
debates. The media give meaning to societal issues and are therefore a crucial factor in
how a society understands and absorbs immigration. Although the aim of journalism is
to follow societal trends, media have their own dynamic (Galtung and Ruge 1965; Harcup
and O’Neill 2001). A case can be made for the influence of media reporting on immigration
attitudes. This is a well-developed field of research with many, mostly country-level, case
studies, looking at the effects of 1) media attention on immigration (Boomgaarden and
Vliegenthart 2007; Van Klingeren et al. 2015), 2) the framing of immigration (Igartua and
Cheng 2009; McLaren et al. 2018), and 3) the tone of immigration news on anti-immigrant
sentiment (Boomgaarden and Vliegenthart 2009; Schlueter and Davidov 2013). The main
conclusions that can be drawn are that increased media reporting on immigration increases
the importance given to the issue on the public agenda (agenda-setting). Specific frames,
such as a crime frame, economic frame, and education frame, also invoke anti-immigrant
sentiment, whereas a (positive) economic-contributions frame has been found to do little
to increase sympathy for migrants (Igartua and Cheng 2009; McLaren et al. 2018).
Although some of these studies have theoretically linked the amount of media attention
to anti-immigrant sentiment, the actual dependent variable used is a measure of problem
13

importance (“what is the most important problem facing your country?”) (Boomgaarden
and Vliegenthart 2007; Van Klingeren et al. 2015). This could be problematic, because it
is unclear whether this question actually measures anti-immigrant attitudes, merely issue
importance, or both (Miller 2007; Wlezien 2005). It is not unthinkable that a person who
is not necessarily anti-immigration still names immigration as an important problem
for the country, just because of the prominence of the issue in the public debate. When it
comes to the analysis of the influence of the content of media reporting on immigration
attitudes, the literature on framing is insightful. In different country case studies, the
effects of different frames on anti-immigrant opinion have been studied (see Eberl et al.
2018 for a helpful overview). The advantage of such studies is that specific immigration
related debates can be mapped and their relationship to immigration opinions analyzed.
In this dissertation, however, I broaden the scope and determine which associative frames
in the media environment – welfare, Islam, or terrorism – across 10 European countries
are most strongly related to citizens’ immigration attitudes.
The empirical analyses suggest that mere attention to immigration in the media environment
does not sway immigration opinions one way or the other. Yet the comparison between the
three immigration frames points into an interesting direction. Increased reporting on the
immigration-welfare frame does not seem to be related to anti-immigrant attitudes, but
reporting on the two non-economic issues, Islam and terrorism, is positively related to
anti-immigrant attitudes.
Chapter Two (on economic and cultural differences) and Chapter Three (media reporting)
both consider the impact of immigration absorption on immigration attitudes. These
chapters provide strikingly similar findings on when and whose immigration attitudes
change. In both chapters, I distinguish between the economic and cultural aspects of
absorption. I investigate whether the effects are conditional on citizens’ education level
by analyzing interaction effects with education. My findings support the notion that it
is important to distinguish between economic and cultural absorption of immigration
and that education does play a role in how this absorption is processed by natives, but in
different ways than the economic approach suggests.
In line with the recent literature on anti-immigrant sentiment I find that (1) the cultural
aspects are more important in explaining immigration attitudes and (2) natives with
a low education level respond more strongly to both (a lack of) cultural integration of
migrants and media reporting on the non-economic sub-issues of immigration. In other
words, lower educated natives seem to be more susceptible to cultural differences between
migrants and natives and to media reporting on cultural issues related to immigration
than their higher educated counterparts, although this difference is weak in case of the
media reporting. Higher educated natives’ anti-immigration opinion increases if the
14

employment gap between natives and migrants increases. The fact that lower educated
natives respond differently to these cues is not surprising, but this insight can explain antiimmigrant sentiment and the differences between the opinions of those two groups of
natives. It also shows that the cultural debate about immigration and cultural differences
between natives and migrants further polarizes lower and higher educated natives.
Another area of study where the absorption of immigration is understudied is the
debate around the relationship between immigration and the welfare state. Issues of
immigration and the welfare state are often seen as interrelated (e.g., Brady and Finnigan
2014; Burgoon et al. 2012; Crepaz 2008; Soroka et al. 2006). Welfare policies have the
potential to improve immigration absorption as they are intended to decrease inequality
in society. The politics of the welfare state might also be influenced by the extent to which
immigration is viewed as a problem for welfare state sustainability.
In most European countries, there is a significant gap between natives and migrants when it
comes to unemployment. Immigrants are substantially more likely to be unemployed than
natives. Because unemployment is associated with a variety of other problems, from loss of
income, to health issues, to crime (Caliendo and Schmidl 2016), it is crucial to understand
how social policies relate to the unemployment gap between migrants and natives. One
important question in this debate is whether the social policies in place are similarly effective
for migrants as they are for natives. In other words, do welfare policies decrease existing
inequalities and promote immigrant absorption, are such policies irrelevant, or do they
marginalize migrants? This is the main topic of Chapter Four. By increasing or decreasing the
unemployment gap, social policies can either help or hinder the absorption of immigration.
Key social policies relevant to unemployment gaps are the array of provisions associated
with LMPs: unemployment benefits (UBs) and training programs, subsidized labor, direct
job creation and other active labor market programs (ALMPs). These policies are intended
to get unemployed people back to work and avoid long-term unemployment across societal
groups. Their implications can and should be crucial to immigration absorption.
It remains an open and empirical question whether LMPs are more effective, just as effective,
or less effective for migrants compared to natives. In fact, there are factors underlying
employment gaps between natives and migrants that could skew the effectiveness of the
LMPs in getting some people rather than others back to work. Established disadvantages
of migrants are related to welfare programs, employers, or the characteristics of migrants
themselves (Brücker et al. 2002). First, on the side of the policies, it is possible that the more
exclusive the policy is, the more difficult it is for migrants to access, thus increasing the
employment gap (Corrigan 2014; Eugster 2018; Sainsbury 2006). Such “welfare chauvinism”
could foster higher educated natives’ support for social policy, but may well contribute to
increased unemployment among migrant groups and to social exclusion. Second, on the
15

side of the employers, employment discrimination is a well-documented problem that LMPs
cannot resolve (Bertrand and Mullainathan 2004; Carlsson and Rooth 2007; Evans and
Kelley 1991; Reimers 1983). Third, on the side of the migrants, it could be that some of the
problems unique to migrants also make labor market policies less effective for them than for
natives. For instance, a language deficit, lower or not-translatable skills or diplomas, or a lack
of experience navigating the new labor market may not be solved by insurance transfers or
“hand-outs” (Barrett and McCarthy 2008; Chiswick 1978; Chiswick et al. 2005). If LMPs are
successful in helping unemployed people back to work, the out-group might well be the last
group to benefit from these policies, thus exacerbating gaps in labor market participation.
As part of this dissertation’s analysis of absorption of immigration, I analyze whether
LMPs on average widen or narrow the employment gap and I explore the aforementioned
possible explanations. The results show that both UBs and ALMPs increase the employment
gap. The positive effects of UBs on the employment chance of native unemployed people
does not translate to third-country migrant (TCM) groups. ALMPs even appear to have
a negative effect on the employment chances of these non-EU migrants. Further analyses
suggest that the differences in effects disappear for migrants that are in the host country
for nine years or longer, which implies that time spent in the country, adjusting to the
labor market, could help migrants to obtain the intended effects from the LMPs. These
patterns are, in any event, major correctives to intuitive and optimistic views of activation
oriented social policies to foster integration and immigrant absorption.
On the other side of the relationship between immigration and the welfare state lies the
question whether immigration strengthens or undermines support for the welfare state
among natives, which is an important condition for a functioning welfare state in a
liberal democracy. This question is the last feature of migrant absorption on which my
dissertation focuses and the subject of Chapter Five. It is an important issue, because
whether the relationship between immigration and welfare state support is positive or
negative is neither theoretically straight-forward nor resolved as an empirical issue. In
most countries, migrant groups rely more on non-contributory government assistance
than do natives, but whether this is related to the overrepresentation in other vulnerable
categories (e.g., education level) or whether it is really an effect of simply being a migrant is
contested (Barrett and McCarthy 2008; Castronova et al. 2001). On average, natives feel that
migrants are less deserving of government assistance and they prefer their tax money not
go to migrant out-groups (e.g. Reeskens and Van der Meer 2018). In this way immigration
may lead to a decrease in support for the welfare state and increasing immigration can
foster welfare chauvinism (Eger and Breznau 2017). In contrast, the opposite effect is
also possible at the margin, as immigration can foster economic insecurities, especially
for lower educated natives, leading natives to demand more, not less, social protection
through government redistribution (Finseraas 2008; Burgoon et al. 2012).
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When it comes to understanding welfare state support, the role of immigration absorption
is often overlooked. Given the importance of immigration in the public debate and
knowing that immigration is often related to welfare state support, media framing of
immigration could affect support for the welfare state. In a survey experiment, Sabina
Avdagic and Lee Savage (2018) found that people who read news that negatively links
immigration to the welfare state show lower support for government spending on social
benefits and services than does the control group (no framing). Surprisingly, the group
receiving news with a positive association between immigration and the welfare state
also show lower welfare state support than the control group (although less negative than
the group with the negative immigration-welfare cue). This could be an artifact of the
overwhelming negativity of the current immigration debate (Esser et al. 2017), which is
activated even by positive news or it could be dependent on people’s pre-existing opinions
about immigration and the welfare state (Alesina and Glaeser 2004; Gilens 1995; 1996).
In this dissertation’s final analysis of absorption politics, I study spillover effects of the
immigration debate into welfare state support at the aggregate level. I argue that this
framing is related to attitudes about government redistribution and that this relationship
is conditional on someone’s attitude to immigration. People who hold anti-immigration
opinions are less supportive of government redistribution if immigration and welfare are
more often linked in the media. The opposite is true for people with a positive opinion
about immigration; they tend to be more supportive of government redistribution
when the welfare-immigration frame is more prominent in the news. Thus, this media
framing appears to spur feelings of welfare chauvinism among natives who are against
immigration and feelings of solidarity – with migrants and/or the lower tier of the labor
market – of those who are more positive about immigration.
Analytical approach and methods of analysis
The study uses a quantitative approach, using data from across countries and time.
Because of data availability, the selection of the countries and years differs slightly between
the chapters.1 However, the underlying principle of the case selection is consistent: as
many European countries as possible, at least a mix of various net-immigration countries
1

Chapter Two: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany,

Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia, Slovakia,
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom.
Chapter Three and Four: Austria, Denmark, France, Germany, Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Spain, Switzerland, and the
United Kingdom.
Chapter Five: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany,
Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal,
Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom.
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across different parts of Europe, from the beginning of the 2000s until most recently.
Although the included European countries and years per paper could be characterized
as a convenience sample, largely dependent on data availability, there are important
theoretical reasons to study recent years within European countries.
Although there are many differences between countries in terms of immigration history,
patterns and politics, there are also a number of similarities across Europe. Most of the
countries in the sample are net-immigration countries, with a welfare state and a vivid
immigration debate in politics, media and society. So far, there has been no research on
the effects of immigration absorption that focuses on immigrant integration and media
reporting in Europe, so it is unclear if the theories developed in country case studies and
small N country comparative studies would also apply in a systematic large N study across
Europe. It would be interesting to broaden the scope even further and include countries
beyond Europe. However, on top of the practical data issues, including countries like
Australia and the United States would quickly become difficult, because of the different
immigration histories, demographies, identity politics debates and presence or absence
of welfare states, let alone extending the sample with Asian countries or the global south.
Disaggregating would come with opportunities to improve causal inferences by improving
the internal validity of the measurements or by going deeper into the causal mechanisms
or country- or time-specific circumstances, but jeopardizes the aim to generalize. These
kinds of dilemmas are inherent to social science research and optimizing one aspect often
leads to the weakening of the other, if time and resources are held constant.
When it comes to the time period of the research, all chapters cover at least the period
2002-2015.2 These years form an essential period in Europe for the immigration issue. In
many countries, they include the rise of political parties running on an anti-immigration
platform. Europe saw an increase of terrorist attacks, some perpetrated by migrants or
people with an immigration background. Moreover, the selected years cover the periods
before and during the refugee crisis of 2014-2015. I use the ESS for my main dependent
variable and a number of individual level control variables. The reasons for using the
ESS are threefold: (1) it includes three relevant questions on immigration attitudes; (2)
it contains a good measure of education level; and (3) the dataset is based on excellent
sampling across Europe over many years. The main disadvantage is that the ESS does
not go further back than 2002. This is unfortunate, considering that this period could be
characterized as one in which, on a policy level, immigration was already Europeanized
and countries have adopted large numbers of post-colonial and labor migrants. That
2

Chapter Two: 2002-2017.

Chapter Three and Five: 2002-2015; media data collection was performed before the release of ESS wave 8.
Chapter Four: 1998-2015.
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being said, the debate was not as prominent or as heated as in the years that are covered
by this dissertation. Given the fact that my conclusions give more leverage to the cultural
motivations behind anti-immigrant sentiment than to the economic ones and that my
dissertation, as well as the literature it is in agreement with usually covers the 2000s, it is
not entirely certain that the 1990s literature on economic motivations of anti-immigrant
sentiment were incorrect or just describing a different time period with a different way of
looking at the issue. It would be interesting to see if the effects of the cultural threat are
similar in times when the issue is less salient.
Across the chapters of this the dissertation I make distinctions between immigrants and
natives. With immigrants I refer to everybody who is born in a different country than
where they are currently residing: the foreign-born population. This includes people from
other EU countries and even neighboring countries. The reason for migrating (economic,
seeking refuge, family migration, etc.) is not relevant for inclusion or exclusion from
this broad category. Disaggregating based on origin country or migration reason
is not possible with the available data. This is reflected in my measures of immigrant
integration, where I take the average employment and average scores on three key cultural
values of this group of migrants as a whole. When it comes to the other immigration
related measures, it is not possible to work with a clear definition of what a migrant is.
For instance, the measurement of the size of media attention to immigration contains
several broad terms that describe immigrants and immigration, but the way those
terms are used is in the hands of the journalists who write the newspaper articles. The
same applies to the immigration attitudes of the respondents to the survey. The survey
questions all use the term ‘immigration’ without an additional definition, which leaves
space for interpretations and associations of the respondent. This too makes it difficult to
disaggregate the broad categories of migrants and natives.
One of the most complicated endeavors of this dissertation is to measure immigration
absorption and to distinguish it from real-world developments, such as immigration size
and immigration attitudes. The choices made in conceptualization and measurement
have important consequences for the quality of the study and the nature of the results and
interpretation. To ensure the quality of the measures, the guiding principles have been
to meticulously explain and justify all the steps of data collection and variable alteration
and to show, as robustness tests, the results of the analyses in case other choices were
made. Most of the variables in the regression models come directly from their original
sources, have been carefully collected and are widely used (ESS, Labour Force Survey
(LFS), Eurostat). For some key variables, I performed data alterations of existing variables
and I personally collected data for other variables, which need a short clarification.
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My first measure of immigration absorption involves economic and cultural immigrant
integration. Key in the measurement of integration is gauging the differences between
migrants and natives, in this case economically, in terms of employment, and culturally,
in terms of core cultural values. The underlying reasoning is that if migrants in country A
are more often unemployed than migrants in country B, but at a more similar rate as the
natives in A, the perception of economic success or integration of migrants in country A
is likely higher than that of the migrants in country B. The same goes for cultural values.
If migrants in country A are for instance more religious than the migrants in country B,
but the natives in country A are also more religious, the natives in country A experience
fewer differences between them and the migrant groups, which could influence their
immigration attitudes down the line. Data for the two variables is retrieved from the LFS
in case of unemployment and from the ESS for cultural values differences.
When it comes to my other measure of immigration absorption, media reporting, I use
my own calculations of relative attention to and framing of the immigration issue in
the media environment per country per month. The concept of the media environment
is crucial to my analysis of the absorption of immigration through media reporting.
To study media effects outside the artificial setting of a lab or survey experiment, over
long stretches of time and in different countries is a challenging undertaking for a
couple of reasons. Quality data on the content of news on TV, radio and social media is
scarce, which leaves newspapers. Also, it is not possible to know and measure, let alone
control the media reporting the respondents consume across countries and time. This
means I have to rely on the assumptions that most media outlets, although they may
differ in the tone of the news, still follow a similar media agenda, of which mainstream
newspapers are indicative (Vliegenthart and Walgrave 2008), and that the general public
has a notion of this information environment by following the news or by interactions
with other people (Boomgaarden and Vliegenthart 2009; Jerit et al. 2006; Peter 2004;
Schmitt-Beck 2003; Shoemaker and Reese 2014). The measures themselves are measures
of issue importance, relative to the total news supply. I used relatively simple, clearcut
search terms for immigration and immigration related to welfare, Islam and terrorism to
derive the relevant newspaper articles from the LexisNexis database. For every country
in the sample I selected a mainstream newspaper with the highest circulation available.
The monthly measures of immigration and its associative frames are divided by the total
number of newspaper articles of the same newspaper in the same month to get a measure
of relative issue importance.
My main dependent variable in the first part of the dissertation is immigration attitudes.
It is used in Chapters Two and Three and as a moderating variable in Chapter Four. It is
extracted from the ESS and measured by three components. The scale includes a question
on the general opinion of the respondent on immigration, whether the respondent thinks
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immigration is good or bad for the economy and if the respondent thinks the cultural life
is enriched or undermined by immigration. This scale is used in an effort to get as close to
immigration opinions as possible, including both economic and cultural cues. In this case it
is preferred over the most-important-problem (MIP) question. Although an MIP question
is an appropriate question to measure an issue salience, the formulation is too general to
obtain a valid measure of someone’s opinion on a certain issue. It is not impossible that
someone with a pro-immigration attitude names immigration as an important problem.
A direct measure of anti-immigrant sentiment is also preferred over support for an antiimmigrant party, because that variable contains unknown information about other issue
positions (like, for instance, European unification or law and order) and the relationship
between a respondent and the current political landscape in the country.
All the empirical chapters of this dissertation include models using the analysis of
interaction effects, because a number of the relationships described earlier are expected to
be dependent on personal characteristics. Working with interaction effects requires extra
care with both the composition and the interpretation of the models (Brambor et al. 2006).
The interaction models on which I focus follow a commonly used strategy of including
the same control variables and other estimations as the baseline models, only adding
the interaction terms of the key variables of interest. For an informed interpretation of
such interactions, the substantive and statistical meaning and significance of the results
requires counterfactual modeling/plotting of the marginal effects. This dissertation
always analyzes interaction models in such terms, as is good practice (ibid.). My analyses
also address an often-overlooked issue of interaction models: the ambiguity of a causal
or correlational process that underlies a given interaction revealed by such models. A
substantively and statistically significant interaction between two variables, say media
framing and anti-immigration attitudes in shaping some outcome of interest, might
plausibly reflect two very different conditional processes: a situation where the effect of
media framing is moderated by anti-immigration attitudes and/or a situation where the
effect of anti-immigration attitudes is moderated by media framing. Interaction models
are mute as to which process is afoot in real political and social life. In my dissertation’s
interaction models, I show and discuss both the marginal effects of the interaction
effect as proposed in the corresponding hypothesis and the effects of the same analysis
taking the independent variable as the interaction term and the interaction term as the
independent variable.
It is worth emphasizing that throughout the dissertation I cautiously aim to make causal
claims. The inferences concern the possible effects or influence of immigrant integration
on immigration attitudes of natives, effects of the changes in the media environment
in terms of attention to immigration and the related frames on natives’ immigration
opinion and welfare state opinion, and the effects of labor market policies on employment
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differences between natives and migrants. The kind of research questions and the
multiple-country quantitative approach make it impossible to conduct experimental
research, which is considered the gold standard of causal inference. Despite my best
efforts, I had to make concessions to this ideal and to a greater or lesser extent violate
some of the conditions of causal inference to conduct my analyses. Where possible, I have
tried to resolve these threats to causality, but it is impossible to rule out any uncertainty.
In this section I discuss and reflect on what I consider the most important limitations of
the causal claims.
An important aspect that distinguishes a causal claim from a mere correlation is the
establishment that the cause precedes the effect. The preferred way to control for this
reversed causality in regression models is by adding the lagged dependent variable.
Unfortunately, throughout the chapters, the dependent variable is individual level nonpanel data, which makes a lagged dependent variable impossible without aggregating and
thereby losing the richness of the individual level dependent and control variables. I dealt
with the issue of reversed causality by lagging the independent macro-level variables
by one time unit (months or years, depending on the analysis). I compared the results
with the same models with a lead of one time unit of the independent variable, modeling
the reversed relationship to see which order of time shows the strongest correlation.
Because this is not the preferred manner, it limits the ability to make causal claims to
some extent. The second threat to causal inference involves the mechanisms through
which the putative causes have their putative effects. Apart from the analyses of Chapter
Five, I am only able to measure the statistical relationship between the dependent and
the independent variable, without explicitly measuring the channels through which the
relationship should operate. I use the work of other scholars to argue for the way the
relationships work theoretically, while realizing the limitations of my own endeavor.
Finally, I put effort into controlling for omitted variables, both at the individual and the
country level, where possible. This is not perfect, because measures are sometimes mere
proxies for underlying concepts and sometimes there is no good data on possible omitted
variables, but the statistical models in all four empirical chapters contain at least the
control variables most commonly used in the literature.
Given these partly unresolved threats to causal inference, my case should not be viewed
as the final word on the debates it is engaging with. However, given the virtues of the
multilevel repeated cross-sectional data, the quality of the data, the validation exercises,
the time lags, control variables, various robustness tests and the embeddedness in
existing research, my findings exceed mere correlational associations and provide
plausible argumentation for causal propositions. The claims that I make throughout the
dissertation should be perceived in this light.
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Outline of dissertation
The empirical body of this dissertation is divided into two parts, each consisting of two
chapters. The first part focuses on explaining anti-immigrant sentiment by studying
different measures of immigrant absorption. In Chapter Two I examine the effects
of different measures of immigrant integration, or lack thereof, on anti-immigrant
attitudes. Immigrant integration is an understudied part of immigration absorption and
an important variable for explaining anti-immigrant attitudes. It also paints a nuanced
picture by on the one hand distinguishing labor market integration (i.e. the unemployment
gap) and cultural values integration, but on the other hand showing that the effects of
these forms of diversity differ depending on respondents’ education level. The chapter
concludes that the employment gap between migrants and natives negatively affects the
anti-immigrant sentiment among higher educated natives. This result is caused by the
employment level of natives, because this increases the employment gap between natives
and migrants and increases support for immigration among higher educated natives. For
lower educated natives, on the other hand, those labor market indicators are not relevant
and they seem to take the cultural side of integration more seriously. All other things
being equal, the more different immigrants are in some important cultural aspects, the
more anti-immigration lower educated natives are. Cultural values integration does not
show a statistically significant relationship with the immigration attitudes of natives with
a higher education level.
In Chapter Three I consider what happens to citizens’ immigration opinion if they live in
a country in which the media debate about immigration is salient: Are they more antiimmigration? And what type of framing of the immigration debate contributes most to
anti-immigrant sentiment? What becomes clear is that media attention to immigration
or to immigration in relation to the welfare state does not affect people’s immigration
opinion on a societal level in 10 European countries over 13 years. However, there is a
small positive relationship between the Islam and terrorism frames and anti-immigrant
attitudes. These effects are slightly stronger for lower educated natives than for higher
educated natives. Comparing the results of media attention and the welfare framing to the
results of Islam and terrorism frames, I conclude that the immaterial frames, concerning
cultural identity and security, are more central than the immigration debate as such or
the economic related immigration frame.
The second part of the dissertation evolves around the effects of welfare policies on
immigrant absorption and the consequences of immigrant absorption for support for
the welfare state. In Chapter Four I shed light on one of the possible causes of integration,
namely employment. More specifically, I look at LMPs and ask the question whether they
improve the employment of natives and migrants equally. The results do not give cause
for optimism on the effects of both passive and active labor market policy programs (UBs
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and ALMPs, respectively) on the employment of migrants. The positive effects of UB
spending on the employment chances of natives and EU migrants do not apply to TCMs.
ALMPs even show a negative effect on the employment chances of TCMs. The good news
is that these less positive and negative effects are negated when migrants have spent over
nine years in the host country and have had enough time to adapt to the demands of the
new labor market.
Chapter Five connects the literature on the relationship between media reporting and
public opinion with the literature on immigration and support for the welfare state.
Increasing diversity in society can lead to declining support for income redistribution
among natives. Because news media are an important link between societal developments
and the public, I hypothesize that the emphasis on immigration and immigration in
relation to welfare has an effect on natives’ support for income redistribution. I do not
find a direct effect of this media reporting on support for income redistribution on
a societal level in Europe over 13 years, but this is mainly because there is a different
effect for people who are for and people who are against immigration. People who hold
a positive opinion about immigration are more in support of redistribution when the
welfare-related immigration debate is getting a lot of attention. People who are against
immigration are more against redistribution when there is more media attention to
welfare in relation to immigration.
The final chapter, Chapter Six, provides the conclusions of the dissertation. It also
discusses reflections on the literature, avenues for further research and opportunities for
policymaking regarding the absorption of immigration.
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Chapter Two:

THE DIVISIVE EFFECT
OF DIVERSITY
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Abstract
Many studies on the recent anti-immigrant backlash in Europe show that education
level is a strong predictor of anti-immigrant sentiment. Lower educated natives are on
average more anti-immigration than their higher educated counterparts. However, it is
as yet unclear what role different kinds of immigrant integration, or lack thereof, play
in the increase or decrease of the education gap. This chapter uses ESS and LFS data to
study the effects of different characteristics of immigrant integration on the immigration
attitudes of low and highly educated natives in 25 European countries between 2002 and
2017. The empirical results indicate that better integration of immigrants decreases the
education gap, but there are interesting differences in natives’ opinion on immigration,
depending on their level of education and the type of integration. Besides education,
the unemployment gap between natives and migrants also has a negative effect on the
anti-immigrant attitudes of higher educated natives. Further analyses show that high
employment numbers of natives increase the employment gap between natives and
migrants and decreases anti-immigrant sentiment among higher educated natives. Lower
educated natives are more negative about immigration if the cultural divide between
migrants and natives is big. This supports the notion that lower and higher educated
natives view immigrant integration from different perspectives.
Introduction
Immigration has become one of the most divisive issues between societal groups in Europe.
A large and increasing body of literature has tried to explain immigration attitudes. This
research looks both at individual predictors such as education, class, and political leaning
(O’Rourke and Sinnott 2006; Semyonov et al. 2008) and at macro-level variables such as
immigration, GDP, and (un)employment (Mayda 2006). The most consistent predictor of
anti-immigrant sentiment is education level. All other things being equal, lower educated
natives are found to be more negative about immigration than their higher educated
counterparts (Bauer et al. 2000; Citrin et al. 1997; Dustmann and Preston 2007; Scheve
and Slaughter 2001; Sides and Citrin 2007).
One of the intellectual battlegrounds in this debate is what motivates lower educated
people to be more anti-immigration than higher educated people. Possible explanations
fall roughly into two groups: economic and cultural reasons. First, lower educated citizens
are perceived to be in more direct competition with immigrants, both on the labor market
and when it comes to social assistance (Citrin et al. 1997; Finseraas et al. 2016). The fight
over similar jobs and the presumed lowering of wages leads them to blame the newcomers
to the country and the labor market. The second school of thought claims that people with
a lower education level have a bigger concern over potential dilution of their culture due
to immigration. Their higher educated counterparts have a more cosmopolitan worldview
and believe different cultures can enrich the culture of the country, rather than erode it
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(Igarashi and Saito 2014). Many of these studies differentiate between economic interest
theories and more cultural explanations, either by incorporating one of the two in their
empirical analysis or by explicitly comparing the two rival explanations (Dustmann and
Preston 2007; Harell et al. 2012; Kehrberg 2007; O’Rourke and Sinnott 2006; Rustenbach
2010). Although the economic explanation of the education gap has recently lost some
of its relevance (Hainmueller and Hopkins 2014), measures of economic downturn (e.g.
economic growth, unemployment) are still seen as important moderators that increase the
divide between lower and higher educated natives.
One variable that so far has been overlooked in the debate is the economic and cultural
integration of migrant groups (Givens 2007, 80). This is remarkable, because whether or
not natives experience immigration as more or less problematic is likely to be dependent
on the extent to and ways in which immigrants are absorbed in society. If migrants are
less successful than natives on the labor market, or very different in terms of cultural
values, natives might respond in a more hostile manner to them even if the group is
relatively small. In this study I examine how differences in employment and cultural
values between natives and immigrants affect anti-immigrant sentiment. It might be
overly simplistic to assume that immigrants’ better integration in society will lead to a
demise of anti-immigrant sentiment among natives across the board. Since we know that
natives with a high education level think differently and have a different interest when
it comes to immigration, compared to natives with a low education level, it is likely that
the effects of different aspects and levels of integration on anti-immigrant attitudes differ
between these two groups.
Using eight waves of the ESS, complemented with European Union LFS data, I
demonstrate that if differences between the native population and migrant groups
increase, in terms of unemployment and cultural values, the gap between immigration
attitudes of lower and higher educated natives expands. More interestingly, lower and
higher educated natives show different priorities when it comes to immigrant integration.
Higher educated natives seem to be more concerned about the general labor market and
not so much the underperformance of migrants, whereas lower educated natives seem
to be more concerned about differences in cultural values of migrants than about labor
market competition. I demonstrate that employment and cultural integration are not
merely an artifact of the time migrants spend in the host country or whether or not they
come from western countries. The results of the analyses are robust when it comes to
different specifications and statistical models.
This chapter increases the understanding of the diverging opinions of lower and higher
educated natives concerning immigration. It shows another layer of complexity of the
debate on anti-immigrant sentiment and, moreover, it provides insight into what lower
29

and higher educated natives find important when it comes to immigrant integration.
These findings give more credibility to theories that see the education gap of immigration
attitudes not merely through an economic competition lens. If policies are intended to
close the immigration attitudes gap and create a more inclusive society, fostering cultural
integration could be a valuable avenue. Taking into consideration the cultural distance
and integration opportunities in the selection of migrants or the resettlement of refugees
in Europe, the EU and its member states could ease anti-immigrant sentiment among
lower educated natives.
Theory
Natives with a high and a low education level differ in numerous ways, but arguably the
most politicized one is immigration attitudes. On average, lower educated natives are
more anti-immigration than their higher educated counterparts. One explanation that
dominated the debate in the 1990s and early 2000s was personal level economic nature
(O’Rourke and Sinnott 2006; Mayda 2006; Scheve and Slaughter 2001). In this line of
thought low-skilled migration increases the supply side on the labor market, which leads
to the crowding-out of natives with a low education level and puts pressure on their
wages. Natives with a high education level, on the other hand, profit from international
mobility on the labor market, since it decreases the costs of low-skilled labor and provides
more opportunities for them to work abroad. This idea should explain the education gap
in immigration attitudes.
The explanation of economic self-interest of the education gap has been nuanced, if not
refuted, by studies showing that the concerns of lower educated natives are not merely
of personal economic nature. For instance, research by Jens Hainmueller and Michael
Hiscox (2007) shows that lower educated natives do not differentiate between high and
low-skilled migration in their anti-immigrant stance. The opposite goes for the proimmigration opinion of higher educated natives. They do not oppose migration, even
if the migrants are highly skilled and potentially compete for the same jobs. In a more
recent literature review, Jens Hainmueller and Daniel Hopkins (2014, 227) even go as
far as to conclude that “there is little accumulated evidence that citizens primarily form
attitudes about immigration based on its effects on their personal economic situation.”
This implies it is not about direct economic competition; something else must be related
to the education divide.
The literature on social identity theory pays attention to immaterial origins of antiimmigrant sentiment and argues that people can feel a strong connection to what they
consider their in-group and can feel threatened by outsiders that are racially, ethnically,
or culturally different (Capozza and Brown 2000; Connor 1994; Ivarsflaten 2005; Kinder
and Kam 2010; Tajfel and Turner 1979). Economic concerns can work as a catalyzer, but
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they do not spur culturally motivated anti-immigrant sentiment. Elisabeth Ivarsflaten
(2005) shows that the main way social identity is linked to anti-immigrant sentiment is
through a fear for losing national community through the dilution of language, religion
and traditions (ibid., 42). According to this strand of literature, differences between natives
with different education levels are apparent: It is mainly the lower educated natives who
are more anti-immigration when levels of immigration and diversity increase (Schneider
2008). In addition, natives with a low education level express more prejudice towards
people of a different race or ethnicity (Quillian 1995).
Surprisingly, this literature mainly focuses on the inflow of migrants or migrants’ share
of the overall population to measure diversity in a society and only to lesser extent on the
actual ways in which immigrants are different from natives (Quillian 1995; Scheepers
et al. 2002; Semyonov et al. 2008; Schneider 2008). Although studies find that views on
the impact of immigration mostly concern cultural, linguistic, and ethnic homogeneity
(Card et al. 2012; Ivarsflaten 2005), articles on immigration attitudes do not problematize
or measure the differences or similarities between the in-group and the out-group; the
level of immigrant integration. Integration is a multi-faceted concept and scholars are in
disagreement about what integration consists of (see Bleich 2008 for a helpful overview;
Brubaker 2001 for a discussion about the terms ‘integration’ and ‘assimilation’; Favell
2010; Joppke 2007; Waters and Jiménez 2005). Immigrant integration concerns the ways
and levels that migrant groups are different from natives and the ways and levels that
migrants participate in society, for instance economically, culturally, politically and
socially. These differences and similarities occur at the individual level, but aggregated
to group level they elucidate the general state of integration on the societal level. Because
differences can be bridged from both the side of natives and the side of migrants, I speak
of integration rather than assimilation (Algan et al. 2012, 8).
Of all the different conceptualization of (aspects of) integration, I focus on two forms of
immigrant integration that relate to the main debates about determining anti-immigrant
sentiment, namely economic and cultural integration (Sides and Citrin 2007). This excludes
other interesting aspects of integration, such as political participation. To conceptualize
economic integration, labor is an obvious choice. Employment more than just earning a
wage, it is also a way of contributing to society and not being dependent on government
assistance. How is employment integration related to anti-immigrant sentiment? In
general, natives with a low education level tend to be more anti-immigration than natives
with a high education level. This would imply that the greater the diversity (e.g. less
integration), the more lower educated natives experience and problematize immigration,
leading to more anti-immigration sentiment. This leads to my first hypothesis:
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H1: An increasing unemployment gap between natives and migrants increases the gap
between anti-immigrant attitudes of lower and higher educated natives.
A decrease of the unemployment gap between natives and migrants can be caused by
an increase of migrants’ employment, but also by a decrease of natives’ employment.
Also, the increasing gap of anti-immigrant sentiment between higher and lower educated
natives can be influenced from both ends. This has far-reaching implications for H1.
Further analysis into the driving forces behind both gaps is necessary to make sense of
the results of the interaction effect. On the one hand, an increasing unemployment gap
between natives and migrants might be caused by more migrants being unemployed. This
means they become a bigger a burden on the welfare state and put more pressure on lower
tier wages. In general, it is mostly the lower educated natives whose immigration opinion
would be more negative as a result of this, because they are in more direct competition
with migrants in terms of the labor market and the welfare state (Citrin et al. 1997). This
might increase the education gap of anti-immigrant sentiment. I therefore hypothesize:
H1a: Increasing unemployment rates of migrants increases the gap between anti-immigrant
attitudes of lower and higher educated natives.
On the other hand, if increases in the unemployment gap are driven by an increase of
the employment of natives, instead of increasing unemployment of migrants, this may
lead to a decrease of anti-immigrant sentiment among natives, because native workers
are less negatively affected. It is unclear whether to expect this more from lower or
higher educated natives. Lower educated natives could be more receptive to general
unemployment and be more anti-immigrant, but higher educated natives might tend to
be more pro-immigration until they fear for the implications when jobs become scarce.
Therefore, my third hypothesis has two sides:
H1b: Increasing unemployment rate of natives increases/decreases the gap between antiimmigrant attitudes of lower and higher educated natives.
In sum, economic integration measured by the unemployment gap between natives and
migrants can have both offsetting and dampening implications for the education gap
in anti-immigrant sentiment, as summarized in Figure 2.1. This means that different
mechanisms can be at play at the same time, canceling each other out in the analysis
of H1. Thus, it is necessary to unpack unemployment differences between natives and
migrants and determine 1) if the effect of labor market integration on the education gap
is driven by the (un)employment of migrants or natives and 2) if the effect of labor market
integration on the education gap is driven by the opinions of lower or higher educated
natives.
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Figure 2.1: Conceptual framework of the hypotheses

Cultural values are more difficult to conceptualize, because what culture is and what it is
not is an extremely complicated question, also in the realm of integration (Archer 1985).
For this study, I consider three cultural values that are relevant for immigration debates
in Western Europe over the past decades and can function as proxies for progressivism,
religion, personal freedom and LGBT rights (Algan et al. 2012, 1). I do not pretend to
cover the concept of cultural (value) integration in its entirety (similar to Burgoon 2014).
When it comes to cultural integration, it can be expected that tolerance increases and antiimmigrant sentiment decreases when migrants and natives hold similar views on important
personal and societal issues. However, there are reasons to expect that lower and higher
educated natives respond differently to differences in cultural values between natives and
migrants. In general, lower educated natives support a more homogenous society and
feel that their native culture is under threat by others, whereas higher educated natives
hold a more cosmopolitan worldview and see cultural pluralism as virtuous (Citrin et al.
1997; Espenshade and Calhoun 1993; McLaren 2001). I expect these different opinions
on diversity to translate into how natives respond to the extent to which migrant groups
are different from native cultural values. Given the more nationalist opinion of lower
educated natives, I expect this group to be more anti-immigrant if differences in cultural
values increase. The response of higher educated natives is more ambiguous, because one
might expect that while cosmopolitan natives would prefer a society containing different
cultures, they would still prefer it to be based on the same values. Still, I expect this group
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to respond less negatively and potentially positively to increasing diversity between natives
and migrants on cultural values. This leads to my final hypothesis:
H2: An increasing gap between cultural values of natives and immigrants increases the gap
between anti-immigrant attitudes of lower and higher educated natives.
The jury is still out on the causal mechanism of this education gap. One common theory
states that education teaches people values that correlate strongly with pro-immigration
attitudes and more education thus correlates with positive immigration attitudes (Coenders
and Scheepers 2003; Igarashi and Saito 2014). This socialization theory assumes that the
education system is at the root of the difference in immigration attitude. However, Lancee
and Sarrasin (2015) tested attitude changes over time and did not find that people become
more pro-immigration as they move through the education system. They claim that political
notions are formed at an earlier stage in life and people do not become more cosmopolitan
from going to school. In this view, education is not the cause of immigration attitudes,
but a proxy of other, maybe more latent, gaps in society, such as a broad notion of social
class. Highly educated people are raised in families where both a cosmopolitan worldview
and the belief that a good education is something to strive for is central. Although this is
an interesting and important debate, it lies outside the scope of this dissertation. In this
chapter I do not discuss the root causes of the education gap, but merely study if this gap
increases or decreases with different levels and different forms of immigrant integration.
Method
Before discussing the economic and cultural differences between natives and migrants
which form the basis the integration measures, it is important to establish when someone
is considered a migrant in this study. For the definition of a migrant I rely on whether
a respondent is foreign born. Both the ESS and the LFS include a coding question on
country of origin and I consider any other country than the country in which the survey
has been carried out foreign. In the robustness analyses I apply the same models as in the
baseline using a slightly more lenient definition of a migrant, namely if both parents were
born abroad. The sample includes Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Cyprus, Czech
Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy,
Lithuania, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Slovenia, Slovakia,
Spain, Sweden, Switzerland and the United Kingdom.
Anti-immigrant sentiment, my dependent variable, is measured on a scale from 0-10 and
is comprised of three indicators measuring different aspects of immigration attitude. The
three questions measure economic aspects of migration (“Immigration is good/bad for
the economy of this country”), cultural aspects of migration (“This country’s cultural
life is enriched/undermined by immigration”), and more general immigration attitude
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(“Immigrants make this country a better/worse place to live”). Across the waves and
countries of the ESS (Round 1-8), these survey questions form a strong scale (alpha = .85)
of anti-immigrant sentiment. Before scaling the values, the responses are recoded in such
a way that higher scores resemble more negative attitudes.3
The main moderating variable, education, is measured by the standard ISCED five-point scale
of achieved education level. In the regression models it is treated as a continuous variable.
For the clarity of the figures, the group with the lowest education level (primary education)
is compared to the highest education level (tertiary education) in the graphic visualizations.
There are numerous ways to conceptualize and measure immigrant integration. This chapter
makes use of the LFS and the ESS to measure differences between immigrants and natives on
two important social issues: unemployment (gap) and cultural values (gap). Although in the
public debate immigrant integration is often viewed as a one-dimensional concept, it is much
more nuanced. Although it would make intuitive sense that the longer a person is in the host
country, the better their chances are for work and a good education and the more they will
take on some of the values of that country, this is not the case. There are differences between
different indicators of immigrant integration and they do not all correlate with time spent
in the host country. To illustrate this, I correlated my measures of labor and cultural values
integration with time spent in the country and a rough measure of origin of migrant (western
vs. non-western), across countries and years from the ESS, in Table 2.1. The table shows only
weak correlations. The strongest correlation is between a dummy for time spent in the host
country (1 = over 20 years) and unemployment (-.11). Although the indicators are rather rough
estimates, the correlations clearly show that it is necessary to look at more specific aspects of
immigrant integration than the most obvious one, time spent in the country, and that there are
differences in the level of economic and cultural integration on the individual level.
Table 2.1: Correlation coefficients of different measures of immigrant integration
20 years in
Western
Unemployed
host country 			
20 years in host country
Western

Cultural
values gap

1			
.06

1		

Unemployed

-.11

-.02

1

Cultural values gap

.02

-.09

.02

1

Note: N = 12,553
Source: ESS
3

A descriptive overview of this variable is available in Appendix 1.
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To gauge the extent of labor market integration per country-year, I aggregated the average
employment of foreign-born population and natives per country per year of the LFS. I
divided the country-year unemployment averages of the foreign-born people by the
averages of natives to obtain the country-year ratio. If the ratio of a certain country-year is
1 for unemployment, this means that the average unemployment rate between natives and
migrants is the same. Scores below 1 mean there is less unemployment among immigrants
than among natives. A score of 2 means that the unemployment of migrants is twice as
high than that of natives in that country-year. I also aggregated the average unemployment
statistics of natives and migrants separately for the additional analyses of H1a and H1b.
The descriptive statistics of the unemployment gap are presented in Figure 2.2. From
this figure it becomes clear that differences between natives and migrants are very
diverse between countries. In Austria, Belgium, Switzerland, Finland, Luxembourg, the
Netherlands, Norway, and Sweden, migrants are more than twice as often unemployed
than natives. This difference is to a great extent due to the high employment figures of
natives, but it also shows that migrants do not profit equally from well-functioning labor
markets. In Eastern and Southern-European countries the differences are smaller and
in Bulgaria, Hungary, and Poland migrants are even more often employed than natives.
Figure 2.2: Average unemployment difference between natives and migrants per country
2002-2017

Source: LFS 2018

The concept of cultural values differences between natives and migrants is more difficult
to measure. I broadly follow Brian Burgoon’s (2014) operationalization of cultural values
integration. To get some sense of the differences in how natives and migrants feel about important
sociocultural issues, I use average difference scores to the answers to the following questions
and statements the ESS consistently asks its respondents across the eight waves: 1) “Gay men
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and lesbians should be free to live their own lives as they wish,” 2) “Regardless of whether you
belong to a particular religion, how religious would you say you are?,” and 3) “It is important to
make your own decisions, be free and not depend on others.”4 I aggregated the average answers
per question, societal group, and country-year. The scores of migrants are subtracted by the
scores of natives and squared, because I am interested in the size of the difference and less in
the direction of the difference. Finally, I added up the differences scores of the three questions
pre country-year to obtain the average country-year difference of the cultural values between
natives and migrants.5,6 To obtain a sense of the differences, and in case of the cultural values
also the direction, Figure 2.3 shows these scores per country over the full period.
Figure 2.3: Average cultural values gap per country 2002-2017

Source: ESS round 1-8.

Some caution is required with the measures of cultural values differences. The measure is
based on the ESS and with the comparison between migrants and natives on country-year
level, the samples become rather small, which potentially violates the reliability of the
data.7 To avoid that few respondents have too big an impact on the country-year averages,
4

These survey questions do not form a proper scale (alpha = 0.31). I do not pretend these three survey questions together

measure one particular concept. I merely try to measure an average difference between natives and migrants on three
important and different social issues. I also analyze the specific survey questions in the models separately.
5

Cultural values gap = (country-year mean gay rights migrants – country-year mean gay rights natives)² + (country-year

mean religiousness migrants – country-year mean religiousness natives)² + (country-year mean individual freedom migrants
– country-year mean individual freedom natives)².
6

Although it is possible to compare the average cultural values of migrants on an aggregate level with natives’ individual level

cultural values, this is not the focus of my study. Natives’ individual level cultural values are endogenous to their immigration
attitude, and, moreover, I am interested in the integration of migrants on a societal level.
7

Unfortunately, this makes it impossible to disaggregate the data further on a regional level.
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I coded the country-years where the amount of foreign born respondents is lower than 20
as missing values, which reduces the number of country-years from 228 to 117.
As a robustness test for the cultural values gap, I use two additional measures that are
arguably related to issues of culture or identity: language adaptation of immigrants and the
proportion of migrants that consider themselves Muslim (Fasel et al. 2013; Koster 2013).
The language adaptation indicator is the percentage of migrants that speaks the language of
the host country, included as a survey question in the ESS and measured in a way similar
to Alberto Alesina et al. (2003) and Ferry Koster (2013). I recoded this question for foreign
born respondents into a dummy variable which captures whether or not the respondent
speaks the language of the host country (or regional languages of that country) at home,
after which I aggregated these answers to an average per country-year. I also correlated
the country-year averages of my own estimations with similar survey questions the OECD
(2015a) and Eurostat (2014) have asked a large sample of immigrants and found strong
correlations between my ESS estimates and the OECD’s (0.76) and Eurostat’s (0.8). This
gives me the confidence that the reliability of my measures is not affected too much by
the low numbers of the sub-samples, which is also important for the cultural values gap
indicator. Still, some caution should be exercised when interpreting regression models
based on these numbers. For the proportion of Muslim migrants, I aggregated the scores
of the migrants that reported to believe in Islam on a country-year basis.
My baseline model is a multilevel random intercept model with robust standard errors. The
country level independent variables are lagged by a year. Individual level control variables
include age, gender, social class, subjective income, social welfare benefit dependency,
religiosity, and whether the respondent lives in a rural or urban area. On the country-year
level I control for the percentage of immigration per capita (Eurostat 2018a) and the total
percentage of unemployment (Eurostat 2018b), both of which are lagged by a year. To
estimate anti-immigrant sentiment of natives only, foreign-born respondents are left out
of the analyses. The number of respondents and countries and ESS rounds varies between
models, because of data availability issues of some of the variables, but the baseline results
have between 73,773 and 210,337 observations in 101 to 158 countries and eight ESS rounds.
Results
Before reporting on the interaction effects between education level and the integration
measures on anti-immigrant sentiment, it is important to note that there is a negative and
significant (p < .001) direct effect of the employment gap on anti-immigrant attitudes (see
Appendix 2.2). However, this result is highly dependent on the models and specifications
used and hence not considered robust. It seems unlikely that an increase of employment
integration would lead to an increase or decrease of anti-immigration attitudes among
natives in general. But as the theory implies, integration might mean something different
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for lower and higher educated natives, because of their economic interest or belief system.
The results in Table 2.2 show that this seems to be the case regarding employment
integration. Model 1 presents a direct negative effect of education level on anti-immigrant
attitudes, corroborating the education gap of anti-immigrant sentiment itself. Model 2
contains the interactions with the unemployment gap, and model 3 and 4 contain the
unemployment rate of migrants and the unemployment rate of natives, respectively.
Table 2.2: Results of interaction effects between education level and different measures
of employment integration on anti-immigrant attitudes
(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Education level

-.27***
-.15***
-.27***
-.32***
(.01)
(.03)
(.02)
(.02)
Unemployment gap ratio (lagged)		
.03		
		(.10)		
Unemployment gap ratio (lagged) X Education 		 -.07***		
		(.02)		
Unemployment rate migrants (lagged)			
-1.11
			(1.61)
Unemployment rate migrants (lagged) X Education			
-.02
			(.19)
Unemployment rate natives (lagged) 				
6.20
				
(6.66)
Unemployment rate natives (lagged) X Education 				
.88*
				
(.35)
Age
.01***
.01***
.01***
.01***
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
Income (subjective)
-.27***
-.27***
-.27***
-.27***
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Social benefit receiver (dummy)
-.01
-.01
-.01
-.01
(.03)
(.03)
(.03)
(.03)
Class
-.08***
-.08***
-.08*** -.08***
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
Religiosity
-.02***
-.02***
-.02***
-.02***
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
Female (dummy)
.09***
.09***
.09***
.09***
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
Rural (dummy)
.16***
.15***
.16***
.16***
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Country level immigration (perc., lagged)
-.12†
-.11
-.12†
-.09
(.07)
(.07)
(.07)
(.07)
Unemployment rate (perc., lagged)
-.01
-.02
.0.
-.07
(.01)
(.01)
(.02)
(.05)
Constant
6.95*** 6.96*** 6.97*** 7.05***
(.14)
(.23)
(.15)
(.15)
Total N (Observations)
Group N (Number of groups)

210,337
158

205,523
154

210,337
158

205,523
154

Note: † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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The interaction effect of the unemployment gap and education on anti-immigrant
sentiment is statistically significant at the .001 level. When migrants have less employment
than natives, lower educated natives are more anti-immigration and/or higher educated
natives are more pro-immigration, all other things being equal. In other words, an
increasing unemployment gap tends to make higher educated natives more positive about
immigration. As mentioned earlier, to interpret this result, it is important to analyze
the effects of the employment of migrants and natives separately, because an increasing
unemployment gap can be driven by migrants being more often unemployed, but also by
natives being more often employed. The interaction between the unemployment rate of
migrants and the education level of the respondents is not statistically significant (model
3), but the interaction between the unemployment rate of natives and education level is,
at the .05 level (model 4). This means that when the unemployment of natives increases,
lower educated natives are less anti-immigration and/or higher educated natives are more
anti-immigration, which is in line with H1b. For an assessment of the levels of change of
anti-immigrant sentiment and among which groups of natives, it is necessary examine
the marginal effect of models 2 and 4, presented in panel A and B of Figure 2.4. The black
line with the dots represents the effects for lower educated natives (cat. 1), and the blue
line with the squares represents the effects for higher educated natives (cat. 5).

.15

.65

1.15 1.65 2.15 2.65
Unemployment gap ratio

Low educ. level

3.15

3.65

High educ. level

8
7
6
5
4
3

Predicted anti-immigration attitudes

6
5.5
5
4.5
4
3.5

Predicted anti-immigration attitudes

Figure 2.4: Predicted scores of anti-immigrant sentiment by unemployment gap and
unemployment natives interacted with education level
A
B

0

.04

.08
.12
Unemployment natives

Low educ. level

.16

High educ. level

The marginal effects plot of panel A shows that the higher educated natives do mostly
respond to an increase in the unemployment gap between natives and migrants: their
anti-immigrant sentiment decreases. They are more positive about immigration when
the employment gap increases with 1.1 point on the 0-10 scale across the full distribution
of the employment gap. Panel B indicates that this is mostly because they are more antiimmigration when the unemployment of natives goes up. All other things being equal,
increases in the unemployment of natives across the full sample leads to a 1.7 out of 10
increase of the anti-immigrant sentiment of higher educated natives. However, although
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the interaction between the unemployment of natives and education level is statistically
significant, the effect of the higher educated group is not. Lower educated natives are
also more anti-immigration if the unemployment of natives increases, but this effect is
weaker than that of higher educated natives. The combination of the two results indicates
that higher educated natives find the employment of natives important and are in favor
of immigration if the labor market for natives is in good shape, even if this means that
migrants lag behind when it comes to employment.
Models 5-8 measure the effects of the interaction between difference of cultural values
between migrants and natives and education of the respondents on their anti-immigrant
sentiment. Model 5 presents the effect of the constructed average of the three questions
on different cultural values and models 6-8 consider the survey questions separately. The
interaction between average cultural values differences and respondents’ education level
is statistically significant at the .05 level, which supports H2. Models 6-8 show that this
is mainly driven by the coding question on religiousness, which also shows a statistically
significant result at the .05 level.
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Table 2.3: Results of interaction effects between education level and different measures
of cultural integration on anti-immigrant attitudes
(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

Education level

-.26***
-.27***
-.27***
-.29***
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
(.01)
Cultural values gap (lagged)
.06*			
(.03)			
Cultural values gap (lagged) X Education
-.01*			
(.01)			
LGBT rights opinion gap (lagged)		
.61		
		(.38)		
LGBT rights opinion gap (lagged) X Education 		
-.16		
		(.12)		
Religiosity gap (lagged) 			
.07*
			(.03)
Religiosity gap (lagged) X Education 			
-.02*
			(.01)
Personal freedom opinion gap (lagged)				
.16
				(.67)
Personal freedom opinion gap (lagged) X Education 				
-.12
				(.14)
Age
.01***
.01***
.01***
.01***
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
Income (subjective)
-.31***
-.31***
-.31***
-.31***
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
Social benefit receiver (dummy)
-.00
-.02
-.02
-.02
(.04)
(.04)
(.04)
(.04)
Class
-.08*** -.08***
-.08***
-.08***
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Religiosity
-.03***
-.03***
-.03***
-.03***
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Female (dummy)
.12***
.12***
.12***
.12***
(.03)
(.03)
(.03)
(.03)
Rural (dummy)
.18***
.18***
.18***
.18***
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
Country level immigration (perc., lagged)
-.16
-.16
-.15
-.16
(.10)
(.10)
(.10)
(.10)
Unemployment rate (perc., lagged)
.01
.02
.02
.02
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
Constant
6.92*** 6.91*** 6.90***
6.99***
(.24)
(.23)
(.23)
(.21)
Total N (Observations)
Group N (Number of groups)
Note: † p < .10, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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73773
101

78224
103

78224
103

77452
103

To determine whether this effect is more due to natives with a low education level
becoming increasingly negative about immigration when migrants differ more in their
opinion on the three survey questions, or to higher educated natives celebrating this
diversity, I turn to the marginal effects plot in Figure 2.5. The figure shows that lower
educated natives are more anti-immigration when the gap of cultural values between
natives and migrants increases, whereas higher educated natives’ immigration opinion
does not seem to change across different levels of the cultural values gap. The increase of
anti-immigrant sentiment of lower educated natives is .45 on the 10-point scale of antiimmigrant sentiment, over the full spectrum of the cultural values gap and statistically
significant at the .05 level. This corresponds with the effect size of the specific religiousness
indicator for lower educated natives.
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Figure 2.5: Predicted levels of anti-immigrant sentiment by cultural values gap interacted
with education level
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Table 2.4 shows an overview of the regression coefficients for lower and higher educated
natives interacted with the different indicators of diversity that were statistically
significant in the baseline models. It is important to study the significance and regression
coefficients per group, as the general interaction terms and the predicted outcomes of
Figure 2.5 do not show at what levels of education the effects of the integration measures
are significant. The overall pattern is that higher educated natives seem to respond more
strongly to economic integration, or, more specifically, to natives’ employment, which
they might view as an indicator of how many migrants the labor market is able to absorb.
The immigration opinion of natives with a low education level only changes based on the
more cultural side of immigration. Lower educated natives are more anti-immigrant if
migrants are more different from natives in terms of cultural values. This seems to be a
less important factor for higher educated natives.
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Table 2.4: Regression results for low and high education level per integration estimate
DV: Anti-immigrant attitudes

Low education level

High education level

B

Std. error		

B

Std. error

Unemployment gap

-.04

(.10)		

-.23***

(.09)

Unemployment natives

7.08

(6.61)		

10.60

(6.61)

Cultural values gap

.05*

(.02)		

.01

(.02)

Religiousness gap

.05*

(.02)		

-.01

(.02)

Note: † p < .1 *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

Robustness
I have made various choices in the data analysis with regards to the measurement of
variables and the statistical model used. I have chosen the best specifications available,
but I am well aware that these choices may not be evident to everyone. This concerns
the measurement of the dependent variable and independent variable, as well as the
interaction terms and the regression model itself. The results of the robustness tests with
different estimations are displayed in Table 2.5 below.
The first specification, arguably the most important one, contains different
operationalizations of employment and cultural values integration. In specification A
of Table 2.5, I included measures of differences in social benefit dependency between
migrants and natives, rather than unemployment. This measure relates to the possible
fear of natives that migrants receive disproportionally more government benefits. The
result is similar to the employment gap measure of the baseline and corroborates the
conclusions. For different measures of cultural integration, I included two different
variables that are arguably related to cultural diversity: the percentage of migrants
that consider themselves Muslim and the percentage of migrants that speak a different
language than the host country’s at home. The results confirm the baseline models and
the coefficients are even a bit stronger. The greater the percentage of Muslims among
migrants, the more anti-immigration mainly lower educated natives are (p < .001).
The effect of the percentage of Muslim migrants on the anti-immigration sentiment of
higher educated natives is positive and significant (at the .05 level), but clearly weaker
than the effect on lower educated natives. When it comes to language adaptation, again,
lower educated natives are more anti-immigration the more migrants speak a different
language at home than the host country’s (p < .001). Natives with a high education level
are more pro-immigration when migrants’ language adaptation decreases, but this result
is weaker than the result for the lower educated natives and only statistically significant
at the .05 level. Both alternative measures of cultural integration confirm the theory
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that lower educated natives see cultural differences between natives and migrants as a
problem, whereas higher educated natives might even consider it virtuous. With different
but similar operationalization of both employment and cultural integration, the results
confirm the findings of the baseline results.
Table 2.5: Robustness tests
DV: Anti-immigrant attitude

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

A: Other interaction terms
Education
-.20*** -.19*** -.18***		
		
(.03)
(.02)
(.04)		
Social benefit ratio
.20†				
		
(.12)				
Soc. ben. ratio X Educ.
-.05**				
		
(.02)				
Percentage migrants Muslim		
2.46***			
			
(.68)			
Perc. migrants Muslim X Educ.		
-.73***			
			
(.13)			
Perc. migrants w. different language			
1.22**		
				
(.40)		
Perc. migrants w. different
language X Educ.			
-.36***		
				
(.09)		
B: Specific DVs
Education
-.23*** -.16*** -.31*** -.28*** -.29***
		
(.01)
(.03)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
Unemployment ratio		
-.01			
			
(.08)			
Unempl. ratio X Educ.		
-.07***			
			
(.01)			
Unemployment natives			
9.28		
				
(6.43)		
Unempl. nat. X Educ.			
.59*		
				
(.29)		
Cultural values gap				
.08*
					
(.04)
Cult. values gap X Educ.				
-.02*
					
(.01)
Religiousness gap					.08*
						(.04)
Religiousness gap X Educ.					
-.02*
						(.01)
C: Education in years
Education
-.09***
		
(.00)
Unemployment ratio		
			
Unempl. ratio X Educ.		
			

-.05*** -.11*** -.08*** -.08***
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
.10			
(.11)			
-.02***			
(.01)
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Unemployment natives			
3.94		
				
(6.39)		
Unempl. nat. X Educ.			
.32***		
				
(.09)		
Cultural values gap				
.15***
					
(.04)
Cult. values gap X Educ.				
-.01***
					
(.00)
Religiousness gap					.16***
						(.04)
Religiousness gap X Educ.					
-.01***
						(.00)
D: Fixed effects
Education
-.27*** -.14*** -.32*** -.27*** -.27***
		
(.01)
(.03)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
Unemployment ratio		
.27**			
			
(.08)			
Unempl. ratio X Educ.		
-.07***			
			
(.02)			
Unemployment natives			
-5.35		
				
(3.49)		
Unempl. nat. X Educ.			
.97**		
				
(.33)		
Cultural values gap				
.05*
					
(.03)
Cult. values gap X Educ.				
-.01*
					
(.01)
Religiousness gap					.04
						(.02)
Religiousness gap X Educ.					
-.01*
						(.01)
E: Parents foreign born
Education
-.29*** -.30*** -.25*** -.25*** -.29***
		
(.01)
(.02)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Unemployment ratio
.03***				.03***
		
(.01)				(.01)
Unempl. ratio X Educ.
-.00***				
-.00***
		
(.00)				(.00)
Unemployment natives		
-1.72			
			
(1.83)			
Unempl. nat. X Educ.		
.58			
			
(.36)			
Cultural values gap			
.06**		
				
(.02)		
Cult. values gap X Educ.			
-.02**		
				
(.01)		
Religiousness gap				
.06**
					
(.02)
Religiousness gap X Educ.				
-.02**
					
(.01)
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F: Weights
Education
-.33*** -.18*
-.38*** -.33*** -.33***
		
(.02)
(.07)
(.03)
(.04)
(.04)
Unemployment ratio		
.41†			
			
(.23)			
Unempl. ratio X Educ.		
-.10*			
			
(.04)			
Unemployment natives			
-6.70		
				
(17.80)		
Unempl. nat. X Educ.			
.73*		
				
(.32)		
Cultural values gap				
.04
					
(.04)
Cult. values gap X Educ.				
-.01
					
(.01)
Religiousness gap					.04
						(.04)
Religiousness gap X Educ.					
-.01
						(.01)
Note: † p < .1 *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001

For specification B I did not use the anti-immigrant attitude scale as the dependent
variable, but more specific questions related to economic and cultural aspects of the
immigration issue. For the unemployment gap interaction, I used “Immigration is
good/bad for the country’s economy” and for the cultural values gap interaction I used
“The cultural life of this country is enriched/undermined by immigration.” The results
confirm the baseline models. For estimation C I used a different measure of education
level. Instead of the level of education, I used the number of years the respondents have
been in education. Although this might be considered a less direct measure of education,
it does avoid some of the comparability issues that come with scaling education levels
between countries and over time. The results from the baseline models are corroborated
by this estimation and show even stronger results.
The next specification (D) considers fixed effects models. The results are almost identical
to the random intercept models. For specification E I used a different definition of an
immigrant. Instead of the person being foreign born, I used the definition of both parents
being foreign born, which includes second generation migrants. Not surprisingly, the
results of the regressions become slightly weaker and in case of the interaction effects
between education level and the unemployment of natives, they become insignificant.
These models include a group that is born in the country and has therefore a much higher
level of integration than first-generation immigrants. Although the results are weaker,
the direction is the same and most of the models remain statistically significant. For the
final model (F) I used the design and population weights of the ESS. This weakens the
significance of both the employment models and cultural values differences models. In
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the latter case they even become insignificant. The coefficients, however, remain very
similar. Although weighting survey responses is an important exercise for descriptive
interpretation, because it aims to correct issues of over and under sampling and nonresponse, it is contested whether it is useful in regression models in general and crosslevel interaction models specifically. This is why the non-weighted models are preferred.
These robustness tests show with a certain amount of confidence that integration is related
to the education gap of anti-immigrant sentiment in the direction and proportion described
in the interpretation of the baseline models. Although the results are dependent on the type
of weights that are applied, the results are robust when using different measures of the key
variables or fixed effects regression models.
Conclusion
As many studies have shown, natives with a low education level are more anti-immigration
than their higher educated counterparts (Bauer et al. 2001; Citrin et al. 1997; Dustmann
and Preston 2007; Scheve and Slaughter 2001; Sides and Citrin 2007). This chapter shows
that the ways in and extent to which migrant groups are integrated in society is important
for understanding anti-immigrant sentiment among lower and higher educated natives.
Immigrant integration is an important aspect of how immigration is absorbed in host
countries and how immigrants are perceived by natives. Immigration absorption forms
a link between the size of immigration and the problematization of the issue. In this
chapter, I argue that higher educated natives are more positive towards migration
when the employment gap increases, mainly because they seem to react to increasing
employment among natives. The employment of natives is an important aspect in the size
of the employment gap, and seemingly, an important factor for higher skilled natives in
assessing the desirability of more or less immigration in their country. Lower educated
natives respond more strongly to the average cultural values differences between natives
and migrants. When cultural values differences between natives and migrants increase,
the anti-immigrant sentiment among lower educated natives also increases.
These two main conclusions support the notion that lower and higher educated natives
have different priorities when it comes to immigrant integration. Higher educated
natives seem to be more concerned about economic consequences of immigration and
integration, whereas lower educated natives seem more concerned about their national
identity, culture and traditions. In the immigration debates that are currently unfolding
across Europe, this forms a wedge between lower educated, more nationalistic natives
and more cosmopolitan, higher educated natives and adds a new perspective to the
question of whether anti-immigrant sentiment is driven by economic interest or by
the politics of culture and identity. According to some scholars, the different average
position of lower and higher educated natives has been used as evidence that economic
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interest explains anti-immigrant sentiment (O’Rourke and Sinnott 2006; Mayda 2006;
Scheve and Slaughter 2001). Later studies have argued that differences in immigration
attitudes between lower and higher educated natives is mostly explained through stances
on cultural aspects of immigration (Capozza and Brown 2000; Connor 1994; Ivarsflaten
2005; Kinder and Kam 2010; Tajfel and Turner 1979). This study argues that lower and
higher educated natives perceive the immigration from different angles and that both
economic and cultural explanations are relevant, but to different groups, in explaining
the relationship between immigrant integration and the education gap of anti-immigrant
sentiment.
Despite my efforts to compose quality measures and statistical models, this chapter does
not come without its limitations. An important limitation is the possible endogenous
relationship between the gap in cultural values and immigration attitudes. It cannot be
ruled out that in contexts where there is a bigger gap in cultural values between natives
and migrants, natives’ cultural values that are very different from the migrants’ are the
same values that underlie their positive immigration attitudes. However, in these contexts
there is still a decreased support for immigration among the lower educated natives. Other
cultural differences (language adaptation, percentage of migrants that is Muslim) are also
in line with the results for cultural values. Another limitation is that despite the control
variable which measures whether the respondent lives in an urban or a rural area, it is
not possible to know the diversity of the respondents’ neighborhood. It would be very
interesting to know how this relates to the effect of integration on someone’s immigration
attitude (Schneider 2008, 54).
This is not the only question this chapter leaves unsolved and it should therefore be
viewed as an early attempt to bring the integration issue into the realm of anti-immigrant
sentiment and education gap studies. Notwithstanding the limitations, the empirical
analyses show that immigrant integration, or the lack thereof, is relevant for understanding
the education gap of anti-immigrant sentiment. As this chapter shows, integration is a
multi-faceted concept and different aspects of it play out differently for lower and higher
educated natives’ immigration opinion. Future research should focus on theorizing and
empirically testing more fine-grained measures of cultural values differences between
natives and migrants and explore the determinants of successful immigrant absorption,
both relating to the composition of migrant groups, their characteristics in terms of
country of origin, and integration related policies.
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Chapter Three:

THE MEDIA
ENVIRONMENT AND
ANTI-IMMIGRANT
SENTIMENT
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Abstract
Recent studies show that news media reporting on immigration can affect public opinion
towards immigrants under certain circumstances and in certain contexts. But is increasing
reporting on immigration in the media environment only related to people’s perception
of problem importance or can it also sway actual immigration attitudes? And if attention
to immigration in the media can increase anti-immigrant sentiment, what immigration
frames contribute the most to this relationship? Using automated quantitative content
analysis of mainstream newspapers in ten European countries between 2002 and 2015 and
seven waves of the ESS, this chapter analyzes the relationship between media reporting
on immigration and three of its associative frames: welfare, Islam and terrorism, and
anti-immigration attitudes of natives. The empirical analyses do not support the notion
that increasing media attention in and of itself affects public opinion, but if immigration
is linked to Islam or terrorism in the media environment it does increase anti-immigrant
sentiment. These effects are stronger for people who are lower educated.
Introduction
Europe is experiencing a backlash in attitudes towards immigration. Increasing support
for more restrictive entry policies and electoral support for anti-immigrant political
parties show that many European natives hold increasingly negative views on immigration
(Meuleman et al. 2009; Rustenbach 2010). The rise in terms of size and influence of
anti-immigrant parties in a number of EU countries, the politics of the refugee crisis
and Brexit show that nativist resentment can increase existing societal differences and
have implications for policy changes down the line. Tied up in these politics are mass
media reporting and its effects on the immigration debate. The role of the media in
the academic debate has become increasingly prominent. Research in this area shows
that media portrayals of migration have an impact on how such nativism evolves and
influences political debate (Haynes et al. 2016). News media are an important vehicle by
which immigration is discussed and viewed (Van Klingeren et al. 2015). Media reporting
might be extensive or cursory and the content of such reporting can entail a number of
different frames related to immigration. These could be scattered among many issues
or a particular news frame could be dominating the media landscape (Roggeband and
Vliegenthart 2007). This raises important and perplexing questions about how media
coverage influences immigration politics.
Recent studies on the role of the media in shaping anti-immigrant sentiment and
support for anti-immigrant political parties provide only partial answers to these
questions (See Eberl et al. 2018 for a helpful literature review). Hajo Boomgaarden and
Rens Vliegenthart (2007) found that media attention to immigration spurred support
for anti-immigrant parties in the Netherlands and that more and negative immigration
news appeared to negatively affect immigration attitudes in Germany (Boomgaarden
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and Vliegenthart 2009; Czymara and Dochow 2018). Studies on Spanish (Igartua and
Cheng 2009; Schlueter and Davidov 2013), Swiss (Schemer 2012), Belgian (Walgrave and
De Swert 2004), British (McLaren et al. 2018) and Danish polities (Van Klingeren et al.
2015) have yielded similar results. Articles in this literature study, for instance, the effects
of media attention on respondents’ perceived issue importance (ibid.) or support for antiimmigrant parties (Walgrave and De Swert 2004). Juan-José Igartua and Lifen Cheng
(2009) and Lauren McLaren et al. (2018) measure the effect of sub-issues, or frames, in
the immigration debate. Studies that measure media effects on actual anti-immigrant
attitudes in a regression analysis (Schlueter and Davidov 2013) and studies that include
more than one country (Van Klingeren et al. 2015) are scarce due to data limitations.
In addition to the effects of media attention and framing on immigration attitudes, there
are still unanswered questions related to how far the current theories and findings can
be taken, both in terms of the level of aggregation and in terms of theoretical stretch: Are
there differences between different framings of immigration? And are there differences
in how lower and higher educated natives perceive or react to this media environment?
From these studies and theories, hypotheses emerge about the relationship between the
size of the immigration issue in the media environment and anti-immigrant sentiment,
developed on country and small-N country comparison level. Can these hypotheses be
tested at the European level? Although European countries have different immigration
histories and different immigrant communities, the Europeanization of immigration
politics, the terrorist threat, and the increasing support for and assertiveness of antiimmigrant parties may cause a similar dynamic of the relationship between news media
and immigration opinions across European countries.
In this chapter, I take a closer look at the relationship between the immigration issue, three
associative frames in the media environment and anti-immigrant sentiment in 10 European
countries between 2002 and 2015, based on an automatic quantitative content analysis and
ESS data (Round 1-7). It is known that news media play an important role when it comes to
informing citizens about societal issues. Increased attention to immigration by news media
increases the salience of the issue on the public agenda. Given the context of migration
in the debate these days, can increasing attention to the immigration issue in the media
environment stimulate anti-immigration attitudes across Europe? Central to the analyses
is the comparison between three important frames in the immigration debate that may
contribute to anti-immigrant sentiment. These immigration frames in media reporting
resemble important immigration related debates in many European countries (Lahav and
Courtemanche 2012; Van der Linden and Jacobs 2017), namely concerns about the welfare
state, loss of native identity to Islam, and terror attacks. Finally, I consider the possibility
that the size of these effects is dependent on citizens’ education level.
The results show that general media reporting on immigration itself across nine European
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countries over 13 years does not have a statistically significant effect on immigration
attitudes, but increasing attention to two of the immigration frames in the media
environment, Islam and terrorism, does seem to be related to anti-immigrant sentiment.
The empirical patterns are in line with Lauren McLaren and Mark Johnson’s (2007)
findings and suggest that anti-immigrant attitudes are better explained by immaterial
anxieties than by concerns about personal resources. The effects are stronger for lower
educated citizens than for higher educated citizens. Media stories in which immigration
is linked to Islam and terrorism are literally and figuratively speaking bad news for
support for the reception of immigrant populations in Europe.
Media attention to immigration
The press plays a crucial role in society by informing the public about issues they care
about. News media are an important source of information for people about issues such
as the economy and immigration, because people do not always experience societal
developments first-hand (Demers et al. 1989). If they do not happen to be living in a
neighborhood which just has undergone diversification, people do not know that
immigration in the country is increasing. The power of news media to influence the
public’s thinking has been at the center of many studies in communication science.
Recently, media effect studies have shown that news media not only have a direct effect
on their viewers or readers, but the information environment also has collective effects
on public opinion in general (Boomgaarden and Vliegenthart 2009; Jerit et al. 2006).
Journalistic customs and culture, the use of content from big news agencies, and followups on ongoing stories lead to a large overlap between the issues different media outlets
cover (Shoemaker and Reese 2014). In this intermedia agenda setting, newspapers are still
seen as leading, influencing television news more strongly than vice versa (Vliegenthart
and Walgrave 2008). Through all kinds of news channels, social media or interactions
with other people, the public knows about the top stories in the information environment
(Peter 2004; Schmitt-Beck 2003). Through these channels, shifts in the attention to issues
and their framing in the news environment can cause broad shifts in public opinion.
One of the ways in which news media can affect public opinion is through agenda setting.
Agenda setting refers to the transfer of salient issues from the media agenda to the public
agenda. According to the agenda setting theory, the more salient an issue becomes in the
news, the more important that issue becomes to the public (Cohen 1963, 13; Iyengar and
Kinder 1987; McCombs and Shaw 1972). Issues with a lot of traction in the news become
more accessible in the memory of the people. In the case of the immigration issue, some
studies take the effect of issue salience a step further and hypothesize that media attention
to immigration not only increases the importance of that issue to the public, but can
also affect people’s opinion on an issue (Boomgaarden and Vliegenthart 2009; Czymara
and Dochow 2018; McLaren et al. 2018; Van Klingeren et al. 2015). A limitation of these
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studies is that it is ambiguous whether the MIP question, or the measure of concern about
immigration, which these studies use as their dependent variable, is measuring issue
importance or concern or to what extent the issues are actually seen as a problem (Miller
2007; Wlezien 2005). The question remains if these dependent variables actually measure
issue positions on migration.
There are two theories for why in case of immigration, media attention does not only
increase issue importance, but also increases anti-immigrant sentiment. The first argues that
news reports on immigration inherently emphasize in-group and out-group differences,
which increases anti-immigration attitudes (Boomgaarden and Vliegenthart 2009, 518).
The second states that constant negative depiction of immigrant groups, for instance by
linking them to violence and crime, causes the public to be negatively primed in such a way
that citizens become more anti-immigration if immigration is more in the news (Dunaway
et al. 2010, 361-362). To assess if either one of these theories could be correct and to verify
whether it is possible to draw conclusions about anti-immigration attitudes from agendasetting research, it is important to measure the effects of media attention on immigration
attitudes. This leads to the first hypothesis of this chapter:
H3: Increased attention to immigration in the media environment has a positive effect on
anti-immigrant attitudes.
Associative frames: welfare, Islam and terrorism
To communicate clear-cut news and conform to the space restrictions of newspapers,
journalists are required to package, or frame, their messages, to highlight certain issues
and ignore others. This has implications for the way the public perceives the issue (Nelson
et al. 1997; Scheufele 1999) and even for their voting behavior (Caliendo and McIlwain
2006; Iyengar et al. 1984). Framing has been defined and operationalized in many ways,
depending mainly on theoretical considerations, but also on methodological and data
limitations (Matthes 2009 provides a helpful overview of the utilization of framing).
I follow Wouter van Atteveldt et al.’s (2005) notion of associative frames, where issues
are given meaning by the relative strength of the association to other issues, actors,
and attributes in the media (Ruigrok and Van Atteveldt 2007; Schultz et al. 2012). This
relates to the first part of Robert Entman’s (1993, 5) famous framing definition. Entman
(ibid.) uses the term “problem definition” for the first instance in which media frames
are created. William Gamson and Andre Modigliani (1987, 376) see frames as “a central
organizing idea or story line that provides meaning to an unfolding strip of events,
weaving a connection among them. The frame suggests what the controversy is about,
the essence of the issue….”
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An issue can be defined by linking the issue to another problem society is dealing with.
This associative pattern gives meaning to the issue. For instance, the issue of traffic jams
can be described (among others) in terms of mobility, economy, or environmental threat.
Choosing one associative pattern over another is important for the way the public defines
the problem. The most (recently) used problem definitions are easiest accessible when
asked about the subject matter and can steer opinion on the problem in a certain direction.
Vincent Price and David Tewksbury (1997, 184) explain this mechanism elegantly:
Behind issue framing is the notion that, by formulating public choices in different
terms, media messages can put people in mind of very different considerations
when they think about public issues and decide their opinions. (…) media messages
can help determine what knowledge is activated and, once activated, presumably
used when people are called on to make politically relevant judgments.
This mechanism can play out in acute ways when a person reads about how immigration is
a threat to a certain other issue and changes his/her opinion slightly (Iyengar 1991; Nelson
et al. 1997), but could also work in more subtle ways over longer stretches of time, moving
public opinion slightly more to the anti-immigrant spectrum. For instance, Martin Gilens
(1995, 1996) shows how in the US the politics of the welfare state over longer periods of
time have become racialized by continuously presenting black people as “the undeserving
poor” in the media, which not only feeds racial stereotypes, but also erodes welfare state
support.
One of the most prominent debates in explaining anti-immigrant sentiment is the question
as to whether this sentiment is economically or culturally motivated. In the late 1999s
and early 2000s the popular reason for why mainly lower educated natives are against
immigration was that they are in economic competition. If immigrants take jobs that
natives could have done or are perceived as a burden on the welfare state, lower educated
natives are materialistically motivated in their anti-immigrant sentiment (Mayda 2006;
O’Rourke and Sinnott 2006; Scheve and Slaughter 2001). This theory has been challenged
in more recent years. Jens Hainmueller is one of its major critics. In studies together
with Michael Hiscox (2007) and Daniel Hopkins (2014), he claims that anti-immigrant
sentiment is not predominantly driven by personal economic motivation, but rather by
sociotropic and cultural concerns.
Negative externalities of immigration apparent in the media debate across European
countries can be divided in different ways and relate to different concerns of natives.
Besides economic concerns over immigration, the debate focusses on cultural aspects of
immigration and even on security issues (Lundgren 2014, 37-42). It is therefore relevant to
study immigration frames related to those broader debates in the media environment to
56

determine if and to what extent they are related to immigration attitudes. The first frame
concerns welfare and tries to reflect the negative economic externality debate related to
immigration (Boomgaarden and Vliegenthart 2007, 409; Citrin et al. 1997). It is assumed
that natives are afraid immigrants will pose a burden on the welfare state (Citrin et al.
1997). There is no consensus on whether this is actually the case, but it is an important
reason for people to oppose immigration. Media reporting on immigration in economic
terms could potentially stir up personal economic anxieties or more general concerns
about the sustainability of the welfare state, leading to anti-immigrant sentiment. I
therefore hypothesize:
H4: Increased attention to the immigration-welfare frame in the media environment has a
positive effect on anti-immigrant attitudes.
The second frame covers the presence of Muslim communities in Christian dominated
countries and tries to relate this to nationalist anguish over cultural dilution (Sniderman
and Hagedoorn 2007). Natives’ worries relate to newcomers bringing their own traditions,
religion, and customs and changing society with their different behavior and language.
An increase in the importance of immigration in the media with an emphasis on cultural
or religious differences could function as a reminder of the fear of loss of the natives’
culture and thus increase anti-immigrant feelings (Domke et al. 1999; Espenshade and
Calhoun 1993; Sniderman and Hagedoorn 2007). The countries that form the sample of
this chapter are all predominantly Christian and in many of them there have been debates
on the integration of Muslims in their communities. Issues such as headscarves worn in
public schools or by government officials and the building of new mosques with minarets
have led to controversies in European societies, making Islam the center of the debate
about national identity (Betz and Meret 2009). Accentuating cultural differences between
the in-group and the out-group in media reporting can increase worries of cultural
dilution and spur anti-immigrant sentiment. Lauren McLaren and Mark Johnson (2007)
found that on a personal level, fears about the loss of identity by a perceived increase of
Islam in the United Kingdom is a strong predictor of anti-immigrant sentiment in that
country. H5 therefore states:
H5: Increased attention to the immigration-Islam frame in the media environment has a
positive effect on anti-immigrant attitudes.
The third frame is terrorism and reflects security worries possibly related to immigration
in the media environment. (Brader et al. 2008; Das et al. 2009; Esses et al. 2002). The fear
of bringing terrorism into the country through immigration has become an argument
for a more restrictive border policy, especially after 9/11. The bombers from the 2005
London terrorist attack were mostly British citizens, but born to Pakistan immigrants.
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The killer of Dutch filmmaker Theo van Gogh, Mohammed Bouyeri, was an Amsterdamborn second-generation Moroccan immigrant. The two main suspects from the Charlie
Hebdo shooting in Paris in 2015 were second-generation Algerian immigrants. The
Madrid bombings are presumed to have been carried out by al-Qaida with connections
to European terrorist cells, but there is no clearly established immigrant link. As these
examples show, the distinction between migrant terrorists and terrorist attacks committed
by citizens (with or without migrant backgrounds) is an important one to make, however,
this distinction becomes blurred in the debate about terrorism, in the media and/or in
people’s minds. Several experiments have shown that news stimulating personal physical
fears has the strongest effect and can invoke prejudice against out-groups and increase
anti-immigrant attitudes (Das et al. 2009; Greenberg et al. 1990; Igartua and Cheng
2009). I hypothesize:
H6: Increased attention to the immigration-terrorism frame in the media environment has
a positive effect on anti-immigrant attitudes.
There is no reason to expect that the effects of the three different frames are evenly strong.
In fact, Gallya Lahav and Marie Courtemanche (2012) have conducted an experiment in
which they compared the reactions of their respondents to the different frames and found
that the article with the security cue had the strongest positive effect on anti-immigration
opinion. They showed that this hierarchy is likely due to the universal nature of public
security. Whereas some people believe the country is culturally enriched by immigration
or may profit economically from immigration caused by labor mobility, if immigration
is related to public safety, even people who are pro-immigration change their opinion on
the issue to a more negative stance. A similar experiment by Meta van der Linden and
Laura Jacobs (2017) showed that both the security and the cultural frame had a stronger
effect on perceived intergroup threat than the economic frame.
Education level
So far, the focus of this study has been on average relationships between attention to and
framing of immigration in the media environment and anti-immigrant sentiment, not
taking into account that this relationship might play out differently for certain groups of
people. One of the strongest predictors of anti-immigrant sentiment is education level.
Christian Schemer (2012) found in his experiment that well-informed people are harder
to influence by media messages about immigration. On average, lower educated natives
are more anti-immigration than higher educated natives (Dustmann and Preston 2007;
Scheve and Slaughter 2001; Sides and Citrin 2007). There are good reasons to expect
that the effects of changes in the media environment have a more negative impact on
people with a low education level compared to people with a high education level. In an
economic sense, lower educated natives are in more direct competition with immigrants
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compared to higher educated natives over jobs and over social benefits (Citrin et al. 1997;
Finseraas et al. 2016). When it comes to the immaterial side of migration, it is known that
higher educated natives are generally more cosmopolitan than lower educated natives
and may be less negatively triggered when the media debate about immigration, welfare,
Islam and terrorism increases than their lower educated counterparts (Igarashi and Saito
2014; Sniderman and Hagedoorn 2007). This leads to the final hypothesis of this chapter:
H7: The positive effect of increased attention to and framing of immigration in the media
environment on anti-immigrant attitudes is stronger for natives with a low education level
compared to natives with a high education level.
Data and Method
Ten European countries form the sample: Austria, Denmark, France, Germany, Ireland,
Italy, the Netherlands, Spain, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom. Unfortunately,
the LexisNexis media archive does not provide complete data of all the newspapers in
all the countries of interest over the research period. The countries were selected based
on data availability, but the sample reflects variation in terms of geographical location
(the British Isles, Western European, Scandinavian, Southern European), immigration
history and patterns, and the presence of anti-immigrant parties. The sample consists
only of net-immigration countries. Given the Europeanization of immigration policy
and the increasing support for anti-immigrant parties in most European countries, it
is important to study whether there are patterns in the media and public debate that are
similar across the different, but merging contexts. Even for countries that are not part
of the Schengen area, such as Ireland and the United Kingdom, European policies are
relevant to their entry, because some migrants entering from Southern Europe try to make
their way through France to the United Kingdom. Although not all European countries
are included, the sample is currently the most extensive available for immigration-related
news.
The data used for this chapter is a combination of seven waves of the ESS between
2002 and 2015 (Round 1-7), original measures of media attention to and framing of
immigration, and country level data on unemployment (World Bank 2015), GDP, and
the percentage of foreign-born population (both OECD 2015a, 2015b). Although the ESS
waves are published bi-annually, based on the interview date of individual responses it
is possible to match the ESS data with the newspaper measures of a particular country
on a monthly basis. The data is not a true panel, but aggregated repeated cross-sectional.
The unit of analysis is individuals within a country/month. Anti-immigrant attitudes are
measured on an individual level by scaling three questions that measure the respondents’
opinion on immigration on a 0-10-point scale: “Would you say it is generally bad or good
for [country]’s economy that people come to live here from other countries?,” “Would you
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say [country]’s cultural life is generally undermined or enriched by people coming to live
here from other countries?,” and “Is [country] made a worse or a better place to live by
people coming to live here from other countries?”8 (alpha = 0.85) (ESS Round 1-7). The
questions are consistently phrased in all countries and waves of the ESS and get to the
most general sense of attitudes towards immigrants by the public.9
For the media measures I collected all newspaper articles available in the LexisNexis
archive of one leading mainstream newspaper per country containing synonyms and
related terms to immigration.10 For each country I tried to sample the newspaper with the
largest circulation. The following titles form the sample: Die Presse (Austria), Le Monde
(France), Die Welt (Germany), The Irish Times (Ireland), La Stampa (Italy), De Volkskrant
(Netherlands), El Pais (Spain), Tages-Anzeiger (Switzerland), and The Guardian (United
Kingdom).11 If there was more than one option I chose a mainstream liberal newspaper
over a mainstream conservative newspaper or a tabloid.12 I have a few reasons for this.
Research on the Dutch case shows that different outlets largely follow the same framing
trends (Roggeband and Vliegenthart 2007). The differences between the frames are in
line with the presumed political leaning of the newspaper (ibid., 543). Stephanie Fryberg
et al. (2012) compared the framing of immigration in US newspapers and found that the
liberal and conservative outlets cover the issue in surprisingly similar ways. By a margin,
conservative newspapers made more use of the ‘immigrants are a threat’ frame (ibid.,
106). Lauren McLaren et al. (2018) point out that conservative or right-wing titles tend to
be more negative about immigration and negative news tends to have stronger effects on
public opinion than positive news. For this study, I am interested in a proxy for the size
of the immigration issue and framing in the media environment, not in the tone of the
reporting. Finally, mainstream liberal newspapers contain relatively more political news
than tabloids, which often focus more on sports and entertainment. Mainstream liberal
newspapers provide a sense better of the serious political and societal debates, relative to
other news. The newspaper articles were uploaded to the Amsterdam Content Analysis
Toolkit (AMCAT) for automatic content analysis (Van Atteveldt, 2008).

8

“Don’t know” is coded as missing.

9

I included the specific question on immigration that matches the frame as robustness check.
Before the analysis, duplicate articles, a known problem of working with LexisNexis data, have been removed using

10

automated deduplication.
11

For Switzerland, the first 16 months of the research period media data is unavailable; for Austria the first 28 months are

missing from the database.
12

Die Welt is considered a conservative newspaper rather than a liberal newspaper. Die Welt, however, was the only available

major German newspaper.
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The framing measures are the number of articles containing a word from the welfare,
Islam, or terrorism frame within a 15-word proximity to a synonym for immigration
or immigrants.13 An overview of the search terms is provided in Table 3.1. The 15-word
proximity should ensure immigration is not just mentioned in the same article as its
frame, but actually related to it in the same sentence or paragraph. Setting the distance
between words too short (< 5) risks leaving out too many relevant articles, whilst a too large
words distance (> 50) would sample too many irrelevant newspaper articles. After several
sampling rounds and validity checks, 15 words appeared to be the optimal distance.
The search terms were intentionally kept basic to keep the measure comparable and
translatable across countries and contexts and to avoid false negatives in the sample. For
instance, terms related to the origin country of migrants are excluded, because words like
“foreigners”, “Poles” or “Turks” do not always relate to immigrants and should therefore
be excluded. Articles that mention foreigners or people with a different nationality in the
context of immigration usually also use words specific to migrants, according to my data
check. Not including these words reduces the number of false positives in the data. I have
no reason to believe that any relevant articles I might have missed because of this would
cause a bias in the data. The different frames and immigration often fall nicely within the
same sentence or paragraph and my validity check shows that of a random sample of 100
articles that mention the immigration-welfare problem in Western countries, between
79 and 89 articles are relevant, depending on how articles are counted. For Islam, the
accuracy is between 83 and 97 and for terrorism it is between 71 and 82. To make sure
the Islam frame is separate from the terrorism frame and to avoid conceptual overlap, the
articles containing synonyms for Islam are only counted for the Islam frame if they do
not contain synonyms for terrorism.

13

See Appendix 3.1 for search strings in other languages.
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Table 3.1: Overview of the search terms (English)
Concept

Search string

Immigration

immigr* OR migrat* OR migrant* OR refuge* OR alien OR “asylum
seeker*”

Welfare frame

“(welfare OR benefits OR beneficia- OR “social policy” OR “social spend-”
OR “social provision-” OR “social program-” OR “social security” OR “social
insurance”) AND (<immigration search string>)”~15 NOT ageing

Islam frame

“(islam* OR muslim* OR mosque OR headscarf OR hijab OR burka OR
niqab OR sharia) AND (<immigration search string>)”~15 NOT (terror* OR
radical* OR jihad* OR extremis*)

Terrorism frame

“(terror* OR radical* OR jihad* OR extremis*) AND (<immigration search
string>)”~15

Newspaper articles are counted if they contain one or more of the frames.14 The number
of articles per month per newspaper containing the frame is divided by the total number
of articles in that month per newspaper, to measure the relative importance of the frame
in relation to the total news supply. My expectation is that the effect of a news peak does
not suddenly disappear after a month, but fades over a couple of months (Lundgren 2014).
The baseline models contain a weighted moving average, counting the same month of
the interview double, one month prior to the interview as one, and two months prior
divided by two, building on previous aggregate media effect studies (Boomgaarden and
Vliegenthart 2009, 535; Dearing and Rogers 1996, 68). Robustness tests include weighted
moving average of half a year and without moving average measures.
The attention to and framing of immigration in the media environment is expected to, at
least partly, reflect actual developments in society. Increasing immigration, unemployment,
or terrorist attacks can motivate journalists to write stories on the negative externalities
of immigration and the public to think more negatively about immigration (Finseraas et
al. 2016; Van Hauwaert and English 2018). Apart from merely following societal trends,
news media have their own dynamic (Jacobs et al. 2018), for instance, concentrating on
certain moral panics or media hypes (Vasterman 2005). To control for relevant real-world
developments I use immigration size as the yearly percentage of foreign-born population
lagged by one year, unemployment lagged by one year, and a dummy for whether or not
14

Articles are not weighted by the number of times a frame appears in the article, the place of the frame in the article, article

length, or the place of the article in the newspaper, because this information was not consistent across countries and time.
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the country experienced a terrorist attack in the previous year in the models.15 On the
individual level, I control for respondents’ personal characteristics, such as age, gender,
education, personal welfare state dependence, and political left or right leaning. I also
hold ‘news attentiveness’ constant, measured by how often the respondent watches the
news, to focus on the media environment’s effect instead of the possible omitted variable
of people being more or less interested in the news altogether.
The statistical models used in the analyses are all multilevel random intercept models,
with robust standard errors and the country and ESS wave as the grouping variables.
With a few countries missing from some waves of the ESS and other countries having
the surveys of an ESS wave spread over two or more months, the number of countries/
months of the baseline models is 55. The country/months contain an average of 1,463
respondents, 80,477 in total.
Findings and interpretation
The development of the different frames over time shows separate but similar patterns
(see Figure 3.1). There is a peak of attention to all the frames in 2002 and a clear peak
of the Islam frame in 2010, after which all the frames drop around 2011. From 2012 the
attention to all frames increases to their highest spike in 2015. This can be explained by
the European refugee crisis, which in five of the nine countries received the most media
attention in 2015. The overlap in the trend between the three frames is partly due to the
fact that they are part of the general immigration issue and newspaper articles often show
different sides of a story. The immigration and the three frames show varied correlations
with each other. The strongest correlation is between general immigration news and
the terrorism frame (r = 0.67) and the weakest between the welfare frame and the Islam
frame (r = 0.32). Between countries there are also some interesting differences in the
focus of the immigration debate. In six of the ten countries, Austria, Denmark, France,
Germany, Italy, and Spain, the terrorism frame is dominant. In the United Kingdom,
Ireland, and Switzerland the welfare frame is on average the most pervasive and Islam is
only dominant in the Netherlands.

15

The terrorist attacks that are included are: train bombings Madrid (March 2004), Theo van Gogh murder Amsterdam

(November 2004), London metro/bus bombings (July 2005), and Charlie Hebdo attack Paris (January 2005).
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Figure 3.1: Average monthly number of newspaper articles per frame per year

The average immigration opinion of the respondents across the sampled countries
and years is 4.7, meaning that on a 0-10-point scale, people are on average near neutral
towards immigration over all the countries and ESS waves. As Figure 3.2 shows, between
2003 and 2013 in Austria, France, and Switzerland, citizens became increasingly negative
about immigration. In Denmark, Germany, the Netherlands, and Spain, people were less
negative about the issue in 2013 than in 2003. Although in the other countries there does
not seem to be a great difference between the two time points, there is variation on the
dependent variable, albeit marginal.
Figure 3.2: Average anti-immigrant sentiment per country in 2003 and 2013

Source: ESS round 1, 2, 6, 7
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The regression models for the effects of attention to and framing of immigration in
the media environment on immigration attitudes are presented in Table 3.2. The first
model shows the effect of mere media attention; model 2 to model 4 show the effects
of attention to the specific welfare, Islam, and terrorism frames. Model 1 displays no
statistical support for the claim that increasing attention to immigration in the news
has an effect on immigration attitudes. The regression coefficient is negative, but very
small and insignificant. I do not find support for H3, the positive effects of media salience
on anti-immigrant sentiment found by Hajo Boomgaarden and Rens Vliegenthart
(2009) and Lauren McLaren et al. (2018), or the negative effects found by Johanna
Dunaway et al. (2010), on a European level between 2002 and 2015. Besides a contextspecific explanation, there is a difference in operationalization. The mentioned studies
operationalized immigration attitudes by the MIP question. By focusing on the problem
part of the question, they justified the proxy for anti-immigrant sentiment. This may be
a problematic measure. Some respondents may focus on the words “most important”,
which emphasizes agenda setting rather than changing opinions about an issue, rather
than focusing on “problem” (Miller 2007, 693). I find no support for extending the agendasetting theory to also influence actual public opinion in the immigration debate.
Table 3.2: Regression direct effects of media attention to and framing of immigration
on anti-immigrant attitude
DV: Anti-immigrant attitude		 (1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Attention to immigration

.02
(.03)
.01

-.02
(.03)
-.02

-.02
(.03)
-.02

-0.05
(0.04)
-.03

B .01
Std. error (.03)
Beta .01

Welfare frame
			
-.14			
.03
			(.29)			(.24)
			-.01			-.00
Islam frame
				
.71**		
.66**
				(.25)		(.24)
				.02		.02
Terrorism frame
					
.70†
.64†
					(.37)
(.37)
					.03
.03
Education level
		 -.29***
-.29***
-.29***
-.29***
-.29***
		
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
		
-.19
-.19
-.19
-.19
-.19
Subjective income
		 -.23***
-.23***
-.23***
-.23***
-.23***
		
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
		
-.09
-.09
-.09
-.09
-.09
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Social benefits recipient		
.01
		
(.05)
		
.00
Unemployed		
.07
		
(.05)
		
.01

.01
(.05)
.00
.07
(.05)
.01

.01
(.05)
.00
.07
(.05)
.01

.01
(.05)
.00
.07
(.05)
.01

.01
(.05)
.00
.07
(.05)
.01

Social class		-.09***
		
(.01)
		
-.11
Age		
.01***
		
(.00)
		
.06
Religiousness		
-.05***
		
(.00)
		
-.07
Rural		
.19***
		
(.02)
		
.05
Female		
.21***
		
(.02)
		
.05
News attentiveness		-.06***
		
(.01)
		
-.04
Left-right scale		
.18***
		
(.01)
		
.17
Key event the past year		.36***
		
(.07)
		
.03
Country’s unemployment		
-.00
		
(.01)
		
.04
Percentage foreign born		
-.02**
		
(.01)
		
.1
Constant		6.05***
		
(.22)

-.09***
(.01)
-.11
.01***
(.00)
.06
-.05***
(.00)
-.07
.19***
(.02)
.05
.21***
(.02)
.05
-.06***
(.01)
-.04
.18***
(.01)
.17
.36***
(.07)
.03
-.00
(.01)
.04
-.02**
(.01)
.1
6.03***
(.23)

-.09***
(.01)
-.11
.01***
(.00)
.06
-.05***
(.00)
-.07
.19***
(.02)
.05
.21***
(.02)
.05
-.06***
(.01)
-.04
.17***
(.01)
.17
.35***
(.07)
.03
-.00
(.01)
.04
-.02**
(.01)
.1
6.08***
(.22)

-.09***
(.01)
-.11
.01***
(.00)
.06
-.05***
(.00)
-.07
.19***
(.02)
.05
.21***
(.02)
.05
-.06***
(.01)
-.04
.18***
(.01)
.17
.33***
(.07)
.02
-.00
(.01)
.04
-.02**
(.01)
.11
6.08***
(.22)

-.09***
(.01)
-.11
.01***
(.00)
.06
-.05***
(.00)
-.07
.19***
(.02)
.05
.21***
(.02)
.05
-.06***
(.01)
-.04
.17***
(.01)
.17
.32***
(.07)
.02
-.00
(.01)
.04
-.02**
(.01)
.1
6.11***
(.23)

Total N (Observations)		
80,477
Group N (Number of groups)		
55
Log lik.
		 -.00
Chi-squared
		 3177.03.

80,477
55
-.00
317.31.

80,477
55
-.00
3902.865

80,477
55
-.00
332.802

80,477
55
-.00
3997.469

Note: † p < .1, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

The results of the welfare frame are also statistically insignificant, but, surprisingly, the
regression coefficient is negative. The expectation was that because of the (perceived)
negative economic consequences of immigration, associating the welfare state with
migration in the news would incite negative feelings about immigration, but I find no
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evidence supporting this claim. This null result of H4 is even more surprising, because
although the welfare frame is less important in the news than the terrorism frame, it
is still a common theme in immigration-related news and even the dominant frame
between 2012 and 2014 (see Figure 3.1). Also, the economic component of immigration
receives a great deal of scholarly attention (Huber and Espenshade 1997; Martin 2000).
In contrast to the results of general attention to immigration or the welfare frame, the
Islam frame does show a statistically significant (p < .01) effect on immigration attitudes,
supporting H5. The coefficient is positive, thus if the relative attention to immigration
related to Islam in the news environment increases, this is expected to increase antiimmigrant attitudes. Attention to the terrorism frame in the media environment also
shows a positive effect on immigration attitudes, with a similar regression coefficient, but
a noticeably higher p-value, only statistically significant at the .1 level (H6). In the light
of the null results for salience and the welfare frame, this means that citizens seem more
worried about the cultural and security (i.e. immaterial) consequences of immigration
than about immigration in general or its economic externalities. Thus, the specific frame
that is related to immigration in the news environment seems to be relevant for the
effect of media attention to immigration on citizens’ immigration opinion and Islam or
terrorism are the frames that incite anti-immigrant sentiment most strongly.
Establishing and showing the effect sizes to numbers of articles in this study is a delicate
exercise. The effect sizes of the relative media attention to and framing of immigration
not easily translatable to a number of newspaper articles. The media measures in this
study are seen as a proxy for the information environment and the percentages of articles
containing an immigration-related frame are relative media attention scores on a monthly
basis. However, based on the standardized coefficients and compared to some of the
control variables, it seems that the effect of this proxy of Islam and terrorism frames in the
information environment is quite small. Across the full range of the amount of attention
to Islam frames, anti-immigrant sentiment increases with .39 on the 0-10 scale, the model
predicts, as displayed by the marginal effects plot in panel A of Figure 3.3. For terrorism
frames this is .94, panel B shows. As both figures show, the data is skewed, with relatively
low media attention scores most of the time and a few outliers that represent news peaks
or hypes, which do not happen very often. The predicted effect of one standard deviation
below and above the average of Islam frame is only .09 and for terrorism frame .13, which
comes closer to the regular news waves. For some time, media effects studies have been
cautious about not overstating the influence of news media on public opinion after the
hypodermic needle models of the 1920s and 1930s (Scheufele and Tewksbury 2007, 10). I
would reiterate the existence, but marginal power of news environment effects on public
opinion and add that differences in effects and effect sizes can be found depending on the
framing.
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Figure 3.3: Marginal effects of Islam and terrorism frames on anti-immigrant attitude
A

B

The individual level control variables support the findings of previous research (Brenner
and Fertig 2006; Mayda 2006, 513). Throughout the models, they support the notion that
respondents who are higher educated, who have a higher income or social class, and/or
who are more religious are more positive about immigration. Respondents who are more
dependent on social benefits, unemployed, older, live in a rural environment, are female,
and/or politically right-wing leaning have a more negative opinion on immigration. Of
the real-world developments, whether the country experienced a terrorist attack in the
past year is a factor in explaining anti-immigrant attitudes. The percentage of immigrants
living in a country also has a positive effect on anti-immigration attitudes, implying that
more immigration leads to less positive views on immigration. National unemployment
also has a statistically significant positive effect on anti-immigrant sentiment. The
most eye-catching result of the control variables is the effect of news attentiveness on
immigration attitudes. The effects are consistently negative and significant, which means
that people who follow the news tend to hold more positive opinions about immigration,
even though the two significant framing measures seem to increase anti-immigrant
sentiment. A possible explanation is that people who follow the news more closely grasp
more of the nuances of the immigration debate than people who follow the news less. More
information could lead to more sympathy towards migrants: what Hajo Boomgaarden
and Rens Vliegenthart call the “extended contact hypothesis” (2009, 535). Although news
attentiveness as a control variable shows a statistically significant result, the effects of the
frames are not conditional on how much respondents follow the news. Models interacting
the media measures with the news attentiveness variable show no significant effect (see
Appendix 3.2).
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To assess whether the effects of the media environment play out differently depending
on respondents’ education level, I analyze interaction models. The analyses of interaction
effects in a regression table do not show whether it is the theoretical independent
variable or the interaction term that drives the result. To show at what education level
the media frames play a role and at what level of media framing education plays a role,
both specifications (i.e. media measures as IV and education level as IV) are relevant for
the interpretation, as reported in Figure 3.4, panel A-D (see Appendix 3.3 for regression
tables). The results of the interactions between mere media attention to immigration
and education on the one hand and both the welfare and the Islam frame and education
on the other on immigration attitudes are not statistically significant. Although the
interaction results for the Islam frame and education level on anti-immigrant attitudes
are not statistically significant, this is mainly due to the variance in the bottom and the
top categories of education level; Education level groups 2-4 are significant (see panel
A). The coefficients are positive, which indicate that lower educated natives respond
stronger to a news environment in which Islam is more often linked to immigration than
do their higher educated counterparts. The results of the terrorism frame interaction
with education are statistically significant at the .05 level in the direction that the effects
are stronger for the lower educated natives compared to for higher educated natives (see
panel B). The point estimate plots of both the Islam and the terrorism frames interacted
with education level show that the slopes of the groups for lower educated people (score
1) are steeper than the ones for higher educated people (score 5), supporting H7 for
the terrorism frame and partly for the Islam frame (panels C and D). Higher educated
natives, who are relatively less anti-immigration in the first place also seem to be (slightly)
less affected by increasing attention to Islam or terrorism related immigration news. This
could potentially lead to the polarization of opinion.
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Figure 3.4: Marginal effects of interaction between education level and Islam and
terrorism frame on anti-immigrant attitude
A

B

C

D

Robustness
In composing the measurements of the variables and the statistical models, I have made
a number of choices that may potentially influence the results, based on what I consider
more suitable for answering the research questions and testing the hypotheses. To explain
some of these divisions and assess their impact on the results, I include Table 3.3, with seven
different iterations of my main results containing different specifications of the variables or
the statistical model. In specification A, I used fixed effects models instead of the random
intercept models of the baseline. The results are slightly weaker, both in terms of the
strength of the coefficients and the significance, but they largely hold. For the second test, I
replaced the mainstream liberal newspaper with the highest circulation for a conservative
newspaper where available. For France I was able to include Le Figaro, for the Netherlands
De Telegraaf, and for the United Kingdom The Daily Mail. The results do not pass this
robustness test. This is probably caused by the fact that these conservative newspapers and
tabloids report less on political issues such as immigration and more on entertainment
and sports. This affects the variance of the variable and probably the outcome of the
regressions. For specification C I did not use the constructed anti-immigrant sentiment
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variable as the dependent variable, but instead only the one survey question that comes
closest to a particular immigration frame. In case of the Islam frame, I used the coding
question on whether immigration culturally enriches or threatens the country and in case
of the terrorism frame, I used the coding question of whether immigration is good or bad
for the country in general. The results are very similar to the baseline results and in case of
the Islam frame, they are even stronger.
One of the difficulties of using statistical models to support claims of causal inference
about how news media reporting affects citizens’ attitudes concerns the problem of
reversed causality. News media are expected not only to report the news out there, but also
to give a voice to their readers’ views. Especially when the media measures are proxies for
the larger media environment, the picture becomes blurrier than in case of a laboratory
experiment. This cannot be entirely be avoided and some caution is needed when
interpreting the results. The preferred way of controlling for reversed causality, adding
a lagged dependent variable, is not feasible because of the individual level dependent
variable, which is not a true panel. To check for a possible reversed relationship, I measured
the same models without the weighted moving average (see specification D) and a lead of
one month of media attention to immigration and the frames (see specification E). In this
way, the respondents’ views on immigration are compared with the news a month after
the survey is conducted, instead of before. All the reversed models came out statistically
insignificant, which supports the notion that the media environment is affecting public
opinion more than the other way around. The results of the weighted moving average are
stronger than only the one-month lag. The specifications in which effects of the media
environment are modeled in such a way that the effect is the strongest in the same month,
before it slowly fades show the strongest results.
The models under F consider the absolute number of articles, instead of the relative
attention to the different immigration frames. The coefficients become very small, because
of the different scale, but the significance of the direct effects remain. The interaction
results do disappear. In general, it is preferred to take the relative attention in the media
environment, because issues can be overshadowed by others, even though the absolute
attention in the debate remains the same or increases. Finally, specification G uses the
ESS design and population weights. The models are sensitive for the implementation of
weights. It is unclear if weighting is helpful in multilevel regression models, or whether
it is actually causing bias or worse estimations. Although it shows the fragility of the
models, the non-weighted models are preferred.
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Table 3.3: Robustness tests
DV: Anti-immigrant attitude

(a)

(b)

(c)

A: Fixed effects				
Islam frame
.87*		
1.35
(.34)		
(.88)
Terrorism frame		
.72*		
		
(.30)		
Education level
-.28***
-.28***
-.28***
(.01)
(.01)
(.02)
Islam frame X Education level			
-.14
			
(.23)
Terrorism frame X Education level				
				
B: Conservative newspapers				
Islam frame
.55		
1.65**
(.34)		
(.63)
Terrorism frame		
.58		
		
(.37)		
Education level
-.29***
-.28***
-.27***
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Islam frame X Education level			
-.31*
			
(.15)
Terrorism frame X Education level				
				
C: Specific DVs				
Islam frame
.84***		
1.85*
(.20)		
(.92)
Terrorism frame		
.64†		
		
(.37)		
Education level
-.31***
-.26***
-.29***
(.01)
(.01)
(.02)
Islam frame X Education level			
-.30
			
(.25)
Terrorism frame X Education level				
				
D: No wma				
Islam frame
.34*		
.67
(.16)		
(.63)
Terrorism frame		
.24†		
		
(.15)		
Education level
-.29***
-.29***
-.28***
(.01)
(.01)
(.02)
Islam frame X Education level			
-.10
			
(.17)
Terrorism frame X Education level				
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(d)

1.34**
(.50)
-.27***
(.01)
-.18†
(.10)

.26
(.58)
-.29***
(.02)
.10
(.16)

1.44**
(.52)
-.23***
(.02)
-.24*
(.11)

.88***
(.26)
-.27***
(.01)
-.19**
(.06)

E: Leads				
Islam frame
-.22		
.37
(.18)		
(.61)
Terrorism frame		
-.15		
.41
		
(.16)		
(.40)
Education level
-.29***
-.29***
-.28***
-.27***
(.01)
(.01)
(.02)
(.01)
Islam frame X Education level			
-.17
			
(.15)
Terrorism frame X Education level				
-.17
				
(.10)
F: Absolute no. articles				
Islam frame
.01**		
.01
(.00)		
(.01)
Terrorism frame		
.01*		
		
(.00)		
Education level
-.29***
-.29***
-.28***
(.01)
(.01)
(.02)
Islam frame X Education level			
-.00
			
(.00)
Terrorism frame X Education level				
				

.02†
(.01)
-.28***
(.01)
-.00
(.00)

G: Weights				
Islam frame
-.02		
1.12†
(.24)		
(.62)
Terrorism frame		
-.13		
.28
		
(.22)		
(.50)
Education level
-.31***
-.31***
-.29***
-.30***
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
Islam frame X Education level			
-.32*
			
(.16)
Terrorism frame X Education level				
-.13
				
(0.12)
Note: All robustness tests are performed using the same models as the baseline with only the relevant and
mentioned difference. For efficiency reasons, only the relevant variables are shown. The full regression tables
of the robustness tests are available upon request.
† p < .1, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001

In sum, the robustness test shows that the direct effects of emphasis on the Islam
and terrorism frames in the news environment are pretty robust for different ways of
modeling and measuring key variables. This is less the case for the interaction effects.
This means one should be even more cautions in interpreting the differences in effects
of the media environment for people with different education levels. Further research is
needed to determine if people with a different education level process information about
immigration differently.
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Conclusions
This study aimed to clarify the role of the media environment in the anti-immigrant
backlash in Europe in recent years, by empirically testing the ways in which attention to
immigration and the framing of immigration in the media environment affect attitudes
towards immigration of natives. This media environment is an important part of the
absorption of immigration in host societies with the ability to alter the perceptions of
immigrants and increasing or dampening the problematization of the issue. Contrary
to earlier research using the MIP question as dependent variable, the empirical analyses
do not support the notion that mere attention to immigration in the media environment
affects public opinion towards immigration, but increased attention to the Islam and
terrorism frame can invoke nativist resentment towards immigrants. This is mainly the
case for lower educated citizens, although this interaction result is not entirely conclusive.
These findings confirm similar trends across Europe, where previous research has
focused mainly on country case studies or two-country comparisons and did not always
distinguish separate frames relevant in the debate. Although the strength of this research
is the broad scope of the data, the European trends would be validated more strongly
if the analyses included one or more countries and more news outlets, both in terms of
political leaning and type of media (e.g., television news). Unfortunately, data availability
limitations rendered this impossible. Studying more countries and, in particular, more
news outlets within countries, would constitute major contributions to future research.
News media can create an information climate in which cultural and security related
immigration debates become more present, compared to other news issues, which
increases anti-immigrant sentiment, probably more among lower educated than higher
educated natives. These findings are in line with recent studies that emphasize the
importance of cultural and physical threat related frames in explaining anti-immigrant
sentiment (Lahav and Courtemanche 2012; Lundgren 2014). In their experiment, Enny
Das et al. (2009) found that news about terrorism can be powerful by reminding readers
of their own mortality. Media reports that stoke up negative emotions such as anxiety
and fear have the strongest impact on the way the public processes the news (Miller
2016). Although not very powerful, this can be a cue which increases prejudice against
out-groups. This research confirms this effect on an aggregate societal level and across
European countries.
The implications of associating immigration and fear-inducing issues in the media
environment is best illustrated by German chancellor Angela Merkel’s struggle with a
humanitarian, pro-immigrant policy during the recent refugee crisis. This policy has never
enjoyed wide support among the German public. In the months after the announcement
of the open-door policy towards Syrian refugees, Merkel’s approval ratings (Infratest
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dimap poll) dropped (Ehni 2015). The same months in which Merkel’s approval ratings
dropped were months when refugees were – sometimes rightly, sometimes wrongly –
linked to high-profile crimes or terrorism in the media, for instance the mass robbing,
threatening, and sexual harassment during New Year’s Eve in Cologne (in 2015-2016), the
July 2016 attack on a train, a mass shooting in Munich, a machete attack in Reutlingen,
and a suicide bomb in Ansbach, al in 2016 (Connolly 2016). Even in months when Merkel’s
approval ratings increased, approval of her handling of the refugee crisis remained low,
because this issue was still “the most present in the media and public debate,” according
to the public broadcaster ARD (Ehni 2016).
Future research should focus on the role of fear in the media when it comes to the issue of
immigration. How and under what circumstances does the debate on immigration turn
into an issue of security? It is also important to study the consequences of these effects
down the line, for instance on voting behavior, discrimination in society, or immigration
policy restrictiveness.
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Chapter Four:
THE UNEVEN
EFFECTS OF LABOR
MARKET POLICIES
ON NATIVES AND
MIGRANTS16

16

This chapter is based on an article co-authored by

Brian Burgoon. The article is funded by and part of the
ENGLIGHTEN project (http://enlightenproject.eu/).
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Abstract
Welfare policy has the potential to stimulate immigration absorption, for instance by
combatting the overrepresentation of immigrants in unemployment. This is an important
challenge for European countries. Governments implement passive labor market policies
(such as unemployment benefits) and active labor market policies (such as training
programs) to reduce general unemployment. Thus far it is unclear whether these two
policy instruments reduce or increase the employment gap between immigrants and
natives. This study combines data from the European LFS and data on passive and active
labor market policy spending in 29 European countries between 1998 and 2015 to measure
whether these policy instruments have a positive or negative effect on the employment of
immigrants compared to natives. The findings imply that unemployment benefits work
better for the employment of natives and immigrants from European countries than for
immigrants from third countries. Active labor market policies are not as bad for natives
and immigrants from European countries as they are for immigrants from third countries.
Additional explorative analyses suggest that the integration of migrant groups is a potential
remedy for this policy effectiveness gap.
Introduction
The integration of immigrants and the widening unemployment gap between immigrants
and natives is an important debate in social science, politics and society. In many countries,
immigrants are more likely to be unemployed than natives and take up relatively more UBs
and other non-contributory social benefits (Hansen and Lofstrom 2009, 943; OECD 2008).
A substantial unemployment gap hinders immigration absorption in more than one way,
because unemployment is related to a wide variety of other social problems related to, for
instance, general wellbeing, health and crime (Caliendo and Schmidl 2016). The relative
socio-economic differences between the in-group and the out-group may have consequences
for the way societal groups interact with each other. An Increase of immigrant poverty or
crime as a consequence of disproportionate unemployment could further strengthen antiimmigrant sentiment and the marginalization of migrants.
Figure 4.1 shows the trend line of the average percentage of employment in European
countries per group. The black line with the squares is used for natives, the blue line with
the circles for migrants from EU countries, the orange line with the Xs for non-EU migrants
who gained citizenship of the host country, and the green line with the triangles for non-EU
migrants who have not gained citizenship. The figure shows a modest upward employment
trend for natives after two moments of downturn after 2002 and 2008. The trend of EU
migrants is very similar and even shows a higher percentage of employment than natives since
17

I use the term ‘third-country migrant’ instead of ‘third-country national’ because I distinguish the groups based on the

country of birth rather than nationality.
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2003. The two groups of third-country migrants (TCMs) (citizens vs. non-citizens) show an
interesting dynamic.17 Up until the financial crisis and the Euro crisis, the employment gap
between non-citizen TCMs and the other categories was decreasing. However, the crisis
hit this group the hardest and this group’s employment never really recovered, whereas the
other groups show growth after 2010 and 2014.
Figure 4.1: Percentage employed per group per year

Source: LFS 2018

Welfare state policies are intended to reduce inequalities in society. Following this principle,
the welfare state can be viewed as a tool for stimulating immigration absorption. Welfare
state policies could, however, turn out to actually hinder immigration absorption if they
are more effective for natives than for migrants. In this chapter, I focus on the relative
employment of immigrants in European societies, as an important aspect of immigration
absorption, and the policy interventions governments use to combat unemployment:
LMPs. Among the most important and most frequently attempted of these interventions
are UBs, the passive provision of income assistance to unemployed, and ALMPs, the use
of training and relocation services to the unemployed. Although UBs and ALMPs are
not specifically designed to close the employment gap between natives and immigrants,
these provisions are preeminent tools to cushion the pain of and facilitate the adjustment
out of underemployment. Systematic research into the effects of UBs and ALMPs on the
employment of immigrants compared to natives is scarce. Literature on the effectiveness
of UBs in general suggests that UBs can be both helpful and harmful in combatting
unemployment (Jackman et al. 1996). Although the intention of UBs is to provide
financial relief for the recently unemployed to bridge the time required to find a new job,
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if they are provided for too long, they provide a counter-incentive for the recipient to find
a job and they can actually have a negative effect on employment (ibid.).
Research into the effects of ALMPs on the employment gap between natives and
migrants is more common. Most of the relevant policy evaluation research focusses
on Scandinavian countries and a few on Germany; the rest of the European countries
is usually left out of the analysis. This literature suggests that the effectiveness of the
program for migrants differs per type of program. Subsidized employment seems to be
most successful in getting migrants out of unemployment (Clausen et al. 2009; Heinesen
et al. 2013; Kluve et al. 2002). Training programs show mixed results. Jochen Kluve et
al. (2002) are mildly optimistic about well-targeted training programs, Jens Clausen et
al. (2009) find null results and research from Germany suggests training programs can
even be counterproductive (Aldashev et al. 2010). Direct job creation programs seem to
be ineffective (Clausen et al. 2009; Kluve et al. 2002). Studies that take into account the
effects of a certain program on migrant groups do not always compare this to the effect
it has on natives (except for example Aldashev et al. 2010), which is why the effects of
UBs and ALMPs on the employment gap are still unclear. In addition, the vast majority
of these studies are evaluations of particular government programs; they focus on the
effects of those programs on their participants in their specific country. This makes it
difficult to say whether the recent combined government efforts are a net gain or a net
loss (see Butschek and Walter 2014; Kluve et al. 2002; Nekby 2008; Rinne 2012 for helpful
summaries of the literature). What is still lacking in this literature is a study that looks
at the overall outcomes of these policies for the employment gap; a more general and
comparative approach is needed.
It is important to know whether interventions such as UBs and ALMPs work, not just
in general, but for whom specifically. However, whether LMPs have a different effect on
natives and immigrant groups remains understudied. For anyone interested in promoting
the socio-economic integration of immigrant groups, these policy interventions can
be a major source of hope for or concern about the promotion of social cohesion in an
age of migration. It is therefore important to understand the effects of two of the most
prominent anti-unemployment policies on the employment gap between migrants and
natives. Immigrants form a vulnerable group when it comes to unemployment. They are
associated with different kinds of disadvantages, such as language deficits, low skill levels
and higher poverty rates. Both migrants’ unemployment and their disproportionate
take-up of welfare benefits are major parts of the discussion about opening or closing the
borders in Europe (Boeri 2010; Finseraas 2008).
The aim of this study is to analyze the differences of the net effects of UBs and ALMPs on
employment for natives, EU immigrants and both naturalized and non-naturalized TCMs
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between 1998 and 2015. To gauge such relationships, I combine data on employment per
subgroup from the LFS (2018) with data on UBs and ALMPs spending from Eurostat
(2018a; 2018b) and assess if the effect of government spending on UBs and ALMPs on
respondents’ employment situation is conditional upon the origin or immigration
status of the respondent. Unavoidably, some important nuances are lost when studying
aggregated effects of broad programs over several countries and almost two decades. On
the other hand, a focus on the macro implications of aggregate policy measures should
clarify whether this particular part of European welfare states is and has been fostering
labor market integration or has (intentionally or not) been a discriminatory force. The
macro focus should also clarify whether or not theories about labor market integration
hold at a cross-national level (Teune and Przeworski 1970).
The most important pattern to emerge from the analysis is that UBs work better for the
employment chances of natives and EU migrants than for those of TCMs, both those who
have gained citizenship and those who are not (yet) full citizens. The effects for ALMPs on
the employment chances of natives and EU migrants are neutral, while they are negative
for both groups of TCMs. Although the effects of UBs and ALMPs are smaller for non-EU
migrants who obtained citizenship than for those who are not citizens, they still have a
more negative effect on the employment chances of naturalized non-EU migrants, who
ought to have the same rights as native-born citizens. After establishing the moderating
effect of origin on the relationship between UBs and ALMPs on employment, I further
explore three possible ways to dampen the hypothesized policy effectiveness gap of UBs
and ALMPs, limited access to welfare programs, discrimination or anti-immigrant
sentiment, and time spent in the country, as a rough proxy of integration. The theories on
which the hypotheses are based are diverse and some of the indicators are only proxies
of what they aim to measure. This exercise should therefore be viewed as suggestions
to further develop the theories and empirical tools to combat the policy effectiveness
gap. The exploration shows that different measures of access and discrimination or antiimmigrant sentiment have no significant effect on the unemployment gap. Immigrant
integration, measured by time spent in the country, does seem to dampen the negative
effects of LMPs on the employment of migrants compared to natives.
The results highlight a potential challenge for any polities that might care about migrant
integration and the employment gap in particular. The policies in place seem to increase
the gap for key migrant groups and this does not appear to be an artifact of different
access rights to the programs, but more likely because LMPs are not enough to help not
(yet) fully integrated unemployed individuals to work. In my interpretation of the data,
this pattern calls for the development of more specialized policies to integrate TCMs into
the labor market as soon as they become a resident.
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Theory
UBs are designed to give financial relief to people who have recently become unemployed,
by temporarily providing income. Governments provide recently unemployed people
some financial space to recover and find suitable employment without losing too much
income. The amount, duration and conditions differ per country (Nelson 2004). In some
countries they are means tested or conditions incentivizing job search are in place, such
as job application requirements. The main difference between UBs and ALMPs is that
UBs are direct money transfers from the government to the recipient and ALMPs are
aimed at getting the participant back to work by other means. ALMPs can operate in
three ways: 1) incentivize unemployed people to adjust their skills to the current labor
market; 2) incentivize employers to hire; 3) direct job creation. ALMPs can be targeted at
specific groups within society, such as young people, long-term unemployed people, and
people with a disability. Although there is quite some diversity between ALMP measures
and the programs often target specific groups, the aim of ALMPs is always to reduce
unemployment by means of active intervention in the labor market or its applicants, in
contrast to the passive hand-out of money associated with UBs (Hemerijck et al. 2016;
Rovny 2014).
It is still unclear whether these programs help or hamper general unemployment.
Although the intention of UBs is to get unemployed people back to work, lock-in
effects can actually cause the programs to work in the opposite direction (Classen 1977;
Meyer 1990), specifically when UBs are available for longer time periods (Moffitt and
Nicholson 1982). Moreover, unemployment benefits decrease the probability of leaving
unemployment until the week before the unemployment benefits are planned to stop
(Meyer 1990). On the other hand, if UBs are not too generous, short-term, and linked to
other employment incentives, they can have a positive impact on employment (Acemoglu
and Shimer 1999; Jackman et al. 1996). Lock-in effects may also cause ALMPs to increase
rather than decrease unemployment. Participants may be spending their time meeting
the criteria of the (training) program instead of applying for jobs and they might become
more selective (Rønsen and Skarðhamar 2009).
For this study I do not focus on the direct effects of LMPs. Instead, I focus on the effects
of such programs on the employment gap between natives and immigrants. Although
the aim of welfare programs is to decrease inequalities in societies, theoretically there is
more reason to be pessimistic when it comes to whether LMPs are expected to decrease
or increase the employment gap based on people’s origin or migration status. A widening
effect of LMPs on the unemployment gap could mean either that the programs are
helping natives to get back to work and migrants not (as much) or that LMPs are actually
increasing the unemployment of migrants and not (as much) that of natives. LMPs may
amplify the differences between natives and migrants, because they do not address the
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specific problems migrant groups face on the labor market. By not getting to the root of
the problems for migrants, LMPs can even create lock-in incentives which lead to even
more unemployment among this group or become less effective for migrants than they
are for natives. This leads to my first two hypotheses of this chapter:
H8a: UBs has a more positive/less negative effect on the employment chance of natives
than on EU migrants or TCMs (citizens and non-citizens).
And:
H8b: ALMPs has a more positive/less negative effect on the employment chance of natives
than on EU migrants or TCMs (citizens and non-citizens).
The same reasons why there is an employment gap between natives and migrants might
also explain why LMPs work better/less badly for natives than they do for migrants.
Herbert Brücker et al. (2002) provide a number of explanations for why migrants show
higher welfare state dependency, some of which may also be helpful in explaining the
potential negative effects of LMP spending on migrants’ unemployment: self-selection
of disadvantaged migrants into generous welfare states (known as the ‘welfare magnet’
(Borjas 1999)); migrant-specific effects such as language deficit, trauma, or inexperience
navigating the host country’s labor market; discrimination; network effects within
migrant communities; non-portability of entitlements (or reduced legal access to
benefits); and reduced wages lowering employment incentives. In this study, I statistically
explore three possible explanations for the policy effectiveness gap. The first focusses on
the accessibility of UBs and ALMPs for migrants, the second on discrimination and antiimmigrant sentiment in society, and the third on the length of time migrants have been
resident in the host country.
Access
Welfare programs are often conditional on the legal or policy category a person is in, such
as temporary migrant, long-term migrant, or citizen, which in some cases excludes groups
of migrants from social protection (Carmel and Cerami 2011, 6). Research shows that the
effects of welfare programs are conditional on access to them (Corrigan 2014; Eugster
2018; Sainsbury 2006). These studies focus mainly on the effects of welfare regimes on
the income of immigrants and show that welfare policies are most effective in preventing
migrants from falling into poverty when access to these programs is higher. Following
this logic, if UBs and ALMPs are successful in getting people out of unemployment, as
they are intended to do, more exclusionist or chauvinist welfare systems in which natives
have easier access to more generous provisions would increase the employment of natives
more than that of migrants. I therefore hypothesize that:
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H9a: Increased access to benefits for migrants dampens the negative/increases the positive
effects of UBs on the employment of TCMs.
And:
H9b: Increased access to benefits for migrants dampens the negative/increases the positive
effects of ALMPs on the employment of TCMs.
Discrimination
Migrants, especially those who are ethnically different from the native population, face
another disadvantage on the labor market: discrimination. Labor market discrimination is a
well-documented problem in western societies (Bertrand and Mullainathan 2004; Carlsson
and Rooth 2007; Evans and Kelley 1991; Reimers 1983). An anti-immigrant climate in a
country may stimulate labor market discrimination by encouraging employers who feel
resentment towards migrants to act upon their prejudice (Evans and Kelley 1991) or it
can lead to a drainage of participation motivation on the migrants’ side. I expect that in
contexts where discrimination and anti-immigrant sentiment is high, policy tools designed
to increase employment across the board will disproportionately benefit the privileged
group over the non-privileged groups (Kogan 2004). In contexts where this privilege counts
more, I expect the discrepancy of the effectiveness of LMPs between natives and migrants
to be greater. This leads to the following hypotheses:
H10a: Increased levels of discrimination or anti-immigrant sentiment increases the negative/
decreases the positive effects of UBs on the employment of TCMs.
And:
H10b: Increased levels of discrimination or anti-immigrant sentiment increases the negative/
decreases the positive effects of ALMPs on the employment of TCMs.
Integration
The final variable potentially affecting the LMP effectiveness gap concerns disadvantages
on the labor market that are inherently part of being a migrant, such as language deficits,
the non-transferability of skills, difficulties navigating the labor market, or even, in the
case of refugees, physical or psychological trauma (Brücker et al. 2002). These differences
could be amplified by UBs and ALMPs, because where natives are helped by a little push
in the right direction through a hand-out or a training program, immigrants cope with
problems that need to be addressed by other means (Barrett and McCarthy 2008). Some
of these disadvantages decrease over time (Clark and Drinkwater 2008). Gradually,
migrants integrate, learn the language, develop other skills and learn to navigate the new
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labor market. This development shows in research on over-time earnings of migrants
(Chiswick 1978; Chiswick et al. 2005). Newly arrived immigrants initially earn less
than their native counterparts. It takes a number of years to learn the language, build
up networks and learn how to navigate the labor market, after which their relatively
lower income disappears (ibid.). If it is true that LMPs work better for natives than for
immigrants, because they amplify a labor market integration deficit, it can be expected
that UBs and ALMPs have a stronger negative/less positive effect on the employment of
TCMs who have recently moved to the host country than on that of migrants who have
been there longer. This leads to the following two hypotheses:
H11a: UBs have a more positive/less negative effect on the employment of TCMs who have
been in the host country for longer than nine years than they do on the employment of
TCMs who have been in the country for less than four years.
And:
H11b: ALMPs have a more positive/less negative effect on the employment of TCMs who
have been in the host country for longer than nine years than they do on the employment
of TCMs who have been in the country for less than four years.
Methodology
The data used in this study is compiled of data on UB and ALMP spending retrieved from
Eurostat (Eurostat 2018b; 2018c) and data on the (self-reported) employment status of
different societal groups retrieved from the LFS (2018) in 29 European countries between
1998 and 2015. The countries included in the analyses are: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria,
Croatia, Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France, Germany, Greece,
Hungary, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, the Netherlands, Norway,
Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden, and the United Kingdom.
Both the countries and the time period are sampled based on the availability of the
necessary variables for this study. I have no theoretical basis to exclude certain countries
or years from the analysis. In order to study the actual workforce, respondents younger
than 22 and older than 62 are excluded from the analyses. The dataset is slightly different
depending on the variables included in the study but the baseline model includes
34,456,665 respondents over 390 country-years. Central to the analyses is the division
of the respondents into the categories natives, immigrants from EU countries, TCMs
who have gained citizenship, and TCMs who are not citizens of the host country. This
division is based on where the respondent was born, included as a question in the LFS. For
Germany, the data on country of birth was not available, so in this case I use nationality
as the variable.
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The dependent variable is the employment status of the respondent, coded as 0 =
unemployed, 1 = employed. This variable is composed of the answer to the question
asking about the labor status of the respondent during the reference week: employed,
unemployed, inactive, or compulsory military service. The last two categories are treated
as missing values. Inaccuracies violating the reliability of the coding could occur with
respondents in less obvious employment situations (e.g. zero-hour contracts, voluntary
work). The data of the LFS does not provide tools to account for this problem, so some
caution concerning the dependent variable should be taken.
The data on UBs and ALMPs, the two main independent variables, is retrieved from
Eurostat. The indicator for UBs used in the baseline analyses is the out-of-work income
maintenance and support measure at 2010 constant prices in million euro, divided by
the number of unemployed people in the same country-year per thousand. Because I
am studying the effects on people’s employment, it is important not to look at spending
from the government side by taking the raw amounts or the amount as a percentage of
GDP, but to divide the raw amount by the number of unemployed people to get closer
to the impact fluctuations actually have on individuals (Hemerijck et al. 2016). The
ALMP measure includes training, employment incentives (including job rotation and
job sharing), supported employment and rehabilitation, direct job creation, and start-up
incentives (categories 2-7 of the Eurostat categorization (Eurostat 2013)), which are the
ALMP programs focusing on increasing employment through activation in different parts
of the labor market (Rovny 2014). Like the UBs indicator, the indicator used for ALMPs
is also divided by the number of unemployed people in the same country-year times a
thousand. Both independent variables are lagged by a year (Eurostat 2018b; 2018c). There
is a large variety of priorities given by countries in Europe to passive and active labor
market policies, as shown in Figure 4.2. This, and the different functioning of active and
passive policies, make it important to keep them separate in the analysis (Rovny 2014).
The general pattern of the country differences shows that the Scandinavian and northern/
western European countries spend over 10,000 euro on UBs per unemployed person per
year, whereas the southern/eastern European countries spend much less on UBs. The
Netherlands and Denmark stand out by spending over 20,000 euro per unemployed
person per year. This is an artifact of both generous UBs and the low unemployment
rates of the two countries. Most countries spend much less on ALMPs than on UBs. The
striking pattern of ALMP spending is that most Scandinavian countries and two Central
European countries (Denmark, Sweden, Norway, Poland, and Hungary) spend even more
on ALMPs than UBs per unemployed person.
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Figure 4.2: Government spending on UBs and ALMPs per unemployed person per
country per year

Note: average 1998-2016
Source: Eurostat 2018b; 2018c

To gauge the different effects of LMPs on societal groups I use regression models with
immigrant group as a moderating variable.18 An important comparison is between the
two groups of non-EU immigrants, because if the policy effectiveness gap closes when
migrants become citizen, this implies that it is likely that the access to the welfare
programs that comes with citizenship or the integration of migrants can give migrants a
better position on the labor market, with a little help from LMPs.

18

I am aware that in interaction analysis there is statistically no way of distinguishing the independent variable and the

moderator. It is a theoretical, and in this case even arbitrary, choice to see UBs and ALMPs as the independent variable
moderated by the respondent’s background instead of the other way around.
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I measure the potential dampening effect of access to welfare on the policy effectiveness
gap by modeling interactions effects of LMPs and data on immigrants’ social rights
provided by the Determinants of International Migration (DEMIG) project (De Haas
2011). The DEMIG project has collected data on immigration policy, both the entry policy
for different categories of migrants and migrants’ social rights. This study uses only the
coded scores on migrants’ “access to social benefits and socio-economic rights” scale. I
aggregated the policies as unit of analysis into country-year measures, based on the year
the policies were implemented.
Unfortunately, there are no coding questions on discrimination or anti-immigrant
sentiment in the LFS and quality measures of discrimination that cover Europe over the
past 20 years are non-existent. The European Social Survey (ESS round 1-8) includes
survey questions on (self-reported) discrimination and anti-immigrant sentiment, which
can be aggregated to country-year measures. This covers the time period between 2002
and 2016. First, I take country-year proportion of the foreign-born population that
answered ‘yes’ to the question “Would you describe yourself as being a member of a
group that is discriminated against in this country?” Second, I take country-year averages
of an anti-immigration attitude scale, based on the following three coding questions:
“Immigration is good/bad for the economy of this country,” “This country’s cultural life
is enriched/undermined by immigration,” and “Immigrants make this country a better/
worse place to live.” The questions form a strong scale (alpha = .85). Just as the other
measures I interact the discrimination and anti-immigrant sentiment measures with
UBs and ALMPs on the employment of immigrants to analyze whether the effects of
ALMPs and UBs are different for TCMs who live in contexts where discrimination or
anti-immigrant sentiment is higher.
To examine if the integration of TMCs is helping to close the policy effectiveness gap, I
take the group of non-naturalized TCMs and see if the (self-reported) amount of years
they have been in the country decreases the negative/increases the positive effects of
LMPs on employment status. To analyze the role of immigrant integration I use the time
spent in the host country by the migrant, as coded in the LFS, and recoded into two
categories: Recently arrived (< 4 years in the country) and long-term migrants (> 9 years).
I interact this group variable with UB and AMLP spending on employment status for a
subsample of TCMs to determine if integration increases the positive or decreases the
negative effects of LMPs on TCMs.
The models include both individual-level and country-level control variables. Controlling
for demographic and socio-economic characteristics is important, because research has
shown that welfare overrepresentation of migrants is to a great extent due to immigrants’
relatively more vulnerable position in terms of age, education, and family composition
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(Castronova et al. 2001). The individual-level control variables include: gender, age,
education, whether the respondent lives in an urban or rural area, whether the respondent
is married, and whether the respondent has children. Another important individual level
control variable is ‘employment status of the respondent last year’. Although the LFS data
is longitudinal, it is not set up as a true panel; the waves contain different respondents.
However, the LFS does contain the respondent’s self-reported employment status over the
last year. By controlling for this variable, the dependent variable becomes a more precise
measure of actual movement from unemployment to employment or vice versa than more
aggregate comparisons would be. This measure of individual change in a certain year
comes closer to a true panel than regular cross-national longitudinal research designs.
The country-level control variables include GDP per capita (Eurostat 2018d), unemployment
as percentage of the workforce (AMECO; OECD 2015c), and number of accepted immigrants
(Eurostat 2018a), all lagged by a year. Immigration is an important control variable. A generous
welfare state possibly attracts more and lower skilled immigrants (Borjas 1999; Brücker et al.
2002; De Giorgi and Pellizzari 2006), although this theory is contested (Giulietti et al. 2011).
For sensible comparison between countries over time, the models that are used are all probit
country and year-fixed effects regression models with standard errors clustered by countryyear.19
Results
To gauge the difference of the effects between natives and different migrant groups I
conducted interaction analyses between UBs and ALMPs and a group variable consisting
of natives, immigrants from EU countries, naturalized TCMs, and non-naturalized TCMs,
presented in Figure 4.3. Panel A compares the effects of UBs on employment between
natives, EU migrants, non-EU migrants (citizens), and non-EU migrants (not citizens).
Panel B compares the effects of ALMPs on employment for the four groups. The full
regression table is included as Appendix 4.3.

19

Unfortunately, the size of the data set in combination with the complicated regression model and computing power did not

allow for testing multilevel models with random components.
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Figure 4.3: Predicted probability of employment status interacted by UBs and ALMPs
and origin
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The analyses of the interaction effects show some interesting differences. The positive effect
of UBs on the employment chances of natives and EU migrants is statistically significantly.
The predicted effect is slightly more positive for natives than for EU migrants, but for
the entire distribution of UBs the confidence intervals overlap. A clearer picture appears
in the analyses of the differences in effects between natives and both groups of TCMs
(citizens and non-citizens of the host country). The effect of UBs on the employment of
this group is statistically significant; UBs show a clear positive effect on the employment
of natives compared to both groups of migrants combined (see Appendix 5.3, model 11).
A similar difference, albeit a little bit smaller, can be found for the effects of UBs on the
employment of EU migrants compared to both groups of TCMs. The results support H8a
for the two groups of TCMs compared to natives.
Although the interactions of natives and EU migrants and ALMPs on employment are
statistically significant, even for lower levels of ALMP spending, the marginal effects plot
of Panel B of Figure 4.3 shows mostly flat lines. Therefore, the effects can be considered
non-substantial. The comparison between natives and both groups of TCMs presents a
clearer difference. The slope of natives is constant, even a bit upwards, whereas the effects
of ALMPs on the employment of non-EU migrants are negative. The effects are statistically
significant at the 0.05 level, confirming H8b for TCMs. The model suggests that where there
does not seem to be an effect of ALMPs on the employment of natives or EU migrants,
ALMPs actually decrease the chance to go from unemployment to employment for nonEuropean migrants (both citizens and non-citizens).
The different models show that within the category immigrants the distinction between
EU migrants and TCMs is meaningful. When it comes to the relationship between UBs
and ALMPs and employment, EU migrants are more aligned with natives than with
migrants from non-EU countries. As the descriptive Figure 4.1 has already shown, the
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unemployment rate of EU migrants is much lower than that of migrants from other
countries. In the same vein, the effectiveness of LMPs is higher for EU migrants than
for migrants from other countries. Both the relatively high employment figure and LMP
effectiveness for EU migrants can be explained by the closer cultural proximity of this
group and the fact that EU migrants are mostly labor migrants, where TCMs are more
often family migrants or refugees; groups that face more difficulties on the labor market
of the host country (Bauer et al. 2000; Chiswick and Hurst 2000).
The increase of the employment gap between natives and TCMs (both citizens and noncitizens of the host country together) under different levels of UBs and ALMP is illustrated
in Figure 4.4. Over the full distribution of UBs, the difference in the predicted probability
of becoming employed is over 10%. For ALMP spending this number is close to 20%. This
number only holds for cases where there is about 30,000 euro per unemployed person
available in ALMPs, but even at the 95th percentile mark (about 12,000 euro in ALMPs
per unemployed person per year), the increase of the gap is about 8%.
Figure 4.4: Predicted probability of employment status interacted by UBs and ALMPs,
TCM (both groups) compared to natives
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In order to study which variables contribute to or negate this policy effectiveness gap,
this study considers the side of the government that puts the programs into place, the
employers who choose to hire, and the migrants themselves. To gauge the dampening
or offsetting effect of access to welfare, discrimination and anti-immigrant sentiment,
or time spent in the country, I model interaction effects between LMPs and these four
variables separately on the employment of the most vulnerable group (non-citizen
TCMs) only (Table 4.1). After establishing which of the interaction variables plays a role,
I compare the effect size with the employment effects of LMPs on natives as a benchmark
(Figure 4.5).
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The DEMIG project (De Haas 2011) provides data on, among other things, immigrants’
access to social benefits, which potentially has a dampening effect on the policy
effectiveness gap. The interaction effects models between UBs and ALMPs and migrants’
access to benefits on the employment of TCMs (non-citizens) analyze whether access to
social welfare programs plays a role, but the models are insignificant (see Table 4.1, models
1 and 5). The data provides no indication that TCMs’ employment chances increase
in contexts where there is a high access to benefits for migrants and generous UBs or
ALMPs. Thus, I find no support for H9a/b. The second variable that could moderate the
relationship between LMPs and the employment of non-EU migrants who are not citizen
is discrimination. H10a/b states that in context where there is more discrimination or
anti-immigrant sentiment, UBs and ALMPs would have a less positive or more negative
effect on the employment of TCMs. Country-year averages of self-reported discrimination
by minorities and country-year averages of anti-immigrant sentiment, extracted from
the ESS, form the relevant indicators. As models 2 and 3 (UBs) and 6 and 7 (ALMPs)
show, in this case there is also no statistically significant interaction effect between these
measures of discrimination and anti-immigrant sentiment and UB or ALMP spending
on the employment of non-citizen TCMs.
Table 4.1: Interaction effects between UBs and ALMPs and access to welfare benefits,
discrimination, anti-immigrant sentiment and time spent in the host country on the
employment of TCMs (non-citizens only)
DV: Employed
UB per unemployed

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

-.02
-.00
.02
-.01				
(.01) (.01) (.03) (.01)				
ALMP per unemployed					
-.03*
-.00
-.04 -.04**
					
(.01) (.01) (.04)
(.01)
Access
-.01				-.02†			
(.02)				
(.01)			
UB X Access
-.00							
(.00)
						
ALMP X Access					
.00			
					
(.00)			
Discrimination (self-reported) 		
2.00*				
.86		
		
(.84)				
(.62)		
UB X Discrimination (self-reported)
		
-.13†						
		(.06)						
ALMP X Discrimination (self-reported)
						
-.04		
						
(.08)		
Anti-immigration attitudes
			
.02				
-.09
			
(.06)				
(.08)
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UB X Anti-immigration attitudes
			
-.01					
			
(.01)					
ALMP X Anti-immigration attitudes
							
.01
							
(.01)
Years in the country (3-cat.)
				
.05†				
.09***
				
(.03)				
(.02)
UB X Years in the country (3-cat.)
				
.01***				
				
(.00)				
ALMP X Years in the country (3-cat.)
								
.01**
								
(.00)
Employed previous year
2.47*** 1.98*** 1.96*** 2.32*** 2.47*** 1.98*** 1.96*** 2.33***
(.13) (.04) (.04) (.08) (.13) (.04) (.04) (.08)
Education lev. 1
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
Education lev. 2
.18*** .19*** .19*** .17*** .18*** .19*** .19*** .17***
(.02) (.02) (.01) (.01) (.02) (.02) (.01)
(.01)
Education lev. 3
.44*** .35*** .36*** .40*** .44*** .35*** .35*** .40***
(.04) (.02) (.02) (.03) (.04) (.02) (.02)
(.03)
Age
-.01*** -.00** -.00*** -.01*** -.01*** -.00** -.00*** -.01***
(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
Female
-.40*** -.35*** -.34*** -.36*** -.40*** -.35*** -.34*** -.36***
(.01) (.02) (.02) (.01) (.01) (.02) (.02)
(.01)
Rural
.04** .04*
.04* .03*** .04** .04* .03* .03***
(.01) (.02) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.02) (.01)
(.01)
Married
.03 -.06*** -.06*** .00
.03 -.06*** -.06*** .00
(.04) (.01) (.01) (.02) (.04) (.01) (.01)
(.02)
Child
.23† .42*** .36*** -.17
.10 .39*** .34*** -.04
(.12)
(.10) (.08) (.11) (.10) (.09) (.08) (.06)
GDP % growth

-.01 -.02*** -.01*** -.00
(.01) (.00) (.00) (.00)
Unemployment %
-.00 -.08*** -.06*** -.03***
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
Immigration
.11 -.17*** -.15** .07
(.08) (.05) (.05) (.06)
(fixed effects for countries and years)
Constant
.67
-.57*
-.40 -1.03***
(.43) (.23) (.34) (.20)
Total N (observations)
Group N (number of groups)
Pseudo R2
Log lik.
Chi-squared

-.01 -.01*** -.01*** -.00
(.01) (.00) (.00) (.00)
-.00 -.08*** -.06*** -.03***
(.01) (.01) (.01)
(.01)
.17* -.16** -.15** .09†
(.09) (.05) (.05)
(.06)
.44
(.42)

-.72**
(.24)

-.05
(.40)

-.86***
(.22)

623381 487350 568319 1619256 621840 485368 563433 1607788
114
155
206
390
111
153
202
378
.508
.344
.342 .470 .509
.343
.342
.470
-2.1e+05 -2.2e+05 -2.6e+05-5.8e+05-2.1e+05-2.2e+05-2.5e+05 -5.8e+05
1.5e+04 1.3e+04
.
. 2.0e+04 1.3e+04
.
1.5e+04

Note: † p < .1, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
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The final analysis of what may dampen the negative externalities of LMPs on the
employment of non-EU migrants concerns immigrant time spent in the host country.
This is measured by the number of years a non-EU migrant has been in the host country,
in three categories: less than four years, four to nine years, or over nine years. That is
interacted with UB and ALMP spending. Models 4 and 8 both show statistically significant
results; the negative effects of UBs and ALMPs on the employment of non-citizen TCMs
are being mitigated by length of time lived in the country in those models. For a sense
of the effects size, it is helpful to graphically compare the effects of UBs and ALMPs on
the employment of recently arrived non-citizen TCMs, non-citizen TCMs who are in the
country for over nine years, and natives. These results are displayed in Figure 4.5. The
black line (with squares) represents the chance of finding employment for natives, the red
line (with Xs) represents TCMs who have been in the country for over nine years and the
orange line (with triangles) represents non-EU migrants who have been in the country for
less than four years across levels of UB spending (panel A) and ALMP spending (panel
B). What becomes clear is that the models predict the effect of UBs on the employment
chances to become positive (but insignificant) for TCMs who have resided in the host
country for over nine years, at which point their chances are similar to those of EU
migrants and natives. Panel B presents a dampening of the negative effect of ALMP for
long-term TCMs. The analyses indicate that residing longer in the host country helps
migrants to profit more from UBs and be harmed less by ALMP, presumably because of
the time it takes to develop the skills necessary in the new country, learn the language or
learn how to navigate the labor market. This is in support of H11a and H11b.
Figure 4.5: Predicted probability of employment status interacted by UBs and ALMPs
and years in the country (non-citizen TCMs only) compared to natives
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The data analysis comes with a number of choices in measurement and modeling. To get
a sense of whether different choices would lead to different results, I have repeated the
analyses using different measures and ways of modeling, the most important results of
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which can be found in Table 4.2. Specification A takes UBs and ALMPs together to create
one measure of the total LMP spending per unemployed person in a country-year. This
increases the coefficient of the interactions with the origin of the respondents, compared
to taking UBs and ALMPs separately. Specification B is meant to analyze whether the
UBs and ALMP measures are reliable by using similar variables, but with data collected
by the OECD (2018) instead of Eurostat. Except for the comparison between employment
effects of UBs for natives and EU migrants, the same models are statistically significant in
the same direction as the baseline models using Eurostat figures. The next specification,
C, uses another different measure of UBs and ALMPs, namely UB and ALMP spending
per country-year as a percentage of GDP instead of the amount spent per unemployed
person. The data source here is Eurostat again. For the research question, it is more
accurate to take the amount spent per unemployed person than to take the percentage of
GDP, which is a good way to measure governments’ priority of a program compared to
other programs, but does not take into account the unemployment, which could have an
impact on the amount that is actually going to the people who are receiving those benefits.
Following this logic, the baseline models are preferred. The direct effects of UB spending
on the full sample and the comparison between natives and EU migrants and natives
and TCMs are not statistically significant, except for the comparison natives versus nonEU migrants without host-country citizenship. The ALMP-models corroborate all the
baseline results, meaning the results largely hold.
Table 4.2: Robustness analyses: Direct effects and interaction effects*
		
		

Direct
full

EU TCM (cit) TCM Direct
/Nat /Nat /Nat
full

EU TCM (cit) TCM
/Nat /Nat
/Nat

A: LMPs
LMP
.02*
.02* .02** .02*				
		
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)				
EU migrant		.02						
			(.01)						
LMP X EU		
-.00***						
			(.00)						
TCM (cit)			
-.09***					
				
(.02)					
LMP X TCM (cit)			
-.01***					
				
(.00)					
TCM				
.16*				
					
(.07)				
LMP X TCM				
-.02***				
					
(.00)				
B: OECD UB
.03*** .03*** .03*** .03***				
		
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)				
ALMP					
.02† .02*
.03*
.02†
						
(.01) (.01) (.01)
(.01)
EU migrant		-.04†				 .01		
			(.02)				(.02)		
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Direct
full

EU TCM (cit) TCM Direct
/Nat /Nat /Nat
full

EU TCM (cit) TCM
/Nat /Nat
/Nat

UB X EU		
-.00						
			(.00)						
TCM (cit)			
-.16***				
-.10***
				
(.04)				
(.03)
UB X TCM (cit)			
-.01***					
				
(.00)					
TCM				
.18*				
.14†
					
(.09)				
(.08)
UB X TCM				
-.04***				
					
(.01)				
ALMP X EU						
-.01***		
							
(.00)		
ALMP X TCM (cit)							
-.02***
								
(.00)
ALMP X TCM								
-.05***
									
(.01)
C: % GDP UB
-.04
-.04
-.04
-.05				
		
(.06) (.06) (.06) (.06)				
ALMP					
-.20
-.19
-.18
-.16
						
(.12) (.12)
(.12)
(.12)
EU migrant		-.08***				 .01		
			(.02)				(.02)		
UB X EU		
.03†						
			(.01)						
TCM (cit)			
-.28***				
-.03
				
(.04)				
(.02)
UB X TCM (cit)			
.05†					
				
(.03)					
TCM				
-.06				
.11*
					
(.08)				
(.05)
UB X TCM				
-.13*				
					
(.05)				
ALMP X EU						
-.12***		
							
(.03)		
ALMP X TCM (cit)							
-.31***
								
(.04)
ALMP X TCM								
-.55***
									
(.08)
D: Not ctl.
prev. yr.
UB
-.01*** -.00** -.00* -.00**				
		
(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)				
ALMP					
.00
.00* .01**
.00
						
(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
EU migrant		-.03†				-.03*		
			(.02)				(.02)		
UB X EU		
-.00						
			(.00)						
TCM (cit)			
-.14***				
-.07***
				
(.03)				
(.02)
UB X TCM (cit)			
-.01***					
				
(.00)					
TCM 				
.14***				
.06*
					
(.03)				
(.03)
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Direct
full

EU TCM (cit) TCM
/Nat
/Nat
/Nat

Direct
full

EU TCM (cit)
/Nat
/Nat

TCM
/Nat

UB X TCM 				 -.04***				
					
(.00)				
ALMP X EU						
-.00		
							
(.00)		
ALMP X TCM (cit)							
-.03***
								
(.00)
ALMP X TCM								
-.06***
									
(.00)
E: DV: 		

UB

.00

.01†

.01

.00			

Unemp		
(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)				
ALMP					
-.02*** -.01*** -.02*** -.02***
						
(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
EU migrant		.12***				.12***		
			(.01)				(.01)		
UB X EU		
.00***						
			(.00)						
TCM (cit)			
.25***				
.22***
				
(.02)				
(.01)
UB X TCM (cit)			
.00**					
				
(.00)					
TCM 				
.27***				
.21***
					
(.03)				
(.02)
UB X TCM 				
.01*				
					
(.00)				
ALMP X EU						
.01***		
							
(.00)		
ALMP X TCM (cit)							
.01***
								
(.00)
ALMP X TCM								
.02***
									
(.00)
F: DV:
UB
.10*** .10*** .10*** .10***				
Towork		
(.02) (.02) (.02) (.02)				
ALMP					
.03
.04
.04
.04
						
(.02) (.02) (.02) (.02)
EU migrant		.17***				.17***		
			(.02)				(.03)		
UB X EU		
-.01***						
			(.00)						
TCM (cit)			.01				.03
				
(.03)				
(.02)
UB X TCM (cit)			
-.00*					
				
(.00)					
TCM 				
.34*				
.23†
					
(.15)				
(.13)
UB X TCM 				
-.03**				
					
(.01)				
ALMP X EU						 -.02***		
							
(.00)		
ALMP X TCM (cit)							
-.01***
								
(.00)
ALMP X TCM								
-.04***
									
(.01)
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Note: † p < .1, * p < .05, ** p < .01, *** p < .001
*Models are carried out using the same control variables and the same modeling as the baseline models. For
the sake of clarity we choose to leave the results of the control variables out of the table. They are available
upon request.

The final three robustness tests (D-F) concern different ways of measuring the main
dependent variable, individual level employment. The models of specification D do not
control for the respondent’s employment situation in the last year. These models show the
opposite direct effect of UBs on the full sample, but the interactions between the groups
show the same patterns as the baselines when it comes to the employment gap between
natives and the different groups of migrants. Specification E takes unemployment of
the respondent, instead of employment, as the dependent variable, which shows reverse
coefficients, meaning that UBs and ALMPs also increase the unemployment gap in this
estimate. The final specification, F, takes a dummy for people who were unemployed
last year but found employment this year as dependent variable and the results are very
similar to the baselines. I also performed an analysis on country level, taking the ratio
of unemployment between natives and immigrants as the dependent variable. Simple
correlations between LMPs and the unemployment ratio are positive (high levels of UBs
and ALMPs correlate with the unemployment gap). Regression models using UBs and
ALMPs as the main independent variable are mostly insignificant, but volatile depending
on the number and type of control variables and use of heteroscedasticity test. This
robustness test does not structurally confirm or refute the preferred individual level
models.
Conclusion
This chapter aimed to shed light on an important topic concerning the welfare state
and the employment integration of immigrant groups. The employment opportunities
of migrants form a crucial aspect of immigration absorption, as working is one of the
key elements of participating in society. This chapter has shown that two common ways
for governments to reduce unemployment – the provision of unemployment income
supplements and extension of training and relocation services to facilitate mobility out
of unemployment – do not serve all societal groups equally. The evidence suggests that
these premier policy interventions to reduce and mitigate the pain of unemployment
may have their intended effects for both natives and EU migrants, but not for non-EU
migrants. A possible reason for the different effects of UBs and ALMPs between EU
migrants and TCMs is the composition of the two groups. EU migration mostly consist
of labor migrants, potentially closer to the language and culture of the host country,
whereas immigrants from outside Europe contain relatively more family migrants and
refugees, two groups that have a higher risk of becoming and staying unemployed than
labor migrants (Bauer et al. 2000; Chiswick and Hurst 2000). Unfortunately, the data sets
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used do not include individual level information on the reason to migrate to statistically
test this explanation. Immigrants from outside the EU do not benefit from UBs and are
actually counteracted in their employment by ALMPs.
The patterns in the (lack of) effectiveness or even negative implications of UBs and
ALMPs for TCMs are sobering reminders of how social policies can have unintended
and unwanted implications and may even create a gap between strong distributional
winners and losers across social groups. Hence, those championing the social rights of
all EU residents must look beyond the provision of basic social rights to the way policies
and particular group experiences interact. The other major finding is that this effect
of differential effectiveness is unlikely to be due to an obvious policy concern such as
limited access to welfare policies or discrimination, but rather to an immigrant’s period
of adjustment to the new labor market. The policy effectiveness gap of both UBs and
ALMPs largely disappears for TCMs who have resided in the country for longer than
nine years. The analyses do not show why this is the case, but it is striking that time spent
in the country is more important than obtaining citizenship. This time is most likely a
period of adjustment, in which migrants learn the language, obtain the right skills or
certifications necessary in the new context, and learn how to navigate the labor market.
Policymakers should focus on this period to stimulate integration into the labor market
rather than integration into welfare programs.
I do not pretend this is the definitive answer to the research question, because, as with
many empirical analyses, with the strength of this research in covering 17 years and 29
countries comes the almost inevitable downside of leaving out some meaningful aspects
of unemployment and policy experience. The most obvious one is the lack of data on
whether or not the respondents receive UBs or are participating in ALMPs. Such data
is simply not available on an individual level for a substantial cross section of countries
and time. This information would give more leverage to the causality of the claims and
a better understanding of whether the relationships between LMPs and the employment
gap is caused by limited access or accessibility of migrants to welfare programs. Another
limitation is the rather broad categorization of immigrants, namely EU migrants and
naturalized and not (yet) naturalized TCMs. More information on region of origin or
the migration reason, such as work related or seeking refuge, would be of great interest.
Research shows that the reason for migrating is a relevant variable when measuring
employment and welfare state outcomes (Hansen and Lofstrom 2009, 943). The limitations
can be viewed as my suggestions for further research in this area.
In the meantime, this research has shown that the policies in place may help some
groups and not others, some immigrant groups and not others. In general terms,
unemployment insurance and ALMPs do more for natives and EU migrants than for
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their non-EU immigrant counterparts. This policy-effectiveness gap, exacerbating an
already problematic employment gap, can have serious consequences for the integration
of immigrants in society on different realms: economically, socially, and even security
related. Identifying this problem is a first step in addressing it and a place to start could
be tailoring effective ALMPs towards migrant groups and fostering immigrants’ labor
market integration and a smooth immigration absorption in general.
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Abstract
Recent studies have argued that the politics of immigration and welfare are interconnected.
Scholars suggest that citizens’ support for welfare redistribution is affected by actual
levels of immigration and by attitudes towards immigrants (e.g., Brady and Finnigan
2014; Burgoon et al. 2012; Crepaz 2008; Soroka et al. 2006). Their research, however,
ignores the potential role of the mass media, plausibly important to how citizens think
about migration, social affairs and their interconnection. This chapter explores this
possible role. It develops the claim that individuals’ support for welfare redistribution
is affected by the extent to which news media frames immigration as a welfare issue.
The chapter argues that the direction of this effect of the welfare-immigration frame in
the news environment on welfare state attitudes strongly depends on individual-level
immigration attitudes. The media stories linking welfare to migration can be expected to
dampen support for social policies among those people holding negative attitudes towards
immigration, but spur support for social policies among those who favor immigration.
These claims find significant support in empirical analyses based on automated content
analysis linked to individual-level survey data and aggregate-level information about
economic circumstances and immigration from 10 European countries between 2002
and 2015. My findings suggest that the public debate in the media on immigration and the
welfare state can have a polarizing effect on public opinion about welfare redistribution.
Introduction
A question that has become increasingly important in the public and political debate in
Europe is whether welfare states can cope with increasing immigration. Many politicians
argue that this is not the case. For instance, during the French presidential election of 2017,
Marine Le Pen ran on a platform giving priority to welfare, housing and employment for
French nationals and suspending all legal immigration to address the “uncontrollable
situation” of immigration into France (Chrisafis 2017). The politics of the welfare state and
immigration are becoming increasingly entangled. Various studies have shown that welfare
state politics, including attitudes towards government redistribution, are influenced by
immigration (e.g., Brady and Finnigan 2014; Burgoon et al. 2012; Crepaz 2008; Soroka et al.
2006). The mechanism starts with high levels of immigration, which makes the immigration
issue more salient and fuels in-group/out-group thinking. This in turn dampens support
for welfare redistribution to the alleged “undeserving poor” (see Eger and Breznau 2017).
Interestingly, however, little is known about how the absorption of immigration is related
to opposition of or support for the welfare state. For instance, the extent to which the public
debate in the media – the place par excellence for citizens to get their immigration- and
welfare-related information – affects welfare attitudes is understudied. This is problematic,
because many citizens process societal trends more through these media debates than
through first-hand experience. I contend that media reporting that frames immigration
as a welfare state issue has an impact on how citizens think about welfare redistribution.
104

In his book Why Americans hate welfare, Martin Gilens describes how white Americans
overestimate the proportion of African Americans dependent on government assistance
and shows that racial stereotypes are an important component of anti-welfare attitudes
(1999). One of the causes, Gilens contends, is that African Americans are disproportionately
associated with stories about poverty in the media. The same mechanism could apply to
welfare politics in Europe. Surprisingly, research into this phenomenon is very scarce.
Recent research shows that media framing and the salience of the immigration issue
are relevant in explaining anti-immigrant sentiment (e.g., Czymara and Dochow 2018;
McLaren et al. 2018). Apart from a survey experiment by Sabina Avdagic and Lee Savage
(2018), there is no study (to my knowledge) that directly connects the media debate on
immigration and welfare to attitudes towards the welfare state, at least not using content
analysis and survey data.
In this chapter, I argue that the extent to which the issue of immigration is tied up with the
issue of welfare in the media environment affects support for welfare redistribution. More
specifically, I theorize that increases in the extent of a welfare state framing of immigration
in the media debate have implications for attitudes towards welfare redistribution, but
that the direction of these implications depends on pre-existing immigration attitudes of
individual citizens. I claim that when welfare and immigration politics are increasingly
linked to each other in the news environment, people holding negative attitudes towards
immigration will express more negative views of welfare redistribution, whereas those in
favor of immigration will become more positive towards redistribution.
Empirical analyses based on a combination of the outcomes of an automated content
analysis, existing individual-level survey data from the ESS, and aggregate-level
information about economic circumstances and immigration from 10 European countries
between 2002 and 2015 yield substantial support for these conditional claims. These
findings are highly relevant for academic and vernacular debates about immigration
and the welfare state. They show that the public debate in the media is of importance
for understanding how immigration links to welfare attitudes. It is not just “objective”
immigration stocks and flows that matter for the extent to which someone supports
welfare redistribution; what is just as important – and maybe even more important – is
the extent to which the issues of welfare and immigration are tied up in the media debate.
These findings also show that different groups of citizens (i.e., those with anti-immigration
attitudes versus those with pro-immigration attitudes) respond differently to the welfare
framing of immigration in the media debate. This implies that the public debate in the
media has a clearly polarizing effect on public opinion about welfare redistribution (see
Baldassarri and Gelman 2008).
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Theory
Most of the debate on how migration relates to welfare state politics focuses on how actual
material patterns of migration, such as rising foreign-born stocks in most OECD countries,
have implications for the beliefs and normative attitudes of citizens and policymakers.
Many of these studies focus on the hypothesis that increasing immigration decreases
individuals’ support for welfare redistribution. Maureen Eger and Nate Breznau (2017), for
instance, build on social identity theory (Tajfel and Turner 1979) and argue that citizens
categorize the world into in-groups and out-groups. Their main claim is that immigration
makes in-group and out-group boundaries salient and thereby has a dampening effect
on support for welfare redistribution, because natives will, under these circumstances,
fear that immigrants depend disproportionally on (non-contributory) welfare benefits.
The results of studies testing this hypothesis are mixed. Some have found a negative
relationship between immigration and attitudes toward redistribution (e.g., Dahlberg et
al. 2012; Eger and Breznau 2017; Eger 2010; Schmidt-Catran and Spies 2016), whereas
other studies reveal this relationship to be weak or non-existent (Brady and Finnigan
2014; Crepaz 2008; Hjerm and Schnabel 2012; Mau and Burkhardt 2009). These mixed
findings might well reflect omission of an important factor, media reporting, that can be
expected to alter individual perceptions about immigration and welfare redistribution.
News media are important as a source of information about developments in society. Most
people experience major societal trends not so much first-hand, but more through secondhand experience as communicated through various media sources. As long as someone
keeps his or her job or does not live next to a refugee or asylum center, the experiences
of economic downturn, unemployment, or spiking immigration are not likely to have a
strong impact on that person’s daily life. Instead, mass media form an essential link between
macro-scale structures and processes and public opinion (Demers et al. 1989; Jacobs et al.
2018). Increasing immigration or unemployment can motivate journalists to cover stories
on negative externalities of immigration and encourage the public to think more negatively
about immigration or the welfare state. Apart from merely following societal trends, news
media have their own dynamic, which becomes clear in the amplification of moral panics
or the transmission of media hypes (Vasterman 2005). For instance, during the European
refugee crisis, media attention to immigration largely followed the same trend as asylum
applications, but the media peak was disproportionately higher than the asylum peak and
persisted after asylum applicant numbers went down (Harteveld et al. 2018).
When it comes to the relationship between in-group/out-group thinking, support for the welfare
state, and immigration, Martin Gilens’ (1999) work is an important exception in that it does take
seriously the role of media debates. Focused on the US context, Gilens found that the number
of media stories about poverty does not simply track the actual poverty rate. He also found that
photos next to articles about poverty in mainstream news magazines disproportionately feature
106

African Americans. Moreover, the pattern of the representation of African Americans featured
in the pictures does not match with the relative number of African Americans living in poverty
compared to whites over time. Gilens (1999) argues that this could be a reason why white
Americans overestimate the relative dependence of black people on government assistance and
may underlie the association between racial stereotypes and opposition to welfare programs
among whites. In this way, out-group stereotyping, reinforced by media reporting, may lead to
increasing welfare chauvinism.
Journalists’ professional customs and culture, including the use of content from big news
agencies and follow-ups on ongoing stories, lead to a large overlap between different
media outlets in the issues they cover (Shoemaker and Reese 2014). Hence, mainstream
news media can be seen as an indication of the subjects in the larger media debate. Shifts
in the news environment can lead to broad shifts in public opinion on salient issues.
Through all kinds of news channels, social media or interactions with other people, the
public knows about the top stories in the information environment (Peter 2004; SchmittBeck 2003). Various studies in communication science focusing on a range of substantive
political and social issues have found strong links between a general (national-level)
media debate on the one hand and aggregate public opinion on the other (Boomgaarden
and Vliegenthart 2009; Harteveld et al. 2018; Jerit et al. 2006).
According to agenda setting theory, the more salient an issue becomes in the news, the
more important that issue becomes to the public (Cohen 1963, 13; Iyengar and Kinder
1987; McCombs and Shaw 1972). Issues with a lot of traction in the news become more
accessible in the memory of citizens. However, simply becoming more aware of immigration
is probably not enough to alter opinions on welfare redistribution. It is more likely that the
issues of welfare and immigration need to be associated with each other in media reporting
itself for people to link them. In other words, reporting on the issue of immigration has
be framed as a welfare issue. There are many ways of conceptualizing framing, but in this
chapter, I follow the theory of associative framing (Schultz et al. 2012; Ruigrok and Van
Atteveldt 2007). In the news, issues form associative patterns and a stronger association
with a certain concept increases the chance that this will be taken into account by people
when they form an opinion about the topic. But this issue association might also have
consequences for the issues, actors, or attributions that are associated with the initial issue.
In this way, if news media associate immigration with the politics of the welfare state, the
public might consider immigration when they are asked about their opinion about welfare
redistribution.
This intuition undergirds my central expectation. I argue that the extent to which the
issues of welfare and immigration are tied up in the media environment alters how people
think about welfare redistribution. Such welfare framing of immigration increases the
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visibility of in-group and out-group boundaries (Blumer 1958; Semyonov et al. 2006),
in particular vis-à-vis welfare redistribution, and triggers the idea that immigrants rely
relatively more often on social benefits than natives do (Boeri 2010; Camarota 2012).
This can be expected to cause citizens to think about immigration when they form their
opinion about welfare spending.
How particular individuals respond to this increased salience of in-group/out-group
boundaries, however, is not entirely clear. On the one hand, the increased pervasiveness
of messages that immigrants rely disproportionately on welfare state support might well
foster feelings that natives (i.e. the in-group) are victims of social policy redistribution
while immigrants (i.e. the out-group) are undeserving winners. This line of reasoning
follows in-group threat theory, according to which the in-group is considered superior
to the out-group and according to which welfare should only be distributed to members
of the in-group (Blalock 1967; Quillian 1995). For citizens susceptible to this way of
thinking, the welfare framing of immigration will likely fuel welfare chauvinism. If the
assumption is that welfare spending disproportionately supports the out-group or the
undeserving poor, welfare-immigration framing in the media debate might well lead to
less support for welfare redistribution.21
On the other hand, not all citizens see immigrants as a threat. Public opinion in Western
societies is increasingly structured along a socio-cultural dimension (e.g., Kriesi et al.
2006; 2008; Van der Brug and Van Spanje 2009) and a relatively large group of citizens
holds cosmopolitan and multiculturalist attitudes. Confronted with the message that
immigrants are disproportionate welfare recipients, these citizens might well conclude
that less well-off immigrants are victims of various processes they themselves are not
responsible for, and, therefore, deserve more state support. If this is the case, I expect a
positive relationship between the welfare-immigration linkage in the media debate and
welfare attitudes. This offsetting set of implications leads to the first two hypotheses (see
the arrows H12a and H12b in Figure 5.1):
H12a: The welfare framing of immigration in media reporting will decrease an individual’s
support for welfare redistribution.
H12b: The welfare framing of immigration in media reporting will increase an individual’s
support for welfare redistribution.
21

Theoretically, one might reason that if individuals believe the in-group or oneself to be the main victim of immigrants

being overrepresented among welfare recipients, they may believe that protection of the in-group through redistribution is
more important than the exclusion of the out-group. This is unlikely, however, to the extent that the welfare-immigration
linkage in media reporting make natives believe that more redistribution will benefit immigrants rather than the own group.
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Finally, it may well be that these offsetting implications, constituting positive and negative
effects, will cancel each other out, yielding no net effect on support for government
redistribution. This constitutes the null hypothesis about the welfare-state implications
of the welfare-immigration association in the media debate. Captured by H12c in Figure
5.1, this hypothesis is:
H12c: The welfare-immigration framing in media reporting will neither decrease nor
increase an individual’s support for welfare redistribution.
Figure 5.1: Conceptual framework of the hypotheses

Given the offsetting and hence uncertain character of the effects of the media debate on
attitudes toward welfare redistribution, I surmise that the contrasting effects are likely
moderated in predictable ways by individual-level characteristics. In particular, I argue
that the extent to which the welfare framing of immigration in media reporting affects
welfare attitudes might well be conditional upon a person’s attitude toward immigration
(see H13 below and summarized graphically in Figure 5.1 above).
Various studies have shown that someone’s immigration attitude has significant implications
for that person’s attitudes toward welfare redistribution (Boeri 2010; Garand et al. 2017;
Gilens 1995; 1996; Finseraas 2008; Kulin et al. 2016). In this study, however, I am not so
much interested in the direct effect of immigration attitudes on welfare support, but in
how immigration attitudes moderate the relationship between the immigration-welfare
media reporting and welfare support. The literature on motivated reasoning teaches that
effects of (media) messages are often dependent on someone’s prior convictions (Kunda
1990; Lahav and Courtemanche 2012; Taber and Lodge 2006). Even if the information is
based on scientific consensus, if a debate is polarized, people tend to process information
conflicting with their viewpoint in such a way that it confirms their prior opinion instead of
challenging the conviction (Hart and Nisbet 2012). Because of both the tendency to discard
information opposing someone’s worldview (disconfirmation bias) and a strengthening of
the prior opinion based on confirming information (confirmation bias), people tend to
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move more to the extreme than to find common ground (Taber and Lodge 2006). Following
to this reasoning, it is possible that news that frames immigration as a welfare state issue is
processed differently based on someone’s prior immigration opinion. Motivated reasoning
in polarized debates tends to increase the existing differences of opinions.
Considering the motivated reasoning theory, I expect that natives with anti-immigration
attitudes will be more likely to fear that welfare redistribution will benefit the out-group
disproportionally when exposed to a media climate in which immigration is framed in
terms of welfare and thus will show decreasing support for government redistribution.
Although I do not study political parties, this can be seen as an argument comparable to
recent work exploring the interaction between immigration attitudes and party discourse
(Schmidt and Spies 2014). In other words, I expect H12a to be confirmed among those
with strong anti-immigration attitudes. On the other hand, I also expect that the welfare
framing of immigration can cause individuals with pro-immigration attitudes to be more
positive about redistribution, because welfare and immigration are more prominent on the
agenda. As a result, they might well feel that both natives and immigrants deserve more
support. Hence, I expect H12b to be confirmed among those with strong pro-immigration
attitudes. This leads to the following two-sided moderation hypothesis, summarized in
Figure 5.1 as H13:
H13: The welfare framing of immigration in media reporting will increase (decrease) an
individual’s support for welfare redistribution to the degree that s/he is supportive (opposing)
of immigration.
Data and methods22
To assess the above hypotheses, I explore how measures of welfare framing of
immigration in the media affect measures of attitudes towards government redistribution
and I investigate the extent to which this relationship is conditional upon individuals’
immigration opinion. This is a challenge, because it requires large and high-quality
samples, both of news media coverage and of well-worded questions on issues of
immigration and redistribution, ideally including significant variation over time and
countries.
My approach is to use seven waves of the ESS (Round 1-7) datasets, which have strong
sampling, extensive coverage, and repeated questions on immigration and welfare. I
combine this with my own automatic content analysis of newspapers and country-level
information provided by the World Bank (2015), the OECD (2015b; 2015c; 2018), and
22
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Eurostat (2015). I include 10 countries in the analyses: Austria, Denmark, France, Germany,
Ireland, Italy, the Netherlands, Spain, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom. These cases
reflect variation in terms of geographical location (the British Isles, Western-European,
Scandinavian, Southern-European), immigration history and patterns, and the existence
of anti-immigrant parties, and were selected based on the availability of data on media
debates. All sampled countries are net-immigration countries. Given the Europeanization
of immigration policy and the increasing support for anti-immigrant parties in most
European countries, it is important to study whether there are patterns in the media and
public debate that are similar across Europe, but even for countries which are not part
of the Schengen area, such as Ireland and the United Kingdom, European policies are
relevant to their entry, because a number of migrants entering from Southern Europe try
to make their way through France to the United Kingdom. The sample is currently the
most extensive available for immigration-related news.
In my baseline estimates, I focus on specifications limited to a subsample of only
native-born respondents. Although the ESS waves are published bi-annually, through
the interview date of individual responses it is possible to match the ESS data with the
newspaper measures of a particular country on a monthly basis. The unit of analysis is
individuals within countries-months. The ESS is not a true panel survey, so the data is
multilevel repeated cross sectional in nature.
Figure 5.2: Articles using the immigration-welfare frame (A) and country mean support
for government redistribution (5-point scale) (B)
A

B			

Source panel B: ESS round 1-7

For my main independent variable, I collected all newspaper articles available in the
LexisNexis archive of one (if possible) leading mainstream newspaper per country
containing synonyms and related terms to immigration, see panel A of Figure 5.2.
The country selection is based on the availability of major mainstream newspapers in
LexisNexis. The following titles form the sample: Die Presse (Austria), Le Monde (France),
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Die Welt (Germany),23 The Irish Times (Ireland), La Stampa (Italy), De Volkskrant (the
Netherlands), El Pais (Spain), Tages-Anzeiger (Switzerland), and The Guardian (United
Kingdom).24 For each country, I tried to sample the mainstream newspaper with the largest
circulation. If there were more than one option, I chose a mainstream liberal newspaper
over a mainstream conservative newspaper or a tabloid. Research on the Dutch case shows
that different outlets largely follow the same agenda (Roggeband and Vliegenthart 2007).
The differences of framing are in line with the presumed political leaning of the newspaper
(ibid., 543). Stephanie Fryberg et al. (2012) compared the framing of immigration in
US newspapers and found that the liberal and conservative newspapers cover the issue
in surprisingly similar ways. By a margin, conservative newspapers made more use of
the ‘immigrants are a threat’ frame (ibid., 106). Lauren McLaren et al. (2018) point out
that conservative or right-wing newspapers tend to be more negative about immigration
and negative news tends to have stronger effects on public opinion than positive news.
Conservative newspapers also show stronger effects (ibid.). However, for this research I am
interested in the welfare framing, or issue linkage, of immigration in the media debate, instead
of the tone of the reporting. Finally, mainstream liberal newspapers contain relatively more
political news than tabloids, which often focus more on sports and entertainment. To get a
sense of the serious political and societal debates, relative to other news, mainstream liberal
newspapers provide a better indication. In a robustness test, I changed liberal newspapers
to conservative ones if available. The newspaper articles were uploaded to the Amsterdam
Content Analysis Toolkit (AMCAT) for automatic content analysis (Van Atteveldt 2008).
I measure the association between immigration and welfare in the news by the number of
articles per month containing a synonym of or related term to welfare within a 15-words
proximity of a synonym of immigration or immigrants. The 15-words proximity should
make sure immigration is not only mentioned in the same article, but actually relates to
terms concerning the welfare state. Setting the distance between words as too short (<
5) risks leaving out too many relevant articles, whilst a too-large word distance (> 50)
would sample too many irrelevant newspaper articles. After several sampling rounds and
a validity checks, 15 words appeared to be the optimal word distance for this study. The
concept of the welfare state and immigration often fall nicely within the same sentence or
paragraph and a validity check shows that of a random sample of 100 articles, between
79 and 89 articles are relevant, depending on how I count articles that mention the
immigration-welfare problem in other Western countries. The welfare and immigration
search terms are intentionally kept short and basic to keep the measure comparable and
23
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translatable across countries and contexts and to avoid false negatives in the sample. For
instance, terms related to the origin country of migrants are excluded, because words like
“foreigners”, “Poles”, or “Turks” do not always relate to immigrants and should therefore
be excluded. Articles that mention these kinds of words in the context of immigration
usually also use words specific to migrants, according to my data check. Including them
would lead to an increase of false positives in the data, whereas leaving them out does not
decrease the number of articles substantially and does not cause bias in the data. A similar
media association measure has been used in combination with other dependent variables
and data sets, showing intuitive results (Harteveld et al. 2018).
Search terms English example:25
Welfare state: Welfare, benefits, beneficia-, social policy, social spend-, social
provision-, social program-, social security, social insurance NOT ageing.
Immigration: Immigr-, migr-, refuge-, illegal alien-, asylum seeker-.
The number of articles per month per newspaper containing the immigration-welfare
frame is divided by the total number of articles in that month per newspaper to measure
the importance of the immigration-welfare frame relative to the total news supply. Before
the analysis I removed duplicate articles, a known problem of working with LexisNexis
data. The articles are not weighted by the number of times a welfare-immigration
association appears in the article, the place of the welfare framing of immigration in the
article, article length, or the place of the article in the newspaper, because this information
was not consistently available across news outlets and time.
My expectation is that the effect of a news peak does not suddenly disappear after a month,
but fades over a couple of months. The baseline models contain a weighted moving average,
counting the month of the interview double, one month prior to the interview as one,
and two months prior divided by two, building on previous aggregate media effect studies
(Boomgaarden and Vliegenthart 2009, 535; Dearing and Rogers 1996, 68). Robustness
tests include measures without weighted moving averages and measures where the media
measures are led, instead of lagged, to explore the possibility of reversed causality.
The (individual-level) dependent variable is support for government redistribution. It is
measured by the following question: “The government should take measures to reduce
differences in income levels.” The answering categories range from “1” (strongly disagree)
to “5” (strongly agree).26 Figure 5.2, panel B, above provides a summary of the sample
25
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country means, smoothed across the seven waves. As can be surmised, support for
welfare redistribution tends to be stronger in settings where such welfare protection and
redistribution is less developed, although there are plenty of outliers (e.g., the United
Kingdom and France). This pattern is a reminder that ex ante social protection efforts
ought to be taken into account as a control variable.
To measure the aggregate-level moderating conditions highlighted in H2, I rely on both
the ESS and aggregate data sources. The moderating variable is a respondent’s support for
immigration. I measure such attitudes by means of a scale consisting of three 11-point
items on immigrants and immigration repeated in all ESS waves. Respondents could
answer the following three questions on a 0-10 scale: (1) “Would you say it is generally
bad or good for [respondent’s country]’s economy that people come to live here from
other countries?” (0 = bad; 10 = good); (2) “Would you say that [country]’s cultural life is
generally undermined or enriched by people coming to live here from other countries?”
(0 = undermined; 10 = enriched); and (3) “Would you say it is generally bad or good for
[country]’s economy that people come to live here from other countries?” (0 = bad; 10 =
good) (Cronbach’s Alpha = 0.85) (ESS rounds 1-7).27
The association between welfare and immigration in the media is expected to at least partly
reflect actual developments in society. To control for relevant real-world developments, I use
the immigration size as the yearly percentage of foreign-born population lagged by one year,
unemployment lagged by one year, and the percentage of GDP spent on social programs.
To ensure I measure the welfare-immigration association instead of a proxy for media
attention to immigration in general, I control for the monthly number of newspaper articles
mentioning immigration (media salience immigration). On the individual level, I control for
respondents’ personal characteristics, such as age, gender, education, income, social class,
personal welfare state dependency, and living in an urban or rural area. I also hold ‘news
attentiveness’ constant, measured by how often the respondent watches the news, to focus on
the media environment’s effect instead of the possible omitted variable of people being more
or less interested in the news altogether.
The hypothesis tests are based on a range of baseline and robustness and sensitivity tests
focused on how the welfare framing of immigration in the media debate shapes support for
redistribution in ways moderated by immigration support. My baseline models consider
all countries and estimate models in which I include all the above individual and key
aggregated variables. Because the inclusion of macro-level variables violates assumptions
of the standard OLS, logit or probit models (Gelman and Hill 2006), I estimate multilevel
27
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random intercept, ordered logit models, wherein individuals (level 1, n = 78,879) are nested
in country-rounds (level 2, n = 55). I explore two models: one without interaction terms
to assess hypotheses 1a-1c; then one for the interaction between immigration-welfare
framing and immigration support. In addition to this baseline series, I consider a range
of other specifications, including alternative measures of the main independent variable,
alternative regression models.
Results
Table 5.1 shows the results of the baseline estimates. The intra-class correlations (ICCs)
are consistently significant, which provides evidence of country-round-level clustering
and justifies the multilevel estimator. With respect to the possible direct effects of
immigration-welfare framing in the media debate relevant to H12a-12c, the baseline result
in model (1) in Table 5.1 suggests no direct statistically significant relationship between
immigration-welfare framing in the media debate and support for welfare redistribution.
All other things being equal, increasing media attention to immigration in relation to
welfare does not seem to increase or decreases respondents’ support for the welfare state
in general. This means that I find no support for H12a or H12b across the sample.
The control variables perform in line with many previous studies on support for
welfare states and redistribution. Those with lower incomes and the lower educated
are significantly more likely to support welfare redistribution than those with higher
incomes and a better education, respectively. Older respondents and women are more
likely to support redistribution than younger respondents and men, respectively, and
more religious respondents are less supportive of government redistribution. Among
macrolevel controls, it appears that social welfare expenditure is not ex ante related to
support for redistribution, but the aggregate percentage of actual foreign-born migrants
seems to be positively related to support for government redistribution.
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Table 5.1: Welfare-immigration framing in the media debate and support for redistribution
DV: Support for government redistribution

(1)

(2)

Welfare-Immigration framing

.08
-1.14***
(.23)
(.32)
Immigration support
.02***
.0.
(.00)
(.01)
Welfare-Immigration X Pro-Immigration 		
.24***
		(.05)
Media salience immigration
-.05†
-.04†
(.03)
(.03)
Education
-.05***
-.05***
(.01)
(.01)
Age
-.37***
-.37***
(.01)
(.01)
Income
.18***
.18***
(.03)
(.03)
Welfare recipient
.04
.04
(.04)
(.04)
Unemployed
-.07***
-.07***
(.00)
(.00)
Social class
.01***
.01***
(.00)
(.00)
Religiosity
-.03***
-.03***
(.00)
(.00)
Rural
-.02
-.02
(.01)
(.01)
Female
.30***
.30***
(.01)
(.01)
News attentiveness
.02***
.02***
(.01)
(.01)
Country’s unemployment
.05***
.05***
(.01)
(.01)
Foreign born percentage
.03*
.03*
(.01)
(.01)
Country’s welfare expenditure
-.02
-.02
(.01)
(.01)
Total N
Group N
Chi2
Log Likelihood

76,879
55
4105.799
-.00

76,879
55
4133.399
-.00

Note: DV: Support for redistribution (0 = Do not support redistribution, 5 = Full support redistribution),
multilevel fixed effect ordered logit models (individuals within countries), standard errors (in parentheses).
VIF-scores indicate no multicollinearity between education level and immigration attitude.
† p < .1, * p < .5, ** p < .01, *** p < .001.
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Model (2) of Table 5.1 shows the estimates testing H13. In the model, there is a significant
positive coefficient for the interaction between immigration-welfare framing in the media
debate and immigration support. In other words, the interaction performs statistically
significantly in support of H2. What this means for the actual predicted conditional effect
of welfare framing of immigration in the media debate for support for redistribution
cannot simply be read off the interaction terms and components. The substantive size of
such moderating effects requires more counterfactual analysis, like that summarized in
Figure 5.3 below.28 It is important to show both the marginal effects with immigrationwelfare framing as the independent variable and support for immigration as the interaction
variable and vice versa, because this theoretical difference cannot be extracted from the
regression table alone. Panel A shows the predicted effects of immigration-welfare framing
in the media on the support for government redistribution for different levels of support for
immigration. There are statistically significant results at levels of pro-immigration attitudes
roughly below 2.2 and above 7.8, where people with low support for immigration decrease
their support for redistribution when there is more emphasis on immigration-welfare
framing in the media and people with a more positive immigration opinion tend to be more
in support of government redistribution when the immigration-welfare framing increases.
Panel B displays the predicted probability of supporting redistribution across the full spectrum
of immigration-welfare framing in the media debate, conditional upon low levels (0) versus high
levels (10) of immigration support. This panel helps to interpret the effect size. Low levels of the
moderating condition tend to significantly decrease of the effect on support for redistribution,
while high levels of immigration support have opposite implications for the dependent variable.
For people who are strongly opposed to immigration, there is a predicted 16 percentage point
chance of moving from in support of government redistribution to not in support of government
redistribution. For those who are in favor of immigration, there is a predicted 26 percentage
point chance of moving from not in full support for government redistribution to fully in
support of government redistribution, across the full range of immigration-welfare framing in
the news environment. However, the data on media reporting is very skewed, because there is
not usually a lot of news reporting on immigration and welfare, but in times of a media hype
the scores can be very high in a given month, relatively. The predicted probability one standard
deviation below and above the mean of immigration-welfare framing in the news environment
shows a 3.2 percentage point chance of moving from in support of government redistribution
to not in support of government redistribution for people who are against immigration and a
2.9 percentage point chance of moving from not in support of government redistribution to in
support of government redistribution for people who are pro-immigration.
28
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Figure 5.3: A) Marginal effects of welfare-immigration framing in the media debate
(scale) on support for redistribution, across levels of support for immigration (against
= 0, for = 10) and B) predicted probabilities of increasing support for redistribution
depending on immigration attitudes across levels of welfare-immigration framing in
the media debate
B
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Note: For clarity of the figures, I have deleted the most extreme outliers of welfare-immigration framing in the
news. These outliers have no effect on the size or significance of the effects of the baseline models.

Robustness
To consider the sensitivity and robustness of the baseline results, I explore a range of
alternative specifications. Table 5.2 summarizes five of the most important of these,
with two models per specification, parallel to the baseline results. To conserve space, the
table shows only the results for immigration-welfare framing in the media debate and
its interaction with respondents’ immigration attitude, without the results of the control
variables, even though the specifications are identical to those in the baseline from Table
5.1 (full tables available upon request).
Table 5.2: Robustness tests
DV: Support for redistribution

(1)

(2)

A: Fixed effects
Immigration-welfare framing

-.14
-1.14*
(.25)
(.52)
Immigration support
.02*
.00
(.01)
(.01)
Welfare-Immigration X Pro-Immig. attitude 		
.20*
		(.10)
B: Specific anti-immigration measure
Immigration-welfare framing
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.11
(.23)

-1.09***
(.30)

Immigration support

-.00
(.00)

-.02***
(.00)

Welfare-Immigration X
Immig. good for economy 		
.24***
		(.04)
C: Conservative newspapers
Immigration-welfare framing

-.32
-1.05**
(.32)
(.40)
Immigration support
.02***
.01†
(.00)
(.00)
Welfare-Immigration X Pro-Immig. attitude 		
.14**
		(.04)
D: Absolute no. art.
Immigration-welfare framing

.00
-.01*
(.00)
(.00)
Immigration support
.02***
.01*
(.00)
(.00)
Welfare-Immigration X Pro-Immig. atttitude		
.00***
		(.00)
E: No wma
Immigration-welfare framing

.10
-.63**
(.13)
(.21)
Immigration support
.02***
.01†
(.00)
(.00)
Welfare-Immigration X Pro-Immig. attitude		
.15***
		(.03)
F: Lead
Immigration-welfare framing

-.15
-.68***
(.13)
(.17)
Immigration support
.02***
.01*
(.00)
(.00)
Welfare-Immigration X Pro-Immig. attitude		
.11***
		(.02)
G: Weights		
Immigration-welfare framing
.60
-.47
(.38)
(.67)
Immigration support
.02
.00
(.01)
(.02)
Welfare-Immigration X Pro-Immig. attitude		
.22*
		(.10)
Note: DV = supp. redist. (categorical), multilevel fixed effects ordered logit. All models include full panel of
parameters as reported in Table 5.1 (results not shown).
† p < 0.1, * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.
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I have made choices in the estimation that could have implications for the results. The
robustness tests presented in Table 5.2 are different models and estimations of the main
variables. Specification A uses fixed effects models instead of the multilevel random
intercept models of the baselines. The effects of the baseline interaction model with fixed
effects are only slightly weaker and the significance decreases a little bit compared to the
baseline, but remains intact. For specification B, I did not use the constructed measure
of immigrant attitude as the moderating variable, but the specific survey question
on whether immigration is good or bad for the country’s economy in the eye of the
respondent. The results are exactly the same as the baseline with the constructed support
for immigration indicator.
Specification C considers a potential bias in the sample of newspapers. For three countries
I was able to obtain the data of conservative instead of progressive newspapers: Le Figaro
for France, De Telegraaf for the Netherlands, and The Daily Mail for the United Kingdom.
For the other countries there was no conservative newspaper available consistently, so
those newspapers are kept the same for this model. The results show no difference in the
significance or the direction of the results. The interaction effect between immigrationwelfare framing and pro-immigration attitude becomes slightly weaker. This is most
likely due to the lower amount of political news that these newspapers carry in general.
More tabloid-like outlets give relatively more attention to sports and entertainment and
are therefore a slightly less preferred indicator for political news. The models under D
and E concern different specifications of weighting the newspaper articles. The baseline
measure takes the percentage of newspaper articles on immigration of the total number
of articles in the newspaper to have a measure of the relative attention to immigration
with a weighted moving average of three months to test the assumption that the media
effect slowly fades. Specification D mirrors the baseline models, but instead of the relative
attention to immigration, takes the absolute number of newspaper articles per month
containing one or more words from both the immigration and the welfare search term,
without dividing the amount by the total news of that month. Specification E is the
baseline without weighted moving average. Both specifications show no difference to the
baselines in terms of significance or direction of the results. The models with the absolute
number of articles have a very low coefficient because of the different scale. The coefficient
of the measure without the weighted moving average shows a slightly weaker relationship
than the baseline.
An important threat to inference that I want to address is possible reverse causality. There
is the possibility that, instead of news about immigration affecting support for welfare
redistribution, media reporting is informed by people’s opinion about the welfare state. The
idea is that journalists try to get a sense of what their readers are worried about and report
the news catered towards to these priorities (Welbers et al. 2016). Theoretically, this would
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be less likely than citizens responding to the news, because it assumes journalists have a
good sense of even small changes in public opinion and that they put the wishes of their
audience above journalistic customs, such as news values. The preferred way to statistically
analyze reversed causality is by adding a lagged dependent variable. Unfortunately, my
dependent variable is on individual level and not based on a true panel, which makes lagging
the variable impossible. To get some idea of the threat of reversed causality, I analyzed
models with a lead for the media measure instead of the lagged weighted moving average
(specification F). The coefficient of the interaction effect with the lead does not negate
the effects entirely and they are still statistically significant, but substantially weaker than
the baseline model. This means that I cannot preclude the possibility that the associations
reflect two-way, recursive associations – which is theoretically possible, but less plausible.
Finally, I included a specification (G) of the baseline models which includes the ESS design
and population weights. This decreases the significance of the interaction models, but it
remains statistically significant at the .05 level.
Conclusion
In this chapter I have argued and demonstrated that the connection of immigration
and welfare politics in the media affects individuals’ attitudes about government
redistribution. This effect is strongly conditional upon someone’s prior attitudes about
immigration. The immigration-welfare framing in the media tends to undermine support
for welfare redistribution among respondents who are negative about immigration, while
this media linkage strengthens support for redistribution for people with positive views
on immigration. These results show both that welfare framing of immigration can have
an impact on welfare state support, which indicates spill-over effects from one issue into
another, and that the interpretation and outcome is dependent on people’s prior opinion,
in this case immigration opinion. Along these lines, aspects of immigration absorption
can affect welfare state support. These patterns appear to go well beyond econometric
whim and reflect an important pattern in how welfare politics can be affected in negative
and positive ways by the news environment, depending on one’s immigration attitude.
I harbor no illusions that my conclusions are the definitive word on how news stories on
immigration and the welfare state are linked. As I have sought to make clear, using the
empirical tools available I aim to open a debate, rather than to settle one. Future studies
should employ more fine-grained measures of media reporting, preferably with more
media outlets in more countries, and of attitudes towards welfare states – including more
specific information on migrants and welfare. Such studies might also combine the data
with experimental treatments geared towards exploring the hypotheses on positive and
negative immigration spill-over effects or panel data which includes survey questions on
media consumption to improve the leverage of causal claims. Such measures need to go
beyond even the rapidly developing research lines currently underway.
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Yet I believe that the substantial overtime and cross-country coverage and high-quality
sampling of the ESS instrument does provide some important hints that the media
environment has an impact on attitudes about welfare redistribution. If the conclusions
articulated above hold up to further exploration, I consider the results to be important
and rather unwelcome news for the future of social policy protection and redistribution.
This is because the findings suggest that the media debate could polarize views on
immigration. Although this study is not based on individual-level longitudinal data, and
I can therefore not track changes within respondents, I have shown that the immigrationwelfare framing in the media debate has a different effect on those with positive attitudes
about immigrants compared to those with more negative beliefs. This suggests that when
the association between welfare and immigration in the media increases, these two
groups drift further apart vis-à-vis their welfare attitudes.
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Chapter Six:
CONCLUSION
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I conclude this dissertation by returning to the puzzles set out at its outset. Key is that
the importance of immigration has gained traction in Western Europe over the past
two decades (Duffy and Frere-Smith 2014). Equally key, however, are misperceptions
surrounding that importance. Recent studies show that people tend to overestimate the
number of migrants in the country and how those overestimations are related to antiimmigrant sentiment (Duffy and Frere-Smith 2014; Semyonov et al. 2008; Strabac 2011).
Indeed, this comports with the main discrepancy reported at the outset of this study: that
the immigration size and anti-immigrant sentiment do not correlate as one might expect
(Strabac 2011). Although this may seem puzzling at first, it is understandable that most
people in society do not notice the mere rise or size of immigration firsthand. As this
dissertation has tried to show, the extent to which people experience and problematize
immigration is dependent on aspects that have to do with the embedding or connectedness
between migration groups and society, or as I call it, immigration absorption. As previous
chapters have sought to clarify, immigration absorption describes both the institutional
and societal adaptation of immigration. Immigration absorption is a two-way process.
Both migrants themselves and the host society and institutions are part of immigration
absorption. Immigration absorption thus comprises the environment which determines
the visibility and potential problematization of immigration, which influences antiimmigrant sentiment, apart from immigration flows themselves.
The dissertation has explored the fundamental implications and possible policy-political
underpinnings of immigration absorption, as outlined in Figure 6.1. In the first part of the
dissertation, I studied how different conceptualizations of immigration absorption relate
to immigration attitudes. I analyzed the economic and cultural integration of migrants in
the host country’s society and the extent to and ways in which immigration is portrayed
in the news media environment. I also analyzed how these relationships are moderated
by the level of education of the respondents. In the second part of the dissertation, I
embedded the findings in the broader academic debate on immigration and the welfare
state; a policy area that has the potential to positively impact immigration absorption. I
explored if LMP increases or decreases the employment of immigrants relative to that
of natives. Finally, I investigated if natives’ support for welfare policies is increased or
decreased by immigration absorption.
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Figure 6.1: Conceptual framework of the different chapters

In this concluding chapter, I outline the project’s main conclusions about the effects of
immigration absorption on immigration attitudes and its relationship with the welfare
state in Europe. Equally important, however, I discuss the implications and potential
areas of future research to which the dissertation’s chapters and sub-studies point. After
that, I identify one specific and additional policy area that I argue needs development to
potentially increase tolerance in society and to stimulate equal opportunities between
natives and migrants – all practical and scholarly wisdom that I hope can be drawn from
this dissertation.
Immigration absorption and anti-immigrant sentiment
Immigration absorption can take many forms, but for this dissertation I focused on
two different and important elements. First, I studied the role of immigrant integration.
Migrants actively participate in the host country’s economy and get accustomed to the
cultural habits. The extent to and ways in which migrants are different from natives
influences natives’ experience with immigrants and ultimately their attitudes towards
them. My second expression of immigration absorption is reporting in the media
environment on immigration. One of the ways in which a host society absorbs immigration
is related to the way people view and talk about the issue in the public and media
debate. Because most people do not experience abstract social changes like immigration
firsthand, they rely on the media to inform them about such issues. The extent to and
ways in which the host country’s news media describe the immigration issue is therefore
important to study when explaining anti-immigrant sentiment. These two expressions
of immigration absorption differ in whether they are social or institutional, focused on
the side of the migrants or the side of the host country, and whether they reflect how
immigration is experienced by natives or how it is viewed by them. This makes these
expressions interesting to compare in relation to immigration attitudes.
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One might expect that the higher the level of immigration absorption is, the less negative
citizens are towards immigration. And yet, recent literature on immigration attitudes
shows that different types of motivations can be distinguished and their effects can
be dependent on personal characteristics of citizens (Dustmann and Preston 2002;
Hainmueller and Hiscox 2007). In the academic debate on anti-immigrant sentiment, one
of the questions scholars explore is whether these attitudes are economically or culturally
motivated. Most studies from the 1990s and early to mid-2000s argued that personal
economic interests lie at the heart of differences in immigration opinion between natives
with a low and high education level (Mayda 2006; Scheve and Schlaughter 2001). More
recent studies, however, argue that differences in cultural worries are the reasons why
some people are more anti-immigration than others (McLaren and Johnson 2007; Sides
and Citrin 2007). The same distinction can be made when it comes to immigration
absorption. In this dissertation I study both economic and cultural integration of migrants
and economically and culturally framed immigration news in the media environment.
By comparing the effect of the two areas of focus of immigration absorption on antiimmigration attitudes, this study connects and adds to the motivations of immigration
attitudes debate.
Another lesson from the literature is that immigration attitudes are dependent on someone’s
level of education (Hainmueller and Hiscox 2005). Important in the discussion of the
effects of immigration absorption on immigration attitudes is if they apply differently to
people with different education levels. Studies consistently find that lower educated natives
are more anti-immigration than higher educated natives (Citrin et al. 1997; Dustmann
and Preston 2007; Scheve and Slaughter 2001). Given this fact, it would be surprising if on
average people with a low and high education level respond in the same ways to integration
or changes in the media environment. It is far more likely that the way people perceive the
absorption of immigration is partly dependent on this personal trait.
The empirical analyses in previous chapters have shown that the different elements of
immigration absorption (immigrant integration and the media environment), the
distinction between economic and cultural aspects of immigration absorption, and the
moderation of education level are all relevant to the way people view immigration. All
these factors, and different configurations of these factors, yield different but theoretically
interesting effects on anti-immigrant sentiment. Below, I briefly recap these findings.
Chapter Two discussed the effect of economic and cultural integration on anti-immigrant
sentiment. Economic integration was operationalized as the yearly average difference of
unemployment between natives and migrants. The smaller the difference, the better the
economic integration. Cultural integration is a much more difficult concept to measure,
because it potentially involves many different aspects that are not necessarily related to
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each other and that are often not part of large international and repeated survey projects.
The way I operationalized cultural integration was to take the average differences in
opinion between natives and migrants on three different culture-related issues: gay rights,
religiousness, and personal freedom.
The effects of both employment integration and cultural values integration on antiimmigrant attitudes were remarkably different and varied depending on the respondents’
education level. Higher educated natives’ opinions about immigration were more strongly
and positively affected by the unemployment gap between natives and migrants. Further
analysis showed that this pattern is mainly due to higher educated natives being more
anti-immigration in their stances where and when the unemployment of natives is higher
– something that also closes the employment gap. Lower educated natives respond more
strongly to differences in cultural values between migrants and natives. The greater the
average differences of opinion between natives and migrants when it comes to LGBT
rights, religiousness, and individual freedom, the higher the anti-immigrant sentiment
of lower educated natives. These findings indicate not only differences in how lower and
higher educated natives respond to diversity, but also that low versus high-educated
natives respond differently to different kinds of diversity and potentially have different
priorities when it comes to their immigration opinion. Higher educated natives seem to
be more concerned with natives’ labor market condition than with differences in cultural
values when it comes to their consideration of immigration. For lower educated natives,
it is the other way around: their perceptions of immigration are more strongly linked to
concern with how different migrants and natives are in their cultural values and less to
labor market considerations.
Chapter Three dealt with the effect of reports on immigration in the media environment
on anti-immigrant sentiment. In order to study the extent to which the immigration debate
in the media environment was described in economic or cultural terms, I chose three
associative media frames within those debates: welfare, terrorism and Islam. These frames
were relevant across Europe during the research period and are related to economic and
cultural motivations of the public.
In relation to anti-immigrant sentiment, a different, but complementary picture emerges
from the chapter on immigrant integration. I did not find a statistical relationship between
welfare related immigration news and anti-immigrant sentiment, not even for higher
educated natives. Yet both the Islam and the terrorism frames did seem to spur antiimmigrant sentiment. This indicates that more cultural and security-related immigration
news has a stronger and more negative impact than economic-related immigration news.
Next, I analyzed whether there is a difference in how lower educated citizens respond to
Islam and terrorism frames compared to their higher educated counterparts. This appears
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to be the case. Similar to my findings regarding cultural values immigrant integration,
Islam and terrorism related immigration news has a stronger positive effect on the antiimmigrant sentiment of lower educated citizens than that of higher educated citizens.
In sum, the main conclusion that can be drawn from Chapter Two and Three is that
absorption of immigration matters for the immigration opinion of mainly lower educated
people when such absorption relates to the cultural, more than the economic, aspects of
immigration. Lower educated citizens seem to fear for their national culture or identity
and the more culturally different immigrants are from the host society, or the more those
cultural aspects are highlighted in the news media, the more anti-immigration lower
educated natives are.
Immigration absorption and the welfare state
To promote immigration absorption, governments have a range of policies at their disposal.
In the realm of the welfare state, crucial policies that are relevant to, and may seek to
promote, such absorption are social policies intended to stimulate social equality among
and between natives and migrants. Later chapters of this dissertation focused on the
effects of labor market policies for the relative employment opportunities of immigrants.
Employment is a key issue when it comes to participation in society. Unemployment is
related to a range of other personal and social issues, from poverty to health- and crimerelated problems (Caliendo and Schmidl 2016), so when immigrants are lagging behind
in employment it is of concern to society as a whole and the acceptance of migrants in
particular. In the researched period, there was a gap between the unemployment rate of
natives and migrants in most European countries. Especially since the economic crisis
of 2008-2010 this gap has increased substantially. As I have argued, the integration of
migrants is related to immigration attitudes of natives. Employment is therefore a
potential area of focus to decrease differences and increase tolerance between societal
groups.
As Chapter Four laid out, LMPs such as UBs or training programs, subsidized labor, or job
rotation programs (ALMPs), are in place to combat unemployment in general. However,
the difference in the effectiveness of these programs between natives and migrants is
understudied, especially on aggregate level. In the chapter, then, I explored the effects of
LMPs on the unemployment gap between natives and different migrant groups. A reason
to be concerned about the effects of LMPs on the unemployment gap is that they are not
specifically targeting migrants, whereas there are several well-studied reasons to believe the
problems of migrants on the labor market are highly specific and not always solvable to
the same extent as natives’ unemployment by a government hand-out or activation policies
(Brücker et al. 2002). Immigrants may have limited access to welfare programs, face labor
market discrimination, or they might have a disadvantage on the labor market because their
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language or skills are not yet adjusted to the new labor market. These problems could be
amplified if LMPs do not work for migrants to the extent that they work for natives and they
might require a more tailored approach.
The results revealed that LMPs actually tend to increase the unemployment gap between
natives and migrants. In the case of UBs, the effect on the employment of natives is
positive. There was however no statistically significant effect on the employment of third
country migrants (TCMs). In the case of ALMPs, furthermore, there was no effect on
the employment chances of natives, but for TCMs the effects of ALMPs were negative. In
other words, both UB and ALMPs are contributing to a larger employment gap between
natives and migrants. As the chapter discussed, this pattern likely reflects the period
of adjustment that immigrants need in order to reap the benefits of the government
programs that are in place. For instance, Chapter Four found that if a migrant is in the
host country for nine years or longer, the effects of UBs and ALMPs for migrants are
not significantly different than the policies are for natives. None of the other measured
explanations (access, discrimination), found support in statistically significant
correlational relationships. Indeed, the portrait painted in the chapter is that the first nine
years in a foreign country can be formative. It is a period of adjustment in which most
migrants learn the language, acquire skills suited for the new environment, and learn
how to navigate the labor market, among other learning dynamics. Which of those skills
or combination of skills is responsible for the change in effectiveness of LMPs remains
an unanswered question that should be addressed in future projects on this topic. But
the combination of skills and capacities that can be garnered in the first years after
immigration are plausibly important and their beneficial role in leveraging social policy
interventions is corroborated by the correlational exploration in this chapter.
Whatever the particular implications welfare states have for immigration absorption, in
the media debate immigration is often framed as a welfare state issue. In communication
science and political science literature – and in Chapter Three of this dissertation – much
attention is given to different ways reporting about immigration in the news affects
immigration attitudes (Eberl et al. 2018). Yet it remains unclear whether the extent to
which media framing of immigration as a welfare state issue also affects individuals’
attitudes about welfare redistribution. As the welfare state has the potential of being
an important area for policy makers to stimulate immigration absorption, it is relevant
to know whether and how forms of immigration absorption are related to welfare state
support among natives. On the one hand, increasing welfare framing of immigration in
the media debate and the insecurities this might bring could stimulate natives to demand
more social protection and spur welfare state support (Finseraas 2008). On the other
hand, as immigration becomes politicized and problematized, the welfare state in the
context of immigration could be seen as something under threat by immigration. Natives
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may feel that their money is not redistributed from high- to low-income people within the
in-group, but, instead, view the welfare state as a vehicle of redistributing money from the
in-group to the out-group (Eger and Breznau 2017).
Chapter Five concludes that welfare framing of immigration in the media environment
can sway support for government redistribution, but the direction of this effect is
dependent on respondents’ immigration opinions. The empirics of the chapter support
the inference that people who are against immigration are more critical of the welfare
state if they live in a media environment where there is more emphasis on immigration
news related to the welfare state. This result implies that for such people, news that links
welfare to immigration activates worries about general social policy. This might entail
worries about the sustainability of welfare programs or questions about welfare state
deservedness: welfare chauvinism. In contrast, respondents who are already in favor of
immigration appear to be more supportive of the welfare state when welfare framing of
immigration is more prominent in the news environment. As Chapter Five argued, this
pattern likely reflects that pro-immigration respondents’ reason that more protection is
needed for vulnerable groups when immigration becomes a bigger media issue.
Limitations and further research
After conducting the research and reflecting on the results and implications, I consider
a number of avenues for further research to extend the theoretical and empirical scope
and to strengthen the internal validity. Throughout the chapters, I have cautiously tried
to make claims of causal inference, which are based on observational statistical analyses
only. It is crucial that readers of the dissertation’s findings take seriously the problems
and limitations that constrain causal inference based on the kind of data and analyses on
which this dissertation has relied.
The dissertation argues that immigration absorption is a relevant concept for studying the
dynamics between migrants and the host society and institutions. Economic and cultural
immigrant integration and news media framing of immigration appear to be important
predictors of anti-immigrant sentiment and also show relevance for the politics of the
welfare state. Due to limitations in terms of time, resources and data, I was unable to study
other aspects of immigration absorption. Future research should include the social and
political integration of immigrants. When it comes to media reporting on immigration
it would be interesting to take into account the political debate about immigration and
the role of political parties with anti-immigration platforms, more immigration-related
media frames, and the tone of such reporting. Also, the scope of immigration absorptionrelated policies can be widened, for instance by including other welfare state policies, but
also immigrant entry policy, something on which I worked together with the IMPALA
database consortium (Beine et al. 2016), and integration and citizenship policy.
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When it comes to Chapter Three and Five on the effects of immigration framing in the
media environment, there are opportunities in the measurement and data collection
to improve both the internal and external validity. Especially including a longer time
period, more countries, more media outlets per country, and other types of media, such
as television news and social media, would greatly strengthen the empirical analyses.
Considering the current field of research into immigration salience and framing in the
media environment, this study already extended the scope in terms of time period and
countries included, broadened the external validity of associative framing research, and
questioned the persuasive effect of mere media salience of the immigration issue.
One of the challenges of statistical research is fleshing out the mechanisms that drive the
effects found between the dependent and the independent variables. Without explicitly
measuring the intervening variables in between, as a researcher one must rely on theory
more than observation to argue how A leads to B. For instance, in Chapter Two, and to
lesser extent in Chapter Three, I argue that the education level of natives is an important
factor in how they respond to levels of immigration absorption. Although substantial
scholarship explores how education level affects anti-immigrant sentiment, the question of
why such effects exist remains open. Perhaps there is a socialization or liberalization effect of
attending education (Coenders and Scheepers 2003; Igarashi and Saito 2014). Or perhaps a
more cosmopolitan worldview is stimulated by learning about the world and sitting in class
with a diverse group of people, in which case one would expect people to become more
cosmopolitan throughout their education. Some recent examinations question precisely
these links (Lancee and Sarrasin 2015). They suggest that correlation between education
and immigration attitudes may more likely reflect selection effects, like growing up with
liberal and highly educated parents shaping both a person’s education level and political
opinions (De Graaf et al. 2000; Jennings et al. 2009; Dinas 2013). If so, education level
could well be picking up differences in social class, but there is no scientific consensus or
conclusive evidence on the root causes of the education gap of anti-immigrant sentiment.
While this dissertation has lacked the data to explore these nuances in causal mechanisms,
its identification of new and important education gaps in immigration politics adds yet
another voice calling for further research into such causal mechanisms.
A similar criticism could be made for the dissertation’s claim that LMPs increase the
employment chances of natives more than of migrants from non-European countries.
While the chapter did address different causal mechanisms and found stronger support
for the time migrants had spent in the country than for access to social benefits and
anti-immigrant sentiment, I was not able to pinpoint how, exactly, or with respect to
what aspects of immigrant integration LMPs could be more effective for the employment
chances of third country migrants. This is, thus, a further area for extension and
clarification of intervening causal mechanisms in the politics explored here.
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Finally, the dissertation’s empirics face, like most observational work, endogeneity as a
principal obstacle to causal inference. It is not cliché, but a serious problem of social science
in the positivist tradition to state that everything in society is connected to everything
and that reverse relationships should be taken into account in interpreting correlations.
The way that the chapters are related to one another has already signaled my attempt to
take such endogeneity issues seriously. The project and its component parts were set up to
study how welfare state policies are related to immigration absorption (Chapter Four) and
how immigration absorption is related to natives’ welfare state attitudes (Chapter Five).
Some of the relationships found within the different chapters could also be an artifact of
the same relationship working in opposite direction. This could be argued to criticize, for
instance, the direct effects of media attention and framing on anti-immigrant sentiment
or welfare state attitudes of natives. Journalists try to publish stories the public is
interested in and for some issues it is hard to determine where the importance of a certain
issue originated and why that issue is important at a certain time.29 However, most of my
conclusions are based on conditional relationships instead of direct effects: for instance,
do natives respond differently to immigration absorption in terms of their immigration
opinion, based on their level of education? For reverse causality to be a threat to this type
of claim, the reverse relationship should also be conditional on education level, which is
theoretically highly unlikely.
In short, this dissertation is not meant as the final word in the academic debate about
immigration absorption, anti-immigrant sentiment and the welfare state. Considering the
limitations and explorative nature theoretically, methodologically and empirically, this
dissertation rather opens such debates and humbly attempts to make contributions to the
field. However, despite these limitations, the conclusions are based on thorough research
and should be taken seriously. The measures that comprise my statistical models are based
on substantive argumentation and my findings result from interpretations of state-of-theart statistical analyses. The implications of different choices of measurement and modeling
are provided as robustness checks. These principles contribute to making the claims as
substantiated, transparent, replicable, and convincing as possible.
Implications
Beyond insights into academic debates and avenues for future research in political science,
sociology, communication science and economics, this dissertation showcases promising
opportunities for policy makers concerned with immigration, integration and social
cohesion. For such policy makers, and for anyone who is in favor of equality, this dissertation
tells a sobering story. It tells the story of how differences in social class between in-groups
29

Studies into news values try to address this issue and indeed point to the role of the (perceived) interest of the public

(Galtung and Ruge 1965; Harcup and O’neill 2001).
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and out-groups increases anti-immigrant sentiment and increases polarization between
low- and high-educated natives. This dynamic does not appear to be mitigated by LMPs.
However, the analyses also suggest paths to escape the cycle of immigrant marginalization,
poor integration, anti-immigrant attitudes and polarization among natives.
First, there is the difference in the type of immigration absorption that has the biggest
impact on immigration attitudes, namely the cultural side of the issue. This message
emerges most clearly in Chapter Three, where Islam and terrorism framing of immigration
in the media environment come out of the analysis as the stronger predictors of antiimmigrant sentiment than immigration-welfare frames. If this pattern captures a truth of
immigration politics, that anti-immigrant sentiment is more strongly related to cultural
than economic concerns, the absorption politics of immigration poses a distinct challenge
for policy makers. Political debates about cultural immigration issues are deeply rooted,
prove to be very complex and lead to strong reactions among the public. For instance,
debates about the integration of Islam have torn political parties between the ideal of
freedom of religion and the preservation of national identity in several Western European
countries.
To navigate this type of policy dilemma, the reasons why people are afraid or angry
when it comes to what they perceive as cultural threats should be identified. Are such
threats related to language? To habits? To religion? Or are they more abstract and come
closer to bigotry or racism? Of course, there might still be material interests behind those
sentiments that are translated to cultural anxieties. But if so, how? Understanding the
cultural threat is a vital next step for this literature given both its explanatory power
regarding immigration attitudes and its ambiguous nature.
Second and finally, the LMPs in place are helping natives more than migrants and thereby
hamper immigration absorption. But the extent to which this is so depends on whether
the migrant is coming from an EU country, whether he or she is a citizen, and how long
the migrant has spent in the host country. In other words, immigrant integration has a
positive effect on the effectiveness of LMPs for immigrants, as Chapter Four shows.
Immigrant integration, especially cultural integration, also has the potential to increase
tolerance towards immigrants among lower educated natives, as Chapter Two argues. This
implies that programs fostering the integration of migrants have the potential to serve as a
double-edged sword by increasing the chances of getting paid work sooner after arrival and
simultaneously decreasing anti-immigrant sentiment among lower educated natives. Despite
this high potential of immigrant integration, this is still an underdeveloped area of research.
Research on the effects of immigrant integration on racism or anti-immigrant sentiment is
scarce (Givens 2007). Studies on the effect of immigrant integration on economic success
are more common (e.g. Chiswick et al. 2005; Clark and Drinkwater 2008). It is important to
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study what aspects of integration are most vital for labor market integration and for natives’
perception of diversity, which may not necessarily be the same. All these matters may well
be crucial to the extent and quality of absorption of immigration. And given the salience
and sustained presence of immigration in contemporary polities, the academic agenda of
this dissertation remains urgent for our political lives.
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APPENDICES

Chapter 2
2.1) Average anti-immigration attitude per country in 2002 and 2017 (source: ESS)

2.2) Direct effects immigration on anti-immigrant sentiment
(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

Unemployment gap ratio (lagged)

-.20**						
(.08)						
Unemployment migrants (lagged		
-1.18					
		
(1.44)					
Unemployment natives (lagged)			
9.29				
			
(6.60)				
Cultural values gap (lagged) 				
.02			
				
(.02)			
Gay rights gap (lagged)
					
.08		
					
(.16)		
Religiousness gap (lagged)
						
.01
						(.02)
Individual freedom gap (lagged
							
-.26
							(.31)
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Education level
Age
Income (subjective)
Social benefit receiver (dummy)
Class
Religiosity
Female (dummy)
Rural (dummy)
Country level immigration
(perc., lagged)
Unemployment rate (perc. lagged)
_cons
Total N (Observations)
Group N (Number of groups)
Log lik.
Chi-squared

-.27***
(.01)
.01***
(.00)
-.27***
(.01)
-.01
(.03)
-.08***
(.00)
-.02***
(.00)
.09***
(.02)
.15***
(.01)
-.10
(.07)
-.02
(.01)
.63***
(.01)
205523
154
-4.2e+05
1965.82

-.27***
(.01)
.01***
(.00)
-.27***
(.01)
-.01
(.03)
-.08***
(.00)
-.02***
(.00)
.09***
(.02)
.16***
(.01)
-.12†
(.07)
.00
(.02)
.62***
(.01)
210337
158
-4.3e+05
1955.3

-.27***
(.01)
.01***
(.00)
-.27***
(.01)
-.01
(.03)
-.08***
(.00)
-.02***
(.00)
.09***
(.02)
.15***
(.01)
-.09
(.07)
-.08
(.05)
.63***
(.01)
205523
154
-4.2e+05
1901.09

-.29***
(.01)
.01***
(.00)
-.31***
(.02)
-.01
(.04)
-.08***
(.01)
-.03***
(.01)
.12***
(.03)
.18***
(.02)
-.16
(.10)
.01
(.02)
.63***
(.01)
73773
101
-1.5e+05
994.77

-.30***
(.01)
.01***
(.00)
-.31***
(.02)
-.02
(.04)
-.08***
(.01)
-.03***
(.01)
.12***
(.03)
.18***
(.02)
-.16
(.10)
.02
(.02)
.64***
(.01)
78224
103
-1.6e+05
1106.64

-.30***
(.01)
.01***
(.00)
-.31***
(.02)
-.02
(.04)
-.08***
(.01)
-.03***
(.01)
.12***
(.03)
.18***
(.02)
-.16
(.10)
.01
(.02)
.64***
(.01)
78224
103
-1.6e+05
1102.38

-.30***
(.01)
.01***
(.00)
-.31***
(.02)
-.02
(.04)
-.08***
(.01)
-.03***
(.01)
.12***
(.03)
.18***
(.02)
-.16
(.10)
.02
(.02)
.63***
(.01)
77452
103
-1.6e+05
1299.02

Chapter 3
3.1: Search terms
EN: Salience: (immigr* OR migrat* OR migrant* OR refuge* OR alien OR “asylum
seeker*”); Welfare frame: “(welfare OR unemploy* OR benefits OR beneficia*)
(<salience search string>)”~15 NOT ageing; Islam frame: “(islam* OR muslim* OR
mosque OR headscarf OR hijab OR burka OR niqab OR sharia) (<salience search
string>)”~15 NOT (terror* OR radical* OR jihad* OR extremis*); Terrorism frame:
“(terror* radical* jihad* extremis*) (<salience search string>)”~15.
DE: Salience: (immigr* OR migrat* OR migrant* OR migre* OR einwander*
OR flüchtling* OR bootsflüchtling* OR asylbewerber* OR asylsuchender* OR
asylantrag*); Welfare frame: “(arbeitslos* OR staatshilf* OR sozialhilfe*) (<salience
search string>)”~15 NOT alterung; Islam frame: “(islam* OR muslim* OR moschee OR
kopftuch OR hijab OR burka OR niqab OR sharia) (<salience search string>)”~15 NOT
(terror* OR radikal* OR extremis* OR jihad*); Terrorism frame: “(terror* OR radikal*
OR extremis* OR jihad*) (<salience search string>)”~15.
ES: Salience: (inmigrante OR inmigrad* OR inmigrantes OR inmigracion OR inmigrar
OR refugiad* OR asilo*); Welfare frame: “(desemple* OR parados) (<salience search
string>)”~15 OR “(gobierno OR social*) (ayuda OR asistencia OR pago) (<salience
search string>)”~16 NOT envejecimiento; Islam frame: “(islam* OR musulman* OR
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mezquita OR velo OR burka OR niqab OR sharia) (<salience search string>)”~15 NOT
(terror* OR extremis* OR radical* OR jihad*); Terrorism frame: “(terror* OR extremis*
OR radical* OR jihad*) (<salience search string>)”~15.
FR: Salience: (immigr* OR migrat* OR emigrer OR refugie* OR illegale OR
irreguliere* OR asile); Welfare frame: “(chomag*) (<salience search string>)”~15 OR
“(gourvernemental* ORsocial*) (aide OR prestations OR assistance) (<salience search
string>)”~16 NOT vielillissement; Islam frame: “(islam* OR musulman* OR mosquee
OR foulard OR burka OR hijab OR niqab OR sharia) (<salience search string>)”~15 NOT
(terreur* OR terroris* OR extremis* OR jihad* OR radical*); Terrorism frame: “(terreur*
OR terroris* OR extremis* OR jihad* OR radical*) (<salience search string>)”~15.
IT: Salience: (immigra* OR rifugiat* OR asilo); Welfare frame: “(welfare OR discoccupa*
OR benefici*) (<salience search string>)”~16 OR “(pubblic* OR governo) (assistenza)
(<salience search string>)”~16 NOT invecchiamento; Islam frame: “(islam* OR
musulman* OR moschea OR velo OR hijab OR burka OR niqab OR sharia) (<salience
search string>)”~15 NOT (terror* OR radical* OR estremis* OR jihad*); Terrorism
frame: “(terror* OR radical* OR estremis* OR jihad*) (immigra* OR rifugiat* OR
asilo)”~15.
NL: Salience: (immigr* OR migrat* OR migrant* OR migre* OR vluchteling* OR
bootvluchteling* OR illegalen OR asielzoeker*); Welfare frame: “(uitkering* OR
werklo* OR bijstand*) (<salience search string>)”~15 NOT vergrijzing; Islam frame:
“(islam* OR moslim* OR moskee OR hoofddoek OR hijab OR boerka OR nikab OR
niqaab OR sharia) (<salience search string>)”~15 NOT (terror* OR terreur* OR radical*
OR jihad* OR extremis*); Terrorism frame: “(terror* OR terreur* OR radical* OR jihad*
OR extremis*) (<salience search string>)”~15.
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3.2) Regression table interaction effects between media environment measures and
news attentiveness
DV: Immigration attitude

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

News attentiveness

(10)

-.07**
-.06***
-.07***
-.07***
(.02)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Attention to immigration
.00
.02
-.02
-.02
(.03)
(.03)
(.03)
(.03)
Attention to immigration X News attentiveness .00				
(.01)				
Welfare frame		
.04			
		
(.57)			
Welfare frame X News attentiveness
		
-.09			
		
(.17)			
Islam frame
			
.45		
			
(.29)		
Islam frame X News attentiveness			
.13		
			
(.11)		
Terrorism frame				
.49
				
(.36)
Terrorism frame X News attentiveness				
.09
				
(.07)
Education level
-.29***
-.29***
-.29***
-.29***
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Subjective income
-.23***
-.23***
-.23***
-.23***
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
Social benefits receiver
.01
.01
.01
.01
(.05)
(.05)
(.05)
(.05)
Unemployed
.07
.07
.07
.07
(.05)
(.05)
(.05)
(.05)
Social class
-.09***
-.09***
-.09***
-.09***
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Age
.01***
.01***
.01***
.01***
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
Religiousness
-.05***
-.05***
-.05***
-.05***
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
Rural
.19***
.19***
.19***
.19***
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
Female
.21***
.21***
.21***
.21***
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
Left-right scale
.18***
.18***
.17***
.17***
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Key event the past year
.36***
.36***
.35***
.33***
(.07)
(.07)
(.07)
(.07)
Country’s unemployment
-.00
-.00
-.00
-.00
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Percentage foreign born
-.02**
-.02**
-.02**
-.02**
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Constant
.61***
.61***
.61***
.61***
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Total N (Observations)
80477
80477
80477
80477

-.06*
(.03)
-.04
(.05)
-.01
(.01)
.23
(.54)

Group N (Number of groups)
Log lik.
Chi-squared

55
-.00
3997

*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<..05, † p<..1
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55
-.00
3177

55
-.00
3170

55
-.00
3903

55
-.00
3321

-.10
(.19)
.44
(.28)
.11
(.10)
.34
(.46)
.14
(.13)
-.29***
(.01)
-.23***
(.02)
.01
(.05)
.07
(.05)
-.09***
(.01)
.01***
(.00)
-.05***
(.00)
.19***
(.02)
.21***
(.02)
.18***
(.01)
.32***
(.07)
-.00
(.01)
-.02**
(.01)
.61***
(.01)
80477

3.3) Regression table interaction effects between media environment measures and
education level
DV: Immigration attitude

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Education level

-.27***
-.28***
-.28***
-.26*** -.30***
(.03)
(.01)
(.02)
(.01)
(.03)
Attention to immigration
.03
.02
-.02
-.02
-.13†
(.05)
(.03)
(.03)
(.03)
(.07)
Attention to immigration X Education level
-.01				
.02
(.01)				
(.02)
Welfare frame		
.01			
.26
		
(.45)			
(.48)
Welfare frame X Education level
		
-.04			
-.07
		
(.09)			
(.12)
Islam frame
			
1.22		
.99
			
(.88)		
(.95)
Islam frame X Education level			
-.15		
-.09
			
(.23)		
(.26)
Terrorism frame				
1.46**
2.08**
				
(.47)
(.66)
Terrorism frame X Education level				
-.23*
-.44**
				
(.09)
(.17)
Subjective income
-.23***
-.23***
-.23***
-.23***
-.23***
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
Social benefits receiver
.01
.01
.01
.01
.02
(.05)
(.05)
(.05)
(.05)
(.05)
Unemployed
.08
.07
.07
.08
.07
(.05)
(.05)
(.05)
(.05)
(.05)
Social class
-.09***
-.09***
-.09***
-.09*** -.09***
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Age
.01***
.01***
.01***
.01***
.01***
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
Religiousness
-.05***
-.05***
-.05***
-.05***
-.05***
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
Rural
.19***
.19***
.19***
.19***
.19***
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
Female
.21***
.21***
.21***
.21***
.21***
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
News attentiveness
-.06***
-.06***
-.06***
-.06*** -.06***
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Left-right scale
.18***
.18***
.17***
.17***
.17***
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Key event the past year
.36***
.36***
.35***
.33***
.32***
(.07)
(.07)
(.07)
(.07)
(.07)
Country’s unemployment
-.00
-.00
-.00
-.00
-.00
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Percentage foreign born
-.02**
-.02**
-.02**
-.02**
-.02**
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Constant
.61***
.61***
.61***
.61***
.61***
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Total N (Observations)
80477
80477
80477
80477
80477
Group N (Number of groups)
Log lik.
Chi-squared

55
55
55
-.00
-.00
-.00
3462.990 3248.264 4114.816

55
55
-.00
-.00
3407.367 5972.835

*** p<.001, ** p<.01, * p<..05, † p<..1
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Chapter 4
Table 4.1: Descriptive statistics main variables
Variable

N

Mean

SD

Min

Max

UB
ALMP
Employment

615
597
44,397,252

8.8
5.8
.67

7.4
6.3
-

.1
0
0

32.1
29.6
1

Table 4.2: Direct effects Unemployment Benefits and Active Labor Market Policies per
group
DV:
Employed

UB per
unemployed

(1)
(2)
(3)
(4)
(5)
(6)
(7)
(8)
(9)
Full
Natives EU
TCM TMC Full
Natives EU
TCM
sample			(cit)		sample			(cit)

.03** .04** .02†
(.01) (.01) (.01)

.03*
(.01)

.01					
(.01)					

ALMP per
unemployed						.01
.01
-.01
.02†
						(.01) (.02) (.01) (.01)
Employed
previous
year
2.40***
2.42***
2.14*** 2.13*** 2.33*** 2.40***
2.14***
2.12*** 2.34***
(.04) (.04) (.04) (.05) (.08) (.04) (.04) (.04) (.06)
Education
lev. 1
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
Education
lev. 2
.24*** .23*** .18*** .24*** .17*** .24*** .23*** .18*** .24***
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
Education
lev. 3
.59*** .60*** .49*** .50*** .38*** .59*** .60*** .49*** .50***
(.01) (.01) (.02) (.02) (.03) (.01) (.01) (.02) (.02)
Age
-.01*** -.02*** -.01*** -.01*** -.01*** -.01*** -.02*** -.01*** -.01***
(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
Female
-.26*** -.25*** -.31*** -.23*** -.37*** -.26*** -.26*** -.31*** -.23***
(.01) (.02) (.02) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.02) (.02) (.01)
Rural
.05*** .05*** -.05*** .01
.03*** .06*** .05*** -.05*** .02
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
Married
.18*** .22*** .09*** .12*** -.01
.18*** .22*** .09*** .12***
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.02) (.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)
Child
-.26* -.20
-.15
-.05
-.17
-.18* -.15
-.14
-.08
(.11) (.12) (.11) (.18) (.11) (.09) (.12) (.10) (.18)
GDP
% growth
-.00
-.00
-.00
-.00
-.00
-.00
-.00
-.00
-.00
(.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00) (.00)
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(10)
TMC

-.02
(.01)
2.42***
(.08)
.00
(.)
.17***
(.01)
.37***
(.03)
-.01***
(.00)
-.37***
(.01)
.03***
(.01)
-.01
(.02)
-.08
(.06)
-.00
(.00)

Unemployment %
Immigration
Austria
Belgium
Bulgaria
Croatia
Cyprus
Czech
Republic
Denmark
Estonia
Finland
France
Germany
Greece
Hungary
Ireland
Italy
Latvia
Lithuania
Luxembourg
Malta
Netherlands
Norway
Poland
Portugal
Romania

-.02** -.02*** -.02*
(.01) (.01) (.01)

-.00
(.01)

-.03*** -.02*** -.02*** -.02*
(.01) (.01) (.01) (.01)

.00
(.01)

-.03***
(.01)

.10†
(.06)
.00
(.)
-.38*
(.15)
.20
(.25)
-.10
(.23)
.12
(.25)

.23**
(.08)
.00
(.)
-.43***
(.11)
.34
(.23)
-.28
(.22)
.29
(.21)

.05
(.06)
.00
(.)
-.43**
(.13)
.15
(.24)
.25
(.25)
.13
(.25)

.10† .10
(.06) (.06)
.00
.00
(.)
(.)
-.49*** -.51***
(.14) (.15)
-.26
-.31†
(.17) (.18)
-.45* -.51*
(.20) (.20)
-.33† -.37*
(.18) (.18)

.11*
(.05)
.00
(.)
-.35**
(.11)
-.52**
(.16)
-.44*
(.18)
-.26†
(.14)

.19*
(.08)
.00
(.)
-.46***
(.10)
.03
(.17)
-.43*
(.17)
-.01
(.14)

.08
(.06)
.00
(.)
-.52***
(.13)
-.18
(.17)
-.07
(.21)
-.23
(.18)

.06
.03
.24†		
(.17) (.17) (.13)		
-.63*** -.63*** -.36** -.32
(.16) (.18) (.13) (.20)
.16
.15
.01
.45*
(.24) (.25) (.20) (.20)
.40
.38
.39
.27
(.30) (.30) (.28) (.23)
.45** .48** .68*** .73***
(.16) (.18) (.14) (.20)
-.10
-.14
.06
.04
(.16) (.17) (.12) (.10)
.12
.11
.07
.07
(.25) (.25) (.20) (.21)
.10
.10
.07
.18
(.25) (.26) (.20) (.20)
.07
.05
.09
.27
(.24) (.25) (.19) (.21)
.97*** .96*** 1.02*** .86***
(.16) (.16) (.14) (.13)
-.07
-.12
-.02
.10
(.18) (.19) (.13) (.13)
.15
.13
.07
.31
(.25) (.26) (.21) (.20)

.02
(.14)
-.44*
(.18)
.07
(.24)
.62*
(.29)
.32*
(.14)
-.14
(.12)
.25
(.24)
-.09
(.27)
.02
(.25)
.90***
(.14)
.04
(.16)
.14
(.25)

-.05
(.16)
-.56**
(.19)
-.29†
(.17)
.11
(.26)
.39*
(.17)
-.18
(.16)
-.30
(.18)
-.35*
(.18)
-.39*
(.16)
.90***
(.15)
-.34*
(.15)
-.32†
(.17)

.16		
(.12)		
-.17
-.54*
(.14) (.22)
-.30* .13
(.14) (.13)
.18
.08
(.25) (.19)
.64*** .58**
(.14) (.20)
.02
-.01
(.11) (.10)
-.21
-.22
(.15) (.14)
-.23† -.14
(.13) (.13)
-.21† -.06
(.12) (.14)
.96*** .85***
(.13) (.12)
-.19† -.06
(.11) (.11)
-.24† -.02
(.15) (.12)

-.74*** -.80*** -.43*
(.21) (.22) (.18)
.28
.28
.17
(.25) (.26) (.21)

-.81***
(.24)
.42*
(.21)

-.49*
(.21)
.15
(.25)

-.78*** -.86*** -.40*
(.21) (.21) (.17)
-.18
-.21
-.15
(.18) (.18) (.14)

-.01
(.24)
.50**
(.18)
.19
(.32)
.13
(.25)
.27
(.22)

.19
(.22)
.22†
(.13)
.12
(.24)
.13
(.21)
.46**
(.17)

-.07
(.25)
.12
(.16)
-.03
(.20)
.06
(.24)
.25
(.21)

-.43*
(.19)
.70***
(.18)
.17
(.34)
-.34*
(.16)
-.11
(.16)

.10†
(.06)
.00
(.)
-.39*
(.16)
.18
(.25)
-.13
(.24)
.11
(.25)

-.04
(.24)
.47*
(.18)
.25
(.34)
.12
(.26)
.25
(.23)

.09†
(.05)
.00
(.)
-.27*
(.12)
-.21
(.21)
-.16
(.21)
.06
(.20)

-.10
(.21)
.53***
(.16)
.37
(.29)
-.11
(.20)
.21
(.17)

-.09
(.16)
-.61**
(.20)
-.33†
(.18)
.07
(.27)
.37†
(.19)
-.22
(.16)
-.34†
(.19)
-.39*
(.18)
-.43*
(.17)
.88***
(.15)
-.40**
(.16)
-.37*
(.18)

-.49**
(.19)
.69***
(.18)
.17
(.35)
-.39*
(.17)
-.15
(.17)

-.84***
(.24)
.10
(.14)

-.42** -.03
(.16) (.15)
.71*** .29**
(.15) (.11)
.46
-.13
(.29) (.24)
-.42*** -.22†
(.12) (.13)
-.03
.19
(.12) (.12)

-.08
(.14)
-.04
(.16)
-.27
(.17)
.38
(.26)
.36**
(.13)
-.19
(.12)
-.07
(.18)
-.40†
(.21)
-.30†
(.17)
.85***
(.14)
-.16
(.15)
-.20
(.17)
-.39*
(.20)
-.19
(.17)
-.43*
(.19)
.31**
(.12)
.24
(.20)
-.26†
(.16)
-.03
(.15)
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Slovakia
Slovenia
Spain
Sweden
United
Kingdom
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
Constant
Total N
-.60***
Group N
Pseudo R2
1084987
Log lik.
Chisquared
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.09
(.25)
.92***
(.16)
.02
(.22)
.32
(.25)

.07
-.00
(.25) (.21)
1.03*** .92***
(.19) (.16)
.01
-.06
(.23) (.18)
.32
.33
(.26) (.20)

.15
(.20)
.84***
(.21)
.18
(.18)
.50*
(.23)

-.03
(.27)
.42**
(.13)
-.01
(.22)
.29
(.26)

.41† .42† .35†
.35†
.18
(.24) (.25) (.19) (.20) (.24)
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
.65*** .65*** .71*** 1.06*** .67***
(.13) (.14) (.11) (.20) (.09)
.70*** .69*** .77*** 1.28*** .71***
(.13) (.14) (.11) (.15)
(.09)
.70*** .68*** .77*** 1.23*** .69***
(.13) (.14) (.12) (.17) (.09)
.58*** .54*** .66*** 1.08*** .65***
(.13) (.13) (.12) (.16) (.10)
.58*** .56*** .60*** .98*** .62***
(.13) (.14) (.13) (.24) (.10)
.65*** .66*** .63*** 1.06*** .59***
(.13) (.13) (.12) (.25) (.11)
1.14*** 1.14*** 1.07*** 1.53*** 1.11***
(.15) (.15) (.15) (.15)
(.19)
.80*** .81*** .82*** 1.10*** .74***
(.11) (.11) (.11) (.13)
(.12)
.74*** .74*** .75*** .99*** .69***
(.10) (.10) (.09) (.10) (.10)
.70*** .71*** .71*** .98*** .66***
(.10) (.10) (.09) (.10) (.10)
.60*** .61*** .61*** .84*** .48***
(.10) (.10) (.10) (.10) (.11)
.63*** .64*** .67*** .86*** .56***
(.10) (.10) (.09) (.10) (.11)
.67*** .68*** .72*** .93*** .63***
(.09) (.09) (.08) (.09) (.09)
.71*** .73*** .74*** .93*** .64***
(.10) (.10) (.08) (.09) (.10)
.83*** .84*** .83*** 1.05*** .73***
(.11) (.11) (.09) (.12) (.11)
.79*** .81*** .79*** .95*** .73***
(.09) (.09) (.08) (.09) (.09)
.83*** .85*** .84*** 1.02*** .77***
(.09) (.09) (.08) (.09) (.09)
.84*** .86*** .92*** 1.04*** .78***
(.09) (.09) (.08) (.09) (.09)

-.38*
(.17)
.71***
(.15)
-.38*
(.17)
-.14
(.17)

-.43*
(.18)
.76***
(.17)
-.42*
(.17)
-.18
(.18)

-.33*
(.15)
.82***
(.13)
-.35**
(.13)
.02
(.13)

-.14
(.12)
.52**
(.18)
-.06
(.11)
.16
(.16)

-.39†
(.20)
.45***
(.11)
-.31†
(.17)
-.03
(.19)

-.11
-.14
-.00
.07
-.21
(.18) (.19) (.15) (.14)
(.19)
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
.64*** .64*** .72*** 1.05*** .72***
(.14) (.16) (.12) (.31)
(.10)
.70*** .69*** .81*** 1.36*** .77***
(.15) (.16) (.12) (.18)
(.10)
.70*** .69*** .83*** 1.27*** .77***
(.15) (.17) (.13) (.20) (.10)
.59*** .55*** .74*** 1.10*** .75***
(.15) (.15) (.13) (.18)
(.11)
.57*** .55*** .64*** .95*** .73***
(.14) (.14) (.13) (.27) (.12)
.62*** .62*** .65*** 1.10*** .61***
(.14) (.14) (.13) (.29) (.12)
1.12*** 1.12*** 1.08*** 1.57*** 1.11***
(.15) (.15) (.15) (.14)
(.18)
.79*** .80*** .84*** 1.15*** .74***
(.12) (.11) (.12) (.14)
(.13)
.72*** .73*** .76*** 1.01*** .71***
(.10) (.10) (.09) (.10) (.11)
.68*** .68*** .73*** .98*** .67***
(.10) (.10) (.09) (.10) (.11)
.57*** .58*** .62*** .84*** .49***
(.10) (.10) (.10) (.10) (.12)
.63*** .64*** .70*** .90*** .58***
(.10) (.10) (.09) (.10) (.11)
.68*** .69*** .75*** .94*** .65***
(.09) (.09) (.08) (.09) (.09)
.69*** .71*** .75*** .92*** .65***
(.10) (.10) (.08) (.09) (.10)
.80*** .81*** .84*** 1.04*** .73***
(.11) (.11) (.09) (.12)
(.11)
.76*** .78*** .80*** .94*** .72***
(.10) (.10) (.08) (.09) (.10)
.80*** .82*** .84*** .99*** .76***
(.09) (.09) (.08) (.09) (.09)
.81*** .83*** .91*** 1.01*** .77***
(.09) (.09) (.08) (.09) (.09)

-1.13*** -1.16***
-.91***
-1.62*** -.73***
(.22) (.24) (.19) (.26)
34456665
30924748
797786 1607788
390
385
384
366

(.20) (.22) (.24) (.18) (.25)
1098039 814622 1619256 33933107

(.21)
30442546

390

378

373

372

354

378

.477

.468

.476

.485

.359

.371

.469

.486

.361

.374

-1.97***

-1.01***

-.70** -.67**

Table 4.3: Interaction effects Unemployment Benefits and Active Labor market Policies
and origin group
DV: Employed

(11)
Mig
/Nat

(12)
EU
/Nat

(13)
(14)
TCM
TCM
(cit)/Nat /Nat

(15)
Mig
/Nat

(16)
EU
/Nat

(17)
(18)
TCM
TCM
(cit)/Nat /Nat

UB per unemployed .03**
.04**
.04**
.04**				
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)				
Migrant
.02				
-.00			
(.04)				
(.02)			
Migrant X UB
-.02***							
(.00)							
EU migrant		.00				.01		
		
(.02)				
(.01)		
EU X UB		
-.01***						
		
(.00)						
TCM (cit)			 -.13***				 -.09***
			
(.03)				
(.02)
TCM (cit) X UB			
-.01***					
			
(.00)					
TCM				 .14†				.05
				
(.07)				
(.05)
TCM X UB				
-.04***				
				
(.01)				
ALMP per unemployed					
.01
.01
.01
.01
					
(.01)
(.02)
(.02)
(.01)
Migrant X ALMP					
-.03***			
					
(.00)			
EU X ALMP						
-.01***		
						
(.00)		
TCM (cit) X ALMP							
-.02***
							
(.00)
TCM X ALMP								
-.05***
								
(.01)
Employed
previous year
2.40*** 2.41*** 2.41*** 2.42***
2.40*** 2.41*** 2.41***
2.42***
(.04)
(.04)
(.04)
(.04) (.04)
(.04)
(.04)
(.04)
Education lev. 1
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
.00
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
(.)
Education lev. 3
.23*** .23*** .23*** .23*** .23*** .23***
.23*** .23***
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01) (.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Education lev. 3
.58*** .59*** .60*** .59*** .59*** .60*** .60*** .59***
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01) (.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Age
-.01*** -.02*** -.02*** -.02*** -.01*** -.02*** -.02*** -.01***
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
(.00) (.00)
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
Female
-.26*** -.26*** -.25*** -.26*** -.26*** -.26*** -.25*** -.26***
(.01)
(.02)
(.02)
(.01) (.01)
(.02)
(.02)
(.02)
Rural
.05*** .04*** .05*** .05*** .05*** .05***
.05*** .05***
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01) (.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
Married
.19*** .21*** .21*** .20*** .19*** .21***
.22*** .20***
(.01)

(.01)

(.01)

(.01)

(.01)

(.01)

(.01)

(.01)
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Child
GDP % growth
Unemployment %
Immigration
Constant
Total N
-.61**
Group N
Pseudo R2
32050334
Log lik.
Chi-squared
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-.27*
-.20†
-.19
-.26* -.21*
(.11)
(.12)
(.12)
(.11) (.09)
-.00
-.00
-.00
-.00
-.00
(.00)
(.00)
(.00)
(.00) (.00)
-.02** -.02*** -.02**
-.02** -.02***
(.01)
(.01)
(.01)
(.01) (.01)
.10†
.10†
.10†
.10† .10†
(.06)
(.06)
(.06)
(.06) (.06)
(fixed effects for countries and years)
.85*** .86*** .86*** .85*** .82***
(.09)
(.09)
(.09)
(.09) (.09)

-.16
(.12)
-.00
(.00)
-.02***
(.01)
.10†
(.06)

-.15
(.12)
-.00
(.00)
-.02***
(.01)
.10
(.06)

-.24*
(.10)
-.00
(.00)
-.02***
(.01)
.10†
(.06)

.83***
(.09)

.82***
(.09)

.82***
(.09)

-1.10*** -1.15*** -1.19*** -1.09***

-.65**

-.67**

-.69**

(.22)
(.24)
(.24)
(.23) (.22)
34456665 32022787 31739370 32544004

(.24)
(.24)
(.22)
33933107 31527533 31240332

390
.477

373
.480

385
.481

385
.482

390
.485

378
.476

373
.481

378
.484

Chapter 5
DA:
Welfare: velfærd-, velfærdsydelser-, sygesikring-, offentlige ydelser-, statslige ydelser-,
sociale ydelser-.
Immigration: immigr-, migrat-, migrant-, indvandr-, flygtning-, asylansøg-.
DE:
Welfare: staatshilf-, wohlfahrtstaat-, sozialpolitik-, sozialausgab-, sozialvorschrift-,
hartz, sozialprogram-, sozialversicher-, sozialhilfe.
Immigration: immigr-, migr-, einwander-, flüchtling-, bootsflüchtling-, asylbewerber-,
asylsuchender-, asylantrag-.
ES:
Welfare: gobierno ayuda, gobierno asistencia, govierno pago, social- ayuda, socialasistencia, social- pago .
Immigration: inmigrante, inmigrad-, inmigrantes, inmigracion, inmigrar, refugiad-,
asilo-.
FR:
Welfare frame: gourvernemental- aide, gourvernemental- prestations, gourvernementalassistance, social- aide, social- prestations, social- assistance.
Immigration: immigr-, migrat-, emigrer-, refugie-, illegal, irreguliere-, asile.
IT:
Welfare frame: welfare, discoccupa-, benefici-, public- assistenza, governo assistenza,
social- politica, social-spes-, social- disposizion-, social- program-, social- previdenza,
social- assicurazion-, social- sicurezza.
Immigration: immigra-, rifugiat-, asilo.
NL:
Welfare frame: uitkering-, bijstand-, verzorgingsstaat, sociale zekerheid, sociale
uitgaven, sociale wetgeving.
Immigration: immigr-, migrat-, migrant-, migre-, vluchteling-, bootvluchteling-, illegalen,
asielzoeker-.
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ENGLISH SUMMARY

Over the past few decades, immigration has become an increasingly important issue
in politics and society in Europe. In surveys, immigration is often high on the list
when Europeans are asked what the most important problem facing their country is.
Political parties running on an anti-immigration platform have gained support and, in
some cases, cemented their place as important factors in the parliament. Surprisingly,
immigration itself, apart from during the refugee crisis, has not grown as much as one
would expect based on the importance of the immigration issue in the debate. Moreover,
citizens, especially those who are against immigration, tend to overestimate the number
of migrants residing in their country. To understand how immigration has become such
an important and dividing issue in Europe, it is crucial to look beyond the immigration
figures. The extent to and ways in which immigration is absorbed in the host countries
may be a crucial part of the puzzle of explaining anti-immigrant sentiment.
Immigration absorption is a multi-faceted term and describes the societal and
institutional adaptation of immigrants as a two-way process. It involves among others the
economic and cultural integration of migrants, societal and political participation, but
also the way the host country institutions deal with immigrants and the way immigration
is debated in news media. An expectation could be that successful integration of migrants
to the labor market or similarity of migrants to natives in terms of their cultural values
could lead to a lower problematization of immigration and a decrease of anti-immigrant
sentiment. Similar effects can be expected when it comes to the extent to and ways in
which immigration is discussed in news media. News media is the place par excellence for
the discussion of societal issues and the creation or sustaining of problem perceptions.
One might expect that if the attention to and certain types of framing of migration
increases, the problematization and anti-immigrant sentiment also increases.
These two types of immigration absorption form central pieces of the puzzle in this
dissertation. I study the effects of both immigrant integration and media reporting on
immigration and their relationship to anti-immigrant attitudes. In addition, I analyze the
relationship between immigration absorption and the welfare state. Welfare state policies
have the potential to increase immigration absorption, as these policies are intended
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to decrease inequality in society and provide opportunities to vulnerable groups. For
instance, labor market policies (LMPs) could increase labor market participation among
migrants and help close the employment gap between natives and migrants. On the other
side of the causal chain, the welfare-framing of immigration news might undermine or
increase welfare state support among natives. Both relationships between immigration
absorption and the welfare state are part of the empirical analyses.
Relevance
The relationship between immigration absorption and anti-immigrant attitudes in
Europe is complementary to a growing field of research seeking explanations for these
attitudes. In this literature, a prominent question is whether anti-immigration opinions
are economically or culturally motivated. The education level of respondents has been an
important explanatory factor for a negative immigration attitude. For a long time, this was
seen as evidence for economically motivated attitudes. After all, lower educated natives are
in direct competition with the often low-skilled migrants, while higher educated natives
benefit from lower costs of low-skilled labor, which is associated with immigration. In
recent years, cultural explanations for differences in immigration attitudes between
higher and lower educated natives have prevailed. The idea is that the lower educated
are more concerned about dilution of their national culture and identity and are thus
more nationalistic, while the higher educated see different cultures and identities as an
enrichment of society. With my dissertation I contribute to this debate, by investigating
both economic and cultural aspects of immigration absorption and by comparing the
effects of these forms of absorption between high- and low-educated natives.
In addition, this dissertation contributes by making the link between immigration
absorption and the welfare state. In the academic literature, no systematic cross-national
research has yet been done into differences in the effects of LMP on the employment
opportunities of natives and migrants. This is important to investigate, because it could
be that policies aimed at reducing inequality in society in general (unintentionally) lead to
increasing differences between these two groups. This would be bad news for the inclusion
of immigrants in society, as paid work has further implications for wellbeing. Finally, with
the possible effects of immigration-welfare framing in the media on attitudes towards the
welfare state, I investigate an understudied aspect of the media debate on immigration
and the linking of these two topics in the media and in society. The observation that these
topics are interrelated is not new, but what this linking of issues in the media means for
support for the welfare state among citizens is not yet known.
Analytical approach
The analyses of the empirical chapters are based on large-N, statistical research in
different European countries, over a longer period of time. For the data collection I used
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different sources, developed measurements and linked data. The most important data
sources are the European Social Survey (ESS) and the Labour Force Survey (LFS). For my
measurements of media attention and framing I performed my own automatic content
analysis of newspapers in ten different countries. By connecting these data with survey
data, it was possible to use multilevel regression models to look for statistical relations
and interaction effects. Although the analyses differ in the availability of the variables
and the structure of the regression models, the analytical strategy is consistent. First, it
is important to have a large sample of comparable (read: European) countries and time
points. In particular, the analyses with media data are limited in number of countries
and years, but the countries included cover a variety of European regions. The second
principle is transparency and justification of choices. Every step from data collection to
the interpretation of the models is accurately documented and every choice along the way
is explained. To show whether other choices would have led to different results, I show
these in a large number of robustness analyses. Finally, it is important to recognize the
limitations of the data and analyses. The social world is complex and without being able
to perform experiments, there is always uncertainty in the statements that can be made.
The absence of certain data, the inherent uncertainty in the measurement of variables and
the inability to exclude endogeneity or all possible omitted variables make uncertain and
probabilistic conclusions the highest achievable goal. By working as systematically and
transparently as possible, I provide a solid argumentation for the causal claims, which I
make with caution.
Findings per chapter
The various substudies each provide a number of interesting findings. For example,
Chapter Two shows that the integration of immigrants is related to anti-immigration
attitudes of natives, but that lower and higher educated natives differ in how they react to
economic and cultural aspects of integration. Differences in labor participation between
natives and migrants do not show a significant relationship with the immigration attitude
of lower educated natives. Highly educated natives, on the other hand, appear to be more
positive about immigration when the employment gap between natives and migrants
increases. Further analyses show that the highly educated natives react in particular to
the employment of natives, which causes a large part of the employment gap between
migrants and natives. As more natives enter the labor market, higher-educated natives are
less concerned about migration, even if migrants’ participation in the labor market lags
behind. When it comes to differences in cultural values between migrants and natives, it
is the immigration attitude of lower-educated natives in particular that responds to these
differences. With large differences between migrants and natives in terms of their degree
of religiosity, opinions on lesbian, gay, bisexual and transgender (LGBT) rights and
opinions on personal freedoms, the anti-immigration attitude of lower educated natives
increases. Both findings point to possible differences in priorities between low- and high167

educated natives. While the highly educated are more concerned about employment,
especially that of natives, lower educated natives seem to be more guided by the cultural
aspects of integration when it comes to forming their opinion on immigration.
In Chapter Three, media coverage of immigration is central as an expression of
immigration absorption and its influence on the immigration attitudes of low- and higheducated natives. In addition to the possible effects of media attention on immigration, I
also investigate the possible effects of different immigration frames: a welfare state frame,
an Islam frame, and a terrorism frame. The findings suggest that the immigration-welfare
frame does not have an effect on the immigration attitudes of natives. Also, there are no
significant differences between the effects on lower- and higher-educated natives. However,
there are statistically significant effects of the Islam frame and the terrorism frame on antiimmigration attitudes. The higher the relative attention to these frames in the media, the
more negative natives are regarding immigration. These effects apply to both low- and
high- educated natives, but are slightly stronger for the lower educated natives.
The second part of the dissertation concerns the relationship between immigration
absorption and the welfare state. Chapter Four describes the relationship between labor
market policy and differences in unemployment between immigrants and natives. In
short, does labor market policy strengthen or weaken the relative position of migrants
on the labor market and thus the absorption of immigration? The results show that
unemployment benefits (UBs) work better and active (labor market policies (ALMPs)
work less badly for the labor participation of natives and migrants from EU countries on
the one hand and immigrants from third countries on the other hand, respectively. For
possible causes of these different policy outcomes, the integration of newcomers rather
than access to these programs discrimination and anti-immigration sentiment should be
considered. The analyses reveal that for migrants who are in the country longer than nine
years, the differences in the effectiveness of labor market policies compared to natives are
no longer statistically significant.
In the final empirical chapter, Chapter Five, I investigate what one of the forms of
immigration absorption means for support for the welfare state. In the media debate,
immigration and the welfare state are regularly mentioned together and this raises
the question of whether this linkage of topics affects citizens’ support for the welfare
state and whether these effects differ on the basis of personal characteristics. To study
this, I return to the media debate and investigate what happens to welfare state support
when immigration news is framed as a welfare state issue. This appears to depend on
the respondent’s immigration position. According to the models, support for the welfare
state decreases when the immigration-welfare state framing increases among people
who are opposed to immigration. For people who are in favor of immigration, increased
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immigration-welfare framing increases their support for the welfare state. Immigrationwelfare framing seems to tap into ideas about who needs support from the government
and who deserves it in the eyes of the respondents. It seems that people who are against
immigration consider the sustainability of the welfare state and are concerned that public
money is going to the out-group if immigration-welfare framing increases. People with
a pro-immigration view might consider that more social protection is needed, both for
natives and migrants, when the two topics are linked together in the news.
Conclusions
This dissertation shows the relevance of immigration absorption and what the effects of
economic and cultural aspects of absorption are on the immigration attitudes of lowand high-educated natives. In addition, it shows that LMP can increase differences in
employment between migrants and natives and that the immigration-welfare state
framing in the media has consequences for support for the welfare state. Taken together,
these findings paint a perhaps somewhat gloomy picture for people who believe in equality,
tolerance and social cohesion. Differences between migrants and natives increase the
differences between low- and high-educated natives in their immigration opinion, LMP
seems to increase socio-economic differences between migrants and natives, and through
immigration-welfare framing in the media, considerations of who does and does not
deserve support from the government permeate the debate on the welfare state.
Nevertheless, this dissertation also offers some hope, which can be found in the
integration of migrants. Integration is related to immigration attitudes and, just as larger
cultural differences between migrants and natives can strengthen anti-immigration
attitudes, especially of low-educated natives, an increase in integration can increase proimmigration attitudes. In addition, integration appears to have a reinforcing effect on the
effectiveness of LMPs, which further strengthen the socio-economic position of migrants.
Immigrant integration can function as a double-edged sword when it comes to increasing
equality and understanding and is therefore a promising, but still very complex, area for
policy and further research into immigration absorption, immigration attitudes and the
welfare state.
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NEDERLANDSE SAMENVATTING

De afgelopen decennia is immigratie een belangrijk onderwerp geworden in Europese
politiek en maatschappijen. In verschillende Europese landen staat immigratie
hoog op de lijst van belangrijkste problemen die het land op dit moment beleeft,
blijkt uit enquêteonderzoek. In deze periode zijn politieke partijen met een antiimmigratieboodschap opgekomen en hebben in verschillende landen vaste voet aan de
grond gekregen. Toch is het niet zo dat immigratie zelf zoveel is toegenomen, althans,
niet in de mate het anti-immigratiesentiment goed kan verklaren. Veel burgers, met name
degene die tegen immigratie zijn, overschatten vaak hoe groot het percentage migranten
in hun samenleving is. Om te begrijpen hoe immigratie zo’n belangrijk en polariserend
onderwerp is geworden, is het belangrijk verder te kijken naar de grootte van immigratie
alleen. De mate en manier waarop landen immigranten in hun samenleving opnemen
vormt een cruciale schakel in de perceptie die autochtonen hebben van migranten.
De opname van immigranten in de samenleving is een breed begrip en afhankelijk van
zowel migranten zelf, als de maatschappij en instituties van het gastland, in dit geval
de Europese landen. De opname van immigranten heeft bijvoorbeeld te maken met
hoe immigranten integreren. Dit kan zowel economisch zijn als cultureel en behelst
politieke en maatschappelijke participatie. Een verwachting zou bijvoorbeeld zijn dat
als immigranten succesvol zijn op de arbeidsmarkt of qua grotendeels dezelfde culturele
waardes hebben als de autochtonen in het gastland, deze autochtonen immigratie als een
minder groot probleem beschouwen. Een tweede vorm van de opname van migranten is
hoe er in het gastland over immigranten gesproken wordt, bijvoorbeeld in nieuwsmedia.
Media kunnen beschouwd worden als de plek waar het maatschappelijke debat over
uiteenlopende onderwerpen gevoerd wordt en hebben zodoende een invloed op welke
maatschappelijke onderwerpen door burgers belangrijk worden gevonden. Veel aandacht
voor immigratie, of de manier waarop immigranten besproken worden in het nieuws,
kan van invloed zijn over hoe burgers over immigratie denken. Media kunnen, naast
integratie, dus ook een schakel vormen tussen immigratie zelf en hoe er over immigratie
gedacht wordt door autochtonen.
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Deze twee vormen van opname van immigranten staat centraal in dit proefschrift.
Van beide vormen, integratie en mediaberichtgeving, onderzoek ik de relatie met antiimmigratiehoudingen onder autochtonen. Daarnaast onderzoek ik de relatie tussen de
opname van immigranten en de verzorgingsstaat. De verzorgingsstaat heeft de potentie
om de opname van immigratie de versterken. In het algemeen kan verwacht worden
dat beleid dat gericht is op het bevorderen van gelijkheid, ook voor meer gelijkheid
tussen migranten en autochtonen kan versterken. Bijvoorbeeld door middel van
werkloosheidsuitkeringen en arbeidsmarkt activeringsbeleid kunnen migranten aan
werk geholpen worden en verschillen in werkloosheid op basis van migratie-achtergrond
verkleinen en daarmee de opname van immigranten versterken. Aan de andere kant van
de causale keten, kan de opname van immigranten, door bijvoorbeeld de mate en manier
waarop media over immigratie berichten, steun voor de verzorgingsstaat beïnvloeden.
Beide relaties tussen de verzorgingsstaat en de opname van immigratie komen in dit
proefschrift aan bod.
Wetenschappelijke relevantie
De relatie tussen de opname van immigranten en anti-immigratie attitudes in Europa
sluit aan bij een toenemend onderzoeksveld dat verklaringen zoekt voor deze houdingen.
In deze literatuur is een prominente vraag of anti-immigratie opinies economisch of
cultureel gemotiveerd zijn. Opleidingsniveau is een belangrijke verklarende factor geweest
voor een negatieve immigratie houding. Lange tijd werd dit gekoppeld aan economisch
gemotiveerde houdingen. Immers, laagopgeleide autochtonen zijn in directere competitie
met de vaak laag gekwalificeerde migranten, terwijl hoogopgeleiden juist profiteren van
lagere kosten op laaggekwalificeerde arbeid die gepaard gaat met immigratie. De laatste
jaren hebben culturele verklaringen voor verschillen in immigratie attitudes tussen hoger
en lager opgeleide autochtonen de overhand gekregen. Laagopgeleiden maken zich meer
zorgen om het behoud van hun nationale cultuur en identiteit en zijn zo nationalistischer,
terwijl hoogopgeleiden verschillende culturen en identiteiten juist als een verrijking van
de samenleving zien, zo is de gedachte. Met mijn proefschrift draag ik bij aan dit debat,
door zowel economische als culturele aspecten van immigratie opname te onderzoeken
en de effecten van deze vormen van opname te vergelijken tussen hoog- en laagopgeleide
autochtonen.
Daarnaast draagt dit proefschrift bij door de koppeling te maken tussen de opname van
immigratie en de verzorgingsstaat. In de wetenschappelijke literatuur is nog niet op
structurele wijze onderzoek gedaan naar verschillen in effecten van arbeidsmarktbeleid
op de arbeidskansen van autochtonen en migranten. Dit is belangrijk te onderzoeken,
want het zou kunnen dat beleid dat gericht is op het verkleinen van ongelijkheid in de
samenleving in het algemeen (onbedoeld) leidt tot het vergroten van verschillen tussen
deze twee groepen. Dit zou slecht nieuws zijn voor de opname van immigranten in
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de samenleving, omdat betaald werk ook verdere welzijnsimplicaties heeft. Tenslotte
onderzoek ik met de mogelijke effecten van immigratie-verzorgingsstaat-frame in de
media op houdingen ten aanzien van de verzorgingsstaat een onderontwikkeld aspect
van het mediadebat over immigratie en de koppeling van deze twee onderwerpen in de
media en in de maatschappij. Dat deze onderwerpen met elkaar samenhangen is niet
nieuw, maar wat deze koppeling van onderwerpen in de media betekenen voor steun voor
de verzorgingsstaat is nog niet bekend.
Onderzoeksstrategie
De analyses van de empirische hoofdstukken zijn gebaseerd op kwantitatief, statistisch
onderzoek, in verschillende Europese landen, over langere tijd. Voor de dataverzameling
heb ik verschillende bronnen gebruikt, metingen ontwikkeld en data gekoppeld. De
belangrijkste databronnen zijn de European Social Survey (ESS) en de Labour Force Survey
(LFS). Voor mijn metingen van media-aandacht en framing heb ik een eigen automatische
inhoudsanalyse gedaan naar dagbladen in tien verschillende landen. Door deze data met
elkaar te verbinden was het mogelijk met multilevel regressiemodellen op zoek te gaan
naar statistische verbanden en interactie-effecten. Hoewel de analyses verschillen door
in de beschikbaarheid van de variabelen en de opbouw van de regressiemodellen, is de
analysestrategie consistent. Ten eerste is het belangrijk een grote sample te hebben van
vergelijkbare (lees: Europese) landen en tijdpunten. Met name de analyses met mediadata
zijn gelimiteerd in het aantal landen en jaren, maar de landen die zijn meegenomen
bestrijken een variëteit aan Europese regio’s. Het tweede uitgangspunt is transparantie
en verantwoording. Iedere stap van dataverzameling tot de interpretatie van de modellen
zijn nauwkeurig gedocumenteerd en wanneer er een keuze is gemaakt, verantwoord
ik deze. Om te laten zien of andere keuzes tot andere resultaten zouden hebben geleid,
laat ik deze in een groot aantal robuustheidsanalyses zien. Tenslotte is het belangrijk de
beperkingen van de data en de analyses te onderkennen. De sociale wereld is complex
en zonder zuivere experimenten, is er altijd onzekerheid in de uitspraken die er gedaan
kunnen worden. Het ontbreken van bepaalde data, de inherente onzekerheid in de
meting van variabelen en het niet kunnen uitsluiten van endogeniteit of alle mogelijke
schijnverbanden maken onzekere en probabilistische conclusies het hoogst haalbare.
Door zo systematisch en transparant mogelijk te werk te gaan, probeer ik een degelijke
onderbouwing te geven voor de causale claims, die ik, met de beperkingen van dit
onderzoek, in alle voorzichtigheid probeer te maken.
Bevindingen per hoofdstuk
De verschillende deelonderzoeken laten ieder een aantal interessante patronen zien.
Zo toont Hoofdstuk twee aan dat de integratie van immigranten samenhangt met antiimmigratie attitudes van autochtonen, maar dat laag- en hoogopgeleide autochtonen
verschillen in hoe zij op economische en culturele aspecten van integratie reageren.
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Verschillen in arbeidsparticipatie tussen autochtonen en migranten laten geen
significante relatie zien met de immigratie attitude van laagopgeleide autochtonen.
Hoogopgeleide autochtonen, daarentegen, blijken positiever over immigratie te zijn,
wanneer de arbeidsparticipatiekloof tussen autochtonen en migranten toeneemt. Verdere
analyses laten zien dat hoogopgeleiden met name reageren op de werkgelegenheid van
autochtonen, die de arbeidsparticipatiekloof tussen migranten en autochtonen voor een
groot deel veroorzaakt. Als meer autochtonen aan het werk komen, maken hoogopgeleide
autochtonen zich minder zorgen over migratie, zelfs als de arbeidsparticipatie van
migranten achterblijft. Als het gaat om verschillen in culturele waardes tussen migranten
en autochtonen, is het met name de immigratie attitude van laagopgeleide autochtonen
die daarop reageren. Bij grote verschillen tussen migranten en autochtonen als het gaat
om hun mate van religiositeit, mening over homorechten en mening over persoonlijke
vrijheden, stijgt de anti-immigratie attitude van laagopgeleide autochtonen. Beide
bevindingen wijzen op mogelijke verschillen in prioriteiten tussen laag- en hoogopgeleiden
autochtonen. Waar hoogopgeleiden zich als het om immigratie gaat meer zorgen maken
om de werkgelegenheid, met name van autochtonen, lijken laagopgeleide autochtonen
zich meer te laten leiden door de culturele aspecten van integratie als het gaat om de
vorming van hun opinie ten aanzien van immigratie.
In Hoofdstuk drie staat mediaberichtgeving over immigratie centraal als uiting van
immigratie opname en de invloed daarvan op de immigratie attitudes van laag- en
hoogopgeleide autochtonen. Naast mogelijke effecten van media-aandacht voor immigratie
onderzoek ik in dit hoofdstuk ook mogelijke effecten van verschillende immigratieframes:
verzorgingsstaat-frame, Islam-frame en terrorisme-frame. De bevindingen wijzen erop
dat het immigratie-verzorgingsstaat-frame geen invloed lijkt te hebben op de immigratieattitudes van autochtonen. Ook zijn er geen significante verschillen van de effecten voor
laag- en hoogopgeleide autochtonen. Wel zijn er statistisch significante effecten van het
Islam-frame en het terrorisme-frame op anti-immigratie attitudes. Hoe hoger de relatieve
aandacht voor deze frames in de media, des te negatiever autochtonen zijn ten aanzien
van immigratie. Deze effecten gelden voor zowel laag- als hoogopgeleide autochtonen, als
zijn de effecten iets sterker voor laagopgeleiden.
Het tweede deel van het proefschrift behelst de relatie tussen immigratie opname en de
verzorgingsstaat. Zo beschrijft Hoofdstuk vier de relatie tussen arbeidsmarktbeleid en
verschillen in werkloosheid tussen immigranten en autochtonen. Kortom, versterkt of
verzwakt arbeidsmarktbeleid de relatieve positie van migranten op de arbeidsmarkt, en
dus de opname van immigratie? Uit de resultaten blijkt dat werkloosheidsuitkeringen als
activeringsbeleid respectievelijk beter en minder slecht werken voor de arbeidsparticipatie
van aan de ene kant autochtonen en migranten uit EU-landen en aan de andere kant
immigranten uit derde landen. Voor mogelijke oorzaken van deze verschillende effecten
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moet in plaats van naar de toegang tot deze programma’s, of discriminatie en antiimmigratie sentiment, gekeken worden naar de integratie van nieuwkomers. Uit de
analyses blijkt dat voor migranten die langer in het land zijn dan negen jaar, de verschillen
met autochtonen in de effectiviteit van het arbeidsmarktbeleid niet meer statistisch
significant zijn.
In het laatste empirische hoofdstuk, Hoofdstuk vijf, onderzoek ik wat een vorm van
de opname van immigratie betekent voor steun voor de verzorgingsstaat. In het
immigratiedebat worden deze twee onderwerpen regelmatig samen genoemd en dit
doet de vraag rijzen of deze koppeling van onderwerpen gevolgen heeft voor de steun
van burgers voor de verzorgingsstaat en of deze effecten verschillen op basis van
persoonlijke eigenschappen. Om dit te onderzoeken ga ik terug naar het mediadebat en
onderzoek ik wat er gebeurt met steun voor de verzorgingsstaat wanneer immigratie
op een verzorgingsstaat-manier geframed wordt in het nieuws. Dit blijkt afhankelijk
van het immigratiestandpunt van de respondent. Volgens de modellen daalt de steun
voor de verzorgingsstaat onder mensen met een anti-immigratie houding wanneer de
immigratie-verzorgingsstaat framing toeneemt. Voor mensen die positief staan tegenover
immigratie is dit andersom. Waarschijnlijk heeft dit te maken met ideeën over wie steun
van de overheid nodig heeft en wie het in de ogen van de respondenten verdient. Het lijkt
erop dat mensen die tegen immigratie zijn bij immigratie-verzorgingsstaat-nieuws de
houdbaarheid van de verzorgingsstaat overwegen en zich zorgen maken dat overheidsgeld
terugkomt bij immigranten, de buitenstaanders. Mensen met een pro-immigratiemening
overwegen misschien dat er meer sociale protectie nodig is, voor zowel de autochtonen als
de migranten, wanneer de twee onderwerpen aan elkaar gekoppeld worden in het nieuws.
Conclusies
Dit proefschrift laat de relevantie van immigratie opname zien en wat de effecten van
economische en culturele aspecten zijn voor de immigratie attitudes van laag- en
hoogopgeleide autochtonen. Daarnaast toont het aan dat arbeidsmarktbeleid verschillen
in arbeidsparticipatie tussen migranten en autochtonen kan vergroten en dat het
immigratie-verzorgingsstaat-framing in de media gevolgen heeft voor steun voor de
verzorgingsstaat. Alle deze bevindingen samen schetsen een misschien wat somber
beeld, voor mensen die geloven in gelijkheid, tolerantie en sociale cohesie. Verschillen
tussen migranten en autochtonen vergroten de verschillen tussen laag- en hoogopgeleide
autochtonen in hun immigratie-opinie, arbeidsmarktbeleid lijkt sociaaleconomische
verschillen tussen migranten en autochtonen te vergroten en overwegingen van wie wel en
geen steun van de overheid verdient zijn overwegingen die middels het immigratiedebat
doorsijpelen in het debat over de verzorgingsstaat.
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Toch biedt dit proefschrift ook enige hoop en die kan gevonden worden in de integratie van
migranten. Integratie hangt samen met immigratie-attitudes en zoals grotere culturele
verschillen tussen migranten en autochtonen anti-immigratie attitudes van met name
laagopgeleide autochtonen kunnen versterken, zo kan een toename van integratie deze
attitudes ook weer verzwakken. Daarnaast blijkt dat integratie een versterkende werking
heeft van de effectiviteit van arbeidsmarktbeleid, wat de sociaaleconomische positie van
migranten verder versterkt. Integratie is kan dus via twee wegen tot meer gelijkheid en
begrip leiden en is daarmee een veelbelovend, maar nog steeds zeer complex, terrein voor
beleid en verder onderzoek naar de opname van immigratie.
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