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ESS special questions
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Immigration bad or good for country's economy (0 – bad for the 

economy, -, 10 – good for the economy)

Country's cultural life undermined or enriched by immigrants (0 -

Cultural life undermined, -, 10 - Cultural life enriched)

Immigrants make country worse or better place to live (0 - Worse 

place to live,-, 10 - Better place to live)
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Main previous results
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•Card: “there is substantial variation in the strength of anti-immigrant 

opinion across European countries, and that attitudes towards 

immigration also vary systematically with characteristics such as age, 

education, individuals’ employment status, religion, and urban/rural 

location”. 

•Malchow-Moeller: There is “positive relationship between education and 

the general attitude towards immigration”

•Brenner and Fertig: “Higher education of both the respondents and their 

parents affect views on foreigners positively”, “Differences in average 

attitudes across countries can to some extent be explained by per capita 

GDP differences”.

•Müller and Silvio: “The labor-market and welfare-state mechanisms play 

a significant role in explaining individual attitudes”

•Rustenbach: “Key predictors of anti-immigrant attitudes are regional and 

national interpersonal trust, education level, foreign direct investment, 

and political variables”.
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A distinctive feature of this paper
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1. Comparing the attitude towards immmigrants in three types 

of countries:

• those which joined the European Union before 2004 (“Old”

European Countries), 

• those which joined the European Union since 2004 (“New”

European Countries), 

• and non European Union countries, Russia and Ukraine, 

which border the European Union. 

2.    Revealing what factors, individual or macroeconomic, have 

a greater impact on the attitude of people towards migrants.
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Data: ESS, 5th wave, 2010-2011
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Some descriptive statistics for the dependent variables

photo

Mean=3.76Mean=4.61Mean=4.79Immigrants make country 

worse or better place to live (0 -

Worse place to live, …, 10 -

Better place to live)

Mean=4.04Mean=5.05Mean=5.45Country's cultural life 

undermined or enriched by 

immigrants (0 - Cultural life 

undermined, …, 10 - Cultural life 

enriched)

Mean=4.12Mean=4.39Mean=4.69Immigrants bad or good for 

country's economy (0 – bad for 

the economy,…, 10 – good for 

the economy)

Russia and 

Ukraine

“New”

European 

Countries

“Old”

European 

Countries

0
.2

.4
.6

.8
1

D
e
n
s
it
y

0 2 4 6 8 10
imbgeco

0
.2

.4
.6

.8
1

D
e
n
s
it
y

0 2 4 6 8 10
imbgeco

0
.2

.4
.6

.8

D
e
n
s
it
y

0 2 4 6 8 10
imbgeco

0
.2

.4
.6

.8

D
e
n
s
it
y

0 2 4 6 8 10
imueclt

0
.2

.4
.6

.8
1

D
e
n
s
it
y

0 2 4 6 8 10
imueclt

0
.2

.4
.6

.8

D
e
n
s
it
y

0 2 4 6 8 10
imueclt

0
.5

1
1
.5

D
e
n
s
it
y

0 2 4 6 8 10
imwbcnt

0
.5

1
1
.5

D
e
n
s
it
y

0 2 4 6 8 10
imwbcnt

0
.2

.4
.6

.8

D
e
n
s
it
y

0 2 4 6 8 10
imwbcnt



EACES Conference,  6 – 8 September 2012, UWS, Paisley

Hypotheses
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Hypothesis 1. The attitude of the inhabitants in "Old", "New", and 

"Non" European countries to migrants differs.

Hypothesis 2. The higher individual level of education the better 

his/her attitude towards migrants.

Hypothesis 3. The higher the level of country’s economic 

development (high GDP per cap, low level of corruption and 

unemployment) the better the citizens’ attitude towards 

migrants.
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Independent variables
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Model
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Results of estimation (Y = Immigrants make country 

worse or better place to live, 0 – worse, =, 10 – better)
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Hypotheses tests
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Hypothesis 1. The attitude of the inhabitants in "Old", "New", and 

"Non" European countries to migrants differs - Confirmed

Hypothesis 2. The higher individual level of education the better 

his/her attitude towards migrants - Confirmed

Hypothesis 3. The higher the level of country’s economic 

development (high GDP per cap, low level of corruption and 

unemployment) the better the citizens’ attitude towards migrants 

– Only partly confirmed
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Common features
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•With age attitude towards migrants firstly gets worse, then after 

reaching a turning point (50-60 years) starts to improve.

•In all countries men more than woman believe migrants help the 

economy but more critically evaluate to the cultural contribution of 

immigrants.

•Attitude towards immigrants  improves with increasing educational 

level. 

•People having citizenship evaluate the contribution of migrants 

negatively.

•At the same time minorities (who may or may not have citizenship) 

estimate migrants’ contribution higher.

•The estimated contribution of migrants also increase with GDP 

growth.

•The less corrupt a country is, the higher the estimated economic

contribution of migrants
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Differences
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•In Europe, with increasing income residents’ evaluation of both the 

economic and the cultural contribution of migrants increases, while 

in Russia and Ukraine only the economic contribution increase 

(whereas evaluation of cultural contribution decrease). 

•The unemployed in Russia and Ukraine are also skeptical about the 

cultural contributions of migrants. 

•In “Old” Europe more religious citizens regard the cultural impact of 

migrants negatively, and in “New” Europe, Russia and Ukraine 

positively.

•The higher the level of unemployment in “Old” Europe, the lower the 

estimate of the economic contribution of migrants. In “New” Europe, 

Russia and Ukraine there is the opposite trend.

•In the countries of “Old” Europe, the percentage of migrants in the 

population of a country is positively related to the assessment of the 

economic contribution of migrants. In “New” Europe, Russia and 

Ukraine there is the opposite trend.
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Influence of micro and macro level factors
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),v(ôcˆ
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Conclusions and policy implications

photo

• Using the analysis for the three groups of countries we can pick out groups 

of citizens whose attitudes to immigrants are most negative. For example, in

all countries, it is middle-aged, low educated citizens. In the "Old" Europe

they are the most religious citizens. In Russia and Ukraine they are on the 

one hand people with high income and on the other hand the unemployed. 

To avoid increased social tension authorities should pay such groups of 

citizens more attention.

• General attitudes towards migrants are mostly dependent not on the 

individual characteristics of citizens but on the economic situation in the 

country in which these citizens live. In particular, the higher the GDP per cap 

the higher the estimated contribution of immigrants.
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