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Abstract: 

The literature has examined the impact of immigration on prejudice but disregarded the 

theoretical implications of often contradictory results.  This article revisits this literature and tests 

different statistical models with an eye to what they say about the relative importance of 

economic competition and cultural conflict in accounting for prejudice levels in host European 

countries.  The statistical analysis is based on individual data collected by the European Social 

Survey in 2002 and on aggregate-level data on immigration and wealth for 16 European 

countries.  The statistical results suggest that both economic competition and cultural conflict 

play a role in explaining prejudice toward immigrants in Europe, but that the former is a stronger 

causal factor.  The article ends with a reflection on the policy implications of these statistical 

results at a time in which some governments and public intellectuals are challenging them.
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The literature on immigration and ethnic conflict has privileged the analysis of the impact of 

immigration on prejudice and other forms of overt or implicit xenophobia, and for good reasons.  

Recent studies have showed that other factors, such as discursive opportunity structures 

(Koopmans and Olzak, 2004), political opportunity structures (Koopmans, Statham, Giugni, and 

Passy, 2005), and changing economic cycles (Olzak, 1995) also enter the explanation of attitudes 

toward immigrants.  Of all factors impinging on prejudice, however, immigration numbers and 

composition are arguably the ones that are easiest to change through policy-making.  They are 

also the ones that center public debate.  Ordinary citizens and elites alike often decry the 

presence of "too many" immigrants and the sudden influx of "waves of immigrants".  

Immigration policy reflects this concern and tends to focus on numbers, implicitly assuming that 

the size of immigrant populations has a major influence on the host population's attitudes toward 

them.  Occasionally, policy debates have also concerned the origins of immigrants.  Although the 

trend since the late 1970s was toward de-ethnicized migration policies, which decoupled the 

decision to admit immigrants from their geographic or ethnic origins (see Joppke, 2003), the 

issue has never gone away.  Berlusconi's policies toward Rumanians and the Roma, Huntington's 

article "The Hispanic Challenge" (2004), and much of the debate on the admission of Turkey to 

the European Union are the most obvious examples of the prevailing tension between liberal and 

ethnicized views on immigration.   

Research on the impact of immigration on prejudice has produced ambiguous results, 

with some analyses confirming common sense expectations and others showing no relationship 

between immigration levels and prejudice.  Thus, prejudice in Europe seems to vary with the 

proportion of immigrants from non-Western European countries, whereas it is insensitive to the 

overall proportion of Western European and non-Western European immigrants taken together.  

Authors have often disregarded these contradictory results. When they have reflected on them, 



 4 

their assumption has been that the contrast reflects the role of the host populations' different 

cultural sensitivity to immigration from different areas of the world.  Beyond this, authors have 

not attempted to unpack the effect of immigration numbers on prejudice, in order to determine 

the relative roles of economic competition and of the immigrants' cultural traits.  Instead, they 

have embedded cultural difference and economic competition into a broad socio-psychological 

explanation of prejudice centered on the concept of perceived ethnic threat.   

Research on the impact of immigration on prejudice has also paid little attention to the 

role of the immigrant groups' ethnic and racial composition.  Although there is a substantive 

body of comparative research that has studied symbolic boundaries between "us" and "them" in 

Europe (Bail, 2008) and examined the role of economic and ethno/racial categories in explaining 

prejudice in particular countries (e.g Sniderman et al. 2000), quantitative research has rarely 

analyzed the relationship between the geographic or ethnic origin of immigrants and prejudice.  

This article evaluates the relative roles of structural economic competition and of the 

immigrants' cultural characteristics in explaining observed relationships between immigration 

levels and composition and levels of prejudice.  It does so with full awareness of the fact that 

indicators of immigration are highly ambiguous measures of cultural threat or economic 

competition and that one therefore needs to develop subtle statistical tests that address this 

ambiguity.  In particular, the article argues against a simplistic cultural interpretation of 

previously observed contrasts in the effects of non-Western European migration and total 

immigration on prejudice in Europe and proposes instead that the contrast can also reflect the 

different extents to which Western and non-Western immigrants compete for resources with host 

populations.  At the same time the article questions the extant assumption that a host country's 

wealth, as measured by GDP, is an unambiguous indicator of the extent to which host 

populations can withstand economic pressures caused by immigrants.  Instead, it proposes that 



 5 

the host country's GDP can also indirectly measure the cultural distance between host and 

immigrant populations.  With these considerations in mind, the article develops hypotheses about 

the relationships between immigration and prejudice that one would obtain if cultural or 

economic causal factors prevailed.  In particular, it examines how the proportion of immigrants 

in a country interacts with the host country's wealth level to produce a particular average level of 

prejudice in the population.  Furthermore, it examines the impact of the ethno-religious 

characteristics of immigrant populations on a country's average prejudice levels.  Data for sixteen 

countries collected in 2002 as part of the European Social Survey, combined with aggregate data 

for the period surrounding the year of the survey, demonstrate that economics weighs more than 

culture in the explanation of prejudice levels in Europe.  

Theories of Anti-Immigrant Prejudice 

Economic Approaches 

The literature on prejudice toward immigrants falls within the more general literature on group 

prejudice toward ethnic minorities.  This literature has generally emphasized the role of 

structural economic factors.  Although ethnic competition theory, realistic conflict theory, and 

split labor market theory find their roots in different intellectual traditions (e.g. Human ecology, 

Conflict theory, and Marxism) and rely on different causal mechanisms for their arguments, they 

reach identical conclusions:  When ethnic minorities or immigrants compete for or attain the 

same jobs and economic rewards as the dominant ethnic group, the latter reacts in a defensive 

manner.  Also, when ethnic minorities or immigrants, because of sheer numbers or because of 

need, compete for public goods (e.g. education, health, unemployment benefits) segments of the 

dominant ethnic majority develop antagonistic feelings toward them.  This defensive reaction 

often takes the form of overt or symbolic prejudice and it is more intense during periods of 

shrinking economic opportunities, in less prosperous societies, and in countries in which ethnic 
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minorities tend not to be unionized (Bonacich, 1972; Hannan, 1979; Bobo, 1983; Olzak, 1995).  

The literature has provided substantial empirical evidence in support of the economic approach 

to explaining the rejection of  ethnic minorities by dominant ethnic groups (e.g. Ragin, 1979; 

Nielsen, 1980; Bélanger and Pinard, 1991; Olzak, 1995). 

Cultural Approaches: Perceived Ethnic Threat, Ethnic Hierarchies, Migration and Prejudice 

Although empirical results tend to support a structural economic explanation of prejudice toward 

immigrants, the results so far do not rule out alternative explanations focused more on culture 

than economics.  Social psychologists, in particular, have singled out perceived ethnic threat as 

the mechanism that connects social forces to prejudice and emphasized that status, politics, and 

identity play as important a role as economics.  They argue that members of the dominant ethnic 

group reject immigrants not only because they are seen as taking away jobs and lowering wages, 

but also because they are seen as challenging the dominant group's status in society and their 

political prerogatives (Blumer, 1958; Gusfield, 1963; Vanneman and Pettigrew, 1972).  Because 

of its focus on non-economic processes, I label this perspective "cultural" as opposed to the pure 

economic perspective described in the previous section.  Its emphasis is on the cultural 

characteristics of immigrants that trigger perceptions of threat among host populations. 

Some empirical findings support the claim that culture (e.g. concerns for status and 

identity) matters in the explanation of prejudice.  For instance, one observes that individuals in 

host populations discriminate among immigrants and do not find it difficult to rank minority 

groups in terms of social distance.  With data from the General Social Survey, Smith and 

Dempsey (1983) show that in 1965 US citizens ranked Europeans higher than Non-Europeans 

and that they ranked Latin Americans higher than Asians, Asians higher than Blacks, and Blacks 

higher than Gypsies.  Meanwhile, Verkuyten and Kinket show that  today the US population 
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ranks whites first, followed by Asians, Hispanics, and African Americans, in that order (2000).  

The non-Western population's consistently lower status in the US also emerges in Olzak's path-

breaking study on ethnic conflict, which shows that 20th century European immigration, instead 

of triggering hostility toward Europeans often resulted in greater hostility toward blacks or 

Chinese. Olzak's study also demonstrates that macroeconomic changes have traditionally had a 

greater impact on conflict between blacks and whites than on conflict between Chinese and 

whites.  

Data for other world regions confirm people's tendency to rank ethnic groups.  In the 

same study cited above, Verkuyten and Kinket (2000) show that Dutch children rank Dutch first, 

followed by Indonesians and Surinamese, in turn followed by Yugoslavians, Moroccans, and 

Turks.  Other authors also show that in the Netherlands perceived threat from immigrants is 

greater when immigrants are Turkish or Moroccan than when they are Surinamese (Sniderman, 

Hagendoorn, and Prior, 2004).   

The empirical finding that individuals rank ethnic groups differently in terms of social 

distance raises theoretical questions as to the causal mechanisms that underlie these rankings and 

the different degrees of threat that ethnic minorities and immigrants pose to dominant groups in 

society.  Non economic approaches to ethnic prejudice have generally emphasized the role of 

perceived difference in creating prejudice.  Brown, for instance, claims that concern over group 

identity varies as a function of perceptual distinctiveness, salience, and entativity (1995), where 

entativity refers to the perceived internal cohesiveness of a group.  Building on Brown's 

contribution, Sniderman, Peri, Figueiredo Jr. and Piazza argue that phenotypic differences "cut 

deeper" than other differences between ethnic groups, which implies that white prejudice against 

blacks is generally higher than prejudice against other ethnic groups.  There is also a body of 

literature that stresses the relationship between difference and rejection (Espenshade and 
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Calhoun, 1993; Fetzer, 2000; Huntington, 1993; Tilly, 1996).  Social Dominance Theory, for 

instance, sees social hierarchies as based on the degree to which subordinate groups possess the 

characteristics assigned positive value by a dominant group (Sidanius and Pratto, 2001).  

Similarly, Self-categorization Theory posits that given a set of meaningful and positively valued 

categories helping to distinguish groups, the greater the contrast between a dominant and a 

subordinate group along these categories, the greater the level of ethnocentrism.  Only when 

groups are too different does the relationship between difference and ethnocentrism not hold 

(Turner, 1987).   

The theoretical approaches outlined above thus lead to the expectation that levels of 

prejudice vary with the racial and ethnic origins of immigrants.  The causal mechanisms they 

invoke, however, also lead to expectations concerning the impact of the immigrants’ countries of 

origin on prejudice: To the extent that wealthier immigrants or immigrants from wealthier 

countries have more economic and cultural capital resources to blend physically and behaviorally 

in the societies to which they migrate, one would expect that levels of prejudice toward them 

would be lower than levels of prejudice toward immigrants of lower social background or from 

poorer countries.  The 'cultural' approach, however, has not examined whether 'class origins'--e.g 

the immigrants' economic and adaptive resources to blend in through adoption of the host 

society's mores or lifestyles--or 'ethnicity'--e.g. constructed 'ethno-cultural' difference or race--

matter most in the explanation of perceived ethnic threat. 

Not all theories relate inter-group conflict and prejudice to difference.  In particular, one 

of the most influential schools in social psychology, Social Identity Theory, posits the opposite.  

According to this theory, groups derive their self-esteem from maximum distinctiveness.  They 

thus strive to accentuate difference and develop hostile feelings against groups that are similar to 

them (Tajfel, 1982; Turner, 1978; Brown, 1984; Brown and Abrams, 1986; Diehl, 1988; Roccas 
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and Schwartz, 1993).  Social Identity Theory thus distinguishes between the actual source of 

conflict--objective similarity--and what members of de facto barely undistinguishable groups do 

to protect their identity, which is to accentuate difference.  The irony of the Social Identity 

argument, which in terms of causal mechanisms connects this theoretical approach to the other 

approaches described above, is that it states that otherwise similar groups develop antagonistic 

feelings against each other because of a perception that they are very different, rather than 

because of a perception that they are too similar.   

In sum, the theories described in this section emphasize the role of culture in the 

explanation of prejudice toward immigrants.  But while some theories (e.g. Social Dominance) 

predict that 'objective' difference is the source of prejudice, other theories (e.g. Social Identity 

Theory) predict that 'objective' similarity is the actual cause.  To test these alternative predictions 

one must therefore differentiate by origin when empirically analizing the impact of immigration 

rates or/and stocks on prejudice.  

The impact of Immigration on Levels of Prejudice in Europe: Empirical findings. 

The literature on the impact of immigration on prejudice has neglected to test the relative 

relevance of economic and non-economic causal mechanisms.  One partial example is 

Sniderman et al.'s work on prejudice in Italy.  This work in fact disconfirmed the authors’ 

original expectations, showing that in Italy race was less important than economic competition in 

explaining prejudice.  The extent to which their finding is illustrative of what happens generally 

in Europe, however, remains unexplored.  In fact, scholarly articles on the relationship between 

immigration and prejudice often convey the impression that the evaluation of competing theories 

of prejudice takes a back seat to the empirical estimation of the relationship between immigration 

rates and stocks and prejudice.  The scant effort authors invest in justifying measures of 

immigration they use, in discussing the impact that using one measure rather than another may 
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have had on their empirical findings, and in discussing the theoretical implications of the effects 

of immigration numbers on prejudice as to the relative validity of contrasting approaches to the 

study of prejudice in Europe is consistent with this impression.  Furthermore, authors have been 

blind to the theoretical usefulness of distinguishing between groups of immigrants in their 

analysis. 

In 1995, Quillian examined the impact of the proportion of non-EEC immigrants on 

prejudice for a sample of 12 countries around 1988 (1995).  The author shows that there is a 

positive relationship between the proportion of non-EEC immigrants and prejudice and that this 

relationship weakens non-linearly as GDP/capita increases.  Interestingly, the observed effects 

are much clearer on prejudice toward people from other races than on prejudice toward people 

from other nationalities, which suggests that the origin of immigrants matters in determining 

attitudes toward them.  Quillian does not, however, discuss this contrast.  In another study, based 

on data for 15 European Union countries (hereafter EU-15, as opposed to non EU-15) collected 

for 1997, Sheepers et al. also find that the reluctance to grant access and citizenship rights to 

immigrants increases with the proportion of non-EU citizens in the population, net of ethnic 

prejudice (Sheepers et al., 2002).  The authors do not explain why they use the proportion of 

non-EU citizens rather than the proportion of immigrants as an indicator of ethnic threat.  The 

same applies to Semyonov et al.'s study of the rise of anti-foreigner sentiment in twelve 

European countries between 1988 and 2000, which also shows that prejudice is negatively 

related to the proportion of non-European immigrants (Semyonov et al., 2006).  The authors 

simply point out in their conclusion that "'Foreigners' across European countries are not of the 

same ethnic origin.  Nor are they from the same countries of origin.  Yet, they are viewed as 

outsiders (out-groups) in all countries" (p. 444).  The interesting point here is that regardless of 

the validity of the assumption that "foreign" status matters more than belonging to a specific 
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ethnic group, race, or nationality, Semyonov et al. fail to realize that by excluding citizens of the 

European Community from their index they are implicitly taking for granted that EC citizens 

view citizens of other EC countries as members of the "in-group" and distinct from "non-EC 

citizens".  Hjerm seems to be aware of this problem but instead of confronting the possibility that 

citizens make distinctions between immigrants, he uses the proportion of foreign-born 

individuals in his analysis of prejudice in twenty European countries that participated in the 2002 

European Social Survey (2007).  Indeed, Hjerm agrees that the rigidity of ethnic boundaries is 

likely to be affected by the classification of the out-group.  He argues, however, that "the 'others' 

are not the same groups of people in the examined countries."  Furthermore, he adds, 

"[R]egardless of the concept used to measure minority, it will always be subject to the argument 

that the size of some other group(s) will determine the strength of xenophobia amongst the 

majority (e.g. non-Europeans, Africans, newly-arrived immigrants, or Muslims)" (p. 1264).  In 

his empirical analysis, neither the proportion of foreign-born individuals, which he measures 

through Dumont and Lemaître's estimates (2004), nor the interaction between GDP/capita and 

the proportion of foreign-born individuals have statistically significant effects on levels of 

prejudice.  Hjerm's findings are consistent with Sides and Citrin's, who also analyze the 2002 

European Social Survey dataset (Sides and Citrin, 2007) and use the proportion of foreign-born 

as the contextual measure of objective ethnic threat.   

One intriguing result stands out from the review above and bears on the focus of this 

article, which is that only when authors distinguish EU from non-EU migrants and narrow down 

on the effect of non-EU migration does one find a positive effect on prejudice1. This can be seen 

as consistent with both the economic and cultural perspectives on prejudice.  Indeed, immigrants 

from EU countries have generally included a smaller proportion of individuals who compete for 

non-skilled jobs and have (because of their greater skills and resources) eaten up fewer public 
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resources than have non-EU immigrants.  They thus objectively represent a smaller economic 

threat than do other immigrants.  At the same time, their social origins have been more similar to 

those of host societies than have those of non-EU immigrants and it has thus been easier for them 

to blend into host societies than it has been for non-EU immigrants. They are thus likely to be 

perceived as a greater threat to status and identity.  In sum, from a 'cultural' perspective on 

prejudice one would also predict immigration from non-EU countries to have a greater impact on 

prejudice than does total immigration. 

Blind to the theoretical implications of the contradictory findings listed above, authors 

have failed to further investigate the role of ethnicity and geographic origin in the explanation of 

cross-national levels of prejudice in Europe, even in those instances in which they seem to have 

thought about the issue.  Quillian, for instance, points out that the proportion of non-European 

Economic Community (EEC) immigrants is more strongly related to prejudice than are 

alternative measures, like the proportion of non-citizens and the proportion of immigrants from 

Africa (p. 594).  Also, Sides and Citrin, commenting on the lack of a relationship between the 

percentage of foreign-born inhabitants and levels of prejudice point out that they "considered 

alternative measures of immigrant stocks that capture the distinctiveness of the immigrant 

population, such as the proportion of each country's population born outside Western Europe, the 

proportion born in various regions of the world (Africa, the Middle East, South Asia, East Asia, 

etc..), the proportion of those who are asylum-seekers, as well as the proportion foreign-born in 

1992-2002.  The observed relationships were essentially null or directly contrary to the 

hypothesis..."  (p. 496).  None of the authors cited above provides the statistical results to which 

they refer and it therefore remains unclear how they obtained them.  The fact that they checked 

for the existence of those relationships reveals, however, that they considered them plausible, 

even if at a pre-theoretical level. 
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This article empirically tests the relative merits of the economic and cultural approaches 

to prejudice toward immigrants.  The various approaches outlined above lead to sometimes 

overlapping, sometimes different empirical expectations regarding the structural effects of 

immigration on levels of prejudice in host societies.  These hypotheses are summarized in Table 

1.  They are based on the testable assumptions that the average skill level of immigrants from 

relatively poorer countries is lower than the average skill level of immigrants from relatively 

richer countries and that the cultural similarity between immigrants and host populations is 

greater when immigrants come from relatively wealthy countries than when they come from 

relatively poor countries.  If one pools economic and cultural approaches to ethnic conflict and 

prejudice, it is easy to see that immigrants from poor social origins potentially represent a double 

threat to the host population: They compete for resources with vulnerable groups and they 

threaten the host population’s identity because they are less able to blend in physically and 

behaviorally in this host society than are immigrants from higher social origins.  This is why, in 

order to discriminate between the 'economic' and 'cultural' explanations, one needs something 

akin to a crucial experiment.   

One 'crucial experiment' consists in examining the effects on prejudice of a host country's 

wealth levels and of the interaction between the percentage of immigrants from less developed 

countries and the host country's wealth levels.  Only the economic perspective predicts that a 

host country's wealth levels impact on levels of prejudice and that the effect on prejudice of the 

percentage of immigrants from less developed countries become smaller as the wealth level of 

the host societies increases.  Quillian invokes Blalock (1967), Kinloch (1974), and Tienhaara 

(1974) to predict that better economic conditions are a possible source of improved relations 

between members of different ethnic groups.  One can indeed argue that in wealthier host 

countries labor market competition between host population and immigrant populations is less 
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intense (because of contrasts in the skill levels of immigrant and host populations) and that, 

contrary to what happens in poor host countries, in wealthier host countries the allocation of 

welfare resources to local and immigrant populations is a non-zero sum game.   

What Quillian fails to see, and what prevents him from drawing the full theoretical 

implications of his empirical study, is that cultural perspectives on prejudice do not expect an 

effect of GDP/capita on prejudice.  Indeed, what triggers prejudice for the cultural approaches is 

the perception that one's group's identity is threatened, which in turn depends on how much the 

host and immigrant groups differ on identity-relevant variables. Inter-group differences (or 

similarities) do not diminish with a country's wealth.  From a cultural perspective focused on 

difference, host populations in wealthier countries should, if anything, feel more threatened in 

their identity in wealthier than in poorer receiving countries, for in these societies the host 

population differ from immigrants not only in terms of ethnic origin but also in terms of class.   

Another way of testing the validity of the cultural perspective on prejudice is to examine 

the impact of the immigrants' ethnic composition.  One would expect that if culture matters, the 

impact of immigration on prejudice would depend on the immigrants' ethnic and racial origins.  

Although Hjerm is right in pointing out that host countries differ in what groups of immigrants 

they consider similar or different, a proposition that Bail has empirically demonstrated (2008), it 

is safe to say that blacks and Muslim immigrants are to a smaller or greater degree seen as 

"different" in most European societies. The analysis below thus fits separate models to test the 

hypotheses derived from the cultural perspective that the impact of immigration on prejudice 

depends on how culturally similar immigrants are to the host populations.  These models 

estimate the impact of the percentages of Subsaharan Africans, Muslims, and non-EU 

immigrants respectively.  

[TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE] 
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Data and Methods 

To test the relative validity of ethnic and cultural approaches to prejudice, I perform statistical 

analysis on data collected by the European Social Survey in 2002.  Although the survey 

encompassed twenty-two countries, I focus on a group of sixteen Western European countries 

included in the sample.  This group of sixteen countries is generally wealthier than those left out 

of the analysis, have a relatively longer historical exposure to democratic ideals of ethnic 

tolerance, and have been the main destination of the latest wave of migration to Europe.  The 

questionnaire for this survey includes a module on attitudes toward immigrants, which serves as 

the micro-foundation for the statistical analysis.  These countries are Austria, Belgium, Denmark, 

Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Norway, Portugal, 

Spain, Sweden, Switzerland, and the United Kingdom2.   

Dependent Variable:  Attitudes toward Immigrants 

The main dependent variable is an index that measures attitudes toward immigrants.  This index 

adds the standardized scores for six different indicators that the literature has shown to measure 

prejudice toward immigrants.  The items used to form the index are 0 to 10 scales that measure 

the answers to the following questions: 

 

-Using this card, would you say that people who come to live here generally take jobs away from 

workers in [country], or generally help to create new jobs? 

-Most people who come to live here work and pay taxes. They also use health and welfare 

services. On balance, do you think people who come here take out more than they put in or put in 

more than they take out? 

-Would you say it is generally bad or good for [country]'s economy that people come to live here 

from other countries? 
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-And, using this card, would you say that [country]'s cultural life is generally undermined or 

enriched by people coming to live here from other countries? 

-Is [country] made a worse or a better place to live by people coming to live here from other 

countries? 

- Are [country]'s crime problems made worse or better by people coming to live here from other 

countries? 

These questions tap into people's perceptions of the immigrants' contributions to the economy, 

society, and culture and to their use of public resources.  The balance between mainly economic 

items and mainly cultural items ensures that the prejudice index is not biased in favor of either 

the cultural or economic theoretical approach.  An additive index has been preferred to a latent 

prejudice variable because confirmatory factor analysis shows that a one-factor solution does not 

provide a very good fit to the data3.  In particular, both validity and reliability scores are low.  An 

additive index with these items has also been used in other publications that use this ESS dataset.  

I have re-scaled the index so that it runs from 0 (Minimum Prejudice) to 100 (Maximum 

Prejudice).  

 Main independent variables:  Immigration 

The main independent variables in this analysis are aggregate measures of immigration that have 

been constructed using Eurostat data from 1999 to 2004 on the immigrants' countries of origin 

and a report produced by the European Monitoring Centre on Racism and Xenophobia on the 

relative presence of Muslim populations in the European Union4.  The main categories of 

population I distinguish in the analysis are Sub-Saharan Africans, Muslims, and foreign citizens 

from non-EU countries (with the exclusion of those from the following wealthy economies: US, 

Canada, Australia, New Zealand, and Japan).  The reader should note that the inclusion of a 

religion variable in the analysis means that there is overlap between the variable that measures 
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the proportion of muslims in a country and the variables that measure geographic origin. The 

analysis controls for the respondents' ethnic and geographic origins.  One dummy variable 

distinguishes the native from the foreign-born population and another one distinguishes between 

muslim and non-muslim respondents.  In the analysis all aggregate-level variables have been 

centered around the mean. 

Control variables 

The statistical analysis includes variables that have been included in previous empirical studies 

for the prediction of prejudice toward immigrants.  A particular effort has been made to include 

similar items to those included in Quillian's path-breaking empirical analysis of prejudice in 

Europe.  First of all, it includes socio-demographic variables, such as age, education, and gender.  

The literature predicts that less educated respondents display more prejudice than do more 

educated respondents (Bobo and Licar, 1989; Glock, Wuthnow, Piliavin, and Spencer, 1975), 

partly because education enhances cognitive familiarity with otherness and partly because of a 

social desirability bias in the way more educated respondents answer survey questions (eg. 

Jackman, 1978 and Jackman and Muha, 1984).   The respondents' level of education is measured 

through an indicator that reports the number of years of education.  A measure of the highest 

degree of education achieved by respondents would have been preferable but, unfortunately, this 

variable is not part of the ESS integrated datafile.  In the analysis the education measure has been 

centered around the mean.  The literature also shows that younger people are consistently more 

tolerant of immigrants than are older segments of the population.  This finding appears to counter 

expectations that the baby bust generation, because of greater unemployment rates, lower social 

mobility, and greater social inequalities might vent its frustrations over immigrants, but it may 

also reflect the net effect of the combined pressures of life-cycle and cohort forces, with the 

former expressing the fact that people become more conservative as they age, overpowering the 
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latter (Rother and Díez Medrano, 2006).   Age has been centered around the mean for the 

statistical analysis.  The third socio-demographic variable included as a control variable is 

gender.  Quillian includes this variable in his models, invoking Adorno et al.'s suggestion that 

men exhibit the "authoritarian personality" more often than women.  His findings confirm this 

hypothesis, by showing that men display more prejudice than do women (Quillian, 1995).  

Finally, I include a variable that measures the size of the residential area where respondents live 

(Sheepers et al., 2002). 

The literature reviewed above has devoted particular attention to the role of economic 

variables in the explanation of prejudice or xenophobia.  The statistical analysis below includes 

both macro and micro variables that control for this impact.  First, it includes an aggregate level 

variable to measure collective well-being in each of the countries in the sample.  This indicator is 

the countries' GDP per capita in the year of the survey, computed at Purchasing Power Parities 

(PPP).  In the analysis below, GDP/capita has been centered and measured in thousands (€). 

The statistical analysis also includes a dummy variable that measures whether or not the 

respondent belongs to the working class.  Theories that focus on processes of economic 

competition between ethnic groups as triggers of prejudice and xenophobia predict that members 

of the working class will tend to display these attitudes more frequently than do white collar 

workers (e.g. Olzak, 1995).  In order to better capture the relationship between relative 

deprivation and prejudice, implied by Quillian's argument above, the analysis includes one 

indicator of the respondents' subjective well-being, which measures the respondents' level of 

overall life satisfaction (Values from 0 to 10).  The expectation is that respondents who are less 

satisfied with life as a whole will display more prejudice than will those who feel happier about 

life.  Finally, I include a measure of individual trust as a control variable.  One would expect 

more trustful individuals to be more tolerant of and to feel less threatened by immigrants. 
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Table 2 provides a statistical summary of the distribution of the variables included in the 

statistical models.  The statistical method used in the analysis is multiple regression.  Since the 

statistical models include aggregate-level variables, I use Huber/White variance estimators, 

estimated through STATA 8.0, to correct for problems caused by the clustering of individual 

responses within countries.  The statistical analysis also uses design weights to control for 

different selection probabilities in each of the countries that participated in the survey. 

[TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE] 

Results 

Table 3 reports the results of estimating several models for the prediction of prejudice in the 

sixteen countries included in the sample.  The first model examines the impact of individual level 

variables on prejudice.  The coefficients for this model tell us, for example, that the average level 

of prejudice among 46 year-old, native, non-Muslim, small town resident (Size of Place of 

Residence=3) men, who at the same time have average levels of education (Education=3), 

express average levels of trust (0.5) and average levels of satisfaction with life (7.3) reaches 

71.41 in a scale that goes from 0 to 100.  The statistical results confirm previous findings and 

could be read as consistent with both the economic and cultural approaches.  That is, women, 

younger, more educated, and non-working class respondents express less prejudice than do other 

respondents.  Also, respondents who are more satisfied with life and who trust others have more 

positive views of immigrants than have other respondents.  Finally, as one would expect, 

prejudice is less prevalent among foreign and muslim respondents than among other respondents.  

Other than being a foreigner or a Muslim, education has the strongest effect on prejudice.  

Respondents with 12 years of education show on average 8.2 points less prejudice than 

respondents with no formal education. Of all the findings in this model, the only one that is 

difficult to square with either economic and cultural theories of prejudice is the finding that 
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levels of prejudice are higher the smaller the size of the place of residence where respondents 

live.  After all, immigrants tend to settle in big cities.   

[TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE] 

The second model is the first one to examine the impact of the volume of immigration on 

average levels of prejudice in the population.  The statistical results of this model show that the 

proportion of immigrants per se has no effect on prejudice.  It also shows that controlling for the 

proportion of immigrants in the population, a country's GDP/capita has no impact on average 

levels of prejudice.    The third, fourth, and fifth models examine separately the impact of the 

proportions of muslims, subsaharan Africans, and immigrants from relatively poor non EU-15 

countries on average levels of prejudice, controlling for GDP/capita and individual-level 

variables.  None of the contextual effects is statistically significant at the 0.05 level.  The finding 

that the proportion of non EU-15 foreigners in the population has no effect on levels of prejudice 

contradicts Sheppers et al. and Semyonov et al's findings.  Sheppers et al., however, focus on 

attitudes toward the granting of rights to immigrants and control for ethnic prejudice (their 

measure of perceived ethnic threat) and for left-right political orientation.  Close inspection of 

their results shows in fact that the coefficient for ethnic prejudice does not change at all when 

one includes the measure of the proportion of non EU-15 immigrants.  Furthermore, since left-

right orientations most likely capture--rather than cause--attitudes toward immigrants, especially 

in countries where immigration is high, it is difficult to interpret the statistical coefficients the 

authors report in their table.  A similar problem of interpretation also affects Semyonov et al.'s 

results, since the models on which they are based also include left-right orientations as a control 

variable.     

Models 6 to 9 examine the effects of the proportion of immigrants, the proportion of 

Muslims in the population, the proportion of Subsaharan immigrants, and the proportion of 
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immigrants from relatively poor non-EU15 countries, respectively, on prejudice levels, with the 

addition of an interaction term between these proportions and the countries' GDP/per capita 

levels (which replicates Quillian's analysis).  Neither the proportion of Muslims nor the 

proportion of Subsaharan Africans impacts on levels of prejudice5.  It may be argued, however, 

that this is because Muslims and Subsaharan Africans are symbolically constructed as "them" or 

"the other" to a different degree in different countries, as Hjerm hypothesizes and Bail 

demonstrates, and that one should therefore not expect the percentages of Muslims and 

Subsaharan immigrants to have the same effects on prejudice across Europe.  This article's 

analytical position is that the construction of symbolic boundaries and prejudice are simply 

correlated variables that depend among other factors on the cultural and economic processes 

associated with the number and origins of immigrants.  Nonetheless, to test for the possibility 

that the impact of race or religion on prejudice may be partly associated to how boundaries are 

constructed, I estimated two additional statistical models that included an interaction effect 

between residence in countries where race and religion are salient boundaries (Set A countries in 

Bail's study) and the percentages of the population who is muslim or comes from a Subsaharan 

country, respectively.  Spain, Portugal, Italy, and Finland are the countries in this sample that 

belong to Bail's "Set A".  The results of this analysis showed that "Set A" countries are not more 

sensitive to the presence of Muslims or Subsaharan Africans than are other countries6.  

Therefore, how symbolic boundaries are constructed does not seem to determine the effect that 

immigration from distinct geographic areas and from distinct religions has on a country's average 

levels of prejudice. 

The only statistically significant contextual effect  in Table 3 is the interaction between 

GDP/Capita and Immigration from poor countries.  At five thousand euros per capita below the 

average GDP/Capita (almost one standard deviation), the effect on average levels of prejudice of 
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one percentage point change in the percentage of immigrants from poor countries is 0.61 

whereas at five thousand euros per capita above the average GDP/Capita, the effect on average 

levels of prejudice of one percentage point change in the percentage of immigrants from poor 

countries is only 0.16.   

There is no denying that despite being statistically significant, the interaction effect 

obtained in Model 9 reveals a very small impact of immigration levels on prejudice.  It tells us 

that in the best scenario, that is, in countries with relatively low GDP per capita levels, the effect 

of a standard deviation change in the percentage of immigrants from poor countries on average 

levels of prejudice is less than 3 points on a scale from 0 to 100.  One statistical explanation for 

this small effect is that the dependent variable is not normally distributed.  In fact, it is slightly 

skewed to the right and, despite its broad range (in its original form, from 0 to 60), shows an 

anomalous high frequency at the scale's top score.  It is then likely that a linear solution does not 

perfectly capture the impact of the independent variables on levels of prejudice.  The scale of 

prejudice is less elastic at higher than at lower levels because of a ceiling effect.  From a 

theoretical point of view one would also expect levels of prejudice to be less sensitive to change 

at higher than at lower levels of immigration and GDP/capita.  Although the effects of 

proportions of immigrants and wealth on objective economic competition and on challenges to 

the identity and political dominance of host populations can be conceived as linear, the 

assumption that people's perceptions are commesurate with objective threats is problematic.  It is 

reasonable to think that host populations are more sensitive to the contrast between a situation of 

ethnic/racial homogeneity and a situation of ethnic/racial heterogeneity than to different levels of 

heterogeneity.  Similarly, one would expect that beyond a given threshold of per capita wealth 

host populations are relatively insensitive to the lower or greater presence of immigrants in their 

midst.   
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To reflect the statistical and theoretical considerations above, I have re-estimated Model 9 

using the natural logarithms of GDP/capita and of the percentage of immigrants from poorer 

countries instead of their linear form.  The results are reported in the Appendix.  Although the 

signs and statistical significance of the coefficients remain unchanged, the model fit, as captured 

by R-square, is better.  Indeed, the new coefficients tell us that at relatively low GDP/capita 

levels (e.g. five thousand euros per capita--almost one standard deviation--below the mean of 

€25,000), the effect on prejudice of moving from very low (e.g. 1%) to average (e.g. 5%) stocks 

of immigrants from poor countries is about 11 points in a scale from 0 to 100.  At these 

GDP/capita levels the effects of further increases in the percentage of immigrants from poor 

countries become smaller, and as the countries' GDP/capita levels increase the immigration 

effects basically disappear.   

To test the results' robustness,  I have re-estimated this model sixteen times, each time 

dropping one of the countries from the overall sample.  Although the interaction coefficient 

fluctuates across models, it retains the negative sign and remains statistically significant.  I have 

also re-estimated Model 9, this time using an estimate of the relative presence of people born in 

poor countries that is based on Dumont's and Demaître's estimates of the proportion of the 

population which is foreign born.  The results remain unchanged7.   

Discussion 

The findings above suggest that the population is more sensitive to the economic threat 

posed by immigrants than to their cultural characteristics.  I begin by examining what the 

statistical results tell us about the impact of cultural factors on prejudice.  The "ethnic similarity" 

version of the cultural approach expects that the stock of immigrants, whatever their origin, 

explains prejudice better than does the stock of immigrants from poorer countries.  This is not 

the case, as the statistical results above demonstrate.  In turn, the "ethnic difference" version of 
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the cultural approach expects 1) host populations to be more sensitive to some immigrant groups 

than to others and 2) that the impact of immigration levels on prejudice will not vary much with 

the host society's GDP/capita or, if it does, it will be stronger in countries with a higher 

GDP/capita than in those with a lower GDP/capita.  This is because the social distance between 

host and immigrant populations and, consequently, the perceived threats to identity, are stronger 

in wealthier host societies than in less prosperous ones.  As shown in the preceding section, the 

empirical evidence contradicts both hypotheses and thus casts doubts on the relevance of culture 

as a causal explanation of prejudice. 

The economic perspective on prejudice fares better than the cultural one.  One observes 

that less educated and working class respondents express more prejudice toward immigrants 

from poor countries than do more educated respondents and those who do not belong to the 

working class.  Also, the finding that immigration from poorer countries rather than total 

immigration is the variable underlying levels of prejudice, coupled with the finding that the 

impact of immigration from poorer countries on prejudice diminishes as a country's wealth levels 

increase, conforms well with the economic approach.  These findings are exactly what economic 

models predict, based on the fact that immigrants tend to compete more for resources and jobs 

with unskilled than with skilled members of host populations and that unskilled labor is more 

abundant in poorer than in wealthier host societies.   

A critical reader may still argue that greater income disparities between native and 

immigrant populations in wealthier societies translate into less frequent contact between them 

(see McClaren, 2003 and Oliver and Wong, 2003 for the effect of contact).  This would in turn 

translate into a less widespread perception of cultural threat from immigrants in these countries 

and explain the negative interaction effect between immigration levels and GDP/capita.  The 

European Social Survey data show, however, that the relationship between levels of GDP/Capita 
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and the percentage of respondents who live in ethnically mixed neighborhoods is trivial (r=-0.09 

with GDP/Capita measured in thousands of euro and residence in ethnically mixed 

neighborhoods measured through a three-point scale).  The statistical findings challenge the 

"ethnic difference" cultural approach by showing that the impact of immigration on prejudice 

does not vary with the immigrants' ethno-religious origin and that immigration and GDP interact 

in their effect on prejudice.   

In all, the economic approach to the explanation of prejudice seems best suited to 

explaining the findings above.  Indeed, it correctly predicts that immigration is related to 

prejudice, but only in poorer host countries where immigrants compete for unskilled jobs and for 

welfare resources with lower class segments of the local populations.   In wealthier host 

countries, immigration is unrelated to prejudice because immigrants do not compete for jobs or 

for welfare resources.   

The only result that does not square with economic expectations is the coefficient for the 

effect of "Size of Place of Residence" on levels of prejudice.  One observes indeed that the 

smaller the place where respondents reside the higher the level of prejudice toward immigrants.  

This finding may be indicative of the greater identity threat that segments of the population 

unfamiliar with immigrants perceive compared to segments of the population who live and 

interact with them on a regular basis.  Other findings obtained with the ESS data but not reported 

here show that, in fact, the "Size of Place of Residence" effect is largely chanelled through the 

effect of living in ethnically homogeneous or heterogeneous neighborhoods.  Residents of rural 

communities live less often in ethnically mixed neighborhoods and residence in ethnically mixed 

neighborhoods is associated with lower levels of prejudice. The relationship between "Size of 

Place of Residence" and levels of prejudice toward immigrants does not contradict, however, the 

economic hypothesis.  It is consistent with a situation where both economic competition and 
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perceived identity threat play a role in explaining prejudice. Moreover, a comparison of the sizes 

of the regression coefficients for the effect of the proportion of immigrants from poorer countries 

and the regression coefficients for the effect of the size of the place of residence suggests that the 

effect of economic competition is considerably stronger than the effect of perceptions of ethnic 

threat grounded on identity.  A unit change in the variable Size of Place of Residence, close to 

one standard deviation from the mean of this independent variable (sd=1.2), leads to less than 

one point increase in the 0 to 100 scale of prejudice.  The effect of one standard deviation change 

in the percentage of immigrants from poor countries (sd=3.5) on average levels of prejudice is 

bigger, even when we use the statistical coefficients from the model that assumes linear effects 

of immigration on prejudice. 

Conclusion 

The literature on the relationship between the stock of immigrants in European countries and 

levels of prejudice has glossed over the relative contributions of economic and cultural processes 

and over the role of ethnicity and race in this relationship.  Although those investigating this 

topic have expressed awareness of the possibility that ethnicity and race may enter in the 

equation, in their empirical analyses they have either assumed that the effect of immigration 

depends on whether immigrants are from the EU or from outside the EU or simply disregarded 

the problem by treating all immigrants as part of the same group.  This reluctance to investigate 

the impact of the ethnic and racial origin of immigrants on prejudice runs counter to current 

discussions in some European countries regarding the enactment of selective immigration 

policies (e.g. the current immigration debate on Roma Rumanian immigrants in Italy), counter to 

the contrasting visibility of different groups of immigrants in the European public spheres, and 

counter to empirical findings that show that individuals perceive certain groups of immigrants as 

socially and culturally closer than others.   
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This article has approached the problem of the relationship between immigration and 

prejudice in order to adjudicate between competing theories.  It has contrasted the validity of two 

distinct, although not exclusive, approaches, the economic and cultural, and distinguished 

between three versions of the latter, one that emphasizes class/country origin and difference, 

another one that emphasizes ethno-racial traits and difference, and a final one that emphasizes 

similarity.  The economic approach says that prejudice expresses a reaction against immigrant 

groups that are primarily perceived as an economic threat, to the extent that they compete for 

jobs and for state resources with local populations.  The cultural approach says that prejudice 

expresses a reaction against immigrant groups that are primarily perceived as a threat to the local 

population's identity, either because they are too different or because they are too similar.  To test 

the "ethnic similarity" cultural hypothesis I have distinguished between the effects on prejudice 

of the number of immigrants in general and the number of immigrants from non-European 

poorer regions.  To test the two "ethnic difference" cultural hypotheses, I have focused on the 

impact on prejudice of the relative presence in a country of two groups of immigrants, 

Subsaharan Africans and Muslims, whose racial or cultural characteristics clearly differ from 

those of the local populations of all the European countries included in the sample.  I have also 

estimated and interpreted the interaction between the effects of immigration levels from non-

EU15 countries and wealth levels.   

The statistical results in this paper theoretically clarify previous, and often discrepant, 

findings in the literature.  The article does not dispute that when citizens from host countries 

criticize immigrants, they frequently refer to the immigrants' cultural characteristics, and to their 

unwillingness or incapability to "assimilate", rather than to competitive economic processes.   A 

comparative perspective such as the one employed in this article, however, demonstrates that the 

immigrants' race or ethnic origin does not impact on aggregate levels of prejudice in a society.  
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This finding is particularly striking, given that the survey was conducted after September 11 and 

that one would have expected this terrorist attack to have a negative impact on Muslims living in 

Europe. What primarily drives levels of prejudice in host societies is the extent to which 

immigrants compete for jobs or state resources with host populations.  Consequently, wealthier 

societies are better prepared to receive large numbers of immigrants than are poorer societies.  

The unusually high levels of prejudice observed in countries like Greece, where average levels of 

prejudice attain 69.6 (Average of country Means=53.6), thus reflect the very unusual 

combination of  a very large immigrant population in one of Western Europe's poorer countries.  

In turn, this exceptional combination resulted, as we all know, from exceptional historical 

circumstances, especially the break-up of Yugoslavia and the war in neighboring Kosovo.  The 

statistical analysis above also strongly suggests that co-residence promotes understanding and a 

diminished perception of ethnic threat, which in turn leads to lower levels of prejudice.  This 

piece's political implications are quite clear:  Immigration policies must be coordinated with 

welfare, labor, and housing policies that minimize the perceptions of economic and identity 

threat that immigrants can trigger among host populations.  Furthermore, to avoid unsustainable 

situations like the one prevalent in Greece around 2002, the European Union should be 

empowered and have the will to relocate immigrants to wealthier EU countries or else provide 

poor countries like Greece with sufficient economic resources to mitigate the economic shock 

created by sudden and massive immigration. 
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Notes 

1. The only exception to this pattern is found in McClaren (2003), where the author 

shows with Eurobarometer data that the percent of immigrants in a country is positively 

related to both perceived economic and perceived cultural threat.  McClaren's model 

controls, however, left-right placement and a variable measuring whether respondents 

have minority friends.  Although the author correctly argues that there is a reciprocal 

relationship between contact with minorities and perceived threat, the statistical model 

she estimates does not take this into account and it is thus difficult to interpret the 

statistical findings. 

2.  Ireland would  have belonged in the analysis.  I could not find detailed statistical 

information, however, on the composition of the Irish population by nationality. 

3.  Nonetheless, the correlation between the additive index and a latent variable based on 

the solution obtained with factor analysis is almost of 1.00 and the results reported here 

are replicated with the latent variable. 

4.  2006. "Muslims in the European Union:  Discrimination and Islamophobia" 

5.  These results hold even after controlling by the overall proportion of immigrants or by 

the overall proportion of immigrants from non-EU15 countries. 

6.  These results are available upon request. 

7.  I simply applied the proportion of immigrants from poor countries over all immigrants 

to their estimates of the proportion of the population that are foreign-born. 
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Table 1.  Hypotheses derived from the Economic and Cultural Approaches concerning the 
Impact of Immigration on Prejudice 
 
Economic Approach Cultural Approach: The roles of 

difference 

Cultural Approach: The role of similarity 

  The greater the percentage of immigrants 

from countries with levels of 

development comparable to those of the 

host country, the greater the levels of 

prejudice toward them.  This is because 

they are too similar to the majority of the 

host population and threaten the latter's 

sense of identity. 

The greater the percentage of immigrants 

from less developed countries, the 

greater the levels of prejudice toward 

them.  This is because they compete for 

economic resources with host 

populations. 

The greater the percentage of immigrants 

from less developed countries, the 

greater the levels of prejudice toward 

them.  This is because immigrants from 

less developed countries have limited 

economic and adaptive resources to 

blend in the host society. 

 

Levels of prejudice toward immigrants 

diminish as the host country's wealth 

levels increase. 

Also, the negative association between 

the percentage of immigrants from less 

developed countries and levels of 

prejudice becomes smaller and tends 

toward zero as the level of economic 

development in host countries increases.   

 

This is because in rich host societies, the 

distribution of resources between host 

and immigrant populations is less of a 

zero-sum game than in poorer host 

societies 

  

 The greater the percentage of immigrants 

of African origin, the greater the level of 

prejudice.  This is because they belong to 

a different race than the majority of the 

host population. 

 

 The greater the percentage of Muslims,  

the greater the level of prejudice.  This is 

because they are from a different religion 

than the majority of the host population. 
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Table 2. Summary Statistics for the Variables included in the Statistical Models 
 

 Mean Standard Deviation 
Prejudice (0-100) 54.3 16.6 

Gender 0.5 0.5 
Age 46.3 17.5 

Education (1-6) 12.0 4.1 
Size of place of residence 
(1-5) (5=Farm or Home in 

Countryside) 

2.9 1.2 

Working class 0.2 0.4 
Foreign 0.1 0.3 
Muslim 1.2E-02 0.1 

Trust (0-1) 0.5 0.2 
Satisfaction with Life (1-10) 7.3 2.1 

GDP/CAP (PPS) 24730 5663 
Percent foreign 7.7 7.2 
Percent African 0.3 0.2 
Percent Muslim 3.2 1.7 

Percent from Poorer 
Countries 

4.8 3.7 
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Table 3: The Relationship between the Composition of the Foreign Population and 
Prejudice toward Immigrants 
 
 Model 1 Model 

2 
Model 
3 

Model 
4 

Model 
5 

Model 
6 

Model 7 Model 
8 

Model 9 

Foreign %  -9.2E-4 
(0.18) 

   0.15 
(0.22) 

   

Subsaharan 
Africans% 

  -5.17 
(4.13) 

   -3.33 
(5.05) 

  

Muslims %     0.38 
(0.43) 

   0.14 
(0.52) 

 

Imm. Poor 
Countries % 

    0.12 
(0.34) 

   0.39 
(0.38) 

GDP/Cap  -0.25 
(0.30) 

-0.25 
(0.13) 

-0.25 
(0.16) 

-0.29 
(0.27) 

-0.15 
(0.31) 

-0.30 
(0.23) 

-0.58* 
(0.28) 

-0.09 
(0.23) 

GDP/CAP* 
Foreign 

     -0.02 
(0.01) 

   

GDP/CAP* 
Subsaharan 
Africans 

      0.45 
(0.86) 

  

GDP/CAP* 
Muslims 

       -0.29 
(0.17) 

 

GDP/CAP*Imm
. Poor Countries 

        -0.04* 
(0.02) 

R Muslim - 9.68* 
(3.13) 

- 9.96* 
(3.09) 

-10.40* 
(2.94) 

-10.29* 
(2.97) 

- 9.88* 
(3.07) 

-10.29* 
(3.10) 

- 10.40* 
(2.94) 

-10.82* 
(2.84) 

- 10.56* 
(3.05) 

R Foreign -8.89* 
(1.45) 

-8.14* 
(1.12) 

-7.81* 
(0.93) 

-8.16* 
(0.90) 

-9.88* 
(3.07) 

-8.02* 
(1.14) 

-7.96* 
(1.11) 

-8.01* 
(0.93) 

-7.96* 
(1.11) 

Size of Place of 
Residence 
(1=Big City) 

0.44 
(0.40) 

0.61* 
(0.27) 

0.62* 
(0.26) 

0.62* 
(0.25) 

0.62* 
(0.25) 

0.56* 
(0.27) 

0.63* 
(0.24) 

0.73* 
(0.21) 

0.60* 
(0.26) 

Education -0.68* 
(0.11) 

-0.63* 
(0.09) 

-0.67* 
(0.10) 

-0.64* 
(0.08) 

-0.62* 
(0.09) 

-0.66* 
(0.08) 

-0.67* 
(0.09) 

-0.68* 
(0.09) 

-0.67* 
(0.08) 

Age 0.05* 
(0.01) 

0.05* 
(0.01) 

0.04* 
(0.01) 

0.04* 
(0.01) 

0.05* 
(0.01) 

0.04* 
(0.01) 

0.04* 
(0.01) 

0.04* 
(0.01) 

0.04* 
(0.01) 

Gender 
(1=Woman) 

-0.94* 
(0.30) 

-0.86* 
(0.29) 

-0.82* 
(0.32) 

-0.85* 
(0.30) 

-0.87* 
(0.31) 

-0.88* 
(0.29) 

-0.81* 
(0.32) 

-0.82* 
(0.29) 

-0.87* 
(0.30) 

Working Class 2.27* 
(0.97) 

2.24* 
(0.97) 

2.19* 
(0.53) 

2.28* 
(0.50) 

2.29* 
(0.43) 

2.25* 
(0.44) 

2.21* 
(0.51) 

2.19* 
(0.48) 

2.28* 
(0.40) 

Trust -25.74* 
(3.63) 

-24.73* 
(2.13) 

-24.41* 
(2.40) 

-24.52* 
(2.87) 

-24.26* 
(1.93) 

-25.33* 
(1.97) 

-23.97* 
(1.97) 

-23.48* 
(2.09) 

-25.07* 
(1.77) 

Satisfaction with 
Life 

-0.47* 
(0.13) 

-0.38* 
(0.09) 

-0.43* 
(0.08) 

-0.39* 
(0.08) 

-0.39* 
(0.09) 

-0.41* 
(0.08) 

-0.44* 
(0.09) 

-0.37* 
(0.08) 

-0.42* 
(0.08) 

Intercept 71.41* 
(4.65) 

69.60* 
(2.96) 

69.68* 
(2.96) 

69.49* 
(3.30) 

71.41* 
(4.65) 

70.72* 
(2.76) 

69.48* 
(2.51) 

68.47* 
(2.23) 

70.59* 
(2.65) 

N 25874 25874 25874 25874 25874 25874 25874 25874 25874 
R-Square 14.89 20.06 20.61 20.20 20.11 20.42 20.71 21.10 20.92 
 
Unweighed number of cases: 25961 
Note: Design-weighed data (same conclusions can be reached with unweighted data; only 
coefficients change slightly but retain sign and significance levels) 
*: Sig. at 0.05 two-tailed 
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Appendix:  The Relationship between the Composition of the Foreign Population and 
Prejudice toward Immigrants (Non linear solution) 
 
 Model 9b 
Foreign %  
Subsaharan 
Africans% 

 

Muslims %  
Ln Poor 
Countries % 

2.14 
(1.25) 

lnGDP/Cap -4.21 
(3..77) 

lnGDP/CAP* 
lnForeign 

 

lnGDP/CAP* 
lnSubsaharan 
Africans 

 

lnGDP/CAP* 
lnMuslims 

 

lnGDP/CAP* 
lnPoor Countries 

-11.45* 
(2.98) 

R Muslim - 11.27* 
(3.05) 

R Foreign -7.64* 
(1.00) 

Size of Place of 
Residence 
(1=Big City) 

0.72 
(0.20) 

Education -0.70* 
(0.07) 

Age 0.04* 
(0.01) 

Gender 
(1=Woman) 

-0.82* 
(0.30) 

Working Class 2.25* 
(0.38) 

Trust -24.03* 
(1.77) 

Satisfaction with 
Life 

-0.40* 
(0.07) 

Intercept 69.47* 
(2.07) 

N 25874 
R-Square 22.16 
 
Unweighed number of cases: 25961 
Note: Design-weighed data (same conclusions can be reached with unweighted data; only 
coefficients change slightly but retain sign and significance levels) 
*: Sig. at 0.05 two-tailed 
 


