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Freedom of movement is a fundamental right for EU-citizens. This right is essentially related
to immigration, as EU citizens are allowed to travel, work, and reside in any part of the
Schengen area. This study analyses the relation between immigration attitudes and
attitudes toward free movement. This is done with a special focus on the perceived impact of

different migration groups from inside and outside of the EU.

Using an online survey in seven EU countries (Germany, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Spain,
Sweden, and the UK) we assed attitudes toward freedom of movement in the EU in relation
to perceived impact from immigrants of Africa, the Middle East, as well as Eastern and
Western Europe. Results show that immigration is rather perceived as a threat than a
benefit, especially concerning crime and safety impacts. Perceived impact from the four
migration groups are negatively associated with attitudes toward freedom of movement,

with small differences between the countries under study.

Please note, all results and conclusions presented in this paper are preliminary and may be

subject to change after further in depth analysis.
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Introduction

Freedom of movement is a fundamental right for citizens of the European Union and one of
its founding principles. It is highly appreciated by EU citizens (81% are in favour of it) and
more than half (57%) perceive it as the most positive outcome of the EU (Commission of the
European Communities, 2017). Free movement also grants EU citizens the right to work in
any country of the EU and (under certain circumstances) access welfare services (e.g.,
housing, health, and education services) of the EU country to which they have moved. This
leads to a tension between immigration and access to social rights, especially in high-
income countries (Ruhs, 2013). Freedom of movement in its current form is increasingly
guestioned. In recent years, several (high-income) member states have called for more

restricted access for EU workers to welfare benefits (Ruhs, 2017).

The present study analyses public opinion on free movement in Europe, specifically
looking at geographical differences between EU countries. Additionally, we want to assess
how attitudes toward free movement are linked to attitudes toward migration and
migrants. We assume that immigration is perceived as a threat toward the host nation,

which in turn leads to less favourable attitudes toward free movement.

There are two reasons why we need to understand attitudes toward free movement
in relation to public opinion toward migration. First, public opinion can affect public policy,
as parties of any kind need public support to get elected. In recent years, Europe has been
witnessing the rise of far-right parties in mainstream politics, gaining more and more voters
in countries across the continent (Golder, 2016). Recent election campaigns in Europe have
featured the refugee crisis and potential threats posed by immigrants (e.g., in the German,
Dutch, and Austrian elections). The electoral successes of right-wing parties can push
mainstream parties toward a tougher line on immigration (Sides & Citrin, 2007). As will be
elaborated on in the next section, such claims can be formed toward both, migration from
outside of the EU as well as intra-EU migration. Thus, public opinion toward immigration

might lead to changes in policy, for instance restrictions of free movement.

A second reason is that public attitudes toward immigration may influence the

collective vision and perception of who is considered a member of the in-group (e.g., your
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nation or, on a broader level, the EU). In Europe, we can observe far-right parties raising
scepticism about the EU. An emphasis of a nationalistic, rather than a common EU
perspective also affects who is considered worthy of receiving resources. One of the central
aspects related to shared resources is the freedom of movement in the EU. This principle is
under attack, when public opinion is against granting members of the EU access to the
labour market outside of their country of origin. For instance, findings from the British Social
Attitudes survey (BSA) indicate that the concern of uncontrolled immigration under the EU’s
freedom of movement rules was a main reason for Britain’s vote to leave the EU (Curtice,
2017). In addition, an increased number of refugees from war zones in the Middle East and
Africa have been arriving in the EU since 2015. They usually enter the EU through Spain,
Greece or the Balkans. Yet, due to the Schengen Agreement, most European nation states
have officially abolished passport and border control. It is thus easier for legal as well as for
illegal immigrants to move from one EU member state to another, once they have crossed
the external borders of the EU. At the same time, it is harder for them to enter the job-
market than it is for intra-European migrants. Perceived threats from exploitation of the
host nation’s welfare services might result in anti-immigration attitudes. It remains unclear,
whether EU citizens make a difference between migration from within and from outside of
the EU and, how these perceptions affect attitudes toward free movement. This paper thus
seeks to analyse, (1) how attitudes toward free movement are distributed in the EU and (2)

how these attitudes are affected by the perceived impact from different migrant groups.

Factors Shaping Attitudes Toward Immigration and Free Movement

Explanations for (negative) attitudes toward immigrants and immigration mainly stem from
two strands of theory: Realistic group conflict and social identity theory (Bobo & Hutchings,
1996). Both strands of theory state that immigrants are perceived as a threat (e.g.,
economically) to individual members of the host nation or the host nation itself. Realistic
group conflict theory focuses on cost-benefit considerations and is described in the first part
of this chapter. Social identity theory is concerned with cultural differences between
immigrants and members of the host nation. As apposed to perceived realistic threats
described above, it linked to rather symbolic threats, such as cultural values and identity.

This is described in the second section. Although perceived realistic and symbolic threats

REMINDER



have often been treated as rival explanations for attitudes, it is plausible that they are
complementary on an issue such as immigration (Burns & Gimpel, 2000; Sniderman,
Hagendoorn, & Prior, 2004). Research analysing both kinds of threats suggests that
immigration attitudes are related to both, perceived realistic as well as perceived symbolic
threats but the latter seem to have a stronger effect on immigration attitudes (Scheve &
Slaughter, 2001; Schmuck & Matthes, 2017; Schneider, 2007; Sides & Citrin, 2007;

Sniderman et al., 2004; Valentino et al., 2017).

Realistic Threats - Perceived Economic and Safety Impacts from immigration

Realistic group conflict is based on the idea that groups are competing for scarce resources
(Bobo & Hutchings, 1996; Quillian, 1995). When forming zero-sum beliefs, one group’s gain
is the other group’s losses. Following this reasoning, immigrants are a perceived threat to
resources such as jobs, welfare services, and housing because they take away jobs, welfare
benefits, and housing that are meant for members of the host society (Hainmueller &

Hiscox, 2010; Sides & Citrin, 2007).

Such perceived threats may apply either to society as a whole or particular groups
within the host society; especially those who perceive themselves as already facing unfair
treatment and that are already competing for scarce resources (Bobo & Hutchings, 1996;
Hainmueller & Hopkins, 2014; Quillian, 1995). Immigrants willing to work for (be)low-
market wages represent competitors on the job market and may be perceived as threats for
large groups of the host country. For instance, negative attitudes toward foreigners are
likely to be more pronounced among socioeconomically weak and vulnerable populations
due to fear of competition, among male, less educated, and older individuals (Scheve &
Slaughter, 2001; Schmuck & Matthes, 2017; Semyonov, Raijman, & Gorodzeisky, 2008;

Semyonov, Raijman, Tov, & Schmidt, 2004).

Yet, anti-immigration attitudes are not necessarily based on individual gains or losses
but on how immigration is perceived to affect your in-group, i.e., your whole nation (Burns
& Gimpel, 2000; Citrin, Green, Muste, & Wong, 1997; Quillian, 1995; Valentino et al., 2017,
Wilson, 2001; Wong, 2007). On a societal level, immigrants may be perceived as a risk as

they need access to healthcare, settlement services etc. (Aalberg, lyengar, & Messing, 2012;
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Facchini & Mayda, 2008; Funk, 2000; Hainmueller & Hiscox, 2010). They may thus be
perceived as potential tax burdens. Such sociotropic economic threats are signals of one’s
own prospective economic situation (Valentino et al., 2017). It is thus perfectly possible that
objective measures of vulnerability to competition from immigrants (i.e., SES) do not
accurately predict immigration attitudes (e.g., O’Neil & Tienda, 2010; Valentino et al., 2017).
For instance, Citrin and colleagues (1997) found that personal economic circumstances play
little role in opinion formation toward immigration policy. It was rather beliefs about the
state of the national economy, anxiety over taxes, and generalized stereotypes that

influenced restrictive sentiment toward immigration.

Still, immigration can pose a realistic threat to members of the host nation. Many
studies have found that (highly) skilled immigrants are preferred over low skilled immigrants
(e.g., Aalberg et al., 2012; Hainmueller & Hiscox, 2010; Sides & Citrin, 2007; Valentino et al.,
2017) and workers are preferred over refugees (Blinder, 2015). While many Europeans
believe that immigration, and especially refugees are a burden to the host country because
they take away jobs and social benefits (Dancygier & Donnelly, 2013), those attitudes differ
within the EU. Citizens of Hungary, Poland, Greece, Italy, and France identify this as their
greatest concern whereas the population in Sweden and Germany seem to see refugee-
immigration also as a chance to make their nation stronger because of their potential work

force (Wike, Stokes, & Simmons, 2016).

Another way of perceived harm and thus a perceived realistic threat is concerned
with aspects of security (Lahav & Courtemanche, 2012; Stephan, Renfro, Esses, White
Stephan, & Martin, 2005; von Sikorski, Schmuck, Matthes, & Binder, 2017). From this
perspective, immigration poses a security threat since immigration is thought to increase
the likelihood of violence, crime, or terrorist attacks (Semyonov et al., 2008; von Sikorski et
al., 2017). For instance, a global study shows that 6 in 10 respondents are concerned about
terrorists entering the country pretending to be refugees (IPSOS, 2016). In the EU there is a
widespread belief that immigration increases the likelihood of terrorism. These believes
have been fuelled by the recent attacks in Paris and Brussels (Wike et al., 2016). Fears

linking refugees and crime are much less pervasive, although nearly half of the respondents
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in Italy and Sweden say refugees are more to blame for crime than other groups (Wike et

al., 2016).

Threats Related to Identity - Perceived Threats from Culturally Close vs. Culturally Remote

Groups

Social identity theory states that individuals long to belong to a social group (Tajfel, 1981;
Tajfel & Turner, 1979). They reflect the norms and values of their own group (i.e., the in-
group) in contrast to other groups (i.e., the out-groups). In general, individuals strive for a
positive self-concept. Hence, they positively evaluate the group that is the basis of their
social identity. As a result, they are affirmative toward the in-group as compared to out-

groups.

Salient attributes such as language, religion, or skin colour lead to the perception of
immigrants as the out-group. Immigration thus creates conflict between groups as they are
linked to symbolic values (e.g., native speakers vs. non-native speakers, whites vs. non-
whites, or Christians vs. Muslims). Hence, support for immigration depends on who the
immigrants are (Brader, Valentino, & Suhay, 2008). Research suggests that people tend to
be more positive toward immigration from ethnically or culturally close than ethnically or
culturally remote groups (Brader et al., 2008; Hainmueller & Hopkins, 2014; Igartua &
Cheng, 2009; Sides & Citrin, 2007; Turper, lyengar, Aarts, & van Gerven, 2014). In addition,
highly salient out-groups are often viewed as rather negative (Mullen, 2001). In a
comparative experimental design across eleven countries Valentino and colleagues (2017)
found that while skin tone itself had little effect on attitudes toward immigration,

immigrants from Muslim-majority countries elicited lower levels of support.

Most of the recent refugees to Europe are arriving from majority-Muslim nations,
such as Syria, Afghanistan, and Iraq (these three countries accounted for more than 53% of
all 2015-16 asylum applicants in the EU; Wike et al., 2016; also see Konle-Seidl, 2018). In
Europe, there are rather negative attitudes toward Muslims (Strabac, 2011; Strabac &
Listhaug, 2008; von Sikorski et al., 2017). They are viewed as unwilling to participate in the
broader society and as not wanting to adopt the nation’s customs and way of life. Again,

these attitudes differ within the EU, with Sweden, France, and the Netherlands holding
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more positive attitudes toward Muslims than Greece, Hungary, Spain, and Germany (Wike
et al., 2016). Furthermore, relatively few Europeans believe that diversity has a positive
impact on their countries, with Sweden being most positive about it (36% believe an
increasingly diverse society makes their country a better place to live; Wike et al., 2016).
Right-wing parties succeeded in bringing the discourse on Islam and Muslim immigrants to
the centre of the European immigration debate (Yilmaz, 2012). For instance, in Germany,
the populist party AfD (Alternative for Germany) wrote the slogan “Islam is not a part of
Germany” in their election manifesto (AfD, 2016). In a similar vein, the Dutch right-wing
politician Geert Wilders stated “l don’t hate Muslims, | hate Islam” (Traynor, 2008) , and the
Austrian Freedom Party put up advertisements stating “home instead of Islam” (“Daham

statt Islam”; Pajevic, 2006).

Most studies so far considered specific groups that elicit negative attitudes in the
public. Other studies looked at how specific threats, e.g., cultural, economic, or security
threats, attributed to immigrants as an out-group affect immigrant attitudes. The present
study looks at both, specific groups and specific threats, and can thereby shed light on
whether public opinion toward free movements varies with the perception of specific

groups that may be more or less associated with specific threats.
Summary and Research Questions
The main research question of this paper is:
RQ1: How are attitudes toward free movement distributed within the EU?

We expect that attitudes toward immigration affect attitudes toward free movement.
Free movement in the EU is associated with intra-EU immigration to the host country. As
elaborated above, immigration can lead to perceived realistic and cultural threats. Hence,
perceived threat from immigration should be associated with negative attitudes toward free
movement. Following realistic group conflict theory, particularly migration groups from
within the EU pose a potential threat to citizens of the host nation because they have
immediate access to the labour market and (at least under certain circumstances) the welfare
system. Migration from outside of the EU is more restricted. Hence, non-EU migrants are not

a direct competition on the labour market for citizens of the host country (Ruhs, 2017). Yet,

REMINDER



even non-EU migrants may pose a threat as they might access the host country’s welfare
system (e.g., housing and healthcare services). Furthermore, an increased number of low-
skilled immigrants — who might also come from non-EU countries — results in a larger supply
of low-skilled labour, which might lead low-skilled natives to increasingly perceive this type

of immigration as a threat to their own job or salary (Hainmueller & Hopkins, 2014).

Social identity theory proposes that salient attributes such as language, religion, skin
colour, or clothing lead to the perception of immigrants as an out-group. Such attributes are
tend to be associated with migrants from outside of the EU, mostly refugees migrating from
Africa or the Middle East. Research comparing realistic and symbolic threats find the latter
to have a stronger effect on anti-immigration attitudes (Scheve & Slaughter, 2001; Schmuck
& Matthes, 2017; Schneider, 2007; Sides & Citrin, 2007; Sniderman et al., 2004, Valentino et
al., 2017). Compared to EU-migrants, non-EU migrants are a culturally remote group. From a
social identity perspective, especially non-EU migrants pose a threat to the host nation. It
remains unclear, whether EU-citizens differentiate in their migration related attitudes
toward migrants from outside and migrants from within the EU. Thus, our second research

question is:

RQ2: What are the public perceptions of the impact of intra-EU immigration and

perceptions from immigration from outside of the EU?

There is no research to date on how attitudes toward migration affect attitudes
toward free movement. Yet, free movement and migration are interdependent in the EU.
Free movement facilitates labour migration and permanent migratory flows in the EU. It is
possible, that perceived impact from immigration outlined above impacts attitudes toward

free movement. Thus, our third research question asks:

RQ3: How do public perceptions of the impact of immigration affect attitudes

towards free movement within the EU?
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Method

Survey Design

An online-survey was carried out between December 6™ 2017 and January 5" 2018 in seven
countries of the European Union: Germany, Hungary, Poland, Romania, Spain, Sweden, and
the UK. This is a diverse set of countries that for instance differ in terms of EU-membership
history, attitudes toward immigration, socio-economic circumstances, geography and
political systems. Thus, if general patterns can be identified across the selected countries,

these patterns can most probably be identified elsewhere in the EU.

In each country, a sample of the population (18 and older) was assessed via online
access panels. All respondents were approached through these online panels. Respondents
were classified by socio-demographic characteristics into quotas set on age, gender, and
region to ensure a representative sample. In total, 22862 respondents completed the

interview! (length in minutes: M = 16.44, SD = 10.78).

Several steps have been taken to ensure the quality of the sample. Respondents
were excluded who exhibited very short response times (i.e., interview duration 20% below
the median time per country), an unusual amount of “don’t know” answers (i.e., 40% of
“don’t know” answers), as well as aberrant response patterns (i.e., straight-lining) as
identified by the fieldwork company. Furthermore, we excluded respondents, who (wilfully
or by mistake) wrongly answered a trap question (i.e., a question asking the respondents to
choose a specific answer from the questionnaire), while at the same time being unusually
fast in filling out the questionnaire (i.e., interview duration 50% below the median time per
country and per device). Based on these steps of quality assurance, 980 respondents were

dropped from the dataset.

The final sample comprises 21882 respondents (51.8% female; M age = 47.8 years).
All analyses have been weighted with a random iterative method based on the post-quality-

assurance sample to reflect the demographic composition of the target population in the

134662 respondents agreed to take part in an interview, 235 were screened out because they do not reside in one
of the seven countries under investigation, 8657 were screened out because their cross-quota (based on gender,
age, and region) had enough cases, 2901 respondents abandoned the interview before answering all questions.
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different countries. At this point, the weighting is based on gender, age, and region. This

weighting method is under revision at this point and may be adapted for further analyses in

the REMINDER project. For a detailed demographic description of the sample in the seven

countries, see table 1.

Table 1: Sample

DE HU PL RO ES SE UK

% % % % % % %
Gender
Male 48.6 46.1 51.1 51.0 49.3 48.2 46.8
Female 51.4 53.8 48.9 48.9 50.7 51.8 53.2
Age
18-24 7.53 10.4 9.5 12.0 7.9 9.07 10.6
25-39 21.11 24.4 26.3 27.9 25.0 22.4 24.3
40-54 28.00 24.9 22.7 28.4 28.9 26.1 26.8
55-64 17.7 23.9 24.6 22.5 14.9 15.9 15.1
65+ 25.7 16.4 16.8 9.3 23.2 26.5 23.2
Education
level @
0 0.3 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.7 0.4 1.3
1 0.1 0.4 0.4 1.0 2.7 2.6 0.9
2 24.4 16.9 1.7 3.2 4.5 11.9 23.1
3 33.0 33.1 37.3 30.2 5.7 336 36.8
4 11.0 10.5 11.7 8.2 30.4 13.8 3.4
5 7.4 6.8 -b 4.3 16.3 17.5 4.5
6 10.6 19.2 12.4 36.5 26.9 12.2 19.9
7 12.3 11.2 345 14.8 10.1 6.5 8.9
8 0.9 1.5 2.0 1.6 2.7 1.6 1.1
Total 3232 3270 3400 3250 3230 3250 3237

2Education levels are based on ISCED Codes.

b The international education level is not comparable in category 5 for Poland.

Measures

Perceived impact of immigration was assessed for immigrants of four groups: Africa, Middle

East as well as Eastern and Western Europe (e.g., “Thinking about people immigrating to

[country] from Africa. Would you say that immigrants from Africa...”).

10
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For each of those groups respondents indicated perceived impact of immigration on
ten-point semantic differentials. Perceived impact was assessed with six items. Two items
assessed perceived economic impacts (e.g. ...take jobs away in [country] vs. create new jobs
in [country]); two cultural impacts (e.g. ...undermine the cultural life in [country] vs. enrich
the cultural life in [country]) and two security impacts (e.g. ... make [country]’s safety
problems worse vs. make [country]’s safety problems better). These perceived impact
scores were added to a composite impact index for each group (high values indicating
threats, low values indicating benefits; Africa a =.94; Middle East a = .94; Eastern European

o =.93; Western European a = .94; see table 4 for means and correlations).

Attitude toward free movement within the EU was assessed with five items, tapping
different aspects of free movement such as perceived impact on the economy, the labour-
market and the welfare system (e.g., “The movement of individuals between EU countries
should be free to increase mutual understanding”) on a five-point scale. They were added
up to form a composite index (high values indicating favourable attitudes toward free

movement; M = 3.28, a = .84).

Additional Controls

Along the line of the realistic group conflict hypothesis, economic factors play a role for
immigration attitudes. On the individual level, income correlates with attitudes toward
immigration. Immigration threat perceptions are higher among individuals with lower
income. Negative views of immigrants decrease with rising income (e.g., Espenshade &
Hempstead, 1996; MclLaren, 2003; Semyonov et al., 2008, 2004). To avoid nonresponse to
the income question, a subjective measure assessed respondents’ financial situation by
asking respondents about their difficulties of paying bills (“During the last twelve months,
would you say you had difficulties to pay your bills at the end of the month?”; three-point
scale from 1 = almost never to 3 = most of the time). Further, education was assessed in the
seven countries. Education was recoded by the International Standard Classification of
Education (ISCED) for the analysis. Lastly, migration background might also play a role in
explaining immigration attitudes, and is often considered in empirical studies (e.g., Mayda,
2006; Schmuck & Matthes, 2017; von Sikorski et al., 2017). Migration background was thus

added as control (one item, “Where you born in [country]?”; 94.4% = yes).

11
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As further controls related to respondent’s political attitudes, we assessed whether
the European Union is perceived as a good thing with one item on a five-point scale (1 =it is
a very bad thing, 5 =it is a very good thing; M = 3.56). We further added a narrow
citizenship concept, based on three items assessed with the question “How important or not
do you think each of the following is for being truly [nationality]?”. Items addressed ethnic
and civic factors, i.e. “to have been born in the country”, “to be able to speak country’s
national language(s)” and to “follow country’s customs and traditions” (based on Reeskens

& Hooghe, 2010; see also Verkuyten & Martinovic, 2015). Respondents answered on a scale

from 1 = not at all important to 5 = very important; M = 3.88, o = .64).

Using trend data from the European Social Survey, Héricourt and Spielvogel (2013)
find media exposure as an additional determinant of immigration attitudes. Finally, general
media use to get informed about political events was assessed with one item each for online
news use (M = 2.28), social media use (M = 2.75), television news use (M = 1.88), and

printed newspapers (M = 3.02; 5-point scale from 1 = never to 5 = almost every day).

Results

In this section, we will first show how attitudes toward free movement are distributed in the
seven countries under investigation. Perceived impact (i.e., threats and benefits) from the
different migration groups on the host society will be presented separately. Lastly, we will

show how these perceptions affect attitudes toward free movement in a regression model.

Attitudes Toward Free Movement in Seven EU Countries

Attitudes toward free movement are positive in the EU with means above the midpoint of
the scale (see table 2). The UK is the only country below this midpoint, being the most
negative country toward free movement in the EU. The most positive attitudes toward free
movement are found in Romania followed by Poland, and Hungary. In Germany, Sweden,

and Spain respondents are more neutral toward free movement, but still positive.

12
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Table 2: Attitudes Toward Free Movement in the EU

DE HU PL RO ES SE UK
M 3.18 3.47 3.50 3.69 3.33 3.07 2.78
SD 0.88 0.85 0.86 0.81 0.84 0.92 0.85
Total 3015 2920 3034 2997 2992 2871 2911

Composite index from 1-5; 5 indicating favourable attitudes toward free movement, 3 = neutral.

Perceived Impact by Immigrants

Looking at the overall perceived impact of immigration, we can observe that
immigration is rather perceived as a threat than a benefit, as nearly all impact perceptions

are above the midpoint of the scale, indicating higher perceived threat (see figure 1).

The highest perceived threats from immigration are related to crime and safety
aspects. Economic and welfare aspects stemming from immigration are seen as less
threatening, with cultural impact perceptions located somewhere in between. The impact
perceptions differ between the immigration groups. In general, both groups from outside
the EU trigger larger threat perceptions than the groups from within Europe. Western
European immigrants are the only group that is perceived to have positive economic and
cultural impact on society. Hence, they are seen as rather beneficial to the job market and
culture of the host country as compared to all the other immigrant groups under

investigation. This, however, does not apply to perceived safety perceptions.

Western European immigrants are perceived as a potential threat to safety. Yet, this
perceived threat is substantially smaller than the threat attributed to other groups. On the
contrary, immigrants from the Middle East are perceived as the most threatening
immigration group concerning safety and cultural impacts on the host country. Concerning
perceived economic impact, immigrants from the Middle East are perceived to equally
threatening as immigrants from Africa. Eastern European immigrants are perceived as more

threatening than Western European immigrants on all dimensions. Although they are

13
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perceived as less threatening than the groups from outside of Europe, they are still

perceived as a threat to the host country, rather than a benefit.

Figure 1: Immigrant Group Impact Perceptions in Europe (Overall Results)

Immigrant Group Impact Perceptions in Europe

0.18
0.17

Economic 0.11

-0.05 1

0.19
0.24
Cultural 0.11
-0.03

0.33
0.36
Safety 0.28
0.07
I I T T T T I T T
High -75 -5 -.25 0 25 5 75 High
Benefit Threat
Impact Perception
B African I Vviddle Eastern
B Eastern European N West European
N =21882.

Note: For visual clarity, the original index was recoded from -1 (indicating high perceived benefits from
immigration) to +1 (indicating high perceived threats from immigration).

To look at country differences in the perceived impact of the immigration groups, we
combine the three threat dimensions described above into one composite threat index (see
figure 2; ranging from -1 indicating high perceived benefits to +1 indicating high perceived
threats). Especially Hungarians exhibit high threat perceptions, mainly associated with
immigrants from Africa and the Middle East. The same pattern emerges for Germany,
although Western European immigrants are not perceived as a threat but rather as a

benefit. Especially for Western European immigrants we find country-specific differences in

14
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impact perceptions: While they are seen as a benefit to the host country in Germany,
Sweden, Poland, and Romania, they are perceived as a threat in Spain, in Hungary, and

especially in the UK.

Figure 2: Immigrant Impact Perceptions in Europe (Country-Specific)

Overall Immigrant Impact Perceptions in Europe

African

Middle Eastern

Eastern European

West European

I I | 1 | 1 I |
High -75 -5 -.25 . .75 High
Benefit Threat

Overall Immigrant Impact Perception

B Germany [ Spain
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B Hungary [ Poland
I Romania

o -
o
(3}
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N =21882.
Note: For visual clarity, the original index was recoded from -1 (indicating high perceived benefits from
immigration) to +1 (indicating high perceived threats from immigration).
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Effects of Perceived Impact of Immigration, Political Attitudes, and Media Use on

Attitudes Toward Free Movement

In this section, we look at how different factors influence attitudes toward free movement
in the EU. To do so, we turn to a multivariate analysis. We first test the effect of socio-
demographic measures. In the next step, political attitudes are included. In the third model,
we include the immigration impact perceptions toward the four different migrant groups,

and in the last model, media use, as a contextual variable, is included.

Looking at the overall model including all seven countries (table 3), we observe a
negative influence of gender on attitudes toward free movement; female respondents tend
to be somewhat more negative than male respondents. In addition, the respondents who
have difficulty paying bills are slightly more negative toward free movement. At the same
time, older respondents, respondent with a migration background and those who are more
educated are more positive toward free movement. Taken together, the sociodemographic
measures (while controlling for country specificities using country-level fixed effects) explain

about 14% of the variance in the attitudes toward free movement.

In the next step, we looked at the influence of political attitudes, namely the narrow
citizenship concept and the perception that the EU is a good thing. Narrow citizenship
shows a strong negative influence. Thus, the more a respondent agrees with the statements
that one has to be born in the country, to speak the country’s language, and to follow the
country’s customs and traditions to be truly a member of the host society, the lower her
favourability toward free movement. In contrast, perceiving the EU as a good thing is
strongly associated with positive attitudes toward free movement. In general, these two
attitudes alone explain a large part of variance people’s attitudes free movement in Europe

(about 18% explained variance).

Perceived impact of immigration of the four different migrant groups are included in
model 3. Migration impact perceptions regarding all four migration groups are negatively
associated with attitudes toward free movement. Those who perceive immigration of these
different social groups as a threat also show less favourable attitudes toward free

movement in the EU. Comparing the four different migration groups, the negative impact is
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larger for the two groups from Europe than for the two groups from outside of Europe; but
only minimally. Perceived threat from African and Middle Eastern immigrants also
negatively influences attitudes toward free movement, the impact is even smaller. Impact
perceptions of immigration explain about 5% variance of the attitudes related to free
movement in Europe. Thus, the narrow citizenship concept and the perception that the EU
is a good thing explain over 10% points more of the variance than the perceived impact

perceptions from the four migration groups.

In the last model, we integrated media use. Overall, only online news use is
positively associated with attitudes toward free movement. Accordingly, the more people
use online news outlets to get informed about political events, the more favourable they
are toward free movement. Contrary, print news and social media news use affects
attitudes toward free movement negatively. The more respondents use newspapers and
social media to get informed about politics, the less favourable their attitudes toward free
movement are. In total, however, the explanatory value of the media use variables is

negligible.
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Table 3: Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Attitudes Toward Free
Movement in Seven Countries

Dependent variable: Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
attitudes toward free  Sociodem Add Political Add Add Media Use
movement (1-5) ographic Attitudes Immigration
measures Attitudes
Toward
Immigration
Groups
Beta Beta Beta Beta
Gender (1=female) -0.04*** -0.03*** -0.03*** -0.03***
Age 0.08*** 0.11%** 0.11%** 0.11%**
Migration sk %
background (1=yes) 0.04 0.02 0.01 0.01
Education 0.15%** 0.08*** 0.07*** 0.06***
Difficulties paying 10.04%** 0.01* 0.01* 0.01*
bills
Narrow citizenship L0.24%%* 0. 1T** L0 1T**
concept
EU "good thing" 0.36*** 0.28*** 0.28***
Africa @ -0.07%** -0.08***
Middle East @ -0.06%** -0.06%**
Eastern Europe @ -0.09*** -0.09***
Western Europe ? -0.09*** -0.08***
Online news 0.05%***
Social media news ° -0.02*
Television news® 0.004
Print news® -0.05***
AR? 0.18 0.06 0.00
Total R? 0.14 0.32 0.38 0.38

N = 20,462. Country-specific fixed effects are included in all models.
2high numbers indicate perceived threats, low numbers indicate perceived benefits.
®high numbers indicate high use. *p<0.1; * p< 0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p<0.001
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Country-specific regression models can be found in table 5 to table 11 in the
appendix. The pattern described above is found in most countries, with small exceptions
described in the following section. Gender only affects attitudes toward free movement in
some countries (namely Germany, Poland, and Spain) but not in others. If there is a
significant influence of gender, it always points into the direction of female respondents
being less positive toward free movement. Age influences attitudes toward free movement
positively in all countries under investigation. Accordingly, older respondents hold more
favourable attitudes toward free movement than younger one’s do. The UK is an exception,
as age is negatively associated with attitudes toward free movement in the basic model.
When dividing the sample in different age groups, the effect of age seems to be close to
linear. Yet, younger ones are overall still more positive toward free movement than older
ones (table 12). However, since younger respondents also tend to be more EU friendly — the

effect of age alone turns insignificant when introducing EU attitudes.

The same effect applies for education (with Sweden being the only exception). On
the country level, similar to the more complete models above, the influence of migration
background vanishes. Difficulties in paying bills only shows an impact in Germany and
Poland. In those two countries, those who face more difficulties paying their bills show less

positive attitudes toward free movement.

As in the general model, the measures on narrow citizenship concept and perception
of the EU being a good thing show the biggest impact on attitudes toward free movement in
any country under investigation. Yet, their explanatory power varies. While they only
explain 6% of the answering behaviour in Spain, they explain over 30% in Sweden and in the

UK.

Most different effects between the countries can be found in the perceived impact
from the different migration groups. Perceived impact of migration groups has the largest
explanatory power in Spain (with 14% explained variance). Here, especially the perceived
threat from Eastern European, as well as African immigrants negatively affects attitudes
toward free movement. The explanatory power is rather low in Sweden, and in the Eastern
European countries (2-3% explained variance). In the Eastern European countries Poland,

Romania, and Hungary, perceived impact of Western European immigrants affects attitudes
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toward free movement negatively, while the other groups do not seem to have any
influence. In the other countries under investigation, perceived impact of Western
Europeans plays a role, but other migration groups do affect attitudes toward free
movement as well. Sweden is the only exception with no significant impact from Western
European immigrants on attitudes toward free movement. The effect of perceived threats
from Eastern European immigrants is exceptionally high in the UK and Spain. In both
countries, they exert the biggest negative effect on attitudes towards free movement
compared to the other immigrant groups. Perceived immigration from outside of Europe
affects attitudes toward free movement in Spain, the UK, Germany, and Sweden. Yet, the
impact varies between countries. While it is especially immigrants from Africa and not
immigrants from the Middle East affecting attitudes in Spain, this relationship is reverse in
the UK. Both migration groups affect attitudes toward free movement in Germany and in
Sweden. Again, while immigrants from Africa exert a larger influence in Germany than

immigrants from the Middle East, this relationship is inverse in Sweden.

Looking at the influence of media, we find no effects (or effects close to zero) in
Germany, Sweden, Spain, and the UK. In contrast, explanatory power of media use on
attitudes toward free movement is a little larger in the Eastern European countries, with
Hungary showing the largest amount of explained variance (3%). The impact of media use

and whether the effects are positive or negative varies greatly between the countries.

Summary and Discussion

We find that attitudes toward free movement are most positive in Eastern European
countries (Hungary, Poland, most positive in Romania). In contrast, the UK is the only
country with overall negative attitudes toward free movement, with Germany, Sweden, and
Spain somewhere in between. There are several possible reasons for this. First, the
countries differ in their migration flows from inside the EU. In the UK, the fear of
uncontrolled migration led to the Brexit vote. More than a year after UK’s referendum to
withdraw from the EU and a broad public discussion about possible negative consequences

resulting from a “Brexit”, citizens of the UK are still rather negative toward free movement.
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Eastern European countries, on the other hand, are on the sending side of migration.
Many work-migrants are sent from those countries (e.g., many Eastern European migrants
are employed in the manufacturing and hospitality sector in Western European countries;
Warrell, 2017). Romania is the only country under investigation not yet fully participating in
the Schengen agreement. Positive attitudes toward free movement might reflect the hope
to participate in the near future and the potential positive outcomes for Romanian citizen.
This is supported by data of the Eurobarometer. Respondents in Hungary, Poland, and
Romania perceive the free movement of people, goods, and services as one of the most
positive results of the EU, and are rather for, than against the free movement of EU citizens
to live, work, study and do business anywhere in the EU (Commission of the European
Communities, 2016). Yet, at the same time, these countries seem to be a lot less positive
toward inward free movement (i.e., immigration of other EU countries into the host
country). For instance, data from the ESS7 (2014) shows rather negative attitudes towards
free movement of workers from poorer European countries in Hungary, Estonia, and Latvia
(for an overview see Martensson and Uba, 2018). Yet, this specific measure seems on the
border between a measure of attitudes toward immigration and attitudes toward free
movement. At least concerning Hungary, we see rather negative perceived impact of

immigration in our data as well.

Notable, Swedes hold quite moderate perceptions toward free movement. This is
interesting since previous research indicates that Swedish citizens often are placed in the

top regarding positive attitudes toward immigration (e.g., Heath & Richards, 2016).

In the next step, we looked at the perceived impact of immigration. The highest
perceived threats from immigration are related to crime and safety aspects. Economic and
welfare aspects stemming from immigration are seen as less threatening, with cultural impact
perceptions located somewhere in between. This underlines the importance of perceived
safety threats in the research on immigration related attitudes, as most research to date
tends to focus on the perceived cultural/symbolic threat versus the perceived
realistic/economic threats (e.g., Scheve & Slaughter, 2001; Schmuck & Matthes, 2017;
Schneider, 2007; Sides & Citrin, 2007; Sniderman et al., 2004; Valentino et al., 2017).
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Perceived threats concerning crime and safety impacts from immigration should not be

ignored when studying immigration attitudes.

Lastly, we looked at different factors influencing attitudes toward free movement in
the seven countries with a special focus on perceived impact from different migration groups.
Looking at the influence of sociodemographic factors, age is influential in all countries. Older
people tend to be more positive toward free movement than younger. This might be due to
older people having become used to freedom of movement and thus perceiving potential
restrictions on free movement as something affecting their fundamental rights, as well as
them having known times when free movement was not possible. To look into this, personal

experience with free movement needs to be taken into account in future research.

Education also positively influences freedom of movement. This is in line with
research showing that highly educated individuals value multiculturalism to a higher extend
than people with lower education (e.g., Hainmueller & Hiscox, 2007) . Furthermore, this is in
line with research showing that people with lower education are more worried that
immigration will increase the competition in the labour market (e.g., Hainmueller &
Hopkins, 2014; Malhotra, Margalit, & Mo, 2013). The labour market hypothesis also
suggests that especially economically threatened individuals hold negative attitudes toward
immigration (Scheve & Slaughter, 2001; Schmuck & Matthes, 2017; Semyonov et al., 2008,
2004). Yet, difficulties in paying bills only influences attitudes toward free movement in
Germany and Poland but not in any of the other countries under investigation. This might
be due to influences of their welfare state system or levels of migration flows that need
further investigation in the future. It is also possible, that individuals in the other countries
in the sample assess mobility impacts rather on a sociotropic level. Thus, not their individual
economic situation, but rather the perceived economic situation of the country plays a role
in immigration related (e.g., O’Neil & Tienda, 2010; Valentino et al., 2017) and thus free

movement attitudes. This needs further investigation in the future.

Perceiving the EU as a good thing was very positively associated with positive attitudes
toward free movement in all countries. However, the more respondents agreed to the narrow
citizen concept, the less favourable were they toward free movement in Europe. On a broader

level, this could be interpreted on a nationalistic vs. EU perspective. Thus, nationalistic
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tendencies are associated with negative attitudes toward free movement (see Halikiopoulou

et al. 2012 for the relationship between nationalism and Euroscepticism in general).

Looking at the perceived impact of the different migrant groups, we find that all
migrant group perceptions were associated negatively with attitudes toward free
movement. Thus, the more immigrants are perceived as a threat, the more people hold
negative attitudes toward free movement. On the other hand, the more immigrants are
perceived as a benefit the more people hold positive attitudes toward free movement in the
EU. It is thus possible, that EU citizens are polarized in their attitudes toward free
movement and that this polarization is associated with perceived impact from immigration.
Hence, both dynamics could explain this effect, those who perceive immigration as a benefit
and are thus positively inclined toward free movement and those who perceive immigration
as a threat and are against free movement. The dichotomy of pro-free movement attitudes

versus anti-immigrant needs further investigation.

This is important, as we also found that all migration groups under investigation tend
to be perceived as a threat, rather than as a benefit by citizens of the host nation. These
effects differed between the countries under investigation. In the Eastern European
Countries Poland, Romania, and Hungary, perceived impact from Western European
immigrants affects attitudes toward free movement, while the other groups do not seem to
have an influence. Hence, in these countries we find a differentiation between EU-migration
and migration from outside of the EU on mobility attitudes. This is an interesting finding, as
it is known that these countries hold rather negative attitudes toward immigration (e.g.,
Heath & Richards, 2016). Immigration-related attitudes seem not to affect attitudes toward
free movement in Eastern European countries. In contrast, perceived immigration from
outside of Europe affects attitudes toward free movement in Spain, the UK, Germany, and
Sweden. To explain these country-specific differences, further aspects such as migration
flows within and from outside of the EU as well as aspects of the labour market and welfare
services need to be taken into account in future research. The relationship between
attitudes toward free movement and migration-related attitudes in Europe also needs

further investigation.
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Finally, we looked at the influence of media on attitudes toward free movement. In
the overall model, media use’s effects on attitudes toward free movement are mixed. This is
interesting, as studies have shown that news media tend to focus on negative aspects of
immigration, for instance by linking immigration to different kinds of threats (e.g., Horsti,
2016; Igartua & Cheng, 2009; Schemer & Miiller, 2017). Yet, we found very different
patterns for the influence of media use in the different countries, and differences among
different media types. Explanations might be different media markets, differences in media
trust, and of course, different patterns of the portrayal of immigrants and immigration (e.g.,
Cheregi, 2015; Greussing & Boomgaarden, 2017). In the next step, research should link
media use and media content, to get a clearer understanding of media effects on the topic

of migration and free movement in the EU.

24
REMINDER



Literature

Aalberg, Toril, Shanto lyengar, and Solomon Messing. “Who Is a ‘Deserving’ Immigrant?”
Scandinavian Political Studies 35, no. 2 (2012): 97-116.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9477.2011.00280.x.

Afd. “Der Islam Gehort Nicht Zu Deutschland,” August 11, 2016. http://afd.berlin/wp-
content/uploads/2016/11/16-08-11_Themenflyer-Islam_BGS.pdf.

Blinder, Scott. “Imagined Immigration.” Political Studies 63, no. 1 (2015): 80-100.
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-9248.12053.

Bobo, Lawrence, and Vincent L. Hutchings. “Perceptions of Racial Group Competition.”
American Sociological Review 61, no. 6 (1996): 951.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2096302.

Brader, Ted, Nicholas A. Valentino, and Elizabeth Suhay. “What Triggers Public Opposition to
Immigration?” American Journal of Political Science 52, no. 4 (2008): 959-78.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2008.00353.x.

Burns, Peter, and James G. Gimpel. “Economic Insecurity, Prejudicial Stereotypes, and Public
Opinion on Immigration Policy.” Political Science Quarterly 115, no. 2 (2000): 201—
25. https://doi.org/10.2307/2657900.

Cheregi, B. “The Media Construction of Identity in Anti-Immigration Discourses: The Case of
Romanian Immigrants in Great Britain.” Romanian Journal Of Journalism &
Communication 10, no. 1 (2015): 5-25.

Citrin, Jack, Donald P. Green, Christopher Muste, and Cara Wong. “Public Opinion Toward
Immigration Reform: The Role of Economic Motivations.” The Journal of Politics 59,
no. 3 (August 1997): 858-81. https://doi.org/10.2307/2998640.

Commission, European. “Eurobarometer 85.1 (2016).” GESIS Data Archive, 2016.
https://doi.org/10.4232/1.12591.

Curtice, J. “Brexit: The Vote to Leave the EU. Litmus Test or Lightning Rod?” British Social
Attitudes. London: NatCen Social Research, 2017.

Dancygier, Rafaela M., and Michael J. Donnelly. “Sectoral Economies, Economic Contexts,
and Attitudes toward Immigration.” The Journal of Politics 75, no. 1 (January 2013):
17-35. https://doi.org/10.1017/50022381612000849.

Espenshade, Thomas J., and Katherine Hempstead. “Contemporary American Attitudes
Toward U.S. Immigration.” International Migration Review 30, no. 2 (1996): 535.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2547393.

25
REMINDER



Facchini, G., and A. M. Mayda. “From Individual Attitudes towards Migrants to Migration
Policy Outcomes.” Economic Policy 23 (2008): 653-713.

Funk, Carolyn L. “The Dual Influence of Self-Interest and Societal Interest in Public Opinion.”
Political Research Quarterly 53, no. 1 (2000): 37. https://doi.org/10.2307/449245.

Golder, Matt. “Far right parties in Europe.” Annual Review of Political Science 19 (2016):
477-497.

Greussing, Esther, and Hajo G. Boomgaarden. “Shifting the Refugee Narrative? An
Automated Frame Analysis of Europe’s 2015 Refugee Crisis.” Journal of Ethnic and
Migration Studies 43, no. 11 (August 18, 2017): 1749-74.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2017.1282813.

Hainmueller, Jens, and Michael J. Hiscox. “Attitudes toward Highly Skilled and Low-Skilled
Immigration.” American Political Science Review 104, no. 01 (2010): 61-84.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055409990372.

———. “Educated Preferences: Explaining Attitudes Toward Immigration in Europe.”
International Organization 61, no. 02 (April 2007).
https://doi.org/10.1017/50020818307070142.

Hainmueller, Jens, and Daniel J. Hopkins. “Public Attitudes Toward Immigration.” Annual
Review of Political Science 17, no. 1 (2014): 225-49.
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-102512-194818.

Halikiopoulou, Daphne, Kyriaki Nanou, and Sofia Vasilopoulou. “The paradox of nationalism:
The common denominator of radical right and radical left euroscepticism.”
European journal of political research 51, no. 4 (2012): 504-539.

Heath, A., and L. Richards. “Attitudes Towards Immigration and Their Antecedents: : Topline
Results from Round 7 of the European Social Survey.” ESS Topline Restults Series,
2016.

Héricourt, Jérédme, and Gilles Spielvogel. “Beliefs, Media Exposure and Policy Preferences on
Immigration.” Applied Economics 46, no. 2 (2013): 225-39.
https://doi.org/10.1080/00036846.2013.844330.

Horsti, Karina. “Visibility without Voice.” African Journalism Studies 37, no. 1 (2016): 1-20.
https://doi.org/10.1080/23743670.2015.1084585.

Igartua, Juan-José, and Lifen Cheng. “Moderating Effect of Group Cue While Processing
News on Immigration.” Journal of Communication 59, no. 4 (2009): 726-49.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1460-2466.2009.01454 .x.

IPSOS. “Global Study Shows Many around the World Uncomfortable with Levels of
Immigration.” IPSOS, 2016. https://www.ipsos-
mori.com/researchpublications/researcharchive/3771/Global-study-shows-many-
around-the-world-uncomfortable-with-levels-of-immigration.aspx.

26
REMINDER



Lahav, Gallya, and Marie Courtemanche. “The Ideological Effects of Framing Threat on
Immigration and Civil Liberties.” Political Behavior 34, no. 3 (2012): 477-505.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11109-011-9171-z.

Lucassen, Geertje, and Marcel Lubbers. “Who Fears What?” Comparative Political Studies
45, no. 5 (2012): 547-74. https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414011427851.

Malhotra, Neil, Yotam Margalit, and Cecilia Hyunjung Mo. “Economic Explanations for
Opposition to Immigration: Distinguishing between Prevalence and Conditional
Impact.” American Journal of Political Science 57, no. 2 (April 2013): 391-410.
https://doi.org/10.1111/ajps.12012.

Martensson, M. and Katrin Uba 2018. ” Indicators of normative attitudes in Europe:
Welfare, the European Union, Immigration and Free Movement.” Deliverable 7.2 of
the REMINDER project funded under the European Union’s Horizon 2020 research
and innovation programme GA No: 727072.

Mayda, Anna Maria. “Who Is Against Immigration? A Cross-Country Investigation of
Individual Attitudes toward Immigrants.” Review of Economics and Statistics 88, no.
3 (August 2006): 510-30. https://doi.org/10.1162/rest.88.3.510.

MclLaren, L. M. “Anti-Immigrant Prejudice in Europe.” Social Forces 81, no. 3 (2003): 909-36.
https://doi.org/10.1353/s0f.2003.0038.

Mullen, Brian. “Ethnophaulisms for Ethnic Immigrant Groups.” Journal of Social Issues 57,
no. 3 (September 2001): 457—75. https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00223.

O’Neil, Kevin, and Marta Tienda. “A Tale of Two Counties: Natives’ Opinions Toward
Immigration in North Carolinal: A Tale of Two Counties.” International Migration
Review 44, no. 3 (August 31, 2010): 728-61. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1747-
7379.2010.00823.x.

Pajevic, Alexander. “Daham Statt Islam.” Der Tagesspiegel, September 28, 2006.
http://www.tagesspiegel.de/politik/oesterreich-daham-statt-islam/757274.html.

Quillian, Lincoln. “Prejudice as a Response to Perceived Group Threat.” American
Sociological Review 60, no. 4 (1995): 586. https://doi.org/10.2307/2096296.

Reeskens, Tim, and Marc Hooghe. “Beyond the Civic-Ethnic Dichotomy: Investigating the
Structure of Citizenship Concepts across Thirty-Three Countries: Beyond the Civic-
Ethnic Dichotomy.” Nations and Nationalism 16, no. 4 (October 2010): 579-97.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1469-8129.2010.00446.x.

Ruhs, Martin. “Free Movement in the European Union: National Institutions vs Common
Policies?” International Migration 55 (December 2017): 22—-38.
https://doi.org/10.1111/imig.12398.

———. The Price of Rights: Regulating International Labor Migration. Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 2013.

27
REMINDER



Schemer, C., and P. Miiller. “Representations of Ethnic Minorities in European Media.” In
The Routledge Companion to Race and Media, edited by C. P. Campbell. New York:
Routledge, 2017.

Scheve, Kenneth F., and Matthew J. Slaughter. “Labor Market Competition and Individual
Preferences Over Immigration Policy.” Review of Economics and Statistics 83, no. 1
(February 2001): 133-45. https://doi.org/10.1162/003465301750160108.

Schmuck, Desirée, and Jorg Matthes. “Effects of Economic and Symbolic Threat Appeals in
Right-Wing Populist Advertising on Anti-Immigrant Attitudes: The Impact of Textual
and Visual Appeals.” Political Communication 34, no. 4 (October 2, 2017): 607-26.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10584609.2017.1316807.

Schneider, S. L. “Anti-Immigrant Attitudes in Europe.” European Sociological Review 24, no.
1 (2007): 53-67. https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcm034.

Semyonov, Moshe, Rebeca Raijman, and Anastasia Gorodzeisky. “Foreigners’ Impact on
European Societies: Public Views and Perceptions in a Cross-National Comparative
Perspective.” International Journal of Comparative Sociology 49, no. 1 (February
2008): 5-29. https://doi.org/10.1177/0020715207088585.

Semyonov, Moshe, Rebeca Raijman, Anat Yom Tov, and Peter Schmidt. “Population Size,
Perceived Threat, and Exclusion.” Social Science Research 33, no. 4 (2004): 681-701.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2003.11.003.

Sides, John, and Jack Citrin. “European Opinion About Immigration.” British Journal of
Political Science 37, no. 03 (2007): 477.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123407000257.

Sikorski, Christian von, Desirée Schmuck, Jérg Matthes, and Alice Binder. ““Muslims Are Not
Terrorists’: Islamic State Coverage, Journalistic Differentiation Between Terrorism
and Islam, Fear Reactions, and Attitudes Toward Muslims.” Mass Communication
and Society 20, no. 6 (November 2, 2017): 825-48.
https://doi.org/10.1080/15205436.2017.1342131.

Sniderman, P. M., Louk Hagendoorn, and Markus Prior. “Predisposing Factors and
Situational Triggers.” American Political Science Review 98, no. 01 (2004): 35-49.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S000305540400098X.

“Standard Eurobarometer 88.” Commission of the European Communities, Autumn 2017.

Stephan, Walter G., L. C. Renfro, Victoria M. Esses, Cookie White Stephan, and Tim Martin.
“The Effects of Feeling Threatened on Attitudes toward Immigrants.” International
Journal of Intercultural Relations 29, no. 1 (2005): 1-19.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijintrel.2005.04.011.

Strabac, Zan. “It It the Eyes and Not the Size That Matter.” European Societies 13, no. 4
(2011): 559-82. https://doi.org/10.1080/14616696.2010.550631.

28
REMINDER



Strabac, Zan, and Ola Listhaug. “Anti-Muslim Prejudice in Europe: A Multilevel Analysis of
Survey Data from 30 Countries.” Social Science Research 37, no. 1 (March 2008):
268-86. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2007.02.004.

Tajfel, H. Human Groups and Social Categories. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1981.

Tajfel, H., and J. C. Turner. “An Integrative Theory of Intergroup Conflict.” In An Integrative
Theory of Intergroup Conflict, edited by W.G. Austin and S. Worchel, 33-37.
Monterey, CA: Brooks/Cole, 1979.

Traynor, lan. “/I Don’t Hate Muslims. | Hate Islam,” Says Holland’s Rising Political Star.” The
Guardian, February 17, 2008.
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2008/feb/17/netherlands.islam.

Turper, Sedef, Shanto lyengar, Kees Aarts, and Minna van Gerven. “Who Is Less Welcome?”
Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 41, no. 2 (2014): 239-59.
https://doi.org/10.1080/1369183X.2014.912941.

Valentino, Nicholas A., Stuart N. Soroka, Shanto lyengar, Toril Aalberg, Raymond Duch,
Marta Fraile, Kyu S. Hahn, et al. “Economic and Cultural Drivers of Immigrant
Support Worldwide.” British Journal of Political Science, November 1, 2017, 1-26.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S000712341700031X.

Verkuyten, Maykel, and Borja Martinovic. “Behind the Ethnic—civic Distinction: Public
Attitudes towards Immigrants’ Political Rights in the Netherlands.” Social Science
Research 53 (September 2015): 34-44.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2015.05.002.

Warrell, Helen. “Eastern European Migration to the UK.” Financial Times, July 10, 2017.

Wike, Richard, Bruce Stokes, and Katie Simmons. “Europeans Fear Wave of Refugees Will
Mean More Terrorism, Fewer Jobs.” Pew Research Center, July 2016.

Wilson, Thomas C. “Americans’ Views on Immigration Policy: Testing the Role of Threatened
Group Interests.” Sociological Perspectives 44, no. 4 (December 2001): 485-501.
https://doi.org/10.1525/s0p.2001.44.4.485.

Wong, C. J. “Little’ and ‘Big’ Pictures in Our Heads.” Public Opinion Quarterly 71, no. 3
(2007): 392-412. https://doi.org/10.1093/pog/nfm023.

Yilmaz, Ferruh. “Right-Wing Hegemony and Immigration: How the Populist Far-Right
Achieved Hegemony through the Immigration Debate in Europe.” Current Sociology
60, no. 3 (May 2012): 368—81. https://doi.org/10.1177/0011392111426192.

29
REMINDER



Tables

Table 4: Means and Zero Order Correlations

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
g(:)rr:ser;g;/v citizenship 388 0.85 1
2: EU "good thing"® 3.54 1.15 -0.11 1
Immigration groups:?
3: Africa 6.57 1.15 031 -028 1
4: Middle East 6.68 2.06 031 -029 082 1
5: Eastern Europe 6.27 2.08 0.25 -0.28 0.71 0.73 1
6: Western Europe 5.52 1.97 0.19 -0.29 0.55 0.55 0.66 1

All variables correlate significantly p < 0.001.

2measured from a scale from 1-5

b measured on a scale from 1-10; high numbers indicate threats from immigration
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Table 5: Germany Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Attitudes Toward Free
Movement

Dependent variable: Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
attitudes toward free  Sociodem Add Political Add Add Media Use
movement ographic Attitudes Immigration
measures Attitudes
Toward
Immigration
Groups
Beta Beta Beta Beta
Gender (1=fema|e) _006*** _007*** _006*** _007***
Age 0.12%** 0.14% %% 0.16%** 0.16%**
Migration
background (1=yes) 0.03 0.01 0.01 0.01
Education 0.17*** 0.08*** 0.06*** 0.05%**
Difficulties paying
bills -0.09*** -0.03* -0.04*** -0.05***

Narrow citizenship

concept -0.26*** -0.17*** -0.17%***
EU "good thing" 0.39%** 0.30%** 0.30%**
Africa? -0.10*** -0.10%***
Middle East? -0.06* -0.07*
Eastern Europe?® _0.09%** -0.09***
Western Europe @ -0.07%%* -0.07***
Online news”® 0.02
Social media news"® -0.03
Television news® -0.02
Print news® -0.02

/A\R? 0.24 0.06 0.00

Total R? 0.07 0.31 0.37 0.37

N = 2599.

2high numbers indicate perceived threats, low numbers indicate perceived benefits.
b high numbers indicate high use
* p< 0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p <0.001
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Table 6: Hungary Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Attitudes Toward Free
Movement

Dependent variable: Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
attitudes toward free  Sociodem Add Political Add Add Media Use
movement ographic Attitudes Immigration
measures Attitudes
Toward
Immigration
Groups
Beta Beta Beta Beta
Gender (1=female) g gg*** -0.03 -0.02 -0.02
Age 0.15%** 0.14%** 0.11%** 0.13%**
Migration
background (1=yes) 0.01 0.00 -0.00 -0.00
Education 0.16*** 0.07*** 0.06*** 0.04*
Difficulties paying
bills -0.05* -0.03 -0.01 -0.00

Narrow citizenship

concept -0.16*** -0.12%** -0.11%**
EU "good thing" 0.38%** 0.31%** 0.30%**
Africa?® -0.06 -0.05
Middle East? -0.03 -0.03
Eastern Europe?® -0.05* -0.05*
Western Europe? S0.11%** -0.10***
Online news?® 0.14%**
Social media news® -0.05*
Television news® _0.07***
Print news® _0.09%**

/A\R? 0.17 0.03 0.03

Total R? 0.06 0.23 0.26 0.29

N = 2468.

2high numbers indicate perceived threats, low numbers indicate perceived benefits.
b high numbers indicate high use
* p< 0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p <0.001
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Table 7: Poland Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Attitudes Toward Free
Movement

Dependent variable: Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
attitudes toward free  Sociodem Add Political Add Add Media Use
movement ographic Attitudes Immigration
measures Attitudes
Toward
Immigration
Groups
Beta Beta Beta Beta
Gender (1=fema|e) _006*** _004** _005*** _005***
Age 0.27%** 0.20%** 0.17%** 0.16%**
Migration
background (1=yes) 0.01 0.01 -0.01 -0.01
Education 0.11%*** 0.07*** 0.06*** 0.05*
Difficulties paying
bills -0.05*** -0.03 -0.04* -0.04*

Narrow citizenship

concept -0.19*** -0.16*** -0.16***
EU "good thing" 0.34%** 0.29%** 0.28%***
Africa? -0.04 -0.05
Middle East? -0.03 -0.03
Eastern Europe?® -0.02 -0.01
Western Europe @ -0.14%** -0.14%***
Online news?® 0.10%**
Social media news® _0.05***
Television news® 0.03
Print news® _0.07***

/A\R? 0.16 0.03 0.01

Total R? 0.10 0.26 0.29 0.30

N = 2477.

2high numbers indicate perceived threats, low numbers indicate perceived benefits.
b high numbers indicate high use
* p< 0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p <0.001
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Table 8: Romania Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Attitudes Toward Free
Movement

Dependent variable: Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
attitudes toward free  Sociodem Add Political Add Add Media Use
movement ographic Attitudes Immigration
measures Attitudes
Toward
Immigration
Groups
Beta Beta Beta Beta
Gender (1=fema|e) -0.08*** -0.06*** -0.04 -0.03
Age 0.13%%*x 0.14%%x 0.14%** 0.11%**
Migration
background (1=yes) 0.01 0.01 0.02 0.02
Education 0.09*** 0.07*** 0.06*** 0.05**
Difficulties paying
bills -0.03 -0.02 -0.02 -0.01
Narrow citizenship
concept -0.08*** -0.08*** -0.08***
EU "good thing" 0.29%** 0.26%** 0.24%**
Africa?® -0.04 -0.04
MIdC”e East?@ 0.03 0.01
Eastern Europe?® 0.00 -0.00
Western Europe? -0.15%** J0.13***
Online news?® 0.09%**
Social media news"® -0.04
Television news® 0.08%**
Print news® _0.13%**
/A\R? 0.09 0.03 0.01
Total R? 0.04 0.13 0.16 0.17
N = 2534.

2high numbers indicate perceived threats, low numbers indicate perceived benefits.
b high numbers indicate high use
* p< 0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p <0.001
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Table 9: Spain Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Attitudes Toward Free
Movement

Dependent variable: Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
attitudes toward free  Sociodem Add Political Add Add Media Use
movement ographic Attitudes Immigration
measures Attitudes
Toward
Immigration
Groups
Beta Beta Beta Beta
Gender (1=fema|e) -0.08*** -0.08*** -0.07*** -0.07%**
Age 0.09%** 0.12%** 0.15%** 0.14%**
Migration
background (1=yes) 0.08*** 0.04* 0.03 0.03
Education 0.16*** 0.15%** 0.12%** 0.11%**
Difficulties paying
bills -0.04* -0.02 -0.00 -0.00

Narrow citizenship

concept -0.24%*** -0.16*** -0.16***
EU "good thing" 0.14%** 0.12%** 0.11%***
Africa? -0.12*** -0.12%**
Middle East? -0.05 -0.06
Eastern Europe? -0.16%** -0.17%**
Western Europe @ -0.10%** -0.09***
Online news?® 0.07%**
Social media news"® -0.03
Television news® 0.05*
Print news® -0.03

/A\R? 0.06 0.14 0.00

Total R? 0.05 0.11 0.25 0.25

N =2712.

2high numbers indicate perceived threats, low numbers indicate perceived benefits.
b high numbers indicate high use
* p< 0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p <0.001
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Table 10: Sweden Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Attitudes Toward Free
Movement

Dependent variable: Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
attitudes toward free  Sociodem Add Political Add Add Media Use
movement ographic Attitudes Immigration
measures Attitudes
Toward
Immigration
Groups
Beta Beta Beta Beta
Gender (1=female) 0.04* 0.03 0.00 -0.00
Age 0.04 0.09%** 0.09%** 0.10%**
Migration
background (1=yes) -0.00 -0.01 -0.02 -0.02
Education 0.12%** 0.04* 0.02 0.03
Difficulties paying
bills -0.02 0.03 0.01 0.01

Narrow citizenship

concept -0.37*** -0.23*** -0.23***
EU "good thing" 0.39%** 0.31%** 0.31%**
Africa® -0.07* -0.08*
Middle East? -0.15*** -0.14***
Eastern Europe?® -0.09%** -0.09%**
Western Europe? -0.01 -0.02
Online news”® -0.01
Social media news"® -0.01
Television news® -0.03
Print news® 0.01

/A\R? 0.33 0.02 0.01

Total R? 0.02 0.35 0.39 .40

N = 2370.

2high numbers indicate perceived threats, low numbers indicate perceived benefits.
b high numbers indicate high use
* p< 0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p <0.001
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Table 11: United Kingdom Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analysis Predicting Attitudes
Toward Free Movement

Dependent variable: Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
attitudes toward free  Sociodem Add Political Add Add Media Use
movement ographic Attitudes Immigration
measures Attitudes
Toward
Immigration
Groups
Beta Beta Beta Beta
Gender (1=female) 0.01 -0.00 0.00 0.00
Age -0.14%%x 0.03 0.05%** 0.07***
Migration
background (1=yes) 0.11*** 0.04*** 0.02 0.02
Education 0.18*** 0.08*** 0.05*** 0.06***
Difficulties paying
bills -0.05* -0.02 -0.01 -0.01

Narrow citizenship

concept -0.31*** -0.20** -0.19***
EU "good thing" 0.45%** 0.3 %** 0.3 %**
Africa?® -0.03 -0.03
Middle East? J0.11%** J0.11**
Eastern Europe?® S0.19*** -0.19**
Western Europe? -0.05* -0.05*
Online news”® 0.01
Social media news"® 0.01
Television news® -0.03
Print news® -0.03*

/A\R? 0.35 0.07 0.00

Total R? 0.08 0.43 0.50 0.50

N = 2580.

2high numbers indicate perceived threats, low numbers indicate perceived benefits.
b high numbers indicate high use
* p< 0.05; ** p<0.01; *** p <0.001
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Table 12: Effect of Age on Attitudes Toward Free Movement in the UK

18-24  25-39  40-54  55-64 65+
Attitudes toward free 3.19 2.88 2.75 2.53 2.64
movement
N =2911.
38
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