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Summary
European citizens are largely unfavourable to immigration. These restrictive attitudes are linked
to such factors as the unemployment rate and risk of poverty, as well as to competition for
employment and welfare resources. Refuting insider/outsider theories, this article shows, via an
analysis of recent European Social Surveys, that national social protection policies can reduce
hostility towards immigration, insofar as they moderate social inequality and the risk of poverty.
Ethnic and racial differences are problematic for the ‘egalitarian compromise’ underpinning the
welfare state. Nonetheless, strong trade unions and social protection policies are associated
with greater integration of immigrants. Over time, the future sustainability of welfare systems
may depend on the participation of immigrants as a political force, making their integration even
more important.

Résumé
Les attitudes des citoyens européens vis-à-vis de l’immigration sont largement restrictives, c’est-
à-dire défavorables à l’immigration. Ces attitudes restrictives sont liées à des facteurs tels que le
taux de chômage et le risque de pauvreté, ainsi qu’à la concurrence pour l’emploi et les
ressources de la protection sociale. En réfutant les théories basées sur l’insider/outsider, l’article
montre, via une analyse des récents European Social Surveys, que les politiques nationales de
protection sociale peuvent réduire l’hostilité à l’encontre de l’immigration, dans la mesure où
elles atténuent les inégalités sociales et le risque de pauvreté. Les différences ethniques et
raciales sont problématiques pour le « compromis égalitaire » sous-tendant l’État-providence.
Néanmoins, la force des syndicats et celle des politiques de protection sociale vont de pair avec
une plus grande intégration des immigrants. À terme, la pérennité des systèmes de protection
sociale peut dépendre de la participation des immigrants comme force politique, ce qui rend
encore plus importante leur intégration.
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Zusammenfassung
Die europäischen Bürger nehmen in der Frage der Einwanderung eine überwiegend restriktive
bzw. ablehnende Haltung ein, die durch Faktoren wie Arbeitslosenraten und Armutsgefährdung
sowie Konkurrenz um Arbeitsplätze und Wohlfahrtsleistungen beeinflusst wird. Dieser Bei-
trag widerlegt Insider-/Outsider-Theorien und zeigt anhand der Analyse aktueller europäischer
Sozialerhebungen, dass nationale Politiken im Bereich des Sozialschutzes insofern dazu beitragen
können, die Ablehnung von Immigration zu verringern, als sie soziale Ungleichheiten und Armuts-
gefährdung mildern. Ethnische und ’’rassische‘‘ Unterschiede stellen den egalitären Kompromiss, der
dem Wohlfahrtsstaat zugrunde liegt, vor Probleme. Es gibt jedoch einen Zusammenhang zwischen
starken Gewerkschaften und Sozialschutzpolitiken und der stärkeren Integration von Einwander-
ern. Die künftige Nachhaltigkeit der Wohlfahrtssysteme wird möglicherweise von der Teilnahme
der Einwanderer als politischer Kraft abhängen, und dadurch wird ihre Integration noch weiter an
Bedeutung gewinnen.
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Introduction1

Within the European Union there is a certain degree of political consensus regarding the need for

workers from non-European countries to enter EU labour markets. The reasons stated in support

of this opinion generally refer to falling birth rates and population ageing (European Commission,

2007, 2008), with some analysts even speaking of a ‘demographic crisis’ (Schierup et al., 2006). This

situation was acknowledged at the Tampere Council, where it was stated that ‘ . . . a sustained flow of

immigrants over the next decades ( . . . ) can help in filling current and future needs of the EU labour

markets’ (European Commission, 2003: 3). The Tampere Council explicitly called for ‘a more vig-

orous integration policy’ which ‘should aim at granting legally resident third-country nationals rights

and obligations comparable to those of EU citizens’ (European Commission 2003: 5, see Directives

2000/43/EC and 2000/78/EC, both of which deal with equal treatment of persons irrespective of

racial or ethnic origin, and Regulation EC 859/2003 on equal treatment in the field of social security).

Another compulsory reference are the Common Basic Principles for Immigrant Integration Policy in

the EU adopted by the Justice and Home Affairs Council in November 2004, one of which states that

‘Access for immigrants to institutions, as well as to public and private goods and services, on a basis

equal to national citizens and in a non-discriminatory way is a critical foundation for better integra-

tion’. These decisions are in line with the so-called ‘values of universalism’ (Schwartz, 2007), which

include such ideas as equity, social justice and solidarity.

Meanwhile, however, immigration has also been interpreted as a ‘problem’ and a ‘burden’ inso-

far as it dilutes the cohesion of the ‘citizenship/state/nation triangle’ and the solidarity required to

underpin the welfare state (Habermas, 1998; Schierup et al., 2006; Mau and Burkhardt, 2009). The

crisis of solidarity is associated, from this angle, with ethnic, racial and cultural heterogeneity and

with the very limited extent to which immigrants become involved in trade unions and national

1 This article draws on A Martı́n and G Meardi, 2013: Actitudes hacia la inmigración y compromiso
igualitario en Europa. Polı́tica y sociedad 50(2): 629–654.
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politics. The recent rise of an extreme-right party in Greece shows the risk that a sudden increase in

economic uncertainty and poverty can create tensions unseen by European democracies since the

Second World War.

This article sets out to analyse the contextual factors that affect public opinion and attitudes to

immigrants. Certain contextual factors, such as unemployment and immigration rates or the risk of

poverty, would seem to be associated with competition for employment and welfare resources.

Other contextual factors, such as unemployment benefits, spending on combating social exclusion,

per capita social protection expenditure and integration policies appear to reduce the degree of

social inequality, thereby helping to foster attitudes of tolerance and solidarity towards immigra-

tion. A recent debate in the specialist literature focused on the importance of values relating to the

‘egalitarian compromise’ as an expression of solidarity in the context of European political culture

(Schwartz, 2007). At the same time, researchers have been discussing the dualization of labour

markets and the risks of increasing gaps emerging between insiders and outsiders (Rueda, 2006).

This article is divided into two sections. In the first we examine the current state of the theore-

tical debate concerning the variables associated with attitudes. In the second we describe attitudes

to the entry of immigrants into labour markets and opinions concerning immigrants’ attitudes to

social rights. Our analysis is based on the findings of the European Social Surveys (ESS) for

2002, 2008 and 2010, looking at correlations between welfare models, attitudes and context.

State of the question

The study of citizen attitudes towards immigrants’ access to social rights may be conducted with

reference to two sets of explanatory factors. The first regards competition for finite state resources

(health care, education and social services) and the balance between immigrants’ demands for ser-

vices and their contribution to their financing. The second involves the potential loss of legitimacy

incurred by the social protection system as a result of the growing heterogeneity of the population

(Moreno, 2007).

Competition for state resources

The first area studied looks at competition for finite state resources. In the view of some analysts

(Schierup et al., 2006; Moreno, 2007), the ‘magnet’, or ‘pull factor’ constituted by the existence of

a strong welfare state attracts increasing numbers of illegal immigrants, in turn fuelling applica-

tions for family reunification and the concomitant claims for assistance and benefits, all of which

tend to encourage the spread of negative opinions among the native population concerning immi-

grants’ access to social rights.

Some studies have argued that an immigration ‘pull effect’ occurs because societies with highly

developed welfare provisions offer opportunities through their social services, resulting in a situ-

ation where immigration tends to become concentrated in those countries offering the best services

in this respect (Borjas, 1999). The particular nature and features of local social policies are impor-

tant because they affect potential immigrants’ perceptions of income opportunities and tend to

maximize their expectations of immigration benefits. The discussion of whether immigrants

receive more than they contribute to the national economy, including the claim they are the prime

beneficiaries of welfare assistance, has already been explored in the literature (Moreno, 2007;

Banting and Kymilka, 2004), but has received renewed attention with the European economic cri-

sis. A recent assessment by the OECD (2013) estimates that, on average, immigrants have a pos-

itive fiscal effect on the host country, i.e. they contribute more than they receive from the welfare

Artiles and Meardi 55



state. Within the EU, the effect is negative in only five countries (Germany, France, Poland, Ire-

land and Slovakia). If pensions (and therefore the cohort effect of old immigrants in France and

Germany) are excluded, the effect is not negative in any EU country (OECD, 2013). Other stud-

ies confirm that the effect of welfare magnet effects on recent migration flows is statistically

insignificant, and that past immigration actually increases welfare generosity, rather than under-

mining it (Giulietti et al., 2013). Even in countries where immigrant unemployment has boomed,

such as in Spain and Ireland, immigrant access to welfare is still limited by formal and informal

barriers (Barrett et al., 2013).

In this context, one of the aspects that interests us here is to ascertain opinions held by European

citizens on the question of immigrants’ access to social services and rights. Negative attitudes of

the European general public towards immigration are widely reported and linked to exclusionary

policies and practices in welfare access (Kahanec et al., 2013). However, attitudes in this respect

may vary depending on national welfare contexts and rates of unemployment, on levels of unem-

ployment benefits, on the risk of poverty, levels of expenditure on combating social exclusion, and

the level of social expenditure in general. Social inequality, competition for welfare resources and

demand for unemployment benefits and welfare services constitute another group of factors

explaining why citizens are opposed to immigration. The economic crisis, unemployment, condi-

tions resulting from illegal residence or the labour market situation, and the low levels of entitle-

ment to social benefits generated by precarious jobs have propelled large numbers of immigrants

into poverty and social exclusion, particularly in southern Europe.

On the other hand, redressing social inequality by means of distributive welfare policies seems

to have contributed to mitigating the forms of social asymmetry and inequality generated by the

labour market. Research in this area has considered how unemployment allowances, insofar as they

constitute a reduction of the risk of poverty and social exclusion, have helped to defuse tensions

deriving from competition for welfare resources between natives and immigrants (Mayda, 2006;

Morissen, 2008; Mau and Burkhardt, 2009).

Migration and the legitimacy of the welfare system

The second explanatory field is to be found in the relationship between the legitimacy of a coun-

try’s social protection system and the growing heterogeneity of its population. The argument

developed in this context is that immigration reduces the support shown by the native population

for the welfare state. On the one hand, the middle classes ‘take flight’ from public services because,

in places where immigration is highly concentrated, the quality of social services deteriorates, gen-

erating a growing disaffection towards the social protection system and stimulating a preference

for the market as service provider (Moreno, 2007).

Other sociological studies (Banting and Kymilka, 2004) have, meanwhile, analysed conflicts

deriving from racial and ethnic diversity, discrimination against minorities, the erosion of interper-

sonal relations and trust, the fragmentation of social solidarity and the crisis of the political coali-

tions supporting the welfare state. In this context, the notion has been explored that countries

characterized by greater multiculturalism have lowered the quality of their welfare state provision

more than have those displaying a lesser degree of multiculturalism, the argument thus being that

racial and ethnic homogeneity within the nation state is a contributory factor in sustaining identity

and solidarity (Habermas, 1998). Ethnic and racial minorities make it more difficult to form polit-

ical coalitions for the defence of welfare provision. In recent decades, as immigration has increased

in Europe, this has become a growing problem. In numerous European countries we are faced, to

varying degrees, with the dilemma of a ‘racialization’ of social relations. This ‘racialization’ is
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akin to the so-called American dilemma of ‘race, class and democracy’ (Schierup et al., 2006:

3–5). Whereas ethnic and racial diversity have always made it very difficult to construct a robust

welfare state in the United States, countries characterized by racial homogeneity or a low level of

immigration have, through recent history, found it easier to construct welfare states and, by the

same token, to form strong trade unions (Ferrera, 2005; Menz, 2005; Magnusson et al., 2008).

In recent decades, as pointed out by Ferrera (2005), the accelerating pace of European eco-

nomic integration and increasing immigration have led to growing ethnic and racial tensions

on the labour market, reflecting the difficulty to maintain cohesion among the political forces

supporting the ‘egalitarian compromise’ in many European countries. In the opinion of some

analysts (Banting and Kymilka, 2004), the adoption of open immigration policies facilitates

labour force mobility and the adjustment capacity of the labour market (Schierup et al.,

2006). But the countervailing outcome has been a fragmentation of the working class. This frag-

mentation, together with labour market segmentation, makes it more difficult for workers to be

represented in the trade unions and political parties traditionally upholding the welfare state.

Back in the 1970s (Castles and Kosack, 1973), Marxist observers were already pointing to

the use of immigration as a way of weakening the trade unions (something that Marx himself

had mentioned with regard to Irish immigrants to England).

By contrast, other authors claim that immigration can represent a genuine opportunity for social

integration (Ferrera, 2005; Schierup et al., 2006). Some analysts argue that the cultural values of

the host country go a long way towards explaining why immigrants meet with acceptance or rejec-

tion (Schwartz, 2007). The countries of Europe accord more importance than North America to the

‘egalitarian compromise’, with this expressed in terms of such social norms as equality, social jus-

tice, the well-being of others and tolerance. These are values eminently associated with opinions in

favour of universalism and attitudes that are rather more favourable, tolerant and predisposed to

recognizing the social rights of immigrants.

In summary, views on the relations between immigration and labour market insecurity vary

between two opposite poles, each of them including diverging political orientations. The structural

approach – whether Marxist or rooted in neoclassical economics – tends to focus on the increased

competition for resources and stresses the risk of tension, whereby views on how to deal with such

tension differ radically according to ideological standpoints. By contrast, political sociological

approaches tend to underline the potential for egalitarian compromises, associational integration

and policies that can reduce the feeling of insecurity. In order to assess the validity of this second

orientation, this article will analyse public attitudes towards immigration in correlation with

national social policies. To do so, we operationalize the research question on the link between

immigration and the social regulations governing the labour market through two hypotheses:

First hypothesis (H1): The contextual variables associated with competition for welfare and

employment resources contribute to the emergence of attitudes hostile to immigration.

Second hypothesis (H2): The variables associated with redressing social inequality contribute to

reducing hostility to immigration.

As a way of analysing these two hypotheses, we posit two dependent variables. These are the

answers given by the population to two questions: 1) when should immigrants gain entitlement to

social rights and services? (scale ranging from a tolerant attitude to a restrictive one: 1 ¼ Imme-

diately on arrival; 5 ¼ never); 2) how many immigrants would you allow to enter from poor

countries? (scale ranging from a tolerant attitude to a restrictive one: 1¼ allow many immigrants;

2¼ some; 3¼ few; 4¼ none). Both variables enable us to explore attitudes towards immigration

in the context of the uncertainty prevailing in the period under study (2008–2010). The contex-

tual variables are divided into two groups. The first is associated with competition and the risk of
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uncertainty (unemployment rate, risk of poverty, rate of immigration and inequality index),

while the second is indicative of welfare policies (unemployment protection, spending on social

protection, and per capita GDP).

Descriptive analysis of opinions and attitudes

In general, attitudes displayed by European citizens towards the entry of immigrants are restrictive,

i.e. unwelcoming, reflecting a growing trend in the 17 countries considered between 2002 and

2010. One variable on European attitudes towards the entry of immigrants is supplied by the ESS.

Featuring in the different rounds of the survey and using a scale of 1–4 (1 ¼ a high volume of

immigration and 4 ¼ no immigration), this variable reveals the increase in unfavourable opinions:

whereas the average for 2002 was 2.24, it had increased to 2.65 by 2010 (see Table 1). Restrictive

attitudes towards the entry of immigrants increased in all countries except Sweden.

The restrictive attitude towards the entry of immigrants has a certain amount of similarity with the

trend towards a restrictive opinion on the concept of an ‘egalitarian compromise’, a question included

in the 2008 ESS, and which can be considered to imply attitudes of tolerance towards immigrants.

Scores on tolerance (measured on a scale of 1 to 5 in which 1¼ immediately and 5¼ never) present

an average tending towards restrictive opinions (3.26) in 2008 (see Table 1). The countries appearing

above this average are basically the above-mentioned ones with restrictive attitudes towards immi-

gration in general: Greece, the Czech Republic, the United Kingdom, Finland and the Netherlands,

though some eastern European countries are now also included: Hungary, Poland and Bulgaria.

Across all countries, 40 per cent declare that access of immigrants to social rights should be granted

‘once the immigrants have obtained citizenship’, and 35 per cent only after ‘having worked and paid

taxes for at least a year’. Opinions on access to social rights are most unfavourable with regard to

immigrants from outside Europe, and least so with regard to immigrants of the same race.

An examination of the extreme categories lends greater clarity to the analysis. The extremely

restrictive opinions are best represented by the opinion that immigrants should never gain access

to social rights (7 per cent of all respondents). We carried out a logistic regression analysis on these

respondents, taking as reference the intermediate category (access to rights after working and pay-

ing taxes for a year). As such, the variables carrying the greatest explanatory weight are (H1): low

level of studies, low income, age (particularly persons over 55), type of employment contract,

unemployment and political position. Looking at all extreme opinions together, it seems that indi-

vidual socio-economic variables carry greater weight than contextual ones.

Welfare models and egalitarian compromise

The average rates of the contextual variables grouped by welfare model (Table 2) allow an approx-

imation to the hypotheses on the association between the context and the attitudes to the entry of

immigrants. First and foremost, the rate of immigration is a good indicator of the degree of com-

petition for resources, although the ESS data may not be the most accurate indicators. The Nordic

and eastern European countries are the states with below-average immigration rates. Looking at the

other contextual variables, the unemployment rate is well above average in the Mediterranean

countries, while the risk of poverty is highest in Mediterranean countries and the UK. Wage

replacement for unemployed workers is notably low in the UK and in the Mediterranean models.

Social inequality (measured by the Gini index) is above average in the Mediterranean, liberal and

eastern European countries. Spending on social protection is below average in the countries of

eastern Europe, the Mediterranean and the liberal countries. This is consistent with our hypothesis
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(H1 above) that where there is competition for welfare and employment resources – because these

are scarce – there will be attitudes hostile to immigration. The below-average clusters will have

restrictive attitudes on access of immigrants to social rights, as this situation increases competition

for welfare resources. On the contrary, it is to be expected that the above-average countries will

have more favourable attitudes, as is the case with the Nordic countries.

In the literature there is a certain amount of consensus on identification of the countries that

form the Nordic model and the liberal welfare model (Esping-Andersen, 1999; Menz, 2005),

though the allocation of the remaining countries to the other welfare models is subject to discus-

sion. Grouping countries by welfare models appears to contribute to a certain insight into the asso-

ciations between socio-economic contextual variables and attitudes, such as the long-term

unemployment benefits, risk of poverty, level of wealth (GDP), spending on social protection and

level of inequality (Gini index), i.e. attitudes towards immigrants correlate with variables linked to

wealth and its redistribution (H2) (see Table 3).

Nordic model

The Nordic welfare model promotes universalism (see Sarasa, 1995; Menz, 2005; Ferrera, 2005;

Magnusson et al., 2008; among others), characterized by a low risk of poverty, generous social pro-

tection, high unemployment benefits, high expenditure on social inclusion and high per capita

GDP compared to other countries (see Table 2). This model has a neocorporatist system of social

partnership and high-level institutional participation by trade unions (they are involved in the man-

agement of the pension and unemployment insurance systems). These countries have the highest

trade union membership levels in Europe, including among immigrants, although there are differ-

ences between the Nordic countries. In this connection, it is to be stressed that the trade union

membership of immigrants is an important factor influencing their integration, their social accept-

ability and their socialization in diversity.

The Nordic countries today constitute the primary example of ‘egalitarian compromise’. In

Table 1 we see that Sweden records the most favourable attitude towards immigrants’ access to

social rights, followed by Denmark, while Norway occupies an average position. Looking at the

admission of new immigrants, only Sweden is in favour, with Finland recording unfavourable and

restrictive attitudes.

In the Nordic countries the variables associated with favourable attitudes to immigration are

social protection, the low risk of poverty and the level of wealth (GDP). These correlate strongly

and significantly with the recognition of social rights for immigrants (H2). They also correlate,

albeit moderately, with inequality and unemployment and, weakly, with the degree of wage

replacement by unemployment benefits. It can also be assumed that the generous Nordic welfare

state helps ease social tensions deriving from competition for welfare and employment resources.

However, public opinion in these countries sees immigrants receiving more than they contribute.

In this group of countries Sweden is the one that stands out, offering the best example of the

social democratic model. It operates a wide-ranging social integration policy aimed at integrating

immigrants into society and trade unions and offering access to social services and rights. This

country has the best ranking (83 points) in the MIPEX comparative index of social integration pol-

icies (2010). However, several doubts have been raised about the effective degree of migrant inte-

gration in Sweden, and the threats to labour market regulation stemming from more recent forms of

movement of labour (Woolfson et al., 2012). Looking at the other Nordic countries, Norway and

Finland score virtually the same as Belgium and the Netherlands, while Denmark ranks lower than

Germany.

Artiles and Meardi 61



T
a
b

le
3
.

‘W
h
en

sh
o
u
ld

im
m

ig
ra

n
ts

o
b
ta

in
so

ci
al

ri
gh

ts
’
co

rr
el

at
io

n
.

C
at

eg
o
ri

es
o
f
d
ep

en
d
en

t
va

ri
ab

le
N

o
rd

ic
(S

E
,
N

O
,

D
K

,
FI

)
C

o
n
ti
n
en

ta
l

(B
E
,D

E
,N

L)
B
ri

ti
sh

(U
K

)
M

ed
it
er

ra
n
ea

n
(F

R
,E

S,
P
T

,G
R

)

C
ze

ch
R

ep
u
b
lic

,
P
o
la

n
d

Im
m

ed
ia

te
ly

o
n

ar
ri

va
l

A
ft

er
a

ye
ar

A
ft

er
a

ye
ar

an
d

p
ai

d
ta

x
es

O
n
ce

b
ec

o
m

e
ci

ti
ze

n

U
n
em

p
lo

ym
en

t
ra

te
,1

0
9
**

*
,1

1
0
**

*
,1

1
2
**

*
,1

1
4
**

*
,3

4
9
**

*
,3

3
9
**

*
,5

2
3
**

*
,3

9
7
**

*
,2

6
7
**

*
Im

m
ig

ra
ti
o
n

ra
te

,0
8
5
**

*
,0

8
5
**

*
,0

8
3
**

*
,0

8
1
**

*
�

,3
5
8
**

*
�

,3
5
1
**

*
�

,4
3
4
**

*
�

,3
6
8
**

*
�

,1
0
6
**

*
In

eq
u
al

it
y

G
in

i
in

d
ex

,2
8
5
**

*
,2

8
5
**

*
,2

8
2
**

*
,2

7
9
**

*
�

,4
2
4
**

*
�

,4
3
4
**

*
�

,5
5
3
**

*
�

,5
3
7
**

*
�

,2
8
6
**

*
R

is
k

o
f
p
o
ve

rt
y

,4
4
0
**

*
,4

4
1
**

*
,4

4
3
**

*
,4

4
3
**

*
,6

4
2
**

*
,6

6
6
**

*
,6

8
1
**

*
,6

4
0
**

*
,7

8
5
**

*
W

ag
e

re
p
la

ce
m

en
t

ra
te

o
f
u
n
em

p
lo

ym
en

t
b
en

ef
it

,6
5
2
**

*
,6

5
3
**

*
,6

5
7
**

*
,6

5
9
**

*
,1

9
3
**

*
,2

5
4
**

*
,6

8
6
**

*
,4

7
7
**

*
,4

4
5
**

*

P
er

ca
p
it
a

G
D

P
,P

o
w

er
P
ar

it
y

P
u
rc

h
as

e
,4

5
3
**

*
,4

5
4
**

*
,4

5
4
**

*
,4

5
4
**

*
�

0
,5

6
8

�
,5

7
5
**

*
�

,3
9
7
**

*
�

,5
4
9
**

*
�

,2
6
2
**

*
So

ci
al

p
ro

te
ct

io
n

ex
p
en

d
it
u
re

,3
0
5
**

*
,3

0
4
**

*
,3

0
2
**

*
,3

0
1
**

*
�

0
,8

1
1

�
,8

0
8
**

*
�

,6
9
6
**

*
�

,7
7
2
**

*
�

,4
3
2
**

*

‘W
h
en

sh
o
u
ld

im
m

ig
ra

n
ts

o
b
ta

in
so

ci
al

ri
gh

ts
’
co

rr
el

at
io

n
D

ep
en

d
en

t
va

ri
ab

le
C

at
eg

o
ri

es
(r

ef
er

en
ce

:
th

ey
n
ev

er
sh

o
u
ld

ge
t

th
e

sa
m

e
ri

gh
ts

)

N
o
rd

ic
(S

E
,N

O
,

D
K

,
FI

)
C

o
n
ti
n
en

ta
l

(B
E
,D

E
,N

L)
B
ri

ti
sh

(U
K

,
IE

)
M

ed
it
er

ra
n
ea

n
(F

R
,E

S,
P
T

,G
R

)
C

Z
,
P
L

Im
m

ed
ia

te
ly

�
,1

0
6
**

*
�

,0
7
6
**

*
,1

6
5
**

*
�

,0
2
5
**

*
,3

9
0
**

*
A

ft
er

a
ye

ar
�

,1
0
6
**

*
�

,0
7
6
**

*
,1

6
6
**

*
�

,0
2
4
**

*
,3

9
0
**

*
A

ft
er

h
av

in
g

w
o
rk

ed
an

d
p
ai

d
ta

x
es

�
,1

0
6
**

*
�

,0
7
5
**

*
,1

6
8
**

*
�

,0
2
3
**

*
,3

9
1
**

*
O

n
ce

th
ey

h
av

e
ci

ti
ze

n
sh

ip
�

,1
0
8
**

*
�

,0
7
7
**

*
,1

6
9
**

*
�

,0
2
3
**

*
,3

9
0
**

*

*<
p
q
¼

.0
5
0
;
**

<
p
q
¼

.0
1
0
;
**

*<
p
q
¼

0
0
1
.

So
u
rc

e:
O

w
n

el
ab

o
ra

ti
o
n

(E
SS

,
2
0
0
8
).

62



Continental model

The Continental, Bismarckian and neocorporatist model (Germany, the Netherlands and Belgium –

no ESS data are available for Austria) has a welfare system based on contributions linked to

employment (Ferrera, 2005: 59–65). In this group of countries, the rate of unionization of immi-

grants is relatively close to that of natives, mainly because immigration has been directed to sectors

with strong unions.

Attitudes towards immigrants’ access to social rights are slightly restrictive, this being a differ-

ence between these countries and the Nordic ones. Similarly, attitudes towards the entry of immi-

grants are also restrictive, with all three countries having a long tradition of immigration. The

variables most closely associated with the hostile and restrictive attitudes are the following: risk

of poverty, rate of unemployment (H1) and long-term unemployment benefits, which can be inter-

preted in the light of the theory of competition for employment and social protection resources. By

contrast, the variables associated with equitable attitudes in keeping with the egalitarian compro-

mise are the following: a low level of inequality, spending on social protection and level of wealth

(per capita GDP). It is to be noted that in all the welfare models the level of per capita wealth has a

moderate/high correlation with the attitude towards immigration.

Within this model the most significant case is that of Germany with its historical conception of

immigration practised in the 1950s, 1960s and 1970s to accept ‘Gastarbeiter’ ‘for a set period of

time’. This conception has led to immigrants experiencing difficulties in obtaining German citizen-

ship. Immigration policy has led to a significant ethnical-national stance (Schierup et al., 2006:

109). But in recent years foreigners’ labour supply alongside non-documented immigration has

increased in Germany. This, alongside new forms of employment contracts, is considerably

increasing the overall flexibility of the labour market and low-wage informal jobs. This has

become a source of tension between the uncertainty of informal labour and the benefits of regular

employment entailing contributions to the welfare system. The tension between immigration and

welfare is related to the low contribution level of immigrants to the social protection system, inso-

far as their situation is characterized by low wages, precarious and/or temporary jobs, periods of

unemployment, or even work in the informal economy. With regard to integration policies,

(MIPEX Index, 2010), Continental countries are clearly behind Sweden, but on a par with the other

Nordic countries.

Liberal model

The United Kingdom represents the most genuine liberal model. (The other ‘liberal’ case, Ireland,

shows certain exceptions to the theoretical model.) In this country the welfare system, albeit uni-

versal, is based on a system of minimum entitlements supplemented by private pension systems.

The industrial relations system is characterized by ‘voluntarism’ in terms of mutual recognition

between the two sides of industry, an arrangement with few legal guarantees and with an extremely

decentralized collective bargaining system. The unionization rate has been in decline for decades.

The immigration rate is slightly above average, but this is a country with a long history of immi-

gration and a strong ‘racialization’ of the labour market (Schierup et al., 2006).

The general tendency in attitudes is restrictive in relation to both admission of immigrants and

their access to social rights. Even public opinion believes (to a greater extent than in other coun-

tries) that immigration is bad for the economy and that immigrants receive more than they contrib-

ute to society (Table 1). The negative attitudes correlate substantially and significantly with the

level of unemployment benefits and the unemployment rate, in which respect they are distinct from
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the other welfare models. To this it is necessary to add the substantial correlation with the risk of

poverty. By contrast, attitudes with regard to immigrants’ access to welfare display a moderate to

high negative correlation with social protection spending. They also correlate negatively with

social inequalities (Gini index).

In sum, the British model, where immigration policy is concerned, represents a neoliberal and

post-Fordist orientation. This is functional with the flexibilization of the labour market. Yet at the

same time the United Kingdom has the most well-developed anti-discrimination policy in Europe,

as reflected in its labour law (MIPEX, 2010). The anti-discriminatory policies and law are attribu-

table to a tradition of immigration dating back a long way, to the descendants of the original immi-

grants and to the settled consolidation of ethnic minorities (Schierup et al., 2006).

Mediterranean model

The countries grouped together in the Mediterranean model present a somewhat diverse picture.

France has a contributory welfare system, with high unemployment benefits and social protection,

as well as high per capita GDP, and is in many regards a stand-alone case – in terms of the overall

link between integration and social policies it is much closer to the Continental one (see below).

Spain, Portugal and Greece, on the other hand, are countries without an immigration tradition and

with high levels of unemployment, a high risk of poverty and low unemployment benefits, as well

as low social protection expenditure. These countries have a contributory welfare system, comple-

mented by a high degree of support attributable to family solidarity and private insurance systems

and pensions (Moreno, 2007).

The industrial relations system is characterized by a high degree of informality and very low

levels of unionization. The low trade union membership among both natives and immigrants rep-

resented a handicap for integration policy, while also weakening the trade unions’ capacity for col-

lective action.

In France, Spain and Portugal attitudes towards recognizing the immigrants’ rights to social ser-

vices are about average of the 17 countries studied, meaning that we can regard them as equitable

to the extent that there is a link between rights and duties (‘entitlement after working and paying

taxes’). In relation to admitting immigrants, however, the dominant attitude is restrictive. The case

of Greece deserves separate consideration as the attitude is highly restrictive both concerning

access to social rights and admission to the country. In all four countries the opinion concerning

immigrants’ contribution to the economy is poor (Table 1).

The variables with which there is a substantial and significant correlation with attitudes are risk

of poverty (H1), long-term unemployment benefits and unemployment. Those on the other hand

contributing to shaping more positive attitudes are social protection expenditure and the inequality

index (H2). The inequality index and the unemployment rate act in a manner more resembling the

liberal model than the other models.

In Spain, Greece and Portugal a large proportion of immigrants work in small businesses with

temporary contracts, as bogus self-employed, in the informal economy or in some other form of

irregular situation, giving rise to a situation in which many immigrants find themselves in a legal

limbo without full access to social rights. According to Schierup et al. (2006: 250), both the

conservative-corporatist and the Mediterranean welfare state are, compared with the Nordic coun-

tries, relatively tolerant of the social exclusion of non-nationals and ethnic minorities. For these

southern European countries the synthetic MIPEX Index is high for Portugal and even for Spain,

but low for France and Greece. However, this synthetic index overlaps different models and does

not really allow any grouping.
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Conclusions

Ordinal logistic regression analysis (Table 4) allows us to read the dependent variable on pub-

lic opinion as a continuous variable, similar to linear regression. This variable shows a scale

of more favourable to less favourable opinion towards immigrants’ access to social rights,

ranging from a very favourable opinion (1 ¼ immediately) to a very unfavourable opinion

(5 ¼ never should get rights).

The most restrictive opinions are particularly influenced by the unemployment rate, but also

by the coverage rate of unemployment benefits, social protection expenditure and the risk of

poverty. These three variables provide an indication of the negative effect that competition on

the labour market and social protection have on public opinion. By contrast, favourable opinion

is influenced by the immigration rate, possibly reflecting the composition of the population

variables.

By group of countries, attitudes towards immigration appear relatively favourable in the Nordic

and Continental countries, apparently confirming the positive effect of their more generous welfare

provisions and their higher level of per capita GDP, as these reduce competition for resources. The

most unfavourable opinions appear in the Mediterranean countries and Britain. In eastern Eur-

opean countries the estimation is insignificant, so no conclusions can be drawn.

Our first hypothesis (H1) stated that: The contextual variables associated with competition for

welfare and employment resources contribute to the emergence of attitudes hostile to immigra-

tion. Consistent with this, we found that the contextual variables concerned (such as unemploy-

ment rate, risk of poverty, social inequality and rate of immigration) were associated

with restrictive attitudes unfavourable to immigration. Alongside these contextual variables,

Table 4. When should immigrants obtain rights? Scale 1–5 (reference category 5 ¼ never).

Ordinal regression Estimation Std.Error

Scale Immediately on arrival ¼ 1 6.436*** 0,895***
After a year ¼ 2 7.304*** 0,895***
After a year and having paid taxes ¼ 3 9.245*** 0,896***
Once become a citizen ¼ 4 11.54*** 0,896***

Location Unemployment rate 0.114*** 0,019***
Immigration rate �0.07*** 0,017***
Social protection 0.067*** 0,011***
GINI index 0.035*** 0,009***
Risk of poverty 0.056*** 0,008***
Unemployment benefit long term 0.087*** 0,006***
GDP.PPS 0.017*** 0,003***
Scandinavian countries (SE, NO, DK, FI) �3.008*** 0,278***
Continental countries (BE, DE, NL) �2.129*** 0,225***
Anglo-Saxon (UK, IE) 1.046*** 0,151***
Mediterranean countries (FR, ES, GR, PT) �1.108*** 0,187***
CEE countries CZ, PL �0.108*** 0,126 (ns)
Other CEE countries (LV, RO) 0*** .

N 30.930
R square Nagelkeerke 0.055
�2 LL 2.37

*<pq¼.050; **<pq¼.010; ***<pq¼001, ns¼no significance.
Source: Own elaboration (ESS 2008).
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however, factors pertaining to personal characteristics – such as age, level of studies, right/left-

wing political beliefs and subjective perception of income insecurity – also exert an influence.

Given that previous studies (Boeri, 2010; Jean and Jiménez, 2011; Schierup et al., 2006) have

provided no evidence for any significant negative effect of immigration on employment levels

or welfare financing, the policy implication is that, rather than closing their borders, European

countries should ensure that immigration is associated with social policies aimed at reducing the

perceived competition for resources and in particular unemployment and risk of poverty.

Our second hypothesis (H2) stated that: The variables associated with redressing social

inequality contribute to reducing hostility to immigration. We have found that associating wel-

fare models with attitudes highlights the greater ‘egalitarian compromise’ characterizing the

Nordic countries (including the Ghent system) and ostensibly fostering more tolerant attitudes

towards immigration in that it reduces the degree of competition for resources. We must however

point out that, as significant differences are to be found within the same model, as has been

shown in relation to the Nordic or to the Mediterranean countries. For this reason, it is more

appropriate to speak of a connection between welfare policies and attitudes: social protection

expenditure and unemployment benefits are correlated with a reduction in social inequality

and the risk of poverty, ultimately contributing to the formation of attitudes favourable to

immigration. Nevertheless, this influence is only clear-cut in the cases of Sweden and Nor-

way. By contrast, in Denmark and Finland, the influence of welfare is less clear, suggesting

that the association of these variables is of greater importance in some countries than in oth-

ers, depending on their history, the history of immigration, their social institutions and their

immigration and asylum policies. The riots in Sweden in 2013 also confirm the limitations of

our findings: even in Sweden, immigrants may face negative attitudes and discrimination, and

more research will be needed to detect whether this is due to higher expectations or to actual

discrimination.

The case of the United Kingdom confirms the importance of history: while attitudes to

immigration are restrictive and social protection is weak, this country nonetheless has very

advanced anti-discrimination policies due to the fact that its immigration tradition dates back

a long time. Another extreme in unfavourable and restrictive attitudes to immigration is rep-

resented by Greece and Hungary, countries with no tradition of immigration and characterized

by a greater influence of far-right parties, low social protection, low unemployment benefits

and a low level of wealth. Per capita wealth is a relatively important variable in explaining

attitudes in all models.

Thirdly, unfavourable attitudes to the access of immigrants to social rights points to the weak-

ness of the ‘egalitarian compromise’. This too is reflected in access to political participation rights,

citizenship rights and training and education services. Racial and ethnic fragmentation meanwhile

fosters envy, lack of solidarity and the rise of exclusive nationalist movements. The growing het-

erogeneity of the labour force contributes to the segmentation and flexibilization of the labour mar-

ket, with third-country immigrants displaying a high degree of circular mobility in and among

labour markets within the EU, a development that is in keeping with the encouragement of free

movement of workers, development of neoliberal policies and reorientation of welfare policies

in the direction of workfare.

More longitudinal research may shed more light on the causal linkages between the welfare

state and immigration. Competition and immigration in a situation of uncertainty are bound to raise

questions on welfare state sustainability that may find expression in politics. In any case, social

policies have an important moderating function that needs to be recognized in periods when eco-

nomic crisis is becoming associated with risks of xenophobic tension.
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Jean S and Jiménez M (2011) The unemployment impact of immigration in OECD countries. European Jour-

nal of Political Economy 27(2): 241–256.

Kahanec M, Myung-Hee Kim A and Zimmermann K (2013) Pitfalls of immigrant inclusion into the European

welfare state. International Journal of Manpower 34(1): 39–55.

Magnusson L, Jorgensen J and Dolvik J-E (2008) The Nordic approach to growth and welfare. Brussels:

European Trade Union Institute

Mau S and Burkhardt C (2009) Migration and welfare state solidarity in Western Europe. Journal of

European Social Policy 19(3): 213–229.

Mayda AM (2006) Who is Against Immigration? Review of Economic and Statistics 88: 510–530.

Menz G (2005) Varieties of Capitalism and Europeanization. Oxford: Oxford University Press.

MIPEX (2010) Migrant Integration Policy Index III. London: British Council. Available at: http://www.

mipex.eu.

Moreno FJ (2007) Inmigración y Estado del Bienestar. Polı́tica y Sociedad 44(2): 171–184.

Morissen A (2008) Immigrants, Unemployment and Europe’s Varying Welfare Regimes. In: Parsons C and

Smeeding T (eds) Immigration and the Transformation of Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge University

Press, pp.200–234.

Artiles and Meardi 67

http://www.mipex.eu
http://www.mipex.eu


OECD (2013) International Migration Outlook 2013. Paris: OECD.

Pajares M and Jubany O (2011) Sindicatos e inmigración, 1990–2010. Barcelona: Icaria.

Rueda D (2006) Social Democracy and Active-Labour Market Policies: Insiders, Outsiders and the Politics of

Employment Promotion. British Journal of Political Science 36(3): 385–406.

Sarasa S (1995) La sociedad civil en la Europa del sur. Una perspectiva comparada de las relaciones entre

Estado y asociaciones altruistas. In: Sarasa S and Moreno L (eds) El Estado del Bienestar en la Europa

del Sur. Madrid: CIS, pp.156–186.

Saxton GD and Benson MA (2003) The origins of socially and politically hostile attitudes towards immigrants

and outgroups: Economics, Ideology or National Context? The Journal of Political Science 31: 101–137.

Schierup C-U, Hansen P and Castles S (2006) Migration, Citizenship, and the European Welfare State.

Oxford: Oxford University Press.

Schwartz SH (2007) Universalism Values and Inclusiveness of Our Moral Universe. Journal of Cross-

cultural Psychology 37(7).

Woolfson C, Herzfeld Olsson P and Thörnqvist C (2012) Forced Labour and Migrant Berry Pickers in

Sweden. International Journal of Comparative Labour Law and Industrial Relations 28(2): 147–176.

68 Transfer 20(1)



<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJDFFile false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /ColorImageResolution 200
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages false
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Bicubic
  /GrayImageResolution 200
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages false
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.15
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 600
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.00000
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


