
 i 

THE EUROPEAN MIGRANT CRISIS AND RISE OF RIGHT-WING POPULISM: 
DOES POLITICAL AFFILIATION DETERMINE ANTI-REFUGEE ATTITUDES? 

 
 
 
 
 

A Thesis 
submitted to the Faculty of the 

Graduate School of Arts and Sciences 
of Georgetown University 

in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the 
degree of 

in 
Master in Public Policy 

 
 
 
 
 
 

By 
 
 
 
 
 

Emma Crawford, B.A. 
 
 
 
 
 

Washington, D.C. 
April 23, 2019 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 

ii 

Copyright 2019 by Emma Crawford 
All Rights Reserved 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



 
 

iii 

 
 

THE EUROPEAN MIGRANT CRISIS AND RISE OF RIGHT-WING POPULISM: 
DOES POLITICAL AFFILIATION DETERMINE ANTI-REFUGEE ATTITUDES? 

 
Emma Crawford, B.A. 

 
Thesis Advisor: Andreas Kern, Ph.D. 

  
 

ABSTRACT 
 
The 2015 European Migrant Crisis coincided with an alarming rise of populist right-wing 
parties campaigning on strong anti-immigrant and anti-refugee platforms. Four years 
after the Crisis, policymakers must prioritize refugees’ socio-economic integration, while 
preventing further rises in right-wing extremism – two processes that will likely be inter-
dependent. In order to create social and political environments favorable to refugees’ 
inclusion, integration policies must target both refugees and host communities. A clearer 
understanding of which European communities oppose refugees is necessary to design 
such policies effectively. The relationship between political affiliation and feelings 
toward refugees provides insight into the composition of host communities and, by 
extension, their resistance to refugee integration. Using data from the 2016 European 
Social Survey, I examine to what extent political affiliation predicts individual attitudes 
toward refugees. The results of my analysis suggest there is a significant positive 
relationship between affiliation with the political right and being anti-refugee. Moderate 
and centrist Europeans also appear to hold more negative sentiments toward refugees 
compared to left-wing individuals – suggesting that obstacles to successful integration 
may be more pervasive than is generally thought. Negative attitudes toward refugees also 
intensify among groups who live in countries hosting a higher number of refugees, and 
who are dissatisfied with their current income level. These results highlight the need to 
develop comprehensive refugee integration policies targeting a broader cross-section of 
European society, which address the real or perceived losses experienced by host 
communities. 
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CHAPTER I: INTRODUCTION 
 

In 2015, Europe faced the largest refugee crisis since the end of the Second World 

War, which Chancellor Angela Merkel aptly described as “one of the greatest litmus 

tests” of its history. While irregular migration to Europe had been rising steadily over 

previous years, it peaked in 2015 when a total of 1.3 million new asylum claims were 

filed – more than double the claims in 2014 (IOM, 2015). The largest share of asylum-

seekers originated from Syria, followed by Afghanistan and Iraq (See Figure 1, Eurostat 

2018). Hosting nearly one million by the end of 2015, Germany became the largest 

recipient of refugees and migrants, followed by Hungary, Sweden, Austria, Italy and 

France (See Figure 1). Notably, Sweden received 163,000 asylum-seekers in 2015 – the 

highest per capita refugee ratio every registered in the OECD, at 1.6 percent of the total 

population (OECD, 2017). The Crisis incurred substantial costs to European 

governments. Germany and Sweden, for example, spent €16 billion (0.5 percent of GDP) 

and €6 billion (1.35 percent of GDP) in their response to the Crisis, respectively (OECD, 

2017). 
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Figure 1: EU Member States Asylum Applications by Country of Origin (2015)1 

In the months and years following, the Migrant Crisis bitterly tested the European 

Union’s (EU) institutional capacity and added value to its members and the wider 

international community (Carrera et al., 2015). Given its regional union of states, stable 

institutions and supranational government, the EU was in favorable position to meet the 

humanitarian and security needs of the Crisis (Baubök, 2018). However, for many, it 

failed to do so miserably, with critics arguing EU states prioritized border security over 

                                                
1 ‘Other’ countries of origin include: Albania, Eritrea, Iran, Kosovo, Nigeria, Pakistan and Ukraine.  
‘Other EU’ states include: Netherlands, Belgium, Finland, Switzerland, Norway, France, United Kingdom, 
Bulgaria, Denmark, Spain, Greece Ireland, Poland, Luxembourg, Cyprus, Romania, Czechia, Malta, 
Portugal, Iceland, Slovakia, Slovenia, Latvia, Estonia, Lithuania and Croatia. 
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preserving the basic human rights of migrants and asylum-seekers (Carrera et al., 2015; 

Park, 2015; Deutsche Welle, 2018; Kingsley, 2015; Erlanger and Smale, 2015). 

While the EU failed, by many standards, to manage the Migrant Crisis, a 

disturbing political trend grew across the continent. Populist radical right (PRR) parties, 

characterized by vehemently xenophobic rhetoric linked to migrants and refugees, gained 

increasing popularity. There are numerous examples of such parties. The Alternative for 

Germany (AfD) – who argue “Islam does not belong in Germany” – became the 

country’s largest opposition party in in 2017. Soon after, in Italy, the far-right League 

party was elected and formed a coalition government with the populist Five Star 

Movement. In 2018, Hungary’s far-right Prime Minister Viktor Orban was reelected by a 

landslide on an anti-immigration platform, promising to give Hungarians the chance “to 

defend themselves and defend Hungary” (BBC 2018). Austria and Sweden witnessed 

similar rises in the popularity of far-right parties, whose vote share increased by 14 and 

12 percentage points between 2002 and 2017, respectively (Davis and Deole, 2018). 

The rise of PRR parties threatens the social and political stability associated with 

many of Europe’s longstanding centrist governments (Galston, 2018). Even in states 

without elected PRR representatives, these extremist parties can exert significant political 

“blackmail” pressure on national policy agendas, resulting in more conservative policy 

outcomes (Inglehart and Norris 2016, 2). Furthermore, PRR parties’ xenophobic rhetoric 

and scapegoating of immigrants can hinder refugees’ successful integration in Europe, 

contributing to a cycle of social tensions and rising extremism. Devising two-way 

integration policies targeting both refugees and host communities is thus critical for 

ensuring Europe’s long term social and political stability.    
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The link between ant-immigrant sentiment and right-wing conservatism is well-

known. However, fewer studies test whether this relationship exists for anti-refugee 

sentiment. Ultimately, my empirical analysis seeks to determine to what extent political 

affiliation predicts negative sentiments toward refugees. Specifically, I would like to test 

whether anti-refugee attitudes are confined to right-wing Europeans, or if they exist 

among politically moderate, centrist and leftist individuals. 

The result of my analysis suggest political affiliation with the right is a 

statistically significant predictor of anti-refugee attitudes (p<0.01). In addition, Europeans 

who identify as centrist and moderate hold, on average, more negative views toward 

refugees. The relationship between affiliation with the right and anti-refugee attitudes 

appears to be stronger in countries hosting higher numbers of refugees, and among 

individuals dissatisfied with their income. These results suggest that, in devising 

integration policies targeting both refugees and host communities, policymakers should 

not assume anti-refugee attitudes are limited to marginal or extremist right-wing voters. 

Rather, integration policies must target broader-cross sections of European society, 

addressing the real or perceived losses experienced by host communities as a result of 

refugee influxes.  
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CHAPTER II: LITERATURE REVIEW & THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS 
 

Overview 

The 2015 European Migrant Crisis coincided with a surge in popularity of PRR 

parties. Many of these far-right movements mobilized popular support through strong 

anti-immigrant and anti-refugee platforms. Existing literature identifies the social, 

political and economic characteristics associated with anti-immigrant individuals, as well 

as the common traits of far-right supporters. Unsurprisingly, there is extensive overlap 

between these two groups. This section will outline some of these key overlapping 

characteristics, which are broadly characterized as (i) economic and institutional factors 

and (ii) social and cultural characteristics. 

Literature Review 

Economic and Institutional Factors 

Economic and institutional factors influence anti-immigrant sentiments and 

support for PRR parties in a number of key areas. In particular, lower income and higher 

unemployment rates are associated with more negative views toward immigration 

(Pichler, 2010; Cochrane and Nevitte, 2014; Esipova, 2015; Heath and Richards, 2016; 

Semyonov et al., 2008) and a higher likelihood of supporting PRR parties (Arzheimer, 

2009; Rydgren and Ruth, 2011; Cochrane and Nevitte, 2014). Individuals who view their 

economic situation as vulnerable are more likely to view immigrants unfavorably (Kuntz 

et al., 2017). Low-skilled workers, for example, may fear losing jobs or receiving lower 

wages as a result of immigrant or refugee influxes (Gorodzeisky, 2011; Sandovici et al., 

2012). The relationship between income and anti-immigrant sentiment is reflected by 

divergent views on immigration in Northern versus Southern Europe. For example, the 
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majority of individuals surveyed by the IOM in Norther European countries (where 

economic conditions are generally more favorable) said they would like levels of 

immigration to stay the same or increase (Esipova, 2015). In Southern Europe, on the 

other hand, the opposite is true. Eighty-four percent of respondents in Greece, for 

example, said they wanted immigration to decrease (Esipova, 2015). In Spain, Italy and 

Malta this figure was 56, 67 and 76 percent, respectively (Esipova, 2015). 

The relationship between poverty and likelihood of supporting PRR parties is less 

clear. While some studies suggest PRR support is higher among lower-income groups 

(Arzheimer, 2009; Rydgren and Ruth, 2011), others find a weaker link between the two. 

Stockemer (2017), for example, found the 2009-2013 financial crisis resulted in only a 

one percentage point increase in the average regional vote share for radical right parties 

and, with the exceptions of Greece and France, the radical right made the strongest 

electoral gains in countries relatively unaffected by the financial crisis.  

Some authors suggest poverty and unemployment indirectly relate to higher PRR 

support by increasing distrust in political institutions. Algan et al. (2017) believe the 

2008-2013 economic crisis, “led to a dramatic decline in the confidence of citizens in 

political and even legal institutions” (Algan et al. 2017, 45). Such distrust, the authors 

argue, prompted higher support for anti-establishment PRR parties. The notion that 

popular distrust can lead to a rise in PRR parties is supported by Betz (1994), who states 

voters in Western democracies are increasingly alienated from political institutions which 

they view as “self-serving” and “unresponsive to the ideas and wishes of the average 

person” (41). Within this context of public discontent, Betz argues, “the rise and success 
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of radical right-wing populism in Western Europe finds at least a partial explanation” 

(41). 

National government policies may also drive popular anti-immigrant sentiment. 

For example, Sandovici et al. state that “anti-immigrant attitudes among publics are not 

merely a response to changes and challenges associated with mass immigration, but 

rather…these attitudes mirror governments’ nationalistic and anti-immigration stance” 

(116). Other authors have shown that state immigration policies are closely associated 

with public feelings of perceived threat from migrants (Schlueter et al., 2013; Callens, 

2015; Green, 2009). Specifically, states with more inclusive integration policies may 

foster more positive public sentiment toward immigrants and refugees.  

 

Social and Cultural Factors 

While economic and institutional factors are important drivers of anti-immigrant 

sentiment and support for the PRR, various social and cultural characteristics must also 

be considered. Lower levels of education, for example, may be a key driver of anti-

immigrant sentiment (Cavaille and Marshall, 2018; Esipova, 2015; Hainmueller and 

Hiscox, 2010; Heath and Richards, 2016). This association likely relates to economic 

status, as highly educated people are less likely to feel they are competing for jobs with 

low-skilled immigrants (Esipova, 2015). Some authors have suggested more educated 

individuals may favor higher levels of immigration because a greater supply of low-

skilled labor indirectly increases wages for high-skilled workers (Rustenbach, 2010). 

Lower education has also been linked to higher support for the PRR and authoritarian 

parties (Ivarsflaten and Stubager, 2011; Andersen and Evans, 2004; Janowitz and 
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Marvick, 1953; Inglehart, 1977; Becker and Fetzer, 2016; Stubager, 2008). However, this 

relationship has been contested. Evans (2005), for example, finds that, while highly 

educated people are the most unlikely to vote for PRR parties, those with medium levels 

of education (for example, with technical or vocational training) are more likely to vote 

for the PRR than those with a lower education. 

In addition to education, gender has been identified as influencing anti-immigrant 

sentiments and support for the PRR. Some authors suggest men are more likely than 

women to be anti-immigrant (Quillian 1995; Ceobanu and Escandell 2008; Semyonov et 

al. 2006). Betz (1994) argues women’s greater sympathy toward immigrants may be due 

to the fact that, like foreigners, women are subject to discrimination in a male-dominated 

society. However, Ponce (2017) finds no evidence of this, and argues the opposite may 

be true – particularly toward Muslim immigrants. Meanwhile, the gender gap among 

PRR supporters is more definitive. A higher percentage of male far-right supporters has 

been observed, to varying degrees, across most European states (Mudde, 2007; Norris, 

2005; Harteveld and Ivarsflaten, 2016; Immerzeel et al., 2013; Abendschön and 

Steinmetz, 2014; Studlar et al., 1998; Spierings and Zaslove, 2015). Even in countries 

where women hold equally restrictive views as men on immigration, they are still less 

likely to vote for far-right parties (Harteveld and Ivarsflaten, 2016). This may be due to 

the fact that women are more likely to want reduced levels of prejudice in general – and 

thus are less inclined to vote for outwardly xenophobic parties (Harteveld and Ivarsflaten, 

2016). 

The size of an immigrant population in a country appears to influence anti-

immigrant sentiment (Quillian, 1995; Scheepers, 2002; Sides and Citrin, 2008; Schlueter 
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and Wagner, 2008; Green, 2009; Semyonov et al., 2008) and popular support for PRR 

parties. Sides and Citrin (2007) find Europeans tend to overestimate the number of 

immigrants in their country – which makes them much more likely to oppose them, as 

“beliefs about the size of the immigrant population are a logical trigger for…feelings of 

anxiety of threat” (480). A larger migrant population – whether real or perceived – has 

thus been associated with more negative feelings toward immigrants (Sides and Citrin, 

2007; Semyonov et al., 2008). Larger immigrant populations may also galvanize popular 

support for far-right parties (Davis and Deole, 2018; Semyonov et al., 2008). In 

Germany, for example, a one percentage point increase in a given district’s share of 

foreigners was associated with a 0.3 percentage point increase in the vote share of far-

right parties (Henri Otto and Steinhardt, 2017). 

While many authors argue larger immigrant populations are associated with 

higher levels of xenophobia, others suggest the opposite is true (Wagner et al., 2006; 

Hjerm, 2009; Esipova, 2015). For example, a 2015 IOM/Gallup survey found that, in 

countries where migrants make up between three and ten percent of the population, 

surveyed individuals were the most likely to want immigration levels to decrease. 

However, in countries where migrants constitute ten percent or more of the population, 

feelings toward them appear to be more positive, with 51 percent in favor of maintaining 

or increasing current levels (Esipova, 2015). This may be due to the fact that in countries 

with more immigrants, local residents have opportunities to interact and foster 

relationships with them, which may favor greater acceptance (McLaren, 2003; Wagner et 

al., 2006; Esipova, 2015). Contact theory suggests when host populations make casual 

contact with larger immigrant populations – that is, without developing deeper 
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relationships or friendships – they tend to feel more suspicious and hostile toward them 

(Rustenbach, 2010). However, if they are able to foster friendships or closer inter-

personal relationships with immigrants, they are much less likely to hold xenophobic 

attitudes (Rustenbach, 2010). 

An individual’s own ethnic and immigrant background may influence anti-

immigrant sentiment and support for the PRR. Some surveys suggest first generation 

immigrants (i.e. those who were born in a country other than where they reside) held the 

most favorable views toward immigrants. A 2015 IOM/Gallup survey found 37 percent 

of such respondents stated immigration should stay at its present level, and 20 percent 

stated it should increase. Second generation immigrants were less positive, with 44 

percent stating immigration should decrease (Esipova, 2015). Norris (2005) finds 

members of ethnic minorities are significantly less likely to vote for far-right parties. 

Beyond ethnicity, anti-immigrant sentiment and support for the PRR parties has 

been linked to individuals’ attachment to notions of cultural and national identity 

(Golder, 2016; Sides and Citrin, 2007; Lucassen and Lubbers, 2012). For example, 

cultural marginality theory suggests host communities perceive the diverse cultural 

background of immigrants as a threat to their own national identity and values 

(Rustenbach, 2010; Fetzer, 2000). Similarly, some authors suggest “symbolic 

predispositions,” including valuing cultural unity, are stronger predictors of anti-

immigrant sentiment than economic dissatisfaction (Sides and Citrin, 2007, 477). 

Attachment to cultural identity appears to similarly relate to PRR support. For example, 

Lucassen and Lubbers (2012) find the perceived cultural threat of immigration is a 

stronger predictor of far-right support than perceived economic threat. Similarly, Golder 
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(2016) argues voter grievances about modernization and the loss of native culture from 

globalization may fuel the success of PRR movements. 

Given the extensive overlapping characteristics of PRR supporters and anti-

immigrant individuals, there is a tendency to assume the majority of Europeans who 

oppose refugees (who can be considered a type of immigrant) identify with the right or 

far-right of the political spectrum. The tendency to make this association (i.e. anti-refugee 

Europeans are supporters of the far-right) is strengthened by the concurrence of the 2015 

European Migrant Crisis and the rise of PRR parties. However, it is unclear whether anti-

refugee attitudes are as strongly associated with the far-right as anti-immigrant attitudes. 

Synthesizing these insights, I propose the following hypotheses: 

Hypothesis 1: Individuals who identify as more right-wing will hold more 

negative views toward refugees. Conversely, individuals who identify as 

left-wing will hold more favorable views toward refugees. 

Hypothesis 2: Anti-refugee attitudes are not confined to the far-rights, and 

a non-negligible share of centrist and moderate Europeans also hold less 

favorable attitudes toward refugees. 

As an additional scope condition, I will test whether individuals who are dissatisfied with 

their current income level and who live in countries hosting higher numbers of refugees 

hold more negative views toward refugees. 
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CHAPTER III: EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS 

Overview 

Using individual level data from the 2016 European Social Survey, the empirical 

analysis will use an OLS regression (including survey weights and, where appropriate, 

country fixed effects) to explore the relationship between political affiliation with 

respondents’ feelings toward refugees. Different control variables – including 

respondents’ personal, economic and social characteristics – are included to account for 

possible sources of bias. Additional robustness checks have been performed to test for 

measurement error. Specifically, variation in the dependent variable (i.e. respondents’ 

feelings toward refugees) has been tested using survey questions related to refugees and 

immigrants as alternative dependent variables. Variation in the independent variable (i.e. 

affiliation on the ‘Left-Right scale’) has been tested by applying the regression model on 

sub-populations who identify as far-left, left, moderate, center, right and far-right. 

Finally, the analysis includes regressions on European states grouped by number of 

refugees in the country and individuals’ satisfaction with their income level, to determine 

whether these are associated with more negative feelings toward refugees.  

Empirical Model  

To test my hypothesis, the baseline model can be written such that: 

𝑦 = 𝛽$ +	𝛽'𝑥' +	𝛽)𝑥) + 	𝜖 
 

The key dependent variable (𝑦) being tested is individuals’ response to the statement 

“Government should be generous judging applications for refugee status,” which is 

answered on a scale from one to five (‘agree strongly’ to ‘disagree strongly’). The key 

independent variable (𝑥') is respondents’ placement on the left-right political spectrum, 
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ranging from zero (‘furthest left’) to ten (‘furthest right’). To account for potential 

confounding factors and sources of bias, I include three levels of control variables (𝑥)), 

listed in Table 1. 

Table 1: Levels of Control Variables Included in the Empirical Model 
Level 1 Level 2 Level 3 

Gender Member of religious group2 Trust in political parties3 

Age and Age-squared Religiosity4 Trust in other people5 

Education (total years completed)  LGBT views6 

Household income  Men’s versus women’s right to jobs7 

Feelings toward household income8   

Ethnic minority9   

Immigrant background10   

 
Level 1 controls include basic personal characteristics, including gender, age, 

education, income, ethnicity, and family background. These variables have been 

identified by existing literature as relating to feelings toward immigrants (and thus 

potentially refugees) and likelihood of supporting far-right parties (e.g. Pichler, 2010; 

Arzheimer, 2009; Esipova, 2015; Ivarsflaten and Stubager, 2011; Mudde, 2007). Level 2 

controls reflect respondents’ level of social conservatism, as supporters of right-wing 

parties have been associated with holding more traditional views on family structure and 

gender roles (e.g. Akkerman, 2015; Norris, 2005). Level 3 controls include questions 

                                                
2 Indicator variable (yes/no). 
3 Respondents answered on scale from zero (‘no trust’) to ten (‘complete trust’). 
4 Respondents answered on scale from zero (‘not at all religious’) to ten (‘extremely religious’). 
5 Respondents answered on scale from zero (‘you can’t be too careful’) to ten (‘most people can be 
trusted’). 
6 Question answered on a scale from one to five (‘agree strongly’ to ‘disagree strongly). 
7 Question answered on a scale from one to five (‘agree strongly’ to ‘disagree strongly). 
8 Respondents answered on a scale from one (‘living comfortably on present income’) to four (‘very 
difficult on present income’). 
9 Indicator variable (yes/no). 
10 Indicator variables for whether the respondents’ mother and father were born in the country being 
surveyed. 
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related to trust in political institutions and in other people – both of which have been 

linked to anti-immigrant sentiment and a higher likelihood of supporting PRR parties 

(Norris, 2005; Betz, 1994; Algan et al., 2017).  

Results 

The results in Table 2 suggest there is a statistically significant relationship 

(p<0.01) between affiliation with the right and opposition to a generous government 

refugee policy, holding constant the controls included in the model. These results support 

findings from existing literature on characteristics of anti-immigrant individuals, which 

appear to similarly drive anti-refugee attitudes (e.g. Cavaille and Marshall, 2018; 

Esipova, 2015; Kuntz et al., 2017). For example, higher levels of education are associated 

with favoring a more generous government approach toward refugees. While level of 

household income itself does not appear to drive anti-refugee sentiment, respondents who 

are more dissatisfied with their income appear to be more likely to oppose refugees. As 

expected, distrust in political parties and in other people is associated with more negative 

views toward refugees (p<0.01). The results suggest older individuals hold more negative 

views toward refugees (p<0.01). 

Being born in and being a citizen of the surveyed country does not appear to 

significantly influence attitudes toward refugees. However, respondents whose parents 

were born in the surveyed country (and who are therefore not first-generation 

immigrants) appear to hold more negative views toward refugees (p<0.05 for ‘Father 

born in country’ and p<0.1 for ‘Mother born in country’). Conversely, identifying as an 

ethnic minority is strongly associated with supporting a more generous government 

approach to refugees (p<0.1), supporting findings from existing literature suggesting 



 
 

15 

members of ethnic minorities are less likely to be anti-immigrant (e.g. Norris, 2005). 

Social conservatism appears to somewhat influence attitudes toward refugees. More 

religious respondents seem to hold more generous views toward refugees (p<0.01), while 

those with more conservative views toward LGBT people (i.e. opposing their right to 

adopt children) hold more negative views (p<0.01). 
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Table 2: OLS Regression of Opposition to a Generous Government Refugee Policy on Political 
Affiliation (Individual Level, Including Country Fixed Effects and Controls) 

 Dependent Variable:  
Government should be generous judging applications for refugee status 

 No Controls Level 1 Controls Level 2 Controls Level 3 Controls 

Left-Right scale 0.097*** 0.094*** 0.085*** 0.088*** 
(-0.006) (-0.006) (-0.006) (-0.006) 

Female  -0.067*** 0.005 -0.01 

 (-0.023) (-0.024) (-0.024) 

Age  0.025*** 0.022*** 0.018*** 

 (-0.004) (-0.004) (-0.004) 

Age-squared  -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** 

 (0) (0) (0) 

Education (years)  -0.022*** -0.019*** -0.013*** 

 (-0.003) (-0.003) (-0.003) 
Household income 
(net)  0.004 0.003 0.005 

 (-0.006) (-0.006) (-0.006) 
Feelings about 
household income  0.093*** 0.081*** 0.052*** 

 (-0.019) (-0.018) (-0.019) 

Ethnic minority  -0.130* -0.126* -0.103* 

 (-0.067) (-0.068) (-0.062) 

Born in country  0.08 0.109 0.082 

 (-0.062) (-0.068) (-0.07) 

Citizen of country   0.063 0.07 0.038 

 (-0.078) (-0.082) (-0.083) 

Mother born in country  0.102* 0.117* 0.110* 

 (-0.059) (-0.06) (-0.06) 

Father born in country  0.121** 0.123** 0.135** 

 (-0.054) (-0.055) (-0.054) 
Member of religious 
denomination   -0.016 -0.017 

  (-0.032) (-0.031) 

Religiosity   -0.026*** -0.017*** 

  (-0.006) (-0.006) 
Ashamed if close 
family  
member gay/lesbian 

  -0.021 -0.022 

  (-0.014) (-0.014) 

Gay/lesbian 
right to adopt children   0.150*** 0.131*** 

  (-0.011) (-0.01) 
Men more right to  
jobs when jobs scarce   0.006 0.005 

  (-0.014) (-0.014) 
Trust in political 
parties    -0.052*** 

   (-0.006) 

Trust in people    -0.048*** 

   (-0.006) 

Constant 2.807*** 2.140*** 1.993*** 2.593*** 
(-0.05) (-0.138) (-0.168) (-0.179) 

Observations 37,850 31,541 30,240 29,990 
R-squared 0.177 0.196 0.219 0.239 
Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
 



 
 

17 

Robustness Checks 

Variation in the Dependent Variable 

In order to mitigate concerns of measurement error, I tested for different 

variations when measuring the dependent and independent variable. To test for variation 

in the dependent variable, I ran regressions using the key independent variable from 

Table 1 (‘Left-Right scale’) on different survey questions related to feelings toward 

refugees and immigrants more broadly. These regressions test whether the relationship 

between political affiliation and anti-refugee sentiment in Table 1 remains constant when 

respondents are asked questions on similar topics (i.e. using different dependent variables 

in the regression model). 

Table 3: OLS Regression Testing Variation in Attitudes Toward Refugees and Immigrants on 
Political Affiliation (Individual Level, Including Country Fixed Effects and Level 1, 2, 3 Controls)11 

 Alternative Dependent Variables 

 

Most refugee applicants not in 
real fear of persecution in their 

own countries 

Granted refugees should 
be entitled to bring close 

family members 

Immigrants make 
country a better or 
worse place to live 

Left-Right 
scale 

-0.058*** 0.073*** -0.130*** 
(0.006) (0.006) (0.011) 

Level 1, 2, 3 
Controls X X X 

Constant 2.623*** 2.615*** 3.817*** 
(0.172) (0.205) (0.379) 

Observations 28,096 29,212 29,858 
R-squared 0.124 0.141 0.320 
Standard errors in parentheses   
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1   

                                                
11 Table including full list of control variables included as Appendix B. 
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The results in Table 3 suggest the relationship between political affiliation and 

feelings toward refugees (and immigrants generally) remains relatively constant across 

different survey questions. For example, right-leaning individuals are more likely to 

believe refugee applicants do not genuinely fear persecution in their countries, and are 

thus falsely seeking political asylum (p<0.01). They are also less likely to believe 

refugees should be able to bring their close family members to live with them (p<0.01). 

Unsurprisingly, there a strong relationship between being more right-wing and believing 

immigrants make the country a worse place to live (p<0.01), confirming findings from 

existing literature. 

 

Variation in the Independent Variable 

In order to test for variation in the independent variable, I ran the empirical model 

on subpopulations of political affiliation ranging from ‘far-left’ to ‘far-right.’12 This 

measures the variation in anti-refugee sentiment along the political spectrum, including 

among respondents who identify as centrist and moderate. The results in Table 4 confirm 

a strong divide in opinion between left and right-wing respondents. There is 

approximately a one point difference in coefficients (from negative to positive values) for 

‘Far-left’ versus ‘Far-right’ individuals in response to the statement “Government should 

be generous judging applications for refugee status.” The divide between left and right-

wing sentiment is similar for survey questions related to refugees and immigrants. ‘Far-

left’ and ‘Left-wing’ individuals hold, on average, more favorable views toward these 

groups, compared to right and right-wing respondents. There is an approximately one 

                                                
12 The variables of political affiliation, based on the ten-point spectrum from the survey, include:  
Far-left – zero to one; Left – zero to five; Moderate – two to eight; Center – four to six; Right – six to ten; 
Far-right – nine to ten. 
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point difference (from negative to positive) in the coefficients of these groups, suggesting 

views toward refugees and immigrants are polarized among left and right-wing 

individuals. 

Interestingly, Europeans who are moderate and centrist hold, on average, more 

negative views toward refugees and immigrants. For all survey questions included in 

Table 4, the sign and magnitude of the ‘Moderate’ and ‘Center’ coefficients correspond 

more closely with ‘Right’ and ‘Far-right’ coefficients. This suggests negative attitudes 

toward refugees and immigrants go beyond political affiliation, and a significant portion 

of middle range voters hold anti-refugee sentiments. 
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Table 4: OLS Regressions Testing Variation in the Independent Variable (Political Affiliation) with 
Alternative Dependent Variables (Individual Level, Including Country Fixed Effects and Level 1, 2, 3 

Controls) 13 

 Independent Variable: Level of Left-Right Political Affiliation 

 Far-left Left Moderate Center Right Far-right 

Dependent Variable:  
Government should be 
generous judging 
applications for 
refugee status 

-0.474*** 
(0.047) 

-0.287*** 
(0.026) 

0.179*** 
(0.037) 

0.111*** 
(0.024) 

0.287*** 
(0.026) 

0.212*** 
(0.055) 

Level 1, 2, 3 Controls X X X X X X 

Constant 
3.044*** 3.260*** 2.873*** 2.961*** 2.972*** 3.031*** 
(0.171) (0.171) (0.175) (0.174) (0.173) (0.173) 

Observations 29,990 29,990 29,990 29,990 29,990 29,990 

R-squared 0.226 0.228 0.219 0.219 0.228 0.218 

Dependent Variable:  
Most refugee 
applicants not in real 
fear of persecution own 
countries 

0.282*** 
(0.053) 

0.185*** 
(0.025) 

-0.085** 
(0.041) 

-0.074*** 
(0.024) 

-0.185*** 
(0.025) 

-0.168*** 
(0.050) 

Level 1, 2, 3 Controls X X X X X X 

Constant 
2.326*** 2.185*** 2.410*** 2.384*** 2.370*** 2.336*** 

(0.164) (0.165) (0.167) (0.166) (0.165) (0.165) 

Observations 28,096 28,096 28,096 28,096 28,096 28,096 
R-squared 0.116 0.118 0.112 0.113 0.118 0.113 
Dependent Variable:  
Granted refugees 
should be entitled to 
bring close family 
members 

-0.376*** 
(0.047) 

-0.218*** 
(0.026) 

0.073* 
(0.040) 

0.103*** 
(0.026) 

0.218*** 
(0.026) 

0.319*** 
(0.060) 

Level 1, 2, 3 Controls X X X X X X 

Constant 2.994*** 3.159*** 2.925*** 2.918*** 2.941*** 2.975*** 
(0.204) (0.205) (0.207) (0.209) (0.202) (0.204) 

Observations 29,212 29,212 29,212 29,212 29,212 29,212 
R-squared 0.129 0.130 0.123 0.125 0.130 0.127 

Dependent Variable:  
Immigrants make 
country a better or 
worse place to live 

0.613*** 
(0.104) 

0.400*** 
(0.048) 

-0.019 
(0.085) 

-0.049 
(0.044) 

-0.400*** 
(0.048) 

-0.721*** 
(0.110) 

Level 1, 2, 3 Controls X X X X X X 

Constant 3.150*** 2.848*** 3.172*** 3.189*** 3.248*** 3.189*** 
(0.371) (0.376) (0.377) (0.377) (0.371) (0.371) 

Observations 29,858 29,858 29,858 29,858 29,858 29,858 
R-squared 0.311 0.313 0.307 0.307 0.313 0.311 
Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

                                                
13 Table including full list of control variables included as Appendix C. 
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The relative similarity in anti-refugee sentiment between right-wing, centrist, and 

moderate groups is highlighted by the coefficient plot in Figure 2. The coefficients for 

these levels of political affiliation are closely centered around the 0.2 to 0.3 range. 

Conversely, the values for the ‘Left’ and ‘Far-left’ coefficients are closer to -0.3 and -0.5, 

respectively. The absolute value of for the left-wing coefficients is higher than the 

centrist, moderate and right coefficients. This suggests left-leaning individuals may hold 

stronger positive opinions toward refugees compared to moderate, centrist and right-

leaning individuals. 

 
Figure 2: Coefficient Plot of the Key Dependent Variable (‘Government Should be Generous Judging 

Applications for Refugee Status’) by Level of Political Affiliation 

Plausibility Tests 

 As previously noted, studies suggest individuals living in countries with larger 

immigrant populations and those who view their economic circumstances as vulnerable 

are more likely to be anti-immigrant (e.g. Quillian, 1995; Scheepers, 2002; Sides and 
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Citrin, 2007; Schlueter and Wagner, 2008; Pichler, 2010; Cochrane and Nevitte, 2014; 

Esipova, 2015). As such, I ran country and income-level regressions, based on feeling 

toward household income, to determine whether those same characteristics make 

individuals more likely to be anti-refugee.  

The results in Table 5 suggest the established positive relationship between larger 

immigrant populations and anti-immigrant attitudes may also apply for refugees. In 

countries hosting a higher number of refugees (including Germany, Italy, Hungary, 

Sweden and France), the magnitude of the coefficient for ‘Left-Right scale’ is larger. 

This suggests being right-wing is a stronger predictor of anti-refugee sentiment compared 

to countries with medium or low numbers of refugees. However, the results are only 

significant (p<0.01) for the ‘High’ category. 

Table 5: Relationship Between Political Affiliation and Opposition to a Generous Government 
Policy Toward Refugee Asylum Applications by Countries with High, Medium and Low Numbers 

of Refugees14 

Number of refugees High Medium Low 

Left-Right scale 
0.136*** 0.115*** 0.010 -0.010 0.012 0.015 
(0.014) (0.015) (0.012) (0.015) (0.013) (0.013) 

Level 1, 2, 3 Controls  X  X  X 

Constant 2.690*** 2.567*** 2.642*** 2.592*** 3.669*** 2.079*** 
(0.069) (0.403) (0.075) (0.500) (0.075) (0.322) 

Observations 2,756 2,411 1,358 948 1,732 1,629 
R-squared 0.051 0.159 0.001 0.053 0.001 0.090 
Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

The relationship between feelings toward household income and anti-refugee 

attitudes are less clear. Contrary to existing literature, the results in Appendix D suggest 

that political affiliation with the right is a stronger predictor of anti-refugee sentiment for 

individuals who say they are living comfortably on their present level of income, 

                                                
14 Based on Eurostat (2019) data on number of first-time asylum applications received by European 
countries for 2015 and 2016. Country groupings include:  
- High: Germany, Italy, Hungary, Sweden, France 
- Medium: Finland, Norway, Spain, Poland 
- Low: Czech Republic, Portugal, Slovenia, Estonia 
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compared to those who find it very difficult (p<0.01including level 1, 2, 3 controls). The 

magnitude of the ‘Left-Right’ coefficient decreases for those who find it more difficult to 

live on their present level of household income. However, the trend appears to reverse in 

countries hosting a higher number of refugees.  

Table 6: OLS Regression of Opposition to a Generous Government Refugee Policy on Political Affiliation 
by Feelings Toward Household Income and by Numbers of Refugees in Country 

 
Dependent Variable:  Government should be generous judging applications for refugee status 

 
 

Income: 
Comfortable Income: Coping Income: Difficult Income: Very 

Difficult 

H
ig

h 
N

um
be

r o
f 

R
ef

ug
ee

s 

Left-Right 
scale 

 
0.145*** 

 
0.107*** 

 
0.115*** 

 
0.103*** 

 
0.131** 

 
0.129** 

 
0.240*** 

 
0.263*** 

(0.023) (0.024) (0.020) (0.020) (0.057) (0.055) (0.052) (0.051) 

Level 1, 2, 3 
Controls  X  X  X  X 

Constant 2.603*** 2.980*** 2.781*** 2.877*** 2.888*** 1.249 2.444*** -0.285 
(0.108) (0.511) (0.099) (0.443) (0.253) (1.156) (0.351) (1.446) 

Observations 1,269 1,132 1,224 1,064 184 162 62 53 
R-squared 0.058 0.191 0.037 0.142 0.049 0.237 0.206 0.755 

Lo
w

 N
um

be
r o

f 
R

ef
ug

ee
s 

Left-Right 
scale 

-0.000 -0.002 0.015 0.013 0.065** 0.035 -0.030 -0.054 
(0.030) (0.029) (0.017) (0.018) (0.033) (0.035) (0.048) (0.061) 

Level 1, 2, 3 
Controls  X  X  X  X 

Constant 3.634*** 0.999 3.685*** 2.723*** 3.400*** 2.501*** 3.926*** 1.322 
(0.188) (0.791) (0.098) (0.403) (0.186) (0.737) (0.229) (1.184) 

Observations 295 285 1,029 962 301 286 107 96 
R-squared 0.000 0.164 0.001 0.093 0.013 0.182 0.003 0.247 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

 

Table 6 suggests that, in countries hosting a high number of refugees, those who 

feel dissatisfied with their current income level are more likely to be anti-refugee (though 

the results are only significant for countries in the ‘High’ category). This may be due to 

the fact that, in countries with a larger refugee population, local inhabitants who are 

struggling to get by on their household income level may feel resentful toward refugees 

who they believe receive undeserved government benefits. These individuals may also 

resent the additional burden on public services associated with larger refugee populations. 
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CHAPTER IV: POLICY IMPLICATIONS AND CONCLUSION 
 

Over one million refugees and migrants reached Europe in 2015 and, four years 

later, it is clear many are there to stay. Their social and economic integration is essential 

for maintaining social stability and preventing further rises in right-wing extremism. 

While the term ‘successful integration’ is rather broad, Ager and Strang (2008) establish 

four elements for what might constitute success, including access to employment and 

services (such as health and education); assumptions and practices regarding citizenship 

and rights; establishing social connections between refugee and local populations; and 

reducing the structural barriers (such as language and culture) to facilitate such 

connections. While integration policies often focus on how refugees should adapt to their 

new contexts, conditions in host communities must also be favorable for integration to 

succeed. As Michaela Hynie (2018, 267) notes, refugees’ “ability to integrate…is 

strongly determined by policies that shape their social and material context.”  As such, it 

is important to consider that local inhabitants sometimes feel they ‘lose out’ from refugee 

influxes, and, as a result, may oppose their integration.  

From a national budget perspective, hosting refugees involves substantial 

investments. In Europe, the average cost of processing and accommodating asylum-

seekers is estimated at €10,000 per application in the first year of arrival, though the 

figure can be significantly higher if individuals receive additional integration support 

during the asylum phase (OECD, 2017). These costs are also felt at the local level, as 35 

to 45 percent of total refugee-related expenses often fall on sub-central governments 

(particularly costs related to integration after initial reception) (OECD, 2017). Refugee 

influxes can overburden local public resources and services, which can fuel resentment 

among local inhabitants. Identifying the European communities who oppose refugees is 
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an important step for devising effective integration policies which target both refugees 

and hosts.  Uncovering the relationship between political affiliation and anti-refugee 

sentiments provides valuable insight into the composition and attitudes of host 

communities and, by extension, their resistance to refugee to integration.  

The results of my empirical analysis suggest that being right-wing is significantly 

associated with holding more negative views toward refugees, including opposing 

generous government policies toward asylum applicants. Notably, Europeans who 

identify as politically moderate and centrist also hold, on average, more negative views 

toward refugees. This suggests anti-refugee attitudes are not confined to right-wing 

extremists but exist among a wider cross-section of European society. The obstacles to 

successful integration may therefore be more pervasive than is generally thought.  

These findings highlight the need for more comprehensive integration policies to 

create environments favorable to refugees’ social and economic inclusion. Policy 

discussions at the state and EU level must focus on how local populations can be 

sensitized to be more receptive refugees. Methods of compensation for host communities 

who feel they are ‘losing out’ from refugee influxes should also be considered, whether 

through monetary transfers or the provision of additional public services that address real 

or perceived losses. Furthermore, integration policies must encourage meaningful social 

connections between refugee and host populations, as studies have shown this is key for 

decreasing anti-immigrant and anti-refugee attitudes. In the medium to long-term, 

refugees’ successful integration will decrease state costs, and has the potential to bring 

social and economic benefits to host communities. While there cannot be a ‘one-size-fits 

all’ path to refugees’ integration, policymakers must prioritize these efforts to safeguard 

the EU’s social and political stability from growing right-wing extremism. 
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APPENDIX: ADDITIONAL TABLES 
 

Table A1: Descriptive Statistics of Variables Included in the Empirical Model 

Independent Variable Observations Mean Standard 
Deviation Min. Max. 

Left-Right scale 38,583 5.157 2.239 0 10 

Dependent Variables Observations Mean Standard 
Deviation Min. Max. 

Government should be generous judging 
applications for refugee status 43,113 3.107 1.188 1 5 

Most refugee applicants not in real fear of 
persecution in their own countries 39,191 2.908 1.060 1 5 

Granted refugees should be entitled to bring 
close family members 41,401 2.759 1.119 1 5 

Immigrants make country a better or worse 
place to live 42,825 4.904 2.400 0 10 

Control Variables Observations Mean Standard 
Deviation Min. Max. 

Female 44,378 0.526 0.499 0 1 
Age 44,232 49.143 18.613 15 100 
Age-squared 44,232 2,761.445 1,882.351 225 10000 
Education (years) 43,963 13.035 3.848 0 54 
Household income (net) 36,445 5.189 2.734 1 10 

Feelings about household income 43,863 1.948 0.833 1 4 

Ethnic minority 43,946 0.065 0.246 0 1 
Born in country 44,370 0.894 0.308 0 1 
Citizen of country 44,366 0.954 0.209 0 1 
Mother born in country 44,282 0.849 0.359 0 1 
Father born in country 44,150 0.842 0.365 0 1 

Member of religious denomination 44,086 1.403 0.491 1 2 

Religiosity 43,984 4.500 3.117 0 10 

Ashamed if close family member gay/lesbian 42,767 3.819 1.279 1 5 

Gay/lesbian right to adopt children 42,937 2.948 1.439 1 5 

Men more right to jobs when jobs scarce 43,888 4.038 1.100 1 5 

Trust in political parties 43,532 3.630 2.383 0 10 
Trust in people 44,272 5.269 2.365 0 10 
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Table A2: OLS Regression Testing Variation in Attitudes Toward Refugees and Immigrants on Political 
Affiliation (Individual Level, Including Country Fixed Effects and Level 1, 2, 3 Controls) 

 Most refugee applicants not 
in real fear of persecution in 

their own countries 

Granted refugees should 
be entitled to bring close 

family members 

Immigrants make 
country a better or worse 

place to live 
Left-Right scale  

-0.068*** 
 

-0.058*** 
 

0.082*** 
 

0.073*** 
 

-0.162*** 
 

-0.130*** 
(0.005) (0.006) (0.005) (0.006) (0.011) (0.011) 

Female  0.036  -0.038  -0.162*** 
 (0.024)  (0.025)  (0.046) 

Age  -0.015***  0.017***  -0.030*** 
 (0.003)  (0.004)  (0.008) 

Age-squared  0.000***  -0.000***  0.000*** 
 (0.000)  (0.000)  (0.000) 

Education (years)  0.021***  -0.024***  0.068*** 
 (0.003)  (0.003)  (0.006) 

Household income 
(net) 

 0.001  -0.021***  0.012 
 (0.005)  (0.006)  (0.011) 

Feelings about 
household income 

 -0.009  0.057***  -0.162*** 
 (0.020)  (0.020)  (0.038) 

Ethnic minority  0.108  -0.164**  0.228* 
 (0.068)  (0.067)  (0.118) 

Born in country  -0.049  0.070  -0.268** 
 (0.072)  (0.059)  (0.123) 

Citizen of country  -0.053  0.202***  -0.268* 
 (0.075)  (0.076)  (0.141) 

Mother born in 
country 

 -0.001  0.088*  -0.332*** 
 (0.049)  (0.050)  (0.099) 

Father born in 
country 

 0.029  0.097*  -0.271*** 
 (0.050)  (0.052)  (0.097) 

Member of religious 
denomination 

 0.016  0.059  0.164*** 
 (0.031)  (0.036)  (0.058) 

Religiosity  0.013***  -0.006  0.066*** 
 (0.005)  (0.006)  (0.011) 

Ashamed if close 
family 
member gay/lesbian 

 0.069*** 
(0.014) 

 -0.010 
(0.015) 

 0.125*** 
(0.028) 

Gay/lesbian 
right to adopt 
children 

 -0.064*** 
(0.011) 

 0.094*** 
(0.011) 

 -0.297*** 
(0.020) 

Men more right to 
jobs when jobs scarce 

 0.033**  -0.065***  0.095*** 
 (0.016)  (0.017)  (0.031) 

Trust in political 
parties 

 0.030***  -0.046***  0.179*** 
 (0.007)  (0.007)  (0.013) 

Trust in people  0.028***  -0.040***  0.152*** 
 (0.006)  (0.007)  (0.012) 

Constant 3.085*** 2.623*** 2.570*** 2.615*** 5.092*** 3.817*** 
(0.041) (0.172) (0.047) (0.205) (0.088) (0.379) 

Observations 34,722 28,096 36,443 29,212 37,620 29,858 
R-squared 0.069 0.124 0.067 0.141 0.160 0.320 
Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Table A3: OLS Regressions Testing Variation in the Independent Variable (Political Affiliation) with 
Alternative Dependent Variables (Individual Level, Including Country Fixed Effects and Level 1, 2, 3 

Controls) 

Dependent Variable: Government should be generous judging applications for refugee status 

 Independent Variable: Level of Left-Right Political Affiliation 

 

Far-left Left Moderate Center Right Far-right 
-0.474*** -0.287*** 0.179*** 0.111*** 0.287*** 0.212*** 

(0.047) (0.026) (0.037 (0.024) (0.026) (0.055) 
Level 1, 2, 3 Controls       

Female 
-0.019 -0.007 -0.019 -0.018 -0.007 -0.013 
(0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.024) 

Age 
0.017*** 0.018*** 0.017*** 0.017*** 0.018*** 0.017*** 
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 

Age-squared 
-0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** 

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Education (years) 
-0.015*** -0.014*** -0.015*** -0.014*** -0.014*** -0.014*** 

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 

Household income 
(net) 

0.007 0.005 0.008 0.009 0.005 0.008 
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Feelings about 
household income 

0.051*** 0.052*** 0.051*** 0.049** 0.052*** 0.047** 
(0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) 

Ethnic minority 
-0.115* -0.123** -0.131** -0.134** -0.123** -0.136** 
(0.061) (0.063) (0.062) (0.062) (0.063) (0.063) 

Born in country 
0.089 0.098 0.097 0.095 0.098 0.096 

(0.073) (0.074) (0.075) (0.075) (0.074) (0.076) 

Citizen of country  
0.023 0.016 0.020 0.022 0.016 0.017 

(0.085) (0.083) (0.084) (0.084) (0.083) (0.084) 

Mother born in country 
0.116* 0.117** 0.122** 0.127** 0.117** 0.126** 
(0.060) (0.059) (0.060) (0.060) (0.059) (0.061) 

Father born in country 
0.147*** 0.133** 0.142*** 0.141*** 0.133** 0.141*** 
(0.054) (0.054) (0.053) (0.054) (0.054) (0.054) 

Member of religious 
denomination 

-0.028 -0.026 -0.035 -0.040 -0.026 -0.041 
(0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) (0.032) 

Religiosity 
-0.012** -0.014*** -0.011* -0.012** -0.014*** -0.012** 
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Ashamed if close 
family member 
gay/lesbian 

-0.021 -0.025* -0.025* -0.027* -0.025* -0.026* 

(0.014) (0.015) (0.014) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) 

Gay/lesbian right to 
adopt children 

0.148*** 0.141*** 0.153*** 0.153*** 0.141*** 0.150*** 
(0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) (0.010) 

Men more right to jobs 
when jobs scarce 

-0.004 0.002 -0.007 -0.005 0.002 -0.002 
(0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) (0.014) 

Trust in political parties -0.049*** -0.051*** -0.047*** -0.047*** -0.051*** -0.048*** 
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(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Trust in people 
-0.052*** -0.051*** -0.053*** -0.051*** -0.051*** -0.051*** 

(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Constant 3.260*** 3.044*** 2.873*** 2.961*** 2.972*** 3.031*** 
(0.171) (0.171) (0.175) (0.174) (0.173) (0.173) 

Observations 29,990 29,990 29,990 29,990 29,990 29,990 
R-squared 0.228 0.226 0.219 0.219 0.228 0.218 
Standard errors in parentheses      
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1      

       
Dependent Variable: Most refugee applicants not in real fear of persecution own countries 

 Independent Variable: Level of Left-Right Political Affiliation 

 

Far-left Left Moderate Center Right Far-right 
0.282*** 0.185*** -0.085** -0.074*** -0.185*** -0.168*** 
(0.053) (0.025) (0.041) (0.024) (0.025) (0.05) 

Level 1, 2, 3 Controls       
Female 

0.041* 0.034 0.041* 0.041* 0.034 0.037 
(0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.024) (0.024) 

Age -0.015*** -0.015*** -0.015*** -0.015*** -0.015*** -0.015*** 
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 

Age-squared 
0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Education (years) 
0.022*** 0.022*** 0.022*** 0.022*** 0.022*** 0.022*** 
(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 

Household income 
(net) 

-0.000 0.001 -0.001 -0.001 0.001 -0.001 
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) 

Feelings about 
household income 

-0.008 -0.009 -0.008 -0.007 -0.009 -0.005 
(0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020) 

Ethnic minority 
0.117* 0.119* 0.126* 0.127* 0.119* 0.127* 
(0.067) (0.067) (0.067) (0.067) (0.067) (0.066) 

Born in country 
-0.056 -0.062 -0.063 -0.061 -0.062 -0.061 
(0.073) (0.074) (0.074) (0.074) (0.074) (0.075) 

Citizen of country  
-0.043 -0.037 -0.040 -0.042 -0.037 -0.038 
(0.076) (0.076) (0.076) (0.076) (0.076) (0.077) 

Mother born in country 
-0.003 -0.004 -0.006 -0.008 -0.004 -0.009 
(0.050) (0.049) (0.050) (0.050) (0.049) (0.049) 

Father born in country 
0.020 0.029 0.023 0.023 0.029 0.024 

(0.052) (0.051) (0.052) (0.052) (0.051) (0.052) 
Member of religious 
denomination 

0.024 0.021 0.028 0.031 0.021 0.032 
(0.031) (0.030) (0.031) (0.031) (0.030) (0.031) 

Religiosity 0.010** 0.011** 0.009* 0.010* 0.011** 0.010** 
(0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) (0.005) 

Ashamed if close 
family member 
gay/lesbian 

0.068*** 0.071*** 0.070*** 0.071*** 0.071*** 0.071*** 

(0.014) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) (0.015) 

Gay/lesbian right to 
adopt children 

-0.076*** -0.071*** -0.079*** -0.079*** -0.071*** -0.077*** 
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) 

Men more right to jobs 
when jobs scarce 

0.038** 0.035** 0.040** 0.039** 0.035** 0.037** 
(0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) 
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Trust in political parties 
0.029*** 0.030*** 0.028*** 0.028*** 0.030*** 0.028*** 
(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) 

Trust in people 
0.030*** 0.030*** 0.031*** 0.030*** 0.030*** 0.030*** 
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Constant 
2.326*** 2.185*** 2.410*** 2.384*** 2.370*** 2.336*** 
(0.164) (0.165) (0.167) (0.166) (0.165) (0.165) 

Observations 28,096 28,096 28,096 28,096 28,096 28,096 
R-squared 0.116 0.118 0.112 0.113 0.118 0.113 
Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

       
Dependent Variable: Granted refugees should be entitled to bring close family members 

 Independent Variable: Level of Left-Right Political Affiliation 

 

Far-left Left Moderate Center Right Far-right 
-0.376*** -0.218*** 0.073* 0.103*** 0.218*** 0.319*** 

(0.047) (0.026) (0.04) (0.026) (0.026) (0.06) 
Level 1, 2, 3 Controls       

Female 
-0.046* -0.037 -0.044* -0.045* -0.037 -0.040 
(0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025) (0.025) 

Age 
0.016*** 0.017*** 0.016*** 0.016*** 0.017*** 0.016*** 
(0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) (0.004) 

Age-squared 
-0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** -0.000*** 

(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Education (years) 
-0.025*** -0.025*** -0.025*** -0.025*** -0.025*** -0.025*** 

(0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) (0.003) 
Household income 
(net) 

-0.019*** -0.021*** -0.018*** -0.018*** -0.021*** -0.019*** 
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Feelings about 
household income 

0.056*** 0.056*** 0.055*** 0.054*** 0.056*** 0.051** 
(0.020) (0.020) (0.021) (0.021) (0.020) (0.020) 

Ethnic minority 
-0.173** -0.180*** -0.188*** -0.188*** -0.180*** -0.189*** 
(0.067) (0.067) (0.067) (0.067) (0.067) (0.067) 

Born in country 
0.076 0.084 0.083 0.080 0.084 0.080 

(0.058) (0.058) (0.058) (0.058) (0.058) (0.058) 

Citizen of country  
0.190** 0.184** 0.187** 0.190** 0.184** 0.184** 
(0.077) (0.076) (0.076) (0.077) (0.076) (0.077) 

Mother born in country 
0.091* 0.094* 0.098** 0.101** 0.094* 0.100** 
(0.050) (0.050) (0.050) (0.050) (0.050) (0.050) 

Father born in country 0.108** 0.096* 0.103** 0.103** 0.096* 0.103** 
(0.052) (0.051) (0.051) (0.052) (0.051) (0.052) 

Member of religious 
denomination 

0.050 0.050 0.042 0.040 0.050 0.038 
(0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036) (0.036) 

Religiosity 
-0.001 -0.003 -0.001 -0.001 -0.003 -0.002 
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Ashamed if close 
family member 
gay/lesbian 

-0.009 -0.013 -0.013 -0.014 -0.013 -0.013 

(0.015) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.016) 

Gay/lesbian right to 
adopt children 

0.108*** 0.103*** 0.112*** 0.112*** 0.103*** 0.108*** 
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) 

Men more right to jobs -0.073*** -0.069*** -0.075*** -0.074*** -0.069*** -0.070*** 
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when jobs scarce (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) (0.017) 

Trust in political parties 
-0.044*** -0.045*** -0.043*** -0.042*** -0.045*** -0.043*** 

(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) 

Trust in people 
-0.044*** -0.042*** -0.044*** -0.043*** -0.042*** -0.042*** 

(0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) (0.007) 

Constant 
2.994*** 3.159*** 2.925*** 2.918*** 2.941*** 2.975*** 
(0.204) (0.205) (0.207) (0.209) (0.202) (0.204) 

Observations 29,212 29,212 29,212 29,212 29,212 29,212 
R-squared 0.129 0.130 0.123 0.125 0.130 0.127 
Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 

       
Dependent Variable: Immigrants make country a better or worse place to live 

 Independent Variable: Level of Left-Right Political Affiliation 

 Far-left Left Moderate Center Right Far-right 

 0.613*** 0.400*** -0.019 -0.049 -0.400*** -0.721*** 

 (0.104) (0.048) (0.085) (0.044) (0.048) (0.110) 
Level 1, 2, 3 Controls       

Female 
-0.150*** -0.166*** -0.155*** -0.154*** -0.166*** -0.162*** 

(0.046) (0.045) (0.045) (0.046) (0.045) (0.045) 

Age 
-0.029*** -0.030*** -0.029*** -0.029*** -0.030*** -0.029*** 

(0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) (0.008) 

Age-squared 
0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 0.000*** 
(0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) 

Education (years) 
0.070*** 0.070*** 0.069*** 0.069*** 0.070*** 0.069*** 
(0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) (0.006) 

Household income 
(net) 

0.009 0.012 0.007 0.007 0.012 0.008 
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) 

Feelings about 
household income 

-0.160*** -0.160*** -0.155*** -0.155*** -0.160*** -0.150*** 
(0.038) (0.038) (0.038) (0.038) (0.038) (0.037) 

Ethnic minority 
0.249** 0.258** 0.279** 0.278** 0.258** 0.273** 
(0.118) (0.116) (0.116) (0.117) (0.116) (0.117) 

Born in country 
-0.278** -0.292** -0.290** -0.288** -0.292** -0.283** 
(0.128) (0.128) (0.131) (0.131) (0.128) (0.129) 

Citizen of country  
-0.247* -0.233* -0.239* -0.241* -0.233* -0.235* 
(0.141) (0.141) (0.142) (0.142) (0.141) (0.142) 

Mother born in country 
-0.341*** -0.343*** -0.354*** -0.354*** -0.343*** -0.354*** 

(0.101) (0.099) (0.100) (0.100) (0.099) (0.099) 

Father born in country 
-0.288*** -0.268*** -0.280*** -0.280*** -0.268*** -0.282*** 

(0.100) (0.099) (0.100) (0.100) (0.099) (0.099) 
Member of religious 
denomination 

0.181*** 0.177*** 0.196*** 0.197*** 0.177*** 0.199*** 
(0.059) (0.058) (0.059) (0.058) (0.058) (0.058) 

Religiosity 
0.058*** 0.061*** 0.057*** 0.057*** 0.061*** 0.060*** 
(0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) (0.011) 

Ashamed if close 
family member 
gay/lesbian 

0.124*** 0.128*** 0.129*** 0.130*** 0.128*** 0.128*** 

(0.028) (0.027) (0.027) (0.027) (0.027) (0.027) 

Gay/lesbian right to -0.323*** -0.314*** -0.330*** -0.330*** -0.314*** -0.322*** 
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adopt children (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) (0.019) 
Men more right to jobs 
when jobs scarce 

0.108*** 0.101*** 0.111*** 0.111*** 0.101*** 0.102*** 
(0.031) (0.031) (0.031) (0.030) (0.031) (0.031) 

Trust in political parties 
0.174*** 0.178*** 0.173*** 0.173*** 0.178*** 0.175*** 
(0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) (0.013) 

Trust in people 0.157*** 0.156*** 0.157*** 0.157*** 0.156*** 0.155*** 
(0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) (0.012) 

Constant 
3.150*** 2.848*** 3.172*** 3.189*** 3.248*** 3.189*** 

-0.371 (0.376) (0.377) (0.377) (0.371) (0.371) 
Observations 29858 29,858 29,858 29,858 29,858 29,858 
R-squared 0.311 0.313 0.307 0.307 0.313 0.311 
Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
 



 
 

33 

 
Table A4: OLS Regression of Opposition to a Generous Government Refugee Policy on Political Affiliation by 

Satisfaction with Household Income (Individual Level, Including Country Fixed Effects) 

Dependent Variable: Government should be generous judging applications for refugee status 

 
Income: 

Comfortable  
Income:  
Coping 

Income: 
Difficult 

Income: 
Very Difficult 

Left-Right scale 0.130*** 0.101*** 0.091*** 0.083*** 0.086*** 0.079*** 0.044* 0.078*** 
(0.008) (0.009) (0.008) (0.010) (0.014) (0.014) (0.024) (0.024) 

Level 1, 2, 3 
Controls  X  X  X  X 

Constant 
2.506*** 2.730*** 2.908*** 3.257*** 2.913*** 2.043*** 3.540*** 1.507** 
(0.074) (0.256) (0.065) (0.225) (0.151) (0.438) (0.241) (0.680) 

Observations 12,937 10,685 17,497 13,695 5,409 4,219 1,742 1,391 
R-squared 0.194 0.272 0.167 0.212 0.165 0.230 0.176 0.335 

Standard errors in parentheses 
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 



 
 

34 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 
 
Abendschön, Simone and Stephanie Steinmetz. “The Gender Gap in Voting Revisited: 

Women's Party Preferences in a European Context.” Social Politics: International 
Studies in Gender, State & Society 21, no. 2 (June 2014): 315–344. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/sp/jxu009.  

 
Ager, Alistair and Alison Strang. “Understanding Integration: A Conceptual 

Framework.” Journal of Refugee Studies, 21, no. 2 (2008): 166–191. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/jrs/fen016.  

 
Akkerman, Tjitske. “Gender and the Radical Right in Western Europe: A Comparative 

Analysis of Policy Agendas.” Patterns of Prejudice 49, no. 2 (February 2015): 
37–60. https://doi.org/10.1080/0031322X.2015.1023655. 

 
Algan, Yann, Sergei Guriev, Elias Papaioannou and Evgenia Passari. “The European 

Trust Crisis and the Rise of Populism.” Brookings Papers on Economic Activity, 
BPEA Conference Drafts (2017). https://www.brookings.edu/wp-
content/uploads/2017/09/4_alganetal.pdf (accessed December 17, 2018). 

 
Andersen, Robert and Jocelyn AJ Evans. “Social-Political Contet and Authoritarian 

Attitudes: Evidence from Seven Countries.” Paper for EREPS Annual Meeting 
(2003). 
https://pdfs.semanticscholar.org/248b/4fc73e28116fceae93e161ba7f50dc7e08d5.
pdf.  

 
Arzheimer, Kai. “Contextual Factors and the Extreme Right Vote in Western Europe, 

1980–2002.” American Journal of Political Science 53, no. 2 (2009): 259-275. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-5907.2009.00369.x.  

 
Becker, Sascha and Thiemo Fetzer. “Does Migration Cause Extreme Voting?” CAGE 

Working paper no. 306 (2016). https://ideas.repec.org/p/cge/wacage/306.html 
(accessed January 27, 2019). 

 
Betz, Hans-Georg. Radical Right-Wing Populism in Western Europe. New York: St. 

Martin’s Press, 1994. 
 
The British Broadcasting Corporation (BBC). “Europe and Nationalism: A Country-by-

Country Guide.” BBC.com (September 10, 2018). 
https://www.bbc.com/news/world-europe-36130006 (accessed October 3, 2018). 

 
Callens, Marie-Sophie. “Integration Policies and Public Opinion: in Conflict or In 

Harmony?” Luxembourg Institute of Socio-Economic Research (LISER) 
Working paper no. 2015-02 (2015). https://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2694592 
(accessed January 27, 2019).  

 



 
 

35 

Carrera, Sergio, Steven Blockmans, Daniel Gros and Elspeth Guild. “The EU's Response 
to the Refugee Crisis: Taking Stock and Setting Policy Priorities.” CEPS Essay 
no. 20/16 (December 2015). 
https://www.ceps.eu/system/files/EU%20Response%20to%20the%202015%20Re
fugee%20Crisis_0.pdf (accessed January 27, 2019).  

 
Cavaille, Charlotte, and John Marshall. “Education and Anti-Immigration Attitudes: 

Evidence from Compulsory Schooling Reforms across Western 
Europe.” American Political Science Review 113, no. 1 (2018). 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055418000588. 

 
Ceobanu, Alin, and Xavier Escandell. “East Is West? National Feelings and Anti-

Immigrant Sentiment in Europe.” Social Science Research 37, no. 4 (2008): 
1147–1170. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2008.01.002.  

 
Cochrane, Christopher and Neil Nevitte. “Scapegoating: Unemployment, Far-Right 

Parties and Anti-Immigrant Sentiment.” Comparative European Politics 12, no. 
1 (2014): 1-32. https://doi.org/10.1057/cep.2012.28.  

 
Davis, Lewis and Sumit S. Deole. “Immigration and the Rise of Far-right Parties in 

Europe.” ifo DICE Report. 15, 4: 10-15 (2018). 
https://EconPapers.repec.org/RePEc:ces:ifodic:v:15:y:2018:i:4:p:5000000000085
4 (accessed January 21, 2019).  

 
Deutchse Welle. “Where Do EU Countries Stand on Migration?” DW.com, June 22, 

2018. https://www.dw.com/en/where-do-eu-countries-stand-on-migration/a-
44356857 (accessed January 15, 2019). 

 
Erlanger, Steven and Alison Smale. “Europe’s Halting Response to Migrant Crisis Draws 

Criticism as Toll Mounts.” The New York Times, August 25, 2015. 
https://www.nytimes.com/2015/08/29/world/europe/europe-migrant-refugee-
crisis.html. (accessed October 11, 2018). 

 
Esipova, Neli, Julie Ray, Anita Pugliese and Dato Tsabutashvili. How the World Views 

Migration. Geneva: IOM, 2015. 
 
Eurostat. “Asylum and Managed Migration - Asylum and First-Time Asylum Applicants 

by Citizenship, Age and Sex Annual Aggregated Data (Rounded).” Distributed by 
the European Commission, Eurostat (2019). 
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/web/asylum-and-managed-migration/data/database 
(accessed December 1, 2018). 

 
Eurostat. “Asylum Statistics – Asylum applications (non-EU) in the EU-28 Member 

States, 2006–2017.” Eurostat Statistics Explained (2018). 
https://ec.europa.eu/eurostat/statistics-explained/index.php/Main_Page (accessed 
October 1, 2018). 

 



 
 

36 

Evans, Jocelyn AJ. “The Dynamics of Social Change in Radical Right-Wing Populist 
Party Support.” Comparative European Politics 3, no. 1 (April 2005): 76-101. 
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.cep.6110050.  

 
Fetzer, Joel S. “Economic Self-Interest or Cultural Marginality? Anti-Immigration 

Sentiment and Nativist Political Movements in France, Germany and the 
USA.” Journal of Ethnic & Migration Studies 26, no. 1 (January 2000): 5–23. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/136918300115615. 

 
Galston, William. “The Rise of European Populism and the Collapse of the Center-Left.” 

Brookings Institute Online (2018). https://www.brookings.edu/blog/order-from-
chaos/2018/03/08/the-rise-of-european-populism-and-the-collapse-of-the-center-
left/ (accessed January 10, 2019). 

 
Golder, Matt. “Far Right Parties in Europe.” Annual Review of Political Science, 19 

(2016): 477–497. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-polisci-042814-012441. 
 
Gorodzeisky, Anastasia. “Who Are the Europeans that Europeans Prefer? Economic 

Conditions and Exclusionary Views Toward European Immigrants.” International 
Journal of Comparative Sociology 52, no. 2 (2011): 100–113. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020715210377158.  

 
Green, Eva G. “Who Can Enter? A Multilevel Analysis on Public Support for 

Immigration Criteria Across 20 European Countries.” Group Processes & 
Intergroup Relations 12, no. 1 (2009): 41-60. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/1368430208098776.  

 
Hainmueller, Jens and Michael Hiscox. “Attitudes Toward Highly Skilled and Low-

Skilled Immigration: Evidence from a Survey Experiment.” American Political 
Science Review 104, no. 1 (February 2010): 61-84. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0003055409990372.  

 
Harteveld, Eelco and Elisabeth Ivarsflaten. “Why Women Avoid the Radical Right: 

Internalized Norms and Party Reputations.” British Journal of Political Science 
48 (2016): 369-384. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0007123415000745.  

 
Heath, Anthony and Lindsay Richards. “How Do Europeans Differ in Their Attitudes to 

Immigration?” Paper for the 3rd Annual International ESS Conference (2016). 
https://www.europeansocialsurvey.org/docs/about/conference/HEATH_FORD_h
ow-do-Europeans-differ.pdf (accessed October 17, 2018).  

 
Henri Otto, Alkis and Max Steinhardt. “The Relationship Between Immigration and the 

Success of Far-Right Political Parties in Germany.” CESifo DICE Report 15 
(2017). https://www.cesifo-group.de/DocDL/dice-report-2017-4-otto-steinhardt-
december.pdf (accessed January 27, 2019). 

 



 
 

37 

Hjerm, Mikael. “Anti-Immigrant Attitudes and Cross-Municipal Variation in the 
Proportion of Immigrants.” Acta Sociologica 52, no. 1 (March 2009): 47–62. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0001699308100633. 

 
Hynie, Michaela. “Refugee Integration: Research and Policy.” Peace and Conflict: 

Journal of Peace Psychology 24, no. 3 (2018): 265–276. 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/pac0000326.  

 
Immerzeel, Tim, Hilde Coffé and Tanja van der Lippe. “Explaining the Gender Gap in 

Radical Right Voting: A Cross-National Investigation in 12 Western European 
Countries.” Comparative European Politics 13 (2013): 263–286. 
https://doi.org/10.1057/cep.2013.20.  

 
Inglehart, Ronald and Pippa Norris. “Trump, Brexit, and the Rise of Populism: Economic 

Have-Nots and Cultural Backlash.” HKS Working Paper No. RWP16-026 (2016). 
http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2818659. 

 
Inglehart, Ronald. The Silent Revolution: Changing Values and Political Styles Among 

West European Publics. Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1977. 
 
International Organization for Migration (IOM). “2015 Global Migration Trends 

Factsheet.” IOM’s Global Migration Data Analysis Centre (2015). 
http://publications.iom.int/system/files/global_migration_trends_2015_factsheet.p
df (accessed November 1, 2018). 

 
Ivarsflaten, Elisabeth and Stubager, Rune. “Voting for the Populist Radical Right in 

Western Europe: The Role of Education.” Paper for the ECPR Conference (2011). 
https://ecpr.eu/Filestore/PaperProposal/22c4b798-a38e-4716-b244-
77c15da5744e.pdf (accessed October 30, 2018)..  

 
Janowitz, Morris and Dwaine Marvick. “Authoritarianism and Political Behaviour.” 

Public Opinion Quarterly 17, no. 2 (Summer 1953): 185-201.  
 
Kingsley, Patrick. “Migrants on Hungary's Border Fence: ‘This Wall, We Will Not 

Accept It.’” The Guardian, June 22, 2015. 
https://www.theguardian.com/world/2015/jun/22/migrants-hungary-border-fence-
wall-serbia (accessed January 14, 2019). 

 
Kuntz, Anabel, Eldad Davidov and Moshe Semyonov. “The Dynamic Relations Between 

Economic Conditions and Anti-Immigrant Sentiment: A Natural Experiment in 
Times of the European Economic Crisis.” International Journal of Comparative 
Sociology 58, no. 5 (2017): 392–415. https://doi.org/10.1177/0020715217690434.  

 
Lucassen, Geertje, and Marcel Lubbers. “Who Fears What? Explaining Far-Right-Wing 

Preference in Europe by Distinguishing Perceived Cultural and Economic Ethnic 
Threats.” Comparative Political Studies 45, no. 5 (May 2012): 547–574. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0010414011427851.  



 
 

38 

 
Mudde, Cas. Populist Radical Right Parties in Europe. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 2007. 
 
The New York Times. “Europe’s Rising Far Right: A Guide to the Most Prominent 

Parties.” The New York Times, December 4, 2016. 
https://www.nytimes.com/interactive/2016/world/europe/europe-far-right-
political-parties-listy.html (accessed January 21, 2019). 

 
Norris, Pippa. Radical Right: Voters and Parties in Electoral Europe. Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, 2005.  
 
The Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development (OECD). “Who Bears 

the Cost Of Integrating Refugees?” Migration Policy Debates n. 13 (January 
2017). https://www.oecd.org/els/mig/migration-policy-debates-13.pdf (accessed 
March 10, 2019). 

 
Park, Jeanne. “Europe’s Migration Crisis.” Council on Foreign Relations Backgrounder 

(2015). https://www.cfr.org/backgrounder/europes-migration-crisis (accessed 
November 1, 2018).  

 
Pichler, Florian. “Foundations of Anti-Immigrant Sentiment: The Variable Nature of 

Perceived Group Threat across Changing European Societies, 2002-
2006.” International Journal of Comparative Sociology 51, no. 6 (2010): 445–69. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0020715210379456.  

 
Ponce, Aaron. “Gender and Anti-Immigrant Attitudes in Europe.” Socius 3 (2017): 1–17. 

https://doi.org/10.1177/2378023117729970.  
 
Quillian, Lincoln. “Prejudice as a Response to Perceived Group Threat: Population 

Composition and Anti-immigrant and Racial Prejudice in Europe.” American 
Sociological Review 60, no. 4 (1995): 586–611. 
https://www.jstor.org/stable/2096296.  

 
Sandovici, Maria Elena, Georg Jakobsen, Zan Strabac. “Political Nationalism and 

Attitudes Towards Immigration: The Interaction of Knowledge and Policy.” 
International Journal on Minority and Group Rights 19, no. 2 (2012): 115–127. 
https://www.jstor.org/stable/24675648.  

 
Scheepers, Peer, Mérove Gijsberts and Marcel Coenders. “Ethnic Exclusionism in 

European Countries: Public Opposition to Civil Rights for Legal Migrants as a 
Response to Perceived Ethnic Threat.” European Sociological Review 18, no. 1 
(March 2002): 17–34. https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/18.1.17.  

 
Schlueter, Elmar, Bart Meuleman and Eldad Davidov. “Immigrant Integration policies 

and perceived Group Threat: A Multilevel Study of 27 Western and Eastern 



 
 

39 

European Countries.” Social Science Research, 42, no. 3 (2013): 670–682. 
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2012.12.001.  

 
Schlueter, Elmar, and Ulrich Wagner. “Regional Differences Matter: Examining the Dual 

Influence of the Regional Size of the Immigrant Population on Derogation of 
Immigrants in Europe.” International Journal of Comparative Sociology 49, no. 3 
(2008): 153–73. https://doi.org/10.1177/0020815207088910. 

 
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 491 
(2008): 5–29. https://doi.org/10.1177/0020715207088585. 

 
Semyonov, Moshe, Rebeca Raijman and Anastasia Gorodzeisky. “The Rise of Anti-

Foreigner Sentiment in European Societies, 1988–2000.” American Sociological 
Review 71, no. 3 (2006): 426–449. https://doi.org/10.1177/000312240607100304. 

 
Sides, John and Jack Citrin. “European Opinion About Immigration: The Role of 

Identities, Interests and Information.” British Journal of Political Science, 37 
(2007): 477–504. http://www.jstor.org/stable/4497304.  

 
Spierings, Niels and Andrej Zaslove. “Gendering the Vote for Populist Radical-Right 

Parties.” Patterns of Prejudice 49, no. 1-2 (April 2015): 135–162. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/0031322X.2015.1024404 

 
Stockemer, Daniel. “The Economic Crisis (2009–2013) and Electoral Support for the 

Radical Right in Western Europe – Some New and Unexpected Findings.” Social 
Science Quarterly 98, no. 5 (2017): 1536–1553. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/ssqu.12374. 

 
Stubager, Rune. “Education Effects on Authoritarian–Libertarian Values: A Question of 

Socialization.” The British Journal of Sociology 59, no. 2 (June 2008): 327–350. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-4446.2008.00196.x. 

 
Studlar, Donley, Ian McAllister and Bernadette Hayes. “Explaining the Gender Gap in 

Voting: A Cross-National Analysis.” Social Science Quarterly 79, no. 4 
(December 1998): 779–798. http://www.jstor.org/stable/42863847.  

 
Wagner, Ulrich, Oliver Christ, Thomas F. Pettigrew, Jost Stellmacher and Carina Wolf. 

“Prejudice and Minority Proportion: Contact Instead of Threat Effects.” Social 
Psychology Quarterly 69, no. 4 (2006): 380–390. 


