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Abstract

Due to the recent refugee crisis, the theme of migration has recently become - again -

a hot topic in both political and social debate. In this Master’s Dissertation, we analyze

several determinants of attitudes that residents of 56 diverse countries hold towards

refugees, asylum seekers and migrants. On the basis of empirical data of the World Value

Survey regarding migration attitudes, we examined the effect of (i) income class of the

respondents, (ii) size of the diaspora in a certain country and (iii) the stock of refugees

and asylum seekers as a part of the international migrant stock in a certain country.

Our results indicate that these three determinants influence the way natives feel about

migrants and the migration attitudes they keep and more precisely in the extent of how

much residents of host countries trust people from another nationality. This outcome

is in line with previous research, highlighting the importance of understanding public

attitudes towards refugees, asylum seekers and migrants. Research among this theme

is essential to improve the position and prospects of these groups in host countries and

in developing more convenient migration policies.
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Nederlandstalige Samenvatting

Het thema ‘migratie’ is de laatste jaren niet weg te denken uit diverse mediakanalen

en politieke agenda’s. Te vaak betreft het eenzijdige en/of incorrecte informatie waarop

vele mensen hun mening omtrent migratie-kwesties baseren. Desalniettemin zijn er

sterke interpersoonlijke verschillen in welke attitudes ten opzichte van vluchtelingen,

asielzoekers en migranten inwoners van OESO-landen, alsook ontwikkelingslanden, erop

na houden. Deze studie focust zich op enkele determinanten die een invloed uitoefe-

nen op deze migratie-attitudes. Meer bepaald wordt het effect van inkomensklasse

van de respondenten, de grootte van de diaspora van een bepaald land en het aantal

vluchtelingen en asielzoekers die al in een gastland verblijven gemeten. De gebruikte

data zijn afkomstig van een grootschalige publieke opinie poll - World Value Survey

(afgenomen tussen 2010 en 2014) - waarvan in dit studie-opzet 56 uiteenlopende landen

gëıncludeerd werden. Onze resultaten stellen vast dat zowel inkomensklasse, grootte

van de diaspora alsook het aantal vluchtelingen en asielzoekers in een land een signifi-

cant effect hebben op de migratie-attitudes van de bevraagde personen en meer specifiek

in de mate waarin zij mensen met een andere nationaliteit vertrouwen. Dit zijn echter

slechts enkele van vele determinanten welke een invloed uitoefenen op de percepties

die mensen hebben ten opzichte van vluchtelingen, asielzoekers en migranten. Het is

van belang om zoveel mogelijk factoren in kaart te brengen gezien elke stemgerechtigde

inwoner - rechtsreeks en/of onrechtstreeks via politieke verkiezingen - een invloed kan

uitoefenen op de toekomstperspectieven van deze minderheidsgroepen.
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Introduction

“Wir Schaffen Das” (Angela Merkel, August 2015)

With these three little words German Chancellor Angela Merkel countered the ques-

tion on how she was going to provide shelter for all new asylum seekers1 that were

reaching Germany and the rest of Europe in large numbers. Anno 2015, Europe faces

the largest refugee crisis since World War II, predominantly due to the ongoing conflict

in the Middle East and other regions. In 2015 alone, more than 1 million asylum seekers

applied for official refugee status in the EU with the majority of them arrived from war-

torn nations such as Syria, Iraq, Afghanistan and Eritrea (Wike, Stokes, & Simmons,

2016). This eminent influx of refugees2 to European countries has become a hot topic

in both political and social debate with several consequences. Despite the 1951 Refugee

Convention3, which states the formal commitment to the protection of refugees, West-

ern countries do not always take in refugees, asylum seekers, and migrants4 in general,

with open arms. Instead, they ‘welcome’ them with intolerance, distrust and contempt.

These negative attitudes induce right-wing ideology - an ideology which opposes migra-

tion - and sentiments of xenophobia and prejudice. Finally, the whole discussion was

fueled by multiple recent terror attacks on European soil; seen by many people as a

consequence of the recent refugee crisis (Esses, Hamilton, & Gaucher, 2017; Solheim,

2017)

Considering that this topic has become a great concern for everyone working or in-

volved with refugees, asylum seekers and migrants, there is extensive literature available

1 Asylum seeker: Someone whose request for sanctuary has yet to be processed (UNHCR, 2017).
2 Refugees: People fleeing conflict or persecution who are defined and protected in international law,

and must not be expelled or returned to situations where their life and freedom are at risk (UNHCR,

2017).
3 Appendix 1
4 Migrants: People who choose to move not because of a direct threat of persecution or death, but

mainly to improve their lives by finding work, or in some cases for education, family reunion, or other

reasons. Unlike refugees who cannot safely return home, migrants face no such impediment to return

(UNHCR, 2017).
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analyzing public attitudes concerning this population. It is important to gain insight

into these attitudes that may drive reactions towards these minority groups and which

have indirectly, through voters and politicians, a significant bearing on their prospects.

In the next section, there will be given an overview of the existing literature regard-

ing attitudes towards refugees, asylum seekers and migrants. First, we will explore the

biggest perceived threats by natives as a consequence of migration and how politicians

and public media play a role in it. The second, third and fourth sections will cover dif-

ferent determinants and characteristics of host countries, natives and migration flows

and how they affect the level of support for migration. Finally, we will zoom in partic-

ularly on how African countries view migration since there is much less research data

available about the migration attitudes of these nations.

“42.500 people were displaced every day during 2014. This equates with

every single person in a large city such as San Diego, USA or Brussels,

Belgium being displaced every single month” (UNHCR, 2017)

Figure 1: Number of people newly displaced per day |2003 - 2017| (UNHCR, 2017)
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Literature review

1. Perceived threats as a consequence of migration

1.1 Economic, cultural and security concerns

When asked about people’s biggest fear concerning migration, there are three themes

always mentioned: economic concerns, the cultural impact and security implications.

When considering the first category of apprehension, an Ipsos public poll (2017)5 states

barely 8% of the respondents strongly believes immigration is good for the economy

of their country with almost half of the surveyed agrees that immigrants place too

much pressure on public services (49%) and jobs (41%). In a pioneering article of 2001,

Scheve and Slaughter present an economic model regarding the impact of migration

on natives’ wages. This model predicts that low-skilled immigrants will increase low-

skilled labor supply and therefore decrease the wages of low-skilled natives while raising

wages of high-skilled natives. The opposite effect is equally true; the influx of high-

skilled immigrants will make low-skilled labor relatively scarce, and hereby raise their

wages. In any way, people believe the increasing number of immigrants and refugees

has a substantial effect on natives’ wages, with researchers concluding that migration

attitudes are at least partly influenced by (economic) material self-interest. Another

channel through which this self-interest shapes migration attitudes is the burden on

native taxpayers. Many people assume that the majority of immigrants (and refugees

and asylum seekers in particular) are low-skilled and that they are a net burden on

public services and finance because they only ‘take away’ public goods and do not pay

taxes in an equal way (Hanson, Scheve, & Slaughter, 2007; Ipsos, 2017). An additional

problem raises in countries with an elaborate social welfare system. These countries are

most attractive for low-skilled immigrants, which affects the composition of immigrants,

enlarging the negative migration attitudes concerning economic consequences (LaLonde

& Topel, 1997).

5 Base: 17.903 adults aged 16-64 across Argentina, Australia, Belgium, Brazil, Canada, France,

Germany, Great Britain, Hungary, India, Italy, Japan, Mexico, Poland, Russia, Saudi Arabia, South

Africa, South Korea, Spain, Sweden, Turkey, United States, Serbia, Peru, New Zealand, July 2017
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Aside from the economic concerns, natives are likewise reluctant to the cultural

impact by foreigners in their countries. As will be discussed more extensively in section

4: “Characteristics of migration flows and the impact on attitudes”, residents of host

countries want immigrants to fit in their ideas of ‘national identity’. People differ in

what they consider key components of this identity concept but speaking the language

of the host country and sharing local customs and traditions are the most important

ones (Wike et al., 2016). The disquieting matter about the cultural impact of migration

is that it could change countries’ habits, culture and religion and the accompanying cost

of cultural heterogeneity (Card, Dustmann, & Preston, 2012; LaLonde & Topel, 1997).

Different studies do not reach a consensus about which concern or ‘threat’ is the most

pressing for natives, regarding refugees, asylum seekers and migrants. On one hand,

Card et al. (2012) and Solheim (2017) concluded that social and cultural concerns (e.g.

different religious beliefs, language and customs) are more than twice as important in

explaining the variance in attitudes towards immigration than economic threats (e.g.

direct impact on taxes and wages). Other studies support this evidence, arguing that

social and cultural values are the best predictors in shaping a migration opinion, before

economic considerations (Citrin, Green, Muste, & Wong, 1997; Manevska & Achterberg,

2011). On the other hand, Round 7 of the European Social Survey contradicts this

finding. In this public opinion poll, cultural concerns are not the most pressing and

the surveyed people express the least negative feelings about the cultural impact of

immigration (Heath & Richards, 2016). This divergent vision could be due to different

periods of surveying. Round 7 of the European Social Survey was conducted in 2014

and it is quite possible that at that time, the European citizens were more concerned

about the immediate and visible issues like crime and pressure on public services than

about the cultural impact of migration.

Besides concerns about the impact on the national economy and on cultural customs

and traditions, natives are as much worried about security issues and their own safety.

A conducted public poll in ten European countries from 2016 shows that in eight out

of ten countries, more than 50% of the respondents believes that accepting refugees

and asylum seekers increases the likelihood of terrorism in their country and that those

respondents are highly concerned about the security implications. Although there is
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little significant evidence linking refugees or asylum seekers to recent terror attacks on

European and American soil, still the influx of refugees and asylum seekers and the

threat of terror are associated in many people’s minds (Dempster & Hargrave, 2017;

Wike et al., 2016). This connection, including general security concerns, gains more

and more traction in the public psyche because it fits into a worldview where cultural

and national outsiders are perceived as a threat. Since the perpetrators of recent terror

attacks in Paris (2015), Brussels (2016) and several other European cities were linked

to illegal residents and refugees, the connection between those people and terrorism is

highly salient. A study from 2017 showed that almost 60% of the respondents believes

terrorists are pretending to be refugees or asylum seekers and trying to enter their

country to cause violence and destruction (Esses et al., 2017). This negative connection

harms the status of every other asylum seeker and makes the public believe most of

them do not have a legitimate claim for asylum (Ipsos, 2017).

To understand why and how events of terror change public attitudes, several studies

have been set up to research the psychological effects after terror attacks (Esses, Dovidio,

& Hodson, 2002; Huddy, Feldman, & Weber, 2007). The overall conclusion states

that not everyone reacts in the same way, and that both individual and governmental

responses to this perceived threat can predict the support for more protective and

restrictive policies as well as the extent of changing attitudes. Diverse psychological

theories (e.g. Stephan & Stephan, 2000) can explain why people shift in these kinds of

attitudes. They present evidence that experiencing intense feelings of threat has both

cognitive consequences (e.g. vigilance for certain types of information and the way this

information is processed) as well as an emotional impact in terms of anxiety, sadness,

feelings of vulnerability etc. These increased feelings of anxiety evoke more defensive

reactions which contribute to more negative attitudes towards out-groups. Those out-

groups are then considered in a more homogeneous and negative stereotypical way;

“They are all the same and they are dangerous” (Esses et al., 2002). To map one of

the cognitive consequences, Gadarian and Albertson (2014) conducted an interesting

experiment to trace the causal impact of anxiety on information processing. They

concluded that anxiety biases the type of information people will look for; anxious

people prefer threatening news and are more likely to remember this type of information,

5



something politicians and new media eagerly use in their own propaganda.

1.2 News media and political discourse

When zooming in on the perceived threats and how they shape public attitudes,

news media and political narratives play a prominent role. In recent years, many

politicians, both on the right-left wing and center of the ideological spectrum, have

related migration with economic, cultural and security concerns (Dempster & Hargrave,

2017; Esses et al., 2017). Besides this, it is undeniable to acknowledge the power of

mass media to set agendas and frame public attitudes. It is beyond the scope of this

Master’s Dissertation to focus in detail on the impact of how migration is covered in

news media, but there are several important key messages.

First, the overall tone on migration is rather negative, where refugees, asylum seekers

and migrants are often portrayed as a problem, rather than an asset for host countries.

Nevertheless, there is an important variation between countries regarding the sources

journalists work with, the language they use and the discussed content (Berry, Garcia-

Blanco, & Moore, 2016). UNHCR (2015) published an exhaustive content analysis,

comparing five European countries6 in their press coverage of the refugee and migrant

‘crisis’ in the European Union. The approach of the Swedish press was the most positive,

while the British scope was the most negative, with their ring-wing media covering

a particularly aggressive campaign against refugees. When looking at the variation

between left, right or center press systems, there were countries (e.g. Spain, Italy

and Sweden) who reported in a more homogenous way, used uniform language and

considered the same explanations and solutions while the German and British press

showed more variation. It is needless to say that political leaders and parties can

influence the way migration is covered in public media to support their own agendas

and views, the more because ‘real’ political conditions shape the way people read and

interpret news (Berry et al., 2016; Brader, Valentino, & Suhay, 2008; Duffy & Frere-

Smith, 2014; Héricourt & Spielvogel, 2010).

Second, the impact of the used language is not to be neglected. Many news re-

ports (as well as scientific research publications) interchange the terms ‘migrant’, ‘asy-

6 Spain, Italy, Germany, UK and Sweden
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lum seeker’ and ‘refugee’ as if they indicate all the same thing (Esses et al., 2017;

Holmes & Castañeda, 2016). This overlap, as well as the distinction between ‘volun-

tary’/‘involuntary’ and ‘economic’/‘political’/‘humanitarian’ shape different responses

from countries and individuals. Where ‘immigrants’ are often portrayed as economic

opportunists, looking for a better quality of life, ‘refugees’ are more likely seen as those

who have a legitimate claim to be in a host country (Holmes & Castañeda, 2016; Yarris

& Castañeda, 2015). The same applies for the use of the word ‘crisis’. It implies and

is perceived as an enormous scale of ‘the problem’ and highlights the unmanageability

of political leaders to gain control over the migration flows (ODI, 2017). In short, the

correct use of terms and language matters, so caution is eligible and needs to be taken

into account when writing or reading about this theme.

Third, several studies of the visual representation of refugees and asylum seekers

conclude that they are often depictured as ambivalent figures. On the one hand they

are portrayed as victims who are in need for primary needs like food, clothes, shelter

etc. (Figure 2), on the other hand as a threat to the nation-based order; hopeful

and active individuals and related to malevolence (Figure 3) (Chouliaraki, Georgiou,

Zaborowski, & Oomen, 2017; Gross, Threadgold, & Moore, 2011; Van Dijk, 2015). A

pitfall of portraying the difficulties that refugees and asylum seekers face is that they

will be regarded as victims, unable to contribute to the host country and precisely this

contribution is an important element of successful integration (Bansak, Hainmueller, &

Hangartner, 2017). In general, the way people perceive such images is closely related

to the real events that reach the front pages of newspapers. The massive empathy that

was felt after the death of three-year old Syrian boy Aylan Kurdi, shifted to public

outrage after the Paris attacks, only one month later (Chouliaraki et al., 2017).
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Figure 2: A Syrian refugee holds onto his children as he struggles to walk off a dinghy

on the Greek island of Lesbos. (September 24, 2015. REUTERS/Yannis Behrakis)

Figure 3: Syrian refugees from Kobani pose for a “selfie”, moments after arriving

on a dinghy on the island of Lesbos, Greece. (August 23, 2015. REUTERS/Alkis

Konstantinidis)
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In summary, when asked about the largest perceived ‘threats’ about migration,

natives are most concerned about the economic, cultural and security implications that

migration involves, themes in which politicians and public media play a significant role.

To get a better understanding of the differences in people’s perceptions and attitudes, it

is important to distinguish various determinants which influence this attitude formation.

In the next section we will discuss these determinants, on the level of countries, natives

and migration flows.

2. Characteristics of countries and regions

2.1 Level of development

Worldwide, European people are the most negative toward migration with more

than half of the surveyed (52%) saying they want the levels of immigration decreased

(IOM, 2015). The Gallup analysis7 IOM used, concluded that in every other major

world region8, except Europe, most of the people are likely to want immigration levels

in their country to stay at current levels or increase (Dempster & Hargrave, 2017)

(Figure 4). Another public opinion poll conducted in 2016 - when the Syrian Refugee

crisis was at its highest stake - draws a more extreme picture. Approximately 40% of

the respondents worldwide agreed to the statement of completely closing their borders

to refugees, with the greatest support in Turkey, Hungary and India. In addition,

almost half of the surveyed declared: “There are too many immigrants in my country

and it changes my country in ways I don’t like” (Ipsos, 2017). In this extent, it is

important to treat conclusions from different public polls, conducted in different years,

with caution because the rising prominence of refugees in recent years can change the

overall image. Nevertheless, a comparison between Round 1 (2002) and Round 7 (2014)

of the European Social Survey shows a fairly stable distribution of attitudes over time

of European citizens toward immigrants. This result might be due to contradictory

forces. On the one hand, more immigrants could mean an increasing competition on

the labor and housing market, leading to more negative attitudes. On the other hand,

the increasing influx of migrants means there is a higher chance of social interaction

7 Gallup conducted a total of 183.772 interviews in 2012, 2013 and 2014. On average, 1.000 were

conducted per country, with the same methodology and question sequencing used in each country.
8 Appendix 2

9



with immigrants and their families, which leads to greater tolerance and more positive

attitudes (Allport, 1958; Heath & Richards, 2016).

Figure 4: Attitudes towards migration by region (%) (IOM, 2015)

So far, we only discussed geographical factors worldwide or overall Europe. Further

cross-country generalizations of attitudes need to be treated with caution. Inside Eu-

rope, opinions vary significantly within different regions or countries. In general, several

studies conclude that the Scandinavian countries tend to be more positive towards im-

migration and Eastern European countries are more likely to express negative attitudes.

Mediterranean nations such as Greece, Malta, Italy share a negative sentiment towards

refugees, asylum seekers and migrants. This is most likely due to the fact that these

nations are the entry points to the continent for (too) many migrants, much more than

they can handle and shelter (Heath & Richards, 2016; IOM, 2015).

2.2 Dynamics in attitudes based on the economic climate

General economic conditions and people’s personal economic position are largely

studied as significant determinants of migration attitudes. In a global cross-country

study, researchers concluded that adults who live in regions with the highest unemploy-

ment rate (higher than 15%) express the most negative attitudes towards immigrants in

their countries, with nearly half of them believing migration levels should be decreased

(IOM, 2015). Hainmueller and Hopkins (2014) found that these public attitudes cor-

relate closely with the respondents’ perceptions about the impact of immigrants on

10



their national economy. As mentioned in section 1 “Perceived threats as a consequence

of migration” one of the main worries is that migration leads - at least in the short

run - to negative employment effects and that it depresses wages. Nevertheless, the

existing evidence to justify this opinion is mixed. The fear of natives is not completely

unfounded but needs to be nuanced. Dustmann, Glitz and Frattini (2008) concluded in

their study that the way immigration impacts the labor market depends significantly

on the skill structure of immigrants in comparison with the one of native workers and

so if wages change because of migration, it will be more pronounced in the segments

where immigrants compete with native workers and not necessarily for everyone in the

same way.

2.3 Size of the diaspora

Another important determinant of migration attitudes is the size of the diaspora.

People’s opinions differ, depending on the stock of international immigrant population

in their countries. An opinion poll of 2015 concluded that in countries with the largest

migrant stocks, the public vote is approximately fifty-fifty; nearly half of the surveyed

(47%) are in favor of increasing levels of migration or that they stay the same, and

about as many (48%) believe it should decrease. In addition, nations where migrants

represent 10% or more of the population, citizens are most likely to be positive about

migrants with half of them (51%) wanting to keep or increase levels of immigration.

In contrast to countries where migrants constitute only 3 to 10% of the population,

more than half of the residents (54%) want to see levels of immigration decreased

(IOM, 2015) (Figure 5). In addition to Allport’s Intergroup Contact Theory (1958),

Pettigrew, Tropp, Wagner and Christ (2008; 2011) explored the mechanisms behind

these growing positive attitudes as a result of increasing social contact with minority

group members (e.g. refugees, asylum seekers or migrants). They conclude that the

interlink between interpersonal contact and more positive attitudes is mediated by

increased knowledge about the minority group, reduced anxiety and enhanced empathy.

Furthermore, the effect is suggested to be moderated by contact quality, where positive

direct contact can reduce existing prejudice and negative contact can reinforce this kind

of bias (Pettigrew, 2008). This last hypothesis of relationship quality being a moderator

was partly disproved by Shook and Fazio (2008a, 2008b), who stated that exposure was
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nevertheless connected with more positive attitudes and less intergroup anxiety, but

seemingly unrelated to the quality of the relationship. In addition, Coenders (2001)

concluded in a European study that the greater the proportion of immigrants in a

country, the higher the country’s prejudice towards them.

Figure 5: Attitudes towards immigration, by international migrants as percentage of

population (%) (IOM, 2015)

3. Characteristics of surveyed natives

Besides the characteristics of countries or regions, it is crucial to consider individ-

ual characteristics of surveyed natives since not all residents of the same country or

region hold the same perceptions and attitudes towards refugees, asylum seekers and

immigrants. In this section we will highlight the most important personal factors.

3.1 Sociodemographic factors

Previous research showed that, although people’s attitudes towards immigrants and

in particular towards refugees and asylum seekers, are relatively similar across different

European countries, they strongly depend on sociodemographic characteristics (Citrin

& Sides, 2008; Kunovich, 2004). The greatest degree of polarization is between the

highly and the lower educated respondents. The core claim made in multiple studies
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is that there is a positive correlation between acceptance of migrants and the level of

education of the surveyed natives. Those with a university degree are more likely to

express positive attitudes than those with a lower degree of education.

As an explanation, researchers often conclude that this education effect reflects the

greater labor market competition with immigrants for those with a lower educational

degree, who are mostly low-skilled workers. The effect is stronger for occupations that

experience the strongest competition of immigrants and for countries with low average

skills (Hatton, 2016; Mayda, 2006; Ortega & Polavieja, 2012; Scheve & Slaughter, 2001).

Notwithstanding labor market competition theory cannot wholly explain the distinction

between highly and lower educated people in their attitudes towards migrants, neither

can it shape attitudes of the mass public (Hainmueller & Hopkins, 2014). A more

recent study confirmed this evidence, stating that there is no significant effect of types

of workers (highly and low educated, located in different industries) on their preferences;

they all favor high-skilled rather than low-skilled immigrants. After their initial survey,

the researchers replicated all their main results using a new quasi-behavioral measure of

attitudes confirming the former results: fear about labor market competition alone is not

powerful enough to determine migration attitudes (Hainmueller, Hiscox, & Margalit,

2015). We can conclude that the education effect cannot provide a comprehensive

explanation and that also other elements must be at play.

Another exhaustively studied determinant is the impact of the respondent’s age.

Previous studies have shown a strong correlation between age and migration attitudes,

where younger people are more favorable and accepting than older generations. World-

wide, nearly one in four younger people (23%) express they want immigration levels in

their countries increased, when only 17% of the surveyed aged 55 years and older do. In

general, younger respondents tend to be more open and optimistic about many aspects

of life, including migration (Heath & Richards, 2016; IOM, 2015; Kunovich, 2004).

3.2 Personal economic climate

On the level of countries we stated that the general economic climate has a signif-

icant impact on public attitudes. Zooming in on the individual economic position of

adults, the overall finding affirms that experiencing economic insecurity predicts less
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support for immigration. As earlier noticed, there is an overall stability in European

attitudes towards refugees, asylum seekers and migrants between 2002 and 2014, but it

is possible that on an individual level, European citizens have become more polarized

into deeper positive or negative attitudes, according to their more secure or vulnerable

economic status (Heath & Richards, 2016). In all surveyed regions worldwide, there is

a correlation between people’s personal employment- and income status, their personal

economics (how one perceives his standard of living and objective household income),

and experienced competition for jobs on the one hand and their attitudes towards im-

migrants on the other hand. The surveyed adults who are currently unemployed but

looking for work prefer a more restrictive immigration policy, in contrast to those who

are satisfied with their standard of living and income. This latter category supports

increasing or maintaining levels of migration (IOM, 2015).

When questioned for people’s view on job competition between natives and immi-

grants, there is at least a little concern about immigrants being a burden on their coun-

try for taking away jobs and social benefits (Ipsos, 2017; Wike et al., 2016). Research

provided a distinction between respondents of high-income economies, who are more

likely to believe that immigrants provide much-needed labor that natives do not want

to execute (58%) and all other income-classes, who agree with the opposite statement

“Immigrants take jobs that citizens do want” (IOM, 2015). General and individual eco-

nomic conditions taken together, residents who are satisfied with their job and income,

and who reside in countries with a stable and secure economic climate, are more open

to immigration in their nation. Nevertheless, the economic explanation cannot cover

all the interpersonal differences in attitudes since worldwide there are people who do

not perceive immigrants as a threat on the job market or public services, but still want

immigration levels to decrease.

3.3 Ideology, racism and prejudice

Besides sociodemographic and economic factors, researchers show interest in more

psychological determinants in explaining diverse migration attitudes. First, people’s

position on the ideological spectrum correlates with their opinion about migration and

cultural diversity. In general, people who identify themselves further on the right wing of
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the ideological spectrum express more concerns and negative views about refugees (and

other minorities) and are less favorable about a diverse society (Esses et al., 2017; Wike

et al., 2016). Second, an interlink is shown between (racial) prejudice and attitude

formation. People who hold strong negative stereotypes on ethnic groups are more

likely to endorse a restrictive migration policy. Besides this, a study from 1985 dis-

plays that interacting with individuals from different ethnic groups can make them feel

threatened and cause anxiety, which can possibly increase racial prejudicial attitudes

(Dempster & Hargrave, 2017; Stephan & Stephan, 1985). Murray and Marx (2013)

made an important side mark to this evidence. In their experiment, they questioned

191 undergraduates and found that participants consistently reported more prejudicial

attitudes, perceived realistic threats (threats that challenge the welfare of the majority

group) and intergroup anxiety when responding about unauthorized compared with au-

thorized immigrants. The researchers plead for future research to distinguish between

these categories of immigrants, because they evoke different reactions.

4. Characteristics of migration flows and the impact on attitudes

In the two previous sections we focused on several determinants on the side of coun-

tries’ and natives’ characteristics which provide an inside in explaining the level of

support for migration and attitudes that residents of the host country hold about mi-

grants (and more particular, refugees). Besides this, there is a clear distinction in types

of immigrants that are most or least preferred, whereby natives do not treat all of them

equally. Their willingness of acceptance varies strongly with different characteristics of

migration flows and can be divided in three main categories: economic contributions,

humanitarian concerns and cultural considerations.

4.1 Economic contributions

European studies consistently show that immigrants with a higher probability of

contributing to the national economy are more preferred, compared to those who are

perceived as ‘only here to take advantage of our welfare system’. This is especially the

case for refugees and asylum seekers, who are often perceived as not able to contribute

enough to the economy of the host country. High-skilled immigrants, such as doctors
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and teachers are much more likely to be accepted by the public than those with a lower

or no degree. Also, younger refugees and asylum seekers are more favored than those

who are close to retirement age, due to their potential economic contribution. So, the

consideration of refugees, asylum seekers and immigrants being an economic burden or

an asset who can contribute to society is a very important factor in the preferences

natives hold (Bansak, Hainmueller, & Hangartner, 2016; Dempster & Hargrave, 2017;

Heath & Richards, 2016).

4.2 Humanitarian concerns

Besides the priority of contributing to the economy, (European) residents also take

humanitarian concerns in regard. In short, surveyed people are more favorably disposed

towards asylum seekers who are traumatized, have severe vulnerabilities and are rec-

ognized as refugees. For example, Bansak et al. (2016) found that asylum seekers who

apply because of political or religious fear or ethnic persecution are 15 per cent points

more likely to be accepted than those who are looking for better economic wellbeing.

The same applies to claimants for asylum who have been a victim of torture. This

suggests that people do not only evaluate the refugees’ added value to the economy,

but they likewise gauge the deservingness of the asylum request and the severity of

their vulnerabilities. Especially in this matter it is crucial to distinguish between the

labels ‘immigrant’, ‘refugee’ and ‘asylum seeker’. Where immigrants do not go living

abroad because of direct threat of persecution or death, it is the case for refugees who

cannot safely return home (UNHCR, 2017).

4.3 Cultural considerations

When the cultural and social influence of the increasing influx of refugees, asylum

seekers and migrants is becoming more prevalent, research emphasizes the importance

of them fitting in the natives’ idea of ‘national identity’. One of the key components of

this national identity concept is language. In a cross-country European study, a median

of 97% perceived being able to speak the language of the host country as fundamental to

identify with the nationality (Wike et al., 2016). Better language skills are a yardstick of

immigrants’ success of integration and are conjoint with the probability of contributing

to the economy (Bansak et al., 2016; Hainmueller & Hopkins, 2015).
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Besides speaking the host country’s language, religion or ethnic origin is another

component of national identity, although mostly seen as less important. In general,

respondents show the most support for immigrants with whom they share ethnic origin

(Heath & Richards, 2016). Available data points out a dissimilar view on the signif-

icance of religion which often divides along generational lines. Where younger people

between 18 and 34 years do not add so much value on being a member of the dominant

religion in their country, people aged 50 and older do (Wike et al., 2016). Diverse stud-

ies show a clear hierarchy of preferences in religion and ethnic origin. When refugees

or immigrants share the same race or ethnic group as the majority in the host country,

they are more welcome than when they differ from this majority. Certain religious and

ethnic groups are particularly unwelcome with Roma being the least preferred, followed

by Muslims. Negative attitudes towards Jewish people are less common but yet existing

(Dempster & Hargrave, 2017; Heath & Richards, 2016). When comparing Christian

asylum seekers with otherwise similar Muslim asylum seekers, the latter group will be

about 11% less likely accepted. A reason for this negative view on Muslims could be

found in a tight belief that they do not wish to participate in the broader society and

that they want to be distinct from the majority by not adopting the nations’ customs

and way of life (Bansak et al., 2016; Wike et al., 2016). This shows that sharing lo-

cal customs and traditions is another component of national identity and a marker of

successful integration. In a public opinion poll from 2016, almost half of the surveyed

believed that adhering to the national culture is very important, where those aged 50

and older attach more importance to this than younger generations (Wike et al., 2016).

When comparing these three categories of characteristics of migration flows, Bansak

and colleagues (2016) did not find any interaction effects between the economic, hu-

manitarian or cultural concerns and concluded that these determinants of attitudes

are comparable across different surveyed subgroups. The characteristics of preferred

immigrants we mentioned above, are similar across left- and right-wing voters, young

and old, less and high educated, and richer and poorer people. Except anti-Muslim

sentiment: this bias is twice as large for right-wing voters than for left-wing ones.

So far, we took a closer look at the most pressing threats citizens of developed

countries experience concerning immigrants and refugees and the role of media and
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politicians in this debate. Subsequently we explored several determinants in explain-

ing why people differ in their migration attitudes. We made a distinction between (i)

characteristics of countries and regions, (ii) characteristics of surveyed natives and fi-

nally (iii) characteristics of migration flows. The used data are mainly originating from

OECD countries, surveying Western citizens because this is researched the most and

best available. Taking into account that most of the refugees and asylum seekers do

not come to Western countries, but ‘flee’ to neighboring countries and/or do not cross

continental borders, it is interesting to get a better understanding of the migration

attitudes of some of these host countries.

5. Scope: How African countries view migration

When analyzing the African continent as a whole, more residents want immigration

levels to stay the same (21%) or have them increased (26%), rather than see them

decreasing (40%). Nevertheless, as shown in Figure 6, there are considerable differences

between countries. Residents of Western Africa express the most positive feeling about

migration, with 33% of them willing to see more immigrants. This is the highest level

among the continent, as well as worldwide. On the other hand, the opposite effect is

true for almost every country in the Northern region, which is the common gateway

to Europe and elsewhere. Since not everyone crosses the continental borders, a large

number of refugees and asylum seekers remains in and puts pressure on already fragile

and poor Northern African countries with all of its consequences. Residents of Southern

Africa share the same sentiment, with the majority of them wanting immigration levels

to decrease. In South Africa, the main destination for immigrants in this region, more

than half of the surveyed (56%) display the preference of lower migration numbers.

These negative attitudes are fueled up by rising xenophobic feelings and violence in

this country (IOM, 2015). The data used to make this conclusion are derived from the

Gallup public poll analysis of 2012 - 2013 and do not take every country into account.
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Figure 6: How African countries view migration (IOM, 2015)

6. Research questions and hypotheses

As mentioned in section 2.2 “Dynamics in attitudes based on the economic climate”,

the economic conditions of a country as a whole have a substantial impact on how res-

idents form their attitudes towards migrants. One of the key questions of this Master’s

Dissertation looks into the relation between income class of a country and natives’ mi-

gration attitudes of this country. Moreover, we will research if there is a significant

correlation between income class and measurements of attitudes. The hypothesis of

this question is that income class will influence the way people think about refugees,

asylum seekers and migrants.

A second component considers the stock of international migrants and refugees and

asylum seekers (as a % of the international migrant stock) in a country. Previous pos-

tulations and other research indicated that the size of the diaspora of a certain country

impacts different outcomes in migration attitudes. In this Master’s Dissertation, the

most recent data available of international migrant (and refugee and asylum seekers)

stocks are used, although for a limited amount of countries. Since this second com-

ponent consists of two subsections, we phrase two research questions. First: “Is the

stock of international migrants significantly correlated with migration attitudes?”. And

second: “Is the stock of refugees and asylum seekers (as a % of international migrant

stock) significantly correlated with migration attitudes?” We expect that it does.
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Method

1. Design and procedure

To measure attitudes towards refugees, asylum seekers and immigrants, data of the

sixth wave (2010 - 2014) of the World Value Survey (WVS) (Inglehart et al., 2014) were

used. The WVS is the largest non-commercial, cross-national time series investigation

of human beliefs and values. Moreover, it covers the full range of global variations

from very poor to very rich countries in all of the world’s major cultural zones. Its

main method of data collection is to conduct face-to-face interviews at the respondent’s

place of residence. The answers are recorded in a paper questionnaire or on computer.

The minimal sample size per country (i.e. number of completed interviews) is 1200.

Samples must be a representation of all people aged 18 and older, residing within private

households in each country, regardless of their nationality, citizenship or language. The

WVS survey questions we used to gauge migration attitudes were:

1) How much do you trust people from another nationality?

2) I would not like to have as neighbors: immigrants/foreign workers?

Regarding survey question 1, we pooled the output of two answer possibilities,

namely: “I trust people from another nationality somewhat” and “I trust people from

another nationality completely” to get a more broad and complete insight. A higher

percentage indicates that more respondents agree with the statement of trusting people

from another nationality (somewhat or completely).

On survey question 2, respondents had to choose between yes, no, no answer or

don’t know on the statement “Would not like to have as neighbors: immigrants/foreign

workers”. To ease the interpretation of the output, we used the percentage of people who

answered “no”, which actually indicates more tolerant feelings regarding immigrants

(and foreign workers). Similarly, for this concept, a higher percentage implies that

respondents express more positive migration attitudes.
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To get an insight of the income class per country, we used the World Bank Country

classification. In this database, every member country of the World Bank (total of 189)

is classified in one out of four groups according to their 2016 Gross National Income

(GNI) per capita, calculated using the World Bank Atlas method. The four categories

are: Low income ($1.500 or less), Lower Middle income ($1.600 - $3.955), Upper Middle

income ($3.956 - $12.235) and High income ($12.236 or more). These are the earnings

on a yearly basis.

The United Nations Population Division, Department of Economic and Social Af-

fairs provided data regarding the international migrant stock and refugees and asylum

seekers as a percentage of the international migrant stock. Their estimates are based

on official statistics on the foreign-born or the foreign population and we used the most

recent data of 2017.

2. Analysis

Measurements of migration attitudes according to the World Value Survey were

available for 59 countries. Two of them were excluded for statistical analyses due to

missing data of income class (Palestine) and stock of migrants/refugee and asylum

seeker (Taiwan). In addition, Egypt* and New-Zealand** were excluded as well due

to the fact that data were only available for one out of two research questions and

this would complicate further comparisons. Table 1 below gives an overview of the 56

included countries and their sample sizes for both research questions.

The quantitative analyses were conducted with SPSS Statistics 24. To measure the

linear correlation between two continuous variables, we used the Pearson correlation

coefficient R. This is the case for the correlation between the variables:
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• Migration attitudes 1: “How much do you trust people from another nationality

somewhat or completely?”

• Migration attitudes 2: “Would not like to have as neighbors: immigrants/foreign

workers?”

• Migrant stock: International migrant stock as a % of the total population

• % Refugee of migrant stock: How much % of the international migrant stock

consists out of refugees and asylum seekers?

Since ‘income class’ is a discrete ordinal variable, we cannot use the Pearson corre-

lation coefficient R, which is only appropriate for continuous variables. In analyzing the

correlation between migration attitudes 1 & 2 and income class, we use Spearman’s ρ,

suitable for both continuous and discrete ordinal variables. While Pearson’s R assesses

linear relationships, Spearman’s ρ assesses monotonic relationships, whether they are

linear or not. We converted the four categories of income class into numbers with Low

Income = 1, Lower Middle income = 2, Upper Middle income = 3 and High income =

4.
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Table 1: Included countries for statistical analyses, N = 84.965

COUNTRY (N) COUNTRY (N) COUNTRY (N)

Algeria 1200 India 4078 Romania 1503

Argentina 1030 Iraq 1200 Russia 2500

Armenia 1100 Japan 2443 Rwanda 1527

Australia 1477 Jordan 1200 Singapore 1972

Azerbaijan 1002 Kazakhstan 1502 Slovenia 1069

Belarus 1535 Kuwait 1303 South Africa 3531

Brazil 1486 Kyrgyzstan 1500 South Korea 1200

Chile 1000 Lebanon 1200 Spain 1189

China 2300 Libya 2131 Sweden 1206

Colombia 1512 Malaysia 1300 Thailand 1200

Cyprus 1000 Mexico 2000
Trinidad &

Tobago
999

Ecuador 1202 Morocco 1200 Tunesia 1205

Estonia 1533 Netherlands 1902 Turkey 1605

Georgia 1202 Nigeria 1759 Ukraine 1500

Germany 2046 Pakistan 1200 United States 2232

Ghana 1552 Peru 1210 Uruguay 1000

Haiti 1996 Philippines 1200 Uzbekistan 1500

Hong Kong 1000 Poland 966 Yemen 1000

Qatar 1060 Zimbabwe 1499

TOTAL 84.965

* Egypt (N = 1523, only data available for question 1)

** New-Zealand (N = 841, only data available for question 2)
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Results

1. Descriptive statistics

In Table 2 below, the descriptive statistics of the included variables are presented.

The first column gives a short description of the included variables with Migration

attitudes 1 and 2, referring respectively to the questions “How much do you trust

people from another nationality somewhat or completely?” and “Would not like to

have as neighbors: immigrants/foreign workers?”. The minimum and maximum levels

of the different variables (in %) are presented in the third and fourth column. This is

especially meaningful to compare the range of agreeableness/disagreeableness on the two

migration attitudes statements. For instance, there is a difference of 71.50% between the

country that is the most tolerant in trusting people from another nationality (Sweden),

and the country that expresses the least trust (China) (∆ 80.30 - 8.80 on migration

attitudes 1). Column five and six demonstrate the mean and standard deviation per

variable (in %). A remarkable result can be found comparing the means of migration

attitudes 1 and 2 since they differ significantly (Figure 7; One-sample T-Test, p <

0.05). We could explain this by taking into account that the two concepts of migration

attitudes measure different aspects of it. Trusting people from another nationality does

not mean per definition that those same respondents would like an immigrant or foreign

worker as their neighbors and vice versa. We will unravel this issue in the discussion

section.

Table 2: Descriptive statistics of the included variables

N Min (%) Max (%) Mean (%) SD (%)

Migration attitudes 1 (trust) 56 8.80 80.30 34.29 16.44

Migration attitudes 2 (neighbor) 56 40.30 98.50 75.99 15.54

Income class 56 1.00 4.00 2.98 0.90

Migrant stock 56 0.10 75.50 10.41 15.61

Refugee as a % of migrant stock 56 0.00 90.60 12.42 22.99

Valid N (listwise) 56
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Figure 7: One-sample T-test comparing means of both migration attitudes concepts

2. Results from correlation analyses

To determine the relationship between migration attitudes and various determinants

of it, we analyzed different correlations, sorted according to the three research questions.

2.1 Effect of income class

This section focusses on the first research question: “Is there a significant correlation

between income class of the respondents and measurements of migration attitudes?”

As mentioned in the Method section, we used Spearman’s ρ to measure the correlation

between income class and migration attitudes since income class is a discrete ordinal

variable. When looking at the outcome regarding migration attitude concept 1 (trusting

people from another nationality), we observe a significant correlation (Figure 8; ρ =

0,283, p < 0.05). This signifies that respondents who are classified in the highest income

classes are expressing the most trust in people from another nationality. This effect is

not to be found significantly when measuring migration attitudes as a tolerance to

immigrants/foreign workers as neighbors (Figure 9; ρ = -0,037, p > 0.05).

Figure 8: Correlation between migration attitudes ‘trust’ and income class
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Figure 9: Correlation between migration attitudes ‘neighbor’ and income class

2.2 Effect of the international migrant stock/size of the diaspora

The second scope of this research looks into the interlink between attitudes towards

migration and the international migrant stock of a certain country. Previous research

presented ambiguous proof of this relationship with approximately fifty-fifty of the

surveyed in the countries with the largest migrant stocks, being in favor of (or against)

more migrants. Our research (Figure 10 and 11) indicate opposite results as well. For

both measurements of migration attitudes, we find a significant outcome, but with

contradictory effects. The analysis of the correlation between migration attitudes 1

and the international migrant stock gives a positive output (R = 0, 414, p < 0.01) this,

in contrast to the output of migration attitudes 2 (R = −0, 286, p < 0.05). This means

that the size of the diaspora of a certain country is a good ‘predictor’ for both attitudes

concepts but that the outcome is not conclusive. The more a population consists of

international migrants (increasing size of diaspora), the more natives will trust them

but the less they want them as their neighbors.

Figure 10: Correlation between migration attitudes ‘trust’ and international migrant

stock
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Figure 11: Correlation between migration attitudes ‘neighbors’ and international mi-

grant stock

2.3 Effect of the stock of refugees and asylum seekers

Our last research question is related to the former one but treats a more specific

aspect, namely the connection between migration attitudes and the stock of refugees

and asylum seekers of a certain country as a part of the international migrant stock

of the same country. Our research suggests that the more the international migrant

stock consists out of refugees and asylum seekers, the lesser respondents express positive

attitudes about migration, but this is only the case for one of the attitude concepts.

Zooming in on how much natives trust people from another nationality, correlated with

the stock of refugees and asylum seekers of a country, we find a significant negative

correlation (Figure 12; R = −0, 288, p < 0.05). This result cannot be found when

considering the tolerance of natives about having an immigrant or foreign worker as

neighbor (Figure 13; R = −0, 176, p > 0.05). Again, we are not able to conclude an

unequivocal answer for both concepts of migration attitudes, explained by the stock of

refugees and asylum seekers as a part of the international migrant stock.
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Figure 12: Correlation between migration attitudes ‘trust’ and stock of refugees and

asylum seekers

Figure 13: Correlation between migration attitudes ‘neighbors’ and stock of refugees

and asylum seekers
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Discussion

When you question people’s attitudes towards refugees, asylum seekers or migrants,

almost every human being has an opinion. Some of these are based on real facts and

figures, others are based on almost nothing. The purpose of this Master’s Dissertation

is threefold. First, to provide a better understanding and more complete overview of

the existing literature among this theme. What are the biggest threats of migration

for inhabitants of developed countries? What role does the news media play in it and

how/why do politicians affect this whole debate? Which determinants have a significant

impact on attitude formation and could possibly explain (partly) the interpersonal

variation in attitudes? We explored characteristics of nations as a whole, natives of

host countries and migration flows as possible determinants. Second, to emphasize the

fact that most refugees of the recent ‘crisis’ do not cross continental borders to Europe

or other Western developed countries, but that most of them seek shelter in neighboring,

already fragile, countries. We zoomed in on several African countries and regions to

present an overview of their migration attitudes and how they possibly differ from those

of developed countries. Finally, to present some more proof of the relationships between

migration attitudes and various determinants, using the most recent data available.

1. Determinants of migration attitudes

In our own study, we first researched the effect of income class on the two concepts

of migration attitudes. We could only detect a significant effect for one concept, being

that income class influences how much natives trust people from another nationality

but not their willingness of having an immigrant or foreign worker as neighbor. As

mentioned before, it is possible that both concepts do not measure the same aspect

of attitudes towards migrants, explaining this discrepancy. Nevertheless, our results

are in line with previous research which states that natives’ attitudes towards refugees,

asylum seekers and migrants depend - among numerous other factors - on their per-

sonal economic climate, namely their perceived standard of living and general income

(IOM, 2015). Another clarification could be found in the previously mentioned labor
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market competition theory, linking people’s education level with migration attitudes

(in general: those with a higher degree of education express more positive attitudes).

Since level of education is often related to future earnings, this could throw a light

upon the reason why those with a higher income are more tolerant in trusting people

from another nationality than those who earn less. Notwithstanding, the labor market

competition theory could not completely explain this effect since there are people who

are highly paid, but still want migration levels decreased (Hainmueller & Hopkins, 2014;

Hainmueller et al., 2015).

Second, we examined the link between the size of the diaspora (stock of international

migrants as a % of the total population of a specific country) and migration attitudes.

In the Result section, we concluded significant output for both migration concepts,

but with opposite directions. Natives are more likely to trust people from another

nationality in proportion with the increasing size of the diaspora of a certain country.

This is in line with the Intergroup Contact Theory stating that more interpersonal and

social contact between natives and minority groups promotes more positive attitudes

towards them (Allport, 1958). On the other hand, our result of the second migration

attitude concept contradicts this finding. The more the total population consists out of

international migrants, the less natives are likely to accept immigrants or foreign workers

as their neighbors. Again, we could make the same remark involving the discrepancy

between both concepts of migration attitudes in explaining these opposite results. In

general, previous opinion polls already described this complex relation between the size

of the diaspora of a certain country and people’s attitudes. Counterintuitive, more

natives want immigration levels to decrease when a population consists of 3% up to

10% of migrants, than when there are already more migrants in their countries (IOM,

2015). So it not possible to summarize a conclusive result to this question with our

used data and research design.

Our third question is related to the second and handled the connection between the

stock of refugees and asylum seekers of a certain country (as a % of the international

migrant stock of that same country) and the attitudes natives express about them.

We stated before that - as with the former question - no unequivocal answer is to be

concluded regarding the relation between the stock of refugee and asylum seekers and
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migration attitudes. In section 4 “Characteristics of migration flows and the impact on

attitudes” of the literature review, we referred to numerous characteristics of immigrants

which can affect natives’ attitudes towards them. One of these determinants is related

to the ‘status’ of the refugee, asylum seeker or immigrant. Is he or she someone who

could contribute to the economy? Does it concern someone with a legitimate claim for

refugee status? Did this person flee from war, terror, natural disasters etc. in his home

country? Our results stated that when the migrant population in a country consists out

of more refugees and asylum seekers, the less likely natives are willing to trust those

people. This might seem against intuition but could be explained by the fact that

refugees and asylum seekers are often mentioned and portrayed in a negative context

(e.g. in news media, online, in political debates etc.) which induces distrust by the

native population (Chouliaraki et al., 2017; Holmes & Castañeda, 2016). Besides this,

previous research pointed out that refugees and asylum seekers are frequently perceived

as ‘victims’ who are traumatized by the events they fled from and who are unable to

contribute to society. This altogether does not strengthen the image in their favor which

could explain the lack of natives’ trust.

2. Strengths and constraints of this study

One of the most important restrictions of this research concerns the limited data

we could use. Only 56 countries were included for the statistical analyses, which rep-

resents merely a fraction of all countries worldwide. Generalizations and cross-country

comparisons are therefore hard to make. In addition, the data we worked with are for

some variables outdated. For example, the outcome of the migration attitudes survey

questions was retrieved from a public opinion poll conducted between 2010 - 2014. How-

ever, since 2014 a lot has changed regarding migration issues, for example: exponential

increase in attention and debate around this topic, increasing influx of refugees and

asylum seekers in Western countries, more polarized beliefs etc. So natives’ opinions

could, anno 2018, be significantly different than years before.

Another disadvantage of this study involves the lack of causality, although we could

assume that we ‘know’ the direction of our correlations. Purely statistically does a

correlation not imply causality, so we rely on our interpretations for the direction of
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the interlinks. It is more reasonable to believe that income class, size of the diaspora

and stock of refugees and asylum seekers of a certain country affect natives’ attitudes

towards migrants than the other way around, but we cannot conclude this with absolute

certainty through correlation analyses.

The ambiguity of both migration attitudes concepts is a weakness as well. We

briefly alluded to this matter in the previous section as an explanation for some opposite

results between both concepts. It is almost impossible to create ‘the’ all-encompassing

survey question to measure migration attitudes since this is such a broad and complex

concept. It is therefore unclear if the discovered outcomes are actual effects or biased

by the nature of the asked survey questions.

Besides these shortcomings, our research brought together several points of view and

angles in a better understanding of people’s attitudes towards refugees, asylum seekers

and migrants. Whereas there is an abundance of information available, it is sometimes

hard to find objective, correct and widespread facts. In this Master’s Dissertation, we

tried to provide an exhaustive overview of the existing literature and validate some

of the previously researched correlation effects. We did this on the basis of the most

recent data accessible to show the up-to-date results. Finally, by using different sur-

vey questions to gauge migration attitudes we highlighted the impact of working with

these different concepts on the output. It is obvious that those results easily can be

(mis)interpreted by different actors to support their own agenda’s.

3. Suggestions for future research

Future research needs to take the former mentioned constraints and weaknesses

into account. First, using the most recent data and including more countries in the

sample will improve the reliability of the results. Second, including additional variables

as determinants of migration attitudes will provide a more exhaustive image of this

research field. Furthermore, as mentioned in the literature review, the correct use of

the terms ‘migrant’, ‘refugee’ and ‘asylum seeker’ is still a precarious issue in (too)

many scientific publications. It is crucial to make this distinction to avoid further

misunderstandings which have a bearing on the prospects of all these groups. Next,
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the description of the concepts about migration attitudes needs to be treated with

caution; the definition of what is supposed to be measured, needs to be as clear and

indisputable as possible. Only than more unambiguously answers can be provided.

Finally, longitudinal research can add another dimension in explaining the change in

attitudes over time and how the fluctuation of several determinants plays a role in this

process.
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Conclusion

In this study, we analyzed several correlations in an attempt to clarify some - out of

many - determinants of natives’ migration attitudes. More precisely, we focused on the

role of income class, the size of the diaspora and the stock of refugees and asylum seekers

of a certain country (as a part of the international migrant stock) and linked each of

them with two concepts of attitudes towards refugees, asylum seekers and migrants. By

using two concepts, we could distinguish between diverse aspects of these attitudes and

compare how they possibly differ in outcome. Generally, our results are in line with

previous research being that each component (income class, size of diaspora and stock

of refugees and asylum seekers of a certain country) is at least significantly related with

one of the concepts of migration attitudes. The income class natives belong to, the size

of the diaspora and the stock of refugees and asylum seekers of a certain country have a

substantial effect on how much residents of the host country trust people from another

nationality. They put more faith in migrants when their income is higher and when the

population of their country consists out of more international migrants but not when

there are already many refugees and asylum seekers residing in the host country. On

the other hand, when the size of the diaspora increases, less natives want immigrants or

foreign workers as their neighbors. We can conclude that the determinants we examined

play a role in shaping natives’ attitudes towards refugees, asylum seekers and migrants,

but we cannot give an unequivocal answer for every attitude concept. Further research

is necessary since migration is a hot topic, widely discussed and debated and about

which many ‘false facts’ are spread. It concerns countless people in all layers of the

population which makes objective and correct research essential.
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2 C O N V E N T I O N  A N D  P R O T O C O L

 GROUNDED IN ARTICLE 14 of the Universal Declaration of human rights 
1948, which recognizes the right of persons to seek asylum from persecution 
in other countries, the United Nations Convention relating to the Status of 
Refugees, adopted in 1951, is the centrepiece of international refugee protec-
tion today.(1) The Convention entered into force on 22 April 1954, and it has 
been subject to only one amendment in the form of a 1967 Protocol, which 
removed the geographic and temporal limits of the 1951 Convention. (2) The 
1951 Convention, as a post-Second World War instrument, was originally 
limited in scope to persons fleeing events occurring before 1 January 1951 and 
within Europe. The 1967 Protocol removed these limitations and thus gave 
the Convention universal coverage. It has since been supplemented by refu-
gee and subsidiary protection regimes in several regions,(3) as well as via the 
progressive development of international human rights law.

(1) United Nations General Assembly resolution 429(V) of 14 December 1950, available at 
http://www.unhcr.org/refworld/docid/3b00f08a27.html

(2) The Convention enabled States to make a declaration when becoming party, according 
to which the words “events occurring before 1 January 1951” are understood to mean 
“events occurring in Europe” prior to that date. This geographical limitation has been 
maintained by a very limited number of States, and with the adoption of the 1967 
Protocol, has lost much of its significance. The Protocol of 1967 is attached to United 
Nations General Assembly resolution 2198 (XXI) of 16 December 1967, available at 
http://www.unhcr.org/refworld/docid/3b00f1cc50.html.

(3) See, for example, the Organization of African Unity (now African Union) Convention 
governing the Specific Aspects of Refugee Problems in Africa 1969, adopted in Addis 
Adaba, 10 September 1969; the European Union Council Directive 2004/83/EC  
of 29 April 2004 on minimum standards for the qualification and status of third 
country nationals or stateless persons as refugees or as persons who otherwise need 
international protection and the content of the protection granted, Official Journal  
L 304 , 30/09/2004 P. 0012 – 0023. The Cartagena Declaration on Refugees, adopted 
at a colloquium held at Cartagena, Colombia, 19-22 November 1984, while non-binding, 
also sets out regional standards for refugees in Central America, Mexico and Panama.

INTRODUCTORY NOTE
by the Office of the 

United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees
(UNHCR)
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The 1951 Convention consolidates previous international instruments relat-
ing to refugees and provides the most comprehensive codification of the 
rights of refugees at the international level. In contrast to earlier internation-
al refugee instruments, which applied to specific groups of refugees, the 1951 
Convention endorses a single definition of the term “refugee” in Article 1. 
The emphasis of this definition is on the protection of persons from politi-
cal or other forms of persecution. A refugee, according to the Convention, 
is someone who is unable or unwilling to return to their country of origin 
owing to a well-founded fear of being persecuted for reasons of race, religion, 
nationality, membership of a particular social group, or political opinion.

The Convention is both a status and rights-based instrument and is under-
pinned by a number of fundamental principles, most notably non-discrim-
ination, non-penalization and non-refoulement. Convention provisions, for 
example, are to be applied without discrimination as to race, religion or coun-
try of origin. Developments in international human rights law also reinforce 
the principle that the Convention be applied without discrimination as to 
sex, age, disability, sexuality, or other prohibited grounds of discrimination. 
The Convention further stipulates that, subject to specific exceptions, refu-
gees should not be penalized for their illegal entry or stay. This recognizes 
that the seeking of asylum can require refugees to breach immigration rules. 
Prohibited penalties might include being charged with immigration or crim-
inal offences relating to the seeking of asylum, or being arbitrarily detained 
purely on the basis of seeking asylum. Importantly, the Convention contains 
various safeguards against the expulsion of refugees. The principle of non-
refoulement is so fundamental that no reservations or derogations may be 
made to it. It provides that no one shall expel or return (“refouler”) a refugee 
against his or her will, in any manner whatsoever, to a territory where he or 
she fears threats to life or freedom.

Finally, the Convention lays down basic minimum standards for the treat-
ment of refugees, without prejudice to States granting more favourable treat-
ment. Such rights include access to the courts, to primary education, to work, 
and the provision for documentation, including a refugee travel document in 
passport form. Most States parties to the Convention issue this document, 
which has become as widely accepted as the former “Nansen passport”, an 
identity document for refugees devised by the first Commissioner for Refu-
gees, Fridtjof Nansen, in 1922.
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The Convention does not however apply to all persons who might otherwise 
satisfy the definition of a refugee in Article 1. In particular, the Convention 
does not apply to those for whom there are serious reasons for considering 
that they have committed war crimes or crimes against humanity, serious 
non-political crimes, or are guilty of acts contrary to the purposes and prin-
ciples of the United Nations. The Convention also does not apply to those 
refugees who benefit from the protection or assistance of a United Nations 
agency other than UNHCR, such as refugees from Palestine who fall under 
the auspices of the United Nations Relief and Works Agency for Palestine 
Refugees in the Near East (UNRWA). Nor does the Convention apply to those 
refugees who have a status equivalent to nationals in their country of asylum.

Apart from expanding the definition of a refugee, the Protocol obliges States 
to comply with the substantive provisions of the 1951 Convention to all per-
sons covered by the refugee definition in Article 1, without any limitation 
of date. Although related to the Convention in this way, the Protocol is an 
independent instrument, accession to which is not limited to States parties 
to the Convention.

Under the Convention and Protocol, there is a particular role for UNHCR. 
States undertake to cooperate with UNHCR in the exercise of its functions, 
which are set out in its Statute of 1950 along with a range of other General 
Assembly resolutions, and, in particular, to facilitate this specific duty of 
supervising the application of these instruments. By its Statute, UNHCR is 
tasked with, among others, promoting international instruments for the pro-
tection of refugees, and supervising their application.

The fundamental importance and enduring relevance of the Convention and 
the Protocol is widely recognized. In 2001, States parties issued a Declaration 
reaffirming their commitment to the 1951 Convention and the 1967 Protocol, 
and they recognized in particular that the core principle of non-refoulement 
is embedded in customary international law.(4) Moroever, the General Assem-
bly has frequently called upon States to become parties to these instruments. 

(4) Declaration of States parties to the 1951 Convention and/or its 1967 Protocol Relating 
to the Status of Refugees, Ministerial Meeting of States Parties, Geneva, Switzerland, 
12-13 December 2001, UN Doc. HCR/MMSP/2001/09, 16 January 2002. The Declaration 
was welcomed by the UN General Assembly in resolution A/RES/57/187, para. 4, 
adopted on 18 December 2001.
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Accession has also been recommended by various regional organizations, 
such as the Council of Europe, the African Union, and the Organization of 
American States. As UNHCR prepares to commemorate, in 2011, the 60th 
anniversary of the 1951 Convention, it is hoped that more States will accede 
to these instruments. Today, there are 147 States Parties to one or both of 
these instruments.

In view of the increasing recognition of the fundamental significance of the 
Convention and the Protocol for the protection of refugees and for the estab-
lishment of minimum standards for their treatment, it is important that 
their provisions be known as widely as possible, both by refugees and by all 
those concerned with refugee problems.

Additional information on the Convention and the Protocol, including acces-
sion details, may be obtained from UNHCR, or directly from the UNHCR 
website at www.unhcr.org.

Geneva, December 2010
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7. Methodology

Gallup conducted a total of 183,772 interviews in 
2012, 2013 and 2014. Most data for this report 
were collected in 2012 and 2013. In 2014, data 
were collected for Canada; Australia; Hong Kong, 
China; Switzerland; and Norway. For this report, 
typically 1,000 interviews were done per country. 
A few countries such as India and China have 
higher sample sizes (more than 2,500 each), and 
all former Soviet Union countries included multiple 
survey administrations with a minimum of 1,000 
interviews per administration.

With some exceptions, all country samples are 
probability based and nationally representative 
of the resident population aged 15 and older. The 
coverage area is the entire country including rural 
areas, and the sampling frame represents the 
entire civilian, non-institutionalized, aged 15 and 
older population of the entire country. Exceptions 

include areas where the safety of interviewing 
staff is threatened, scarcely populated islands in 
some countries, and areas that interviewers can 
reach only by foot, animal or small boat. In Gulf 
Cooperation Council countries, at the time of 
data collection Gallup was able to interview only 
nationals and Arab expatriates.

Telephone surveys are used in countries where 
telephone coverage represents at least 80 per 
cent of the population or is the customary survey 
methodology. In Central and Eastern Europe, as well 
as in the developing world, including much of Latin 
America, the former Soviet Union countries, nearly 
all of Asia, the Middle East, and Africa, an area 
frame design is used for face-to-face interviewing.

A total of 142 countries were used in this analysis. 
Data were aggregated into regions and subregions 
as listed below.

Region Subregion Country/Region/Province

AF
RI

CA

Eastern Africa

Comoros
Ethiopia
Kenya
Madagascar
Malawi
Rwanda
Somaliland region
Uganda
United Republic of Tanzania
Zambia
Zimbabwe

Middle Africa

Angola
Cameroon
Chad
Congo
Democratic Republic of the Congo
Gabon
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Region Subregion Country/Region/Province

AF
RI

CA

Northern Africa

Algeria
Egypt
Libya
Morocco
Sudan
Tunisia

Southern Africa
Botswana
South Africa

Western Africa

Benin
Burkina Faso
Ghana
Guinea
Mali
Mauritania
Niger
Nigeria
Senegal

AS
IA

Eastern Asia

China
Hong Kong, China
Taiwan Province of China
Japan
Mongolia
Republic of Korea

South-Central Asia

Afghanistan
Bangladesh
Bhutan
India
Kazakhstan
Kyrgyzstan
Nepal
Pakistan
Sri Lanka
Tajikistan
Turkmenistan
Uzbekistan

South-Eastern Asia

Cambodia
Indonesia
Malaysia
Myanmar
Philippines
Singapore
Thailand
Viet Nam
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Region Subregion Country/Region/Province

AS
IA Western Asia

Armenia
Azerbaijan
Bahrain
Cyprus
Georgia
Iraq
Israel
Jordan
Kuwait
Lebanon
Nagorno-Karabakh region
Northern Cyprus
Qatar
Saudi Arabia
Syrian Arab Republic
Turkey
United Arab Emirates
Yemen

EU
RO

PE

Eastern Europe

Belarus
Bulgaria
Czech Republic
Hungary
Poland
Republic of Moldova
Romania
Russian Federation
Slovakia
Ukraine

Northern Europe

Denmark
Estonia
Finland
Iceland
Ireland
Latvia
Lithuania
Norway
Sweden
United Kingdom
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Region Subregion Country/Region/Province

EU
RO

PE

Southern Europe

Albania
Bosnia and Herzegovina
Croatia
former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia
Greece
Italy
Malta
Montenegro
Portugal
Serbia
UNSC resolution 1244-administered Kosovo
Slovenia
Spain

Western Europe

Austria
Belgium
France
Germany
Luxembourg
Netherlands
Switzerland

LA
TI

N
 A

M
ER

IC
A 

AN
D 

TH
E 

CA
RI

BB
EA

N

Caribbean
Dominican Republic
Haiti

Central America

Costa Rica
El Salvador
Guatemala
Honduras
Mexico
Nicaragua
Panama

South America

Argentina
Bolivia (Plurinational State of)
Brazil
Chile
Colombia
Ecuador
Paraguay
Peru
Suriname
Uruguay
Venezuela (Bolivarian Republic of)

N
O

RT
H

ER
N

 
AM

ER
IC

A

Northern America
Canada

United States of America

O
CE

AN
IA

Oceania
Australia

New Zealand


