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Abstract: 

The relationship between attitudes to state welfare and increased immigration has been widely 

discussed both by academics and the general public. One school of thought, dominated by 

American scholars such as Alesina and Glaeser, argues that cultural diversity has a negative 

effect on people’s attitudes towards the welfare state, ‘the ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis’. A 

variety of authors have tested this hypothesis in terms of attitudes towards redistribution and 

support for welfare spending with inconclusive evidence in favour of the ethnic heterogeneity 

hypothesis. This article adds to current knowledge by focussing on citizen’s negative, moralistic 

judgements of the consequences of state welfare e.g. ‘social benefits make people lazy’. The 

article criticizes the ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis by using multilevel modelling to analyse 

data from European Social Survey round 4, which includes questions on welfare attitudes. 

Rather than finding support for the hypothesis that greater fractionalization leads to harsher 

judgement of welfare consequences the study finds that greater fractionalisation leads to less 

harsh judgements. It is argued that Europe differs from the USA as the ethnic heterogeneity 

hypothesis is insufficiently nuanced to deal with complexities of ethnic diversity in Europe.   

 

1.0 Introduction 

A rapid increase in immigration is one of the key social changes bearing on social, political and 

economical issues for many countries and one that has become central in European countries. 

The effect of increased immigration on European welfare states has been widely discussed, as 

has the relationship between attitudes to state welfare and increased immigration. One school 

of thought, dominated by American scholars, underlines the importance of the degree of 

ethnic heterogeneity when explaining why the population in some countries support welfare 

policy (Alesina & Glaeser, 2004) while others are more reluctant (Larsen, 2008). The ethnic 
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heterogeneity argument is that cultural diversity has a negative effect on the generosity of 

welfare, attitudes towards the welfare state and perceptions of the poor. Furthermore, some 

sociologists argue that increased immigration in Europe will weaken the social ties and feelings 

of a common identity that laid the ground for encompassing welfare arrangements (Van 

Oorschot, 2008).  Some expect increased ethnic heterogeneity to influence Europeans’ 

attitudes in the same way as they have been found to influence Americans’ i.e. views of the 

poor as lazy and low willingness to vote for redistribution when it will be favourable for blacks. 

Thus the question is whether the USA experiences are unique or whether Europe will 

experience similar issues. Especially since “immigrants are over-represented among claimants 

of unemployment, social assistance and family benefits and that the number of immigrants 

entering Europe has increased over the past few decades” (Van Oorschot and Uunk, 2007b p. 

217).  Previous research in this area has been inconclusive, and here is a need to “look more 

closely and systematically at the evidence” (Kymlicka & Banting, 2006, p.22).  Rather than 

looking at the relationship between immigration and attitudes to redistribution and welfare 

spending as done by for example Mau and Burkhardt (2009), this article focus on citizen’s 

judgement of welfare consequences. It tests whether ethnic heterogeneity explain negative 

moralistic judgements of consequences of social benefits and services e.g. ‘social benefits 

make people lazy. In line with the ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis the paper expects that 

increased ethnic diversity will have a negative impact on perceptions of moral consequences of 

the welfare state. The study adds to current knowledge by including variables measuring 

different types of immigration by legal status (e.g. asylum-seekers), and controlling for 

belonging to ethnic minorities. In addition it focuses on welfare consequences, an area that 

has been “almost neglected in studies on welfare state legitimacy” (Van Oorschot, 2010, p. 19) 

and which is rarely included in studies on ethnic diversity and attitudes to welfare.  

 

Findings show that ethnic and linguistic fractionalization impact attitudes in opposite direction 

than expected based on the ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis. Contrary effects, in line with the 

ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis, were found when looking at levels of asylum applications and 

citizenship acquisition. Thus the paper argue that the relationship between ethnic diversity 

and attitudes towards welfare state consequences is more nuanced than what is argued by 

authors such as Alesina and Glaeser (2004). Even though it seems like the USA experience is 

unique in some senses it is important to be aware that there may be different effects by 

different types of immigrants. Thus, it is important to differentiate between different types of 

immigrants when analysing the impact of ethnic diversity. Also, groups of countries appear 

when we look closely at factors such as social spending, ethnic diversity and judgements of the 

welfare state. The article also finds that those categorising themselves as belonging to an 

ethnic minority are more positive towards moral welfare consequences than those who do 

not, underlining the importance of identity.  

 

2.0 Ethnic diversity and attitudes towards the welfare state 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 

Page 4 of 27 

The following will explore some of the explanations authors have used to understand the 

relation between ethnic diversity and citizens’ attitudes to state welfare.  The main theory 

tested here is ethnic heterogeneity school of thought, dominated by American scholars. 

Alesina and Glaeser (2004) argue in favour of this theory and find that  

 

“a less generous welfare state is in part due to the fact that the white majority does 

not want to redistribute in a way that would favor racial minorities. Racial differences 

between rich and poor facilitated the propagation of views such as ‘all poor are lazy’ 

precisely because racist views associate laziness with different skin colors” (Alesina & 

Glaeser, 2004, p.218).  

 

Thus Alesina and Glaeaser (2004) argue that ethnic diversity leads to harsher judgments of the 

poor and less favourable attitudes to redistribution. The American uniqueness, supported by 

Gilens’ (2000), is that the racial divides and stereotypes falls along the same lines as poverty.  

Thus, negative attitudes to the poor in the USA can be traced back to the stereotype of black’s 

as lazy which drives these negative attitudes (Gilens, 2000). Although Gilens (2000) supports 

the ethnic heterogeneity argument he underlines that it is “the perception that most people 

currently receiving welfare are undeserving” (Gilens, 2000, p. 174) that is the main driver for 

the lack of support for welfare in the USA.  The ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis’ applicability 

in terms of the relationships between ethnic diversity and attitudes to the welfare state in 

Europe has been extensively researched. However, research has failed to confirm the ethnic 

heterogeneity hypothesis when using attitudes towards redistribution and welfare state 

spending as dependent variables. Whilst Mau and Burkhardt (2009) found some type of 

relationship between ethnic diversity and solidarity, Hooghe et al (2006) struggled to find any 

relation at country level between ethnic diversity and social cohesion. Some (Finseraas, 2008; 

Mau & Burkhardt, 2009) find that there are variables that have moderator effects. Finseraas 

(2008) find that the effect of immigration and redistribution support vary across welfare 

regime types. Mau and Burkhardt (2009) find that unemployment rate and GDP rates have 

moderating effects. Thus it seems that there is inconclusive evidence in favour of the 

applicability of the Amercian experience in Europe. It also seems different dependent variables 

may yield different results.  

 

The main competing hypothesis to the ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis builds on cultural 

theory.  Their argument is that immigration rates have “no influence on relative solidarity 

towards migrants, and even that a higher rate of foreign-born citizens goes together with 

higher relative solidarity” (Van Oorschot, 2008, p.12).  Instead of a negative impact of ethnic 

diversity we could expect a positive impact of ethnic diversity as “higher immigration would 

according to the cultural ideology theory enhance mutual understanding between distinct 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 

Page 5 of 27 

population groups” (Van Oorshot & Uunk, 2007, p.64) and thus higher solidarity and welfare 

state support.  

 

Authors seeking to explain the relation between ethnic diversity and welfare state legitimacy 

have emphasised a range of possible explanations including: multiculturalism, costs of 

immigration and competition over welfare, welfare state chauvinism, differences in work ethic 

between immigrants and the native population; institutional change and the emergence of an 

ethnic ‘underclass’”(Goul Andersen, 2006, p.1). These explanations do not necessarily 

competing with the ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis but focus on explanations rather than a 

mechanical causal relationship. Multiculturalism points towards the degree of shared identity 

across cultures, a shared identity would mean a more positive relationship between ethnic 

diversity and judgements of welfare consequences. Cost of immigration and competition are 

related to self-interest as we compete for the scarce resources of the welfare state thus those 

more in need of these may be expected to be more negative to immigrants. In line with this 

theory Boeri (2010) found that “mounting concerns of the EU population with respect to 

immigration are indeed driven by the fear that migrants represent a fiscal burden, mainly 

because they drain public resources by drawing on the generous social transfers” (Boeri, 2010, 

p.651). Some also emphasize welfare chauvinism as an explanation for lower generosity 

towards immigrants as ‘we keep the benefits for our own’.  

 

A third school of thought emphasises institutional structures and claim “attitudes toward 

welfare policy can be (partly) explained by cross-national differences in the institutional 

structure of the different welfare regimes” (Larsen, 2008, p.146). Here comprehensive welfare 

states form a barrier against diversity-based retrenchment. Building on this argument some 

argue that it is important to look ethnic diversity at the point of establishing a welfare state as; 

“Once built, institutions are resistant to change. Institutions have a strong impact on 

perceptions, norms and values. Thus it seems likely that reactions to immigration may be 

different in different welfare states” (Goul Andersen, 2004, p. 6). This point of view displays a 

scepticism shared by this author to a mechanical use of the ethnic heterogeneity argument as 

Europe has seen a long process of diversification (Goul Andersen, 2004, p.7) where changes 

have been absorbed by the European society rather than resulting in decreased support for 

the welfare state. Furthermore some argue for the importance of politics as the parallel rise of 

right-wing politics and immigration can reinforce ‘us’ versus ‘them’ resentments (Van 

Oorschot, 2008). Others find that left-wing politics “substantially counteracts the impact of 

greater diversity on the European social model” (Taylor-Gooby, 2005, p. 661). 

 

3.0 Data and methods 
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To answer the research question statistical analyses have been carried out. By using a range of 

measures to create the dependent variable Van Oorshot’s (2010) concern around the 

insufficiency of a focus on one dimension only to understand people’s evaluations of the 

consequences of the welfare state is addressed. Multi-level analysis is used as it allows 

“analysis of cross-level interactions that requires variables defined at different levels to be 

combined in a single statistical model” (Esser, 2005, p.71). All models are random intercept 

models using the ML estimation method as it enables comparison of model fit and deviance.  

Random intercept models are used as it allows for intercepts to vary across countries. The use 

of multilevel models is important when studying attitudes as you could assume that “the 

individual observations are in general not completely independent” (Hox, 2002, p. 5) which is a 

problem as “standard statistical tests lean heavily on the assumption of independence of 

observation” (Hox, 2002, p. 5).   

 

ESS round 4 (2008/2009) is the main source of data as it included particular questions around 

attitudes towards the welfare state. The validity and reliability of ESS is assumed to be high 

due to thorough quality control processes. Macro data is from Eurostat, Alesina et al (2003) 

and Armigeon et al (2010). The multilevel analysis includes 20 countries, a minimum number 

to understand cross-level interactions in multilevel analysis (Field, 2009, p. 740). A reduction of 

the original 30 countries covered by ESS round 4 was necessary due to unavailability of the 

macro-variables for all 30 countries. The countries included are; Belgium, Bulgaria, Cyprus, 

Czech Republic, Germany, Denmark, Estonia, Spain, Finland, France, United Kingdom, Croatia, 

Greece, Hungary, Ireland, Latvia, Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, Sweden, Slovenia, and 

Slovakia. The total sample is 38419 individuals across all countries. To ensure a representative 

and random sample weighting has been used. The following discuss the dependent and 

independent variables chosen to answer the research and then go on to discuss the findings.  

 

Dependent variable 

The dependent variable is a summated scale of moralistic negative judgements of welfare 

consequences (D27,D28, D29 in ESS 4) . The choice of dependent variable was made based on 

factor analysis and theoretical arguments. The questions included in the search for a 

dependent variable were questions D21 to D29 from ESS 4 (appendix 1), all focussing on 

consequences of social benefits and services.  All questions included in the dependent 

variables are rated from 1 to 5 (1= agree strongly, 5 = disagree strongly) thus higher score 

means more positive views of welfare consequences. Bivariate analysis showed a strong 

correlation between variables D21 to D29 thus principal component analysis (PCA) was 

conducted to deal with multicollinearity and to define a clear dependent variable. PCA 

identified 3 components; moral negative consequences, economic negative consequences and 

positive consequences of social benefits/services. D24 was excluded as it was found to 

correlate with the different measures of perceptions of immigrants used as independent 

variables (contact author for details). Moral negative welfare consequences are chosen as a 

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 

Page 7 of 27 

dependent variable as they are important in the American case. Both Gilens (2000) and Alesina 

and Glaeser (2004) found that the moral judgement of welfare recipients as lazy was strongly 

related to ethnic diversity in the USA. A summated scale of the three variables identified as 

parts of the moral welfare consequences factor was used as it enables easier interpretation 

than a factor score. To test the reliability of the scale a cronbach’s alpha test was conducted 

and the variable has a score of 0.838, above the cut off some researchers suggest of 0.7 (Field, 

2009, p.675).   

 

Individual level independent variables 

Characteristics included in this paper such as education and social class are of an economical 

nature and the dependent a moral one, however, previous work has shown that the two are 

related (Van Oorschot & Uunk 2007 a and b; Boeri, 2010). Self-interest has been shown to play 

a role in previous studies from both the deservingness and ethnic prejudice schools of thought 

and “people with lower socio-economic status, unemployed persons, less educated persons 

and people with a more rightist, conservative ideology have more negative view than others 

on immigrants’ deservingness of social rights” (Van Oorschot & Uunk, 2007b p. 220).  

According to self-interest theories those with lower socio-economic status, low education, and 

the unemployed perceive immigrants as bigger threat since they are in competition with 

themselves (Van Oorschot & Uunk, 2007b). Thus, education, social class and political 

placement are included to test these assumptions.  Social class is a contested concept and here 

the International Socio-Economic Index (ISEI) is used (scale varies from ‘low’ with a score of 16 

to ‘high’ with a value 90). Leiulfsrud et al (2005) find ”relatively strong correlations for the EGP 

model and Esping Andersen’s model with the Treiman scale and the International Socio- 

Economic Index” (Leiulfsrud et al, 2005, p. 37) showing that the scale should capture class 

relatively well. Political placement is expected to represent cultural values in terms of ideas of 

how the welfare state should operate and is measured on a 10 point scale where 1 is left and 

10 is right. To further test the impact of ideational values trade union membership is included 

and is measured as a dichotomous variable where 0 includes both those who are and have 

been members of a trade union. 

 

Education (years of full-time completed education) is expected to be explained by socialisation 

and to have a positive impact. Thus the higher educated are more positive towards welfare 

state consequences because they are equipped “with a wider horizon than lower educated 

people, learning to accept other people’s distinct cultural habits and behaviour” (Van Oorschot 

& Uunk, 2007b, p. 222). (Van Oorschot & Uunk, 2007). Gender (0= male, 1= female) is expected 

to be influenced by self-interest in the same way as in Kautto et al (1999); women are more 

positive to the welfare state than men due to their closer interaction with the welfare state 

and because more women are employed in the public sector.  Age, measured in years of age, 

may be explained by self-interest as the elderly may be in more need of social services than 

younger generations.  

mailto:espanet2011@uv.es


 

 
Universitat de València - ERI POLIBIENESTAR.  

Edificio Institutos-Campus de Tarongers. Calle Serpis, 29. 46022. Valencia.  
Phone: (+34) 96.162.54.12– C.I.F. Q4618001-D 

Email: espanet2011@uv.es 

Page 8 of 27 

 

In line with the ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis negative views of immigrants and ethnic 

intolerance may influence judgements of moral welfare consequences. ESS 4 have several 

measures of perceptions related to immigration and bivariate analysis was carried to evaluate 

whether more than one measure could be included without incurring multicolineraity. Strong 

correlations were found and only measures with the lower correlations were included 

(appendix 2). Two measures of perceptions of immigrants were included, perception of level of 

immigrants and immigrants impact on the economy. Level of immigrants is measured by the 

question “of every 100 people of working age about how many would you say were born 

outside” (ESS 2011a) possible answers range from 0-4 to 50 or more. Impact on the economy is 

based on the question “Would you say it is generally bad or good for [country]'s economy that 

people come to live here from other countries?” (ESS 2011a), measured on a scale where 0 is 

bad and 10 is good for the economy. The latter variable is expected to impact similarly as in 

Boeri (2010) who finds that concerns around the fiscal impact of immigrants are strongly 

related to attitudes of the welfare state.   

 

To assess conditionality and views on redistribution to other ethnicities questions on 

immigrants’ acquisition of social rights and contribution are included.  These two aspects are 

emphasized by deservingness theory when explaining the deservingness of a group (Larsen, 

2008). Immigrant’s contribution is measured on a 10 points- scale where 0 equals receive 

much more than they contribute and 10 is contribute much more than they receive. 

Immigrant’s social rights is based on the question; “when should immigrants obtain rights to 

social benefits/services” and was measured on a 1-5 likert scale from 1 is immediately on 

arrival, and 5 they should never get the same rights.  These measures are important as 

conditionality related to other races is part of the ethnic heterogeneity theory which assumes 

that white Americans do not support the same level of rights for blacks based on lower 

deservingness (Gilens, 2000). Furthermore, if Europeans are worried about welfare states 

being welfare magnets and following the welfare chauvinism explanation, we could expect 

social rights to impact negatively. Identity has been underlined (Goul Andersen, 2004; Alesina 

and Glaeser, 2004) as important to connect declining support for the welfare state and 

immigration and we have here included several variables that reflect two aspects of identity 

with immigrants. Negative views would mean a low level of identity with immigrants and low 

level of shared identity across ethnic groups. In addition, as seen in Gilens (2000), it is the 

perception of white Americans that often is expected to be negative, thus a variable 

controlling for subjective belonging to an ethnic minority (1=no, 0=yes) is included.  The 

number belonging to an ethnic minority is low representing 5.7% (2192) of the total sample, 

however, it is seen as important to give an indication its effect in Europe. Identity is also 

measured by if the respondent has ever been unemployed (0=yes and 1=no). Those who have 

been unemployed are expected to be more positive to the effects of social benefits as they 

could identify with welfare users and social benefits may benefit and have benefitted them. An 
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alternative explanation to the influence of having been unemployed is personal experience as 

some find that personal experience may influence attitudes (Van Oorschot, 2010). 

 

Country level independent variables 

Based on the previously mentioned discussions around the ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis 

we expect that higher levels of ethnic diversity impact the dependent variable negatively as it 

results in a decline of the social legitimacy of the welfare state when welfare claimants are 

believed to be immigrants. Averages are included to produce stable numbers reflecting the 

most recent years in which people taking part in ESS shaped their perceptions and attitudes. 

This is in particular important for the measure social spending in purchase power, as this 

measurement has been known to be unstable. 

 

Two of Alesina et al’s (2003) ethnical fragmentation measures used in Alesina’s work (Alesina 

et al 2003; Alesina and Glaeser, 2004) to develop the ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis are 

included, ethnic and linguistic fractionalisation. These measure the degree of fragmentation 

and reflect “the probability that two people, drawn at random from the population, will be 

from different groups’. It varies between 1 (everyone from a different group) and 0 (everyone 

from the same group)”(Taylor-Gooby, 2005, p.664).  Alesina et al (2003) also provide a third 

variable, religious fractionalisation, however, preliminary analysis did not find it to provide 

strong or significant results thus it is left out. Controlling for both ethnical and linguistic 

fractionalisation allows control heterogeneity that may be important in a Europe. Some have 

highlighted problems with the fractionalisation measures developed by Alesina et al (2003). 

These include issues around validity, the source of the data and the adequacy of “a synthetic 

index of fractionalization” (Mau and Burkhardt, 2009). Furthermore Kymlicka and Banting 

(2006) argue that Alesina et al (2003) are inconsistent in their treatment of national minorities 

and indigenous peoples. To explore the impact of different types of immigrants additional 

measurements are included; average total immigration (2003-2007, Bulgarian data from 

2007), average acquired citizenships (2003-2006) and average applications from asylum-

seekers (2003-2007).  These measures are included as one could expect different reactions to 

different types of migrants that are more distant to the majority/national identity. This may be 

particularly important as the lack of common group identities in the USA (Alesina & Glaeser, 

2004; Hooker, 2009; Gilens, 2000) are of crucial importance.  

 

Based on Mau and Burkhardt’s (2009) findings GDP growth (Real GDP growth 2003-2007) and 

levels of unemployment (annual unemployment 2003-2007). It is expected that low growth 

and high unemployment impact competition and self-interest in the population negatively. 

Furthermore as welfare state arrangements have been found to be important (Finseraas, 

2008) social spending, measured as social spending in purchasing power per head of 
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population (2003-2007), is included.  In addition, as in Mau and Burkhardt (2009), the gini 

coefficient (2005-2007 due to lack of data) is included. More equal societies are expected to be 

more vulnerable to immigration as their social fundament will be threatened in a very different 

way. Taylor-Gooby (2005) found that left parties in cabinet mitigate the effect of immigration 

and thus it is included and is expected to influence positively. The percentage of left parties in 

the cabinet is measured as a mean between 1990-2008 based on Comparative Political Data 

Set III (Armigeon et al 2010).  

 

4.0 Findings from multilevel modelling 

A variety of models are tested to evaluate the explanatory power of the different macro-

variables and measures of ethnic diversity. The effects of the individual level are similar across 

all models thus they will be discussed overall, whilst the effect of the macro-level variables 

vary greatly.  Table 1 shows the models with individual variables and each of the different 

ethnic diversity variables and table 2 shows effects of the economical and political variables at 

macro level only as the effects of the individual variables are similar across all models.  Similar 

effects as those found here were found in preliminary analysis using macro-variables based on 

one year only using a different estimation method (REML) strengthening the reliability of these 

findings.   

 

 Individual 
variables 

Ethnical 
fractionalisation 

Total Immigration  Citizenship 
acquisition 

Linguistic 
fractionalisation 

Asylum-seeker 
applications 

Level 1 
variables 

      

Ethnic min 
belonging 
(1=no) 

-0.076263** 
(0.027031) -0.076826** 

(0.089737) 
-0.076355** 

(0.027031) 
-0.076186** 

(0.02703) 
-0.076253** 

(0.02703) 
-0.076701** 

(0.027029) 

Trade union 
member 
(1=no) 

0.06146** 
(0.012758) 

0.061722** 
(0.027032) 

0.06124** 
(0.01276) 

0.061197** 
(0.012758) 

0.061332** 
(0.012756) 

0.062096**  
(0.012749 

 

Ever 
unemployed 
(1=no) 

-0.097939** 
(0.012764) 

-0.097726** 
(0.012754) 

-0.097965** 
(0.012764) 

-0.097979** 
(0.012763) 

-0.097944** 
(0.012763) 

-0.098051** 
0.012762 

 

Gender 
(1=female) 0.033616** 

(0.011237) 
0.033535** 
(0.012763) 

0.033535** 
(0.011237) 

0.033531** 
(0.011237) 

0.033518** 
(0.011237) 

0.033714**  
0.011236 

 

Immigration 
bad/good for 
economy 

0.033457** 
(0.002712) 

0.033489** 
(0.011237) 

0.033469** 
(0.002712) 

0.033461** 
(0.002712) 

0.033463** 
(0.002712) 

0.033474**  
0.002712 

 

Perception of 
number of 
immigrants 

-0.025206** 
(0.002493) 

-0.025213** 
(0.002712) 

-0.025131** 
(0.002494) 

-0.025061** 
(0.002494) 

-0.025053** 
(0.002493) 

-0.025359**  
0.002491 

 

Political 
placement -0.051828** 

(0.002667) 
-0.051807** 

(0.002492) 
-0.051856** 

(0.002667) 
-0.05186** 
(0.002667) 

-0.051852** 
(0.002667) 

-0.051745** 
0.002667 

 

Age 
-0.003416** 

(0.000372) 
-0.00342** 
(0.002667) 

-0.003413** 
(0.000372) 

-0.00341** 
(0.000372) 

-0.003411** 
(0.000372) 

-0.003423**  
0.000372 

 

Education 
0.008585** 
(0.001834) 

0.008549** 
(0.000372) 

0.008598** 
(0.001834) 

0.008619** 
(0.001834) 

0.008626** 
(0.001834) 

0.008523** 
0.001833 
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Immigrant’s 
social rights -0.052526** 

(0.006283) 
-0.052577** 

(0.001834) 
-0.052572** 

(0.006283) 
-0.0526** 

(0.006283) 
-0.052635** 

(0.006282) 

-0.052628** 
0.006281000 

 

Immigrant’s 
Contribution 0.040459** 

(0.002982) 
0.040521** 
(0.006282) 

0.040442000** 
(0.002982) 

0.040452** 
(0.002982) 

0.040460000** 
(0.002982) 

0.040518** 
0.00298200 

 

Social class 0.000804**  
(0.0004) 

0.000808* 
(0.002982) 0.000804* (0.0004) 

0.000806* 
(0.0004) 

0.000807* 
(0.0004) 0.000798* 

Level 2 
variables 

      

Total 
Immigration  

  -0.000000252 
(0.000000234 

   

Citizenship 
acquisitions 

   -0.000002043 
(0.00000104) 

  

Asylum 
applications 

     -0.00000868* 
(0.00000371) 

Ethnic 
fractionalisat
ion 

 0.764999* 
(0.275405) 

    

Linguistic 
fractionalisat
ion 

    0.093483**  
(0.219) 

 

Intercept 3.2535** (0.07) 3.08** (0.0897) 3,290113** 
(0.077655) 

3.31967** 
(0.0754) 

3.023129** 
(0.08028) 

3.343384** 
(0.0766) 

-2 Log 
likelihood 

60767 60760.5 60765.875 60763.476 60754.023 60762.168 

R2 individual 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 

R2 country 0.05 0.36 0.16 0.26 0.538 0.30 

Within 
country 
variance 

0.7357** 
(0.0067) 

0.7357** 
(0.0067) 

0.7357** (0.0067) 0.7357** (0.0067) 0.7357** (0.0067) 0.7357** 
(0.0067) 

Between 
country 
variance 

0.0647** 
(0.019) 

0.0434** (0.014) 0.057106** 
(0.018290) 

0.0505** (0.0162) 0.031333** 
(0.0101) 

0.04725** 
(0.0152) 

Table 1 Individual and ethnic diversity variables  

Source: ESS 4, Eurostat, Armigeon et al (2010) and Alesina et al (2003). Own calculations. 

** significant at 0.01 * significant at 0.05, standard errors in parenthesis 

Empty model has intercept 3,05** (0.0585), -2Loglikelihood 98397,72, ICC: 0.0759, Within country variance: 0.8363** (0.006) and 

between country variance:  0.06787** (0.0216) 

Dependent variable: summated scale of moral negative welfare consequences higher values mean disagreement with negative 

statements such as social benefits make people lazy. 

 

 Linguistic, 
political and 
economical 
variables 

Ethnical, political 
and economical 
variables 

Citizenship 
acquisition, 
political and 
economical 
variables 

Total 
Immigration, 
political and 
economical 
variables 

Asylum  
applications, 
political and 
economical 
variables 

Level 2 variables      

Total Immigration     -0.000000063 
(000000236) 

 

Acquired citizenships   -0.0000018 
(0000011) 

  

Asylum applications     -0.0000077          
(0.000004) 
P=0.07 

Ethnic fractionalisation  0.464333 
(0.32062) 

   

Linguistic 0.7086*     
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fractionalisation (0.22022) 

Gini 0.006134 
(0.010113) 

0.001887 
(0.012025) 

0.013514 
(0.012717) 

0.00642 
(0.01338) 

0.0104 (0.012) 

Unemployment -0.0142 
(0.0130340) 

-0.021027 
(0.014994) 

-0.021766 
(0.014756) 

-0.0224 
(0.0157) 

-0.019168 
(0.01455 

GDP growth 0.03465 
(0.027537) 

0.047852 
(0.034036) 

0.077553* 
(0.028503) 

0.07374*  
(0.030278) 

0.08* (p=0.01) 
(0.028) 

Social protection 
spending pps 

-0.0000017 
(0.0000256) 

0.0000093 
(0.0000296) 

0.0000325 
(0.0000231) 

0.0000121 
(0.0000319) 

0.00004 
(0.0000326) 

% Left parties in cabinet -0.001213 
(0.002668) 

-0.002522 
(0.003281) 

0.0007230 
(0.0032640) 

-0.000687 
(0.0036) 

0.000637 
(0.00315) 

Intercept 2.924201** 
(0.4755) 

3.11087** 
(0.565) 

2.5753** 
(0.595) 

2.9112** 
(0.613745) 

2.62155** 
(0.56524) 

-2 Loglikelihood 60748.189 60754.547 60753.965 60756.479 60753.165 

R2 individual- within 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 

R2 context 0.657 0.53 0.54 0.48 0.56 

Within country variance 0.7357** 
(0.0067) 

0.7357** 
(0.0067) 

0.7357** 
(0.0067) 

0.7357** 
(0.0067) 

0.7357** 
(0.0067) 

Between country 
variance 

0.023253** 
(0.007554) 

0.032143** 
(0.010380) 

0.031186** 
(0.01008) 

0.0354** 
(0.011427) 

0.029925** 
(0.009692) 

Table 2 Ethnic diversity, economical and political variables  

Source: ESS 4, Eurostat, Armigeon et al (2010) and Alesina et al (2003). Own calculations. 

** significant at 0.01 * significant at 0.05, standard errors in parenthesis 

Empty model has intercept 3,05** (0.0585), -2Loglikelihood 98397,72, ICC: 0.0759, Within country variance: 0.8363** (0.006) and 

between country variance:  0.06787** (0.0216) 

 

Model fit and explained variance 

We start with discussing the explanatory power of the ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis by 

looking at the model fit and variance explained. Firstly, we can look at variance explained by 

the models. To analyse the differences in variance explained by the different models R2 is 

calculated. R2 can be defined as the proportional reduction of residual variance in comparison 

with the empty model (model without explanatory variables). Results from the empty model 

are found underneath table 1 and 2. R2 gives us a good measure of the explanatory power of 

each of the models. Ethnical fractionalisation (36%), Asylum applications (30%) and Linguistic 

fractionalisation (53.8%) have greater impact on reducing the residual variance explained 

compared to an empty model than the other ethnic diversity measures thus explaining more of 

the variance in the dependent variable. This is confirmed by the -2Loglikelihood values, a 

measure of model fit. The same three models have lower -2LL and thus provide better fit, with 

linguistic fractionalisation providing the better fit. R2 for the individual level is the same across 

all models and gives a 12% reduction, suggesting that there are other variables that should be 

included in further models. 

 

In table 2 none of the differences in the different models provide a significant change (using 

critical chi-square values) suggesting not including these measures in line with the parsimony 

rule. However, the reduction in R2 at country level compared to the empty model increases 
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considerably for average immigration, citizenship acquisition and asylum applications 

compared to R2 at country level in table 1. In addition their percentage increases more than 

for the two fractionalisation variables when including the economical and political variables 

suggesting that the additional measures are important when using these measures. In fact the 

variation in explained country level variance between the different models in R2 at country 

level is greatly reduced when including these additional variables. Based on the above analysis 

it does seem like the two fractionalisation variables provide good model fits and explanation of 

variance supporting an emphasis on ethnic diversity when understanding moral negative 

judgements of welfare consequences. However, other measures such as asylum applications 

and citizenship acquisitions also provide significant reductions in residual explained variance 

compared to an empty model. On the other hand most of the variance is explained at 

individual level, thus although ethnic diversity measures may have an effect, individual level 

factors seem to have a much greater effect in explaining variation in our dependent variable. 

 

Effect of individual variables 

In line with authors such as Gilens (2000) and supporting the ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis, 

the ethnic identity of the respondent does impact on judgement of welfare state 

consequences as not belonging to an ethnic minority impacts negatively. This may be 

interpreted as a self-interest effect as immigrants proportionally are higher users of social 

benefits and services. More importantly it is a finding that should be further researched as this 

type of measures rarely is included in studies in this area and based on these findings they do 

play a role. Subjective ethnic minority belonging is not an unproblematic measure as we have 

little control in terms of determining whether respondents are part of ethnic minorities or not, 

nor does measure different types of ethnic minorities. In addition there is also an issue of the  

small size of the sample we are measuring. However, the finding suggests that it should be 

further researched and that it may add to our understanding of the relationship between 

ethnic diversity and attitudes to the welfare state. 

  

Perceptions of immigrants’ impact on the economy show that positive views are related to 

more positive views of effects of the welfare state confirming a notion that forms basis of the 

ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis, namely that negative views of immigration and negative 

moral judgements of welfare consequences are correlated. However, the explanation does not 

explain how and when this occurs nor for which groups it will occur.  The other immigration 

variables are in line with these findings. Those who perceive that there are higher levels of 

immigrants amongst the working age population are also more negative in their moral 

judgement of welfare state consequences. Those who think that immigrants contribute more 

than they receive are more positive in their judgement of the welfare state consequences and 

those arguing that social rights should be more restricted are more negative towards the moral 

consequences of the welfare state. All the findings on perceptions of immigrants and their 
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impact support theories from the deservingness theory where reciprocity, identity and 

contribution are important. The findings also support welfare chauvinism theories of keeping 

resources for our own, thus showing that were there is not a shared identity more negative 

views will prevail.  

 

As in other studies (e.g. Van Oorschot & Uunk, 2007 a and b) there is support for self-interest 

explanations; there is a negative impact on the dependent variable for lower classes. However, 

as in other studies we find support for a socialisation explanation as those with higher 

education are more sympathetic to the welfare state (Mau & Burkhardt, 2009; Van Oorschot & 

Uunk, 2007 a and b).  Having been unemployed impacts negatively again supporting self-

interest explanations; those who have not been unemployed are more negative than those 

who have been. This could be explained by self-interest in so far that this group has an interest 

in supporting the welfare state but also by a shared identity with those in need of benefits and 

services. Furthermore, it may also be explained by positive personal experience with the 

welfare state. Gender was found, in accordance with our self-interest hypothesis to be 

positive, thus women are more positive than men to welfare state consequences.  

 

Placement on the left-right scale supports expectations as those further to the right are more 

negative. Thus ideological values may influence attitudes towards welfare and welfare 

consequences. The other measure of ideological values, trade union membership, shows that 

not being a trade union member impacts positively. Thus, those who have never been 

members are more positive towards welfare state consequences. This may be the result of the 

different meaning of trade union membership in the different countries e.g. countries with a 

Ghent system versus eastern European countries etc. Social class provides a positive but small 

effect thus higher social class is related to more positive views across all countries. This could 

support a socialisation explanation especially since the ISEI score is related to education. It 

could also be explained by competition over scarce resources, as lower classes are more 

negative to those using social benefits and services. Age has a negative effect on our 

dependent variable suggesting that when controlling for levels of immigration and ethnic 

diversity older age is related with more negative views of welfare consequences. This may 

again be explained by self-interest and competition over scarce resources. 

 

Overall there is support for the importance of shared identities and negativity towards 

immigrants. There is also evidence of welfare chauvinism and reciprocity explanations. 

Furthermore, the ethnic minority belonging variable showed that in line with findings in the 

USA belonging to an ethnic minority impacts positively on your judgement of moral 

consequences of the welfare state. This is an area that should be researched further and which 

underlines the importance of shared identities It is important however, to underline that all 
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coefficients at the individual level are small and that the variance explained is low suggesting 

that further variables with more explanatory power should be included.  

 

Country level variables 

Firstly, in the models including ethnic and linguistic fractionalisation, the variables produced by 

Alesina et al (2003), there is no support for the ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis, but rather a 

positive effect of the two. This supports the alternative hypothesis arguing that higher ethnic 

diversity influence welfare legitimacy in a positive way.  This suggests that fractionalisation do 

not lead to harsher judgement of welfare state consequences in the European countries 

included in this study. As for the other ethnic diversity measures, we find contrary evidence in 

support of the ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis.  However, only asylum applications is 

significant at a 5% level. This underlines the importance of different types of immigrants and 

that these may impact attitudes towards welfare consequences differently. This measure is 

rarely used in studies exploring the ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis as those including 

measures of types of immigrants often measures levels of non-Western immigrants (e.g. Mau 

& Burkhardt, 2009). Thus, the findings underlines the importance of further research including 

measures of types of immigrant groups. 

 

When including economical and political variables, table 2, only GDP growth impacts 

significantly in the models with citizenship acquisition, asylum applications and immigration 

average. Thus GDP growth is found to be a moderating effect, albeit not when using 

fractionalisation variables as measures of ethnic diversity. The direction and type of impact 

found of GDP growth, positive impact, is in line with Mau and Burkhardt’s (2009) findings. 

However, unlike this paper they also found significant effects of unemployment. The findings 

are in accordance with theories on economic self-interest theories underlining the importance 

of competition over scarce resources. The gini coefficent, albeit not significant, does support 

the suggestion that more ‘equal’ societies are more negative in their judgements. 

Furthermore, the percentage of left parties in the cabinet show that higher percentage lead to 

harsher judgement contrary to expectations. In addition, social spending has a positive impact 

in all models less the linguistic fractionalisation model. However, it is important to reiterate 

that of these only GDP growth is significant.  

The findings that the effects of fractionalization are opposite to what would be expected from 

the ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis may suggest that ethnic fractionalisation and linguistic 

fractionalisation have become consolidated in the European countries included. Especially as 

the not yet consolidated type of immigration, asylum-seekers, has a negative impact 

suggesting that type of immigration is of crucial importance. It also underlines that distances 

between identities of different groups such as the asylum-seekers versus those who have 

stayed in the countries for longer time may be crucial.  This also highlight aspects from the 
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ethnic heterogeneity theory where the racial divide coincides with a poverty divide as in 

Europe ethnic fractionalisation may not capture poor groups, whilst other measures such 

as asylum applications may do so.  

Ethnic diversity, social spending and moral negative judgements 

 When looking at the relationships between the various ethnic diversity measures, social 

spending measured as purchasing power and the dependent variable specific groupings of 

countries within Europe are identified. This suggests that there are variations across the 

macro-variables that are important to take into account when analysing ethnic heterogeneity 

in Europe. Figure 1 shows the relationships using two of the ethnic diversity measures; the 

other measures show similar results. From the figures we can identify one group of countries 

Latvia, Estonia, Czech republic and Bulgaria with high scores on the dependent variable, and 

lower social spending. This group of countries also have high ethnic fractionalisation coupled 

with lower values on immigration, asylum application and citizenship acquisitions. In 

terms of the ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis it seems that tensions and negative impact is 

stronger with 'new' immigration or unconsolidated new ethnicities as these countries 

don’t have to deal with possible the tensions found in countries with higher levels of 'new' 

immigration. One could argue as Goul Andersen (2004) that this shows the importance of 

timing when analysing the impact of ethnic diversity in Europe both in terms of 

consolidated ethnic diversity but also in terms of welfare arrangements. In line with the 

ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis Great Britain and France, the two countries scoring lower on 

the dependent variable, have higher levels of asylum applications, acquired citizenship and 

average immigration than the other countries. Due to the wide range of variation across the 

different countries, and very high scores of France and Great Britain on 3 of the immigration 

measures, which may impact the multilevel model, it is important to comment on these 

correlations and conduct further research. On the other hand the group’s positive values on 

the dependent variable may also be interpreted as a result of having less developed welfare 

states and thus the population in general is more positive and may want one. This is supported 

by the finding that countries with well established welfare states score lower on the 

dependent variable which may be due to having grown used to a certain level of benefits and 

services and thus more critical towards it.  
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Figure 1. Source: Eurostat, Alesina et al (2003) and ESS4. Own calculations 
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5.0 Conclusion  

The findings presented show that the ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis claimed to explain the 

relation between ethnic diversity and attitudes towards welfare consequences in the USA 

cannot be easily applied to Europe.  Alesina and Glaeser’s (2004) fractionalisation variables 

have opposite effects than expected, whilst asylum-seeker applications have expected effects, 

supporting the ethnic heterogeneity hypothesis. Of the economical and political macro-

variables included only GDP growth is significant, supporting a scarcity hypothesis albeit only 

when not using the fractionalisation variables. Furthermore welfare chauvinism and identity is 

found to be important due to the effects found on the different measurements of perceptions 

of immigration and its impact.  

 

What seems clear is that there are differences within Europe and across different types of 

ethnic diversity measures. Countries in Europe are different from both the USA and each 

other, and we identify groups of countries within Europe. This makes it important to analyse to 

what extent this is so in further research by including measures capturing different types of 

immigrants, especially those that might be further away from what may be considered the 

majority ethnic identity. The importance of this is underlined by the particularly interesting 

effect of level of asylum application. The variable measuring belonging to ethnic minority at 

the individual finding, shows that in line with ethnic heterogeneity theory, those not belonging 

to an ethnic minority are more negative than those who are. This finding, not seen in other 

studies focussing on Europe, suggests that this may be an important area for further research. 

As a result it is clear that further research focussing on different types of immigration, and 

belonging to different ethnic group is important to pursue. 
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Appendix 1 ESS 4 variables D21 to D29  

D21 Social benefits/services place too great strain on economy, D22…prevent widespread 

poverty?, D23…lead to a more equal society?, D24…encourage people from other countries to 

come and live here?, D25…cost businesses too much in taxes and charges?, D26…make it 

easier for people to combine work and family life?, D27…make people lazy?, D28…make 

people less willing to care for one another?, lastly D29…make people less willing to look after 

themselves and their family? 
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Appendix 2 Immigration correlations 

Correlations 

 
Immigration 

bad/ good 

for 

country's 

economy 

Immigrant

s make 

country 

worse/bet

ter place 

to live 

Country's 

cultural life 

undermined

/ enriched 

by 

immigrants 

Of every 

100 working 

age how 

many born 

outside 

country 

When 

should 

immigrants 

obtain rights 

to social 

benefits/ser

vices 

Immigrant

s receive 

more/less 

than they 

contribute 

Immigration bad/ PearsonR 1 .639** .618** -.104** -.291** .354** 
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good for country's 

economy 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 
 

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 

N 36566 35543 35644 31412 35078 32889 

Immigrants make 

country worse/ 

better place to live 

PearsonR .639** 1 .668** -.126** -.297** .353** 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

.000 
 

.000 .000 .000 .000 

N 35543 36502 35598 31396 35017 32852 

Country's cultural 

life 

undermined/enrich

ed by immigrants 

PearsonR .618** .668** 1 -.130** -.293** .296** 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

.000 .000 
 

.000 .000 .000 

N 35644 35598 36546 31529 35062 32877 

Of every 100 

working age how 

many born outside 

country 

PearsonR -.104** -.126** -.130** 1 .005 -.071** 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

.000 .000 .000 
 

.349 .000 

N 31412 31396 31529 32233 31255 29751 

When should 

immigrants obtain 

rights to social 

benefits/services 

PearsonR -.291** -.297** -.293** .005 1 -.217** 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

.000 .000 .000 .349 
 

.000 

N 35078 35017 35062 31255 36337 32762 

Immigrants receive 

more/less than they 

contribute 

PearsonR .354** .353** .296** -.071** -.217** 1 

Sig. (2-

tailed) 

.000 .000 .000 .000 .000 
 

N 32889 32852 32877 29751 32762 33694 

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed). 
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Appendix 3 Macro-level variables 

 

Count

ry 

Asylum-

seeker 

applicati

ons 

average 

Average 

total 

immigratio

n  

Average 

Citizenship 

acquisition  

Ethnical 

fractionalis

ation 

Linguistic 

fractional

isation 

%Left 

parties in 

cabinet 

Average 

unemplo

yment  

Average 

Gini  

Average 

Socprotpps  

BE 11801 129243 33553.72 0.554 0.5409 51.31 8.2 

27.36666

667 

7837.4337

03 

BG 864 1561 6023.84 0.4021 0.3031 24.4 10.4 30.5 

1066.4345

9 

CY 6623 19553 3413.8 0.0939 0.3962 15.37 4.5 29.1 

3770.0054

3 

CZ 4921 69278 3055.08 0.3222 0.3233 39.91 7.3 

25.53333

333 

3317.5080

62 

DE 31056 719825 121307.08 0.1682 0.1642 45.4 4.7 

27.76666

667 

8398.3352

83 

DK 2818 54696 9091 0.0519 0.1049 34.7 9.6 

24.26666

667 

7708.3465

2 

EE 11 1895 5581.36 0.5062 0.4944 27.11 7.6 

33.53333

333 

1761.3943

45 

ES 5734 775044 52754.52 0.4165 0.4132 58.14 9.5 

31.43333

333 

4861.0995

66 

FI 2788 21601 5417.84 0.1315 0.1412 35.68 8.2 

26.03333

333 

6875.7390

81 

FR 45592 222078 150443.04 0.1032 0.1221 39.39 9.0 27.2 

7710.3959

21 

GB 37547 500355 156082.04 0.1211 0.0532 61.4 5.0 33.3 

6965.9470

6 

HU 2229 24708 7373.24 0.1522 0.0297 48.92 6.8 

28.83333

333 

3109.3032

91 
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IE 4846 86198 4545.72 0.1206 0.0312 11.35 4.5 31.7 

5973.1953

32 

LV 15 2251 15894.84 0.5867 0.5795 17.57 8.5 36.9 

1405.9857

31 

NL 11418 101760 28608.2 0.1054 0.5143 31.56 4.5 

26.96666

667 

8398.2598

48 

PL 6281 10341 1844.28 0.1183 0.0468 33.47 16.0 33.7 

2289.4896

39 

PT 140 52924 3365.625 0.0468 0.0198 36.35 7.3 

37.53333

333 

4289.5023

92 

SE 26514 77257 38129.04 0.06 0.1968 72.39 7.0 23.6 

8669.5714

04 

SI 912 16740 2717.52 0.2216 0.2201 48.17 6.1 

23.56666

667 

4481.7437

59 

SK 6147 11045 2062.56 0.2539 0.2551 25.42 15.3 

26.26666

667 

2319.8557

97 
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