
 

 

저 시-비 리- 경 지 2.0 한민  

는 아래  조건  르는 경 에 한하여 게 

l  저 물  복제, 포, 전송, 전시, 공연  송할 수 습니다.  

다 과 같  조건  라야 합니다: 

l 하는,  저 물  나 포  경 ,  저 물에 적 된 허락조건
 명확하게 나타내어야 합니다.  

l 저 터  허가를 면 러한 조건들  적 되지 않습니다.  

저 에 른  리는  내 에 하여 향  지 않습니다. 

것  허락규약(Legal Code)  해하  쉽게 약한 것 니다.  

Disclaimer  

  

  

저 시. 하는 원저 를 시하여야 합니다. 

비 리. 하는  저 물  리 목적  할 수 없습니다. 

경 지. 하는  저 물  개 , 형 또는 가공할 수 없습니다. 

http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/2.0/kr/legalcode
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/2.0/kr/


Master’s Thesis of Social Welfare

Threat Perception on Immigrants 
and 

Non-immigrants’ Welfare Attitudes

이주민에 관한 위협 인식이 

선주민의 복지태도에 미치는 영향

August 2021

Graduate School of Department of Social Welfare
Seoul National University 

Inwook Kwon









- i -

Abstract

Threat Perception on Immigrants 

and Non-immigrants’ Welfare Attitudes

Inwook Kwon

Department of Social Welfare

The Graduate School

Seoul National University

This study aims to analyze how the welfare attitudes of non-immigrants 

are affected by their “perceived threat” of immigrants. In other words, it 

examines the effect of the degree of non-immigrants’ perception of 

immigrants as threats to their beliefs regarding the government’s 

responsibility for individual welfare.

Subsequently, two research questions are assessed. First, is the welfare 

attitude of non-immigrants significantly affected by their perceived threats 

of immigrants, the proportion of the immigrant population, and its change 

rate? Extant studies on the relationship between immigration and welfare 

states have mainly analyzed the effect of the proportion of the immigrant 

population or its change rate on the welfare attitude of non-immigrants. 

Borrowing Block’s (1967) group threat theory, this study examines whether 

it is meaningful to consider subjective threats such as threat perception 

along with objective threats such as immigrant population ratios.

Second, does individual-level employment or state-level unemployment 
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status mediate the relationship between the perceived threat of immigrants 

and the welfare attitudes of non-immigrants? If subjective threats have a 

statistically significant effect on welfare attitudes, it is important to 

examine if its development trajectory is the same for all individuals or 

countries. This is because, if there are distinctive patterns of the 

relationship between perceived threats and welfare attitudes, political 

cleavages in terms of welfare may arise when any welfare policy is 

related to immigration issues. Such welfare policies would require careful 

attention for their development and operation.

Consequently, this study analyzes 31,348 cases from 26 OECD countries 

using the JOINT EVS-WVS 2017-2021 DATA-SET. First, descriptive 

statistical and correlative analyses are conducted to examine the 

approximate structure of the data and the relationship between variables. 

Subsequently, a multi-level linear regression analysis is conducted to assess 

the impact of threat perceptions of immigrants on the welfare attitudes of 

the non-immigrants.

The findings are as follows. First, perceived threats of immigrants had a 

statistically significant negative impact on the welfare attitudes of 

non-immigrants. However, the proportion of the immigrant population and 

its change rate did not have a statistically significant impact on the 

welfare attitude of the non-immigrants. This suggests that subjective rather 

than objective threats have practical implications for welfare attitudes.

Second, both individual-level occupational status and unemployment rate 

mediate the relationship between the perceived threat of immigrants and 

the welfare attitudes of non-immigrants. Specifically, “other employment 

statuses” tended to show lower welfare attitudes as they perceived 

immigrants as more threatening. However, the “economically inactive 

population” did not reveal lowering of their welfare attitudes even at high 

threat perception.  In addition, although its mediation has a weaker 

statistical significance than economically inactive population, the welfare 
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attitude mediated by the unemployed is higher in spite of higher threat 

perception. Nevertheless, countries with higher unemployment rates 

displayed a reduced negative impact of threat perception of immigrants on 

welfare attitudes of non-immigrants.

The implications of the findings are as follows. From a theoretical 

perspective, this study shifted the focus of the discussion on the 

relationship between immigration and welfare states from materialistic to 

cognitive aspects. Second, it shed light on how this relationship might 

vary across countries. Third, the group threat theory from social 

psychology is adopted as the study’s framework to understand this 

relationship. Finally, the study’s empirical results are likely to project a 

higher external validity. 

From a policy perspective, the study reflects the equal importance of 

qualitative social integration policies on immigration along with quantitative 

border control policies. Second, it uncovers that social policies that manage 

(or correct) the threat perception are exclusively more applicable to 

immigrants with a certain employment status or even specific countries. 

Third, consequently, there is a need to formulate various delicate social 

policies to manage the perceived threats toward immigrants, such as media 

policy. Fourth, ultimately, it might be desirable for governments to 

introduce a “multi-cultural welfare state”, which though never disregard the 

importance of the importance of actual and material aspects of economic 

and welfare issues regarding immigrants. Finally, the study’s empirical 

findings legitimize yet at the same time warn against implementing 

immigration policies that seek to accommodate more immigrants.

Despite such implications, this study also has limitations. First, the 

analysis of cross-sectional data did not sufficiently consider the possibility 

that welfare attitudes could affect the threat perception of immigrants. 

Further, the survey questions capturing the threat perception were 

somewhat less detailed. Moreover, nations significant in terms of 
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immigration policy, such as Canada, were not included in the sample. 

Accordingly, the study suggests that future research should cover 

longitudinal datasets that can better manage the endogeneity issue and 

include questionnaires that capture detailed concepts of threat perception 

and cases from more countries.

Keywords : Immigration, Immigrants, Threat perception, Welfare attitudes, 

Multicultural welfare state

Student Number : 2019-24541
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1. STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

What factor related to immigration can undermine welfare attitudes? Is 

immigration an absolute challenge or threat to the welfare states? Is the 

multi-cultural welfare state a self-contradictory concept? Inspired by such 

questions, this study aims to analyze how the welfare attitudes of 

non-immigrants are affected by their ‘perceived threat’ of immigrants and 

identify and compare the impact of the namely ‘actual threat’ regarding 

immigration.

Analyzing the patterns and attributes of welfare attitudes is crucial for 

understanding welfare politics and possibly envisaging welfare states. 

Welfare attitudes deserve particular attention because they can influence the 

choice of actual welfare policies  (Kwon and Park, 2021). Different 

welfare attitudes of different groups reveal social cleavages in the political 

dynamics that formulate welfare policies (Svallfors, 1991). In other words, 

welfare attitudes can be gathered and translated into welfare politics. 

Politics is a significant dimension of welfare; this has been firmly 

emphasized by many scholars along with the famous phrase “politics 

matter” (Ahn, 2000; Korpi, 1989: 31; Olsen and O'Connor, 1998; Pierson, 

1991). This is because the formulation of social welfare policies is 

significantly influenced by the process of social consensus and revision 

through political dynamics.

Recently, the phenomenon of immigration has attracted considerable 

attention from academia as a significant determinant of welfare attitudes, 

especially in the US and more recently Europe. In fact, Garand et al. 

(2017: 150) and Burgoon and Roodujin (2021: 178) observed that welfare 
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politics has been “immigrationized” because immigration significantly 

influences people’s preferences for welfare institutions or welfare states. 

The issue has also been vehemently debated in the framework of the 

“progressive’s dilemma” (Goodhart, 2004; Koopmans, 2010), according to 

which the progressive political group is experiencing difficulty due to the 

trade-off between national solidarity (pro-welfare state) and diversity 

(pro-immigration)—goals of the political force (Banting, 2010; Kymlicka, 

2015; Green and Riddell, 2019). Similarly, whether the concept of 

“multi-cultural welfare state”—supported by scholars such as Banting and 

Kymlicka (Banting, 2005; Banting and Kymlicka, 2006; Kymlicka, 2009)—

is self-contradictory has also been questioned. 

Surely, immigration has become and continues to become an increasingly 

important issue for welfare politics and welfare states. Today, owing to the 

intensification of globalization, immigration has become more common 

worldwide. UNDESA (2019) estimated that the size of the world’s migrant 

stock increased from about 150 million in 1990 to approximately 250 

million in 2019. As immigration is fundamentally associated with national 

identity and sovereignty, it is an inherently divisive political issue (de Has 

et al., 2020: 2–3). It also significantly impacts welfare states as it can 

alter the demographic, economic, and social structures of the society 

(Castle and Miller, 2009).

However, numerous incidents have been witnessed wherein the 

immigration issue has been related to the erosion of national or even 

international solidarity, producing social conflicts. Traditionally, the US has 

been experiencing such uproars. As a legacy of massive immigration, 

racial conflict has always been a serious problem and is considered an 

obstacle to the growth of an American welfare state (Alesina and Glaeser, 

2004). In May 2020, an African-American died due to heavy police 

crackdown in Minnesota which triggered nationwide racial conflicts and 

social turmoil (Dave et al., 2020). Additionally, the then president Donald 
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Trump’s anti-Islamic sentiments and construction of “The Great Wall” 

fueled the issue of contemporary immigration as a trending topic (de Hass 

et al., 2020: 1).

In Europe, anti-immigration sentiments have been salient since the 2000s 

(de Vreese and Boomgaarden, 2005). In 2015, shortly after the influx of 

more than one million refugees from Syria and other parts of the world, 

the fear associated with massive immigration peaked (de Has et al., 2020: 

2). The anti-immigration sentiment, especially toward Muslims, grew 

substantially; for example, Germany had no choice but to retract its 

“Culture of welcome” policy1) due to severe backlash (Tausch, 2016). 

Further, several scholars have noted that fear and discontent regarding 

immigration played a key role in the United Kingdom’s Brexit decision 

(e.g., Goodwin and Milazzo, 2017: 450).

In fact, South Korea—considered one of the most homogeneous countries 

in the world (Kymlicka, 2013: 1962))—has also been facing the 

“multi-cultural challenge” (Kang, 2020). Notably, the refugee issue has 

emerged as a heated social controversy, as evident from the mass media 

coverage of less than 500 Yemeni refugee applicants entering Jeju Island 

in 2018 (Choi and Park, 2020). In addition, the COVID-19 pandemic 

engendered debate whether foreigners should be acknowledged as the 

beneficiaries of the “Emergency Relief Fund” (Lee et al., 2021).

These examples illustrate how the immigration phenomenon, not 

necessarily the immigrants themselves, can directly or indirectly impact the 

welfare state by either diminishing its social solidarity or enhancing 

competition. Therefore, immigration has been considered as a “challenge” 

or even a “threat” to welfare states (Alesina and Glaeser, 2004; Alesnina 

1) ‘Culture of welcome’ policy is was driven by German chancellor Angela 
Merkel, of which the keynote of the policy is welcoming refugees and 
asylum seekers.

2) Kymlicka specifically noted that “Iceland and Koreas are commonly cited as 
two examples of countries which are more or less culturally homogeneous.”
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et al., 2021; Siim, 2007; Delbrück, 1994; Eger, 2010; Joppke, 1998; 

Larsen, 2011).

Numerous studies on immigration and welfare present these concepts as 

incompatible, although the idea is not accepted unanimously. Previous 

studies have focused on how diversity per se, caused by immigration, 

affects the welfare attitudes of citizens or the actual social expenditures. 

Consequently, material factors such as immigrant stock or flow have been 

highlighted as key determinants that represent the diversity.

Conversely, this study postulates that such material factors may not 

significantly affect individuals’ welfare attitudes. Rather, the non-material 

or cognitive aspects, such as threat perception regarding immigrants or 

immigration, could be more significant. This is because immigration 

happens to and from all countries and regions, but this phenomenon in 

itself does not explain individual variance in welfare attitudes.

In fact, regardless of the material factors, welfare politics can always 

develop in the issue of immigration. It can be assumed that different 

perceptions of immigrants cause strikingly different welfare attitudes. For 

example, one might consider immigrants as “undeserving” recipients of 

welfare who are draining welfare resources; therefore, they could be 

dissatisfied with the welfare state. Conversely, if one views immigrants as 

a positive addition to society, as laborers and tax-payers, they are more 

likely to support the welfare state. The two conflicting opinions represent 

the ideologies and preferences of people who are (i) anti-immigration and 

anti-welfare state and (ii) pro-immigration and pro-welfare state.

Further, such political cleavages can become more complex with the 

presence of another group—(iii) anti-immigration and pro-welfare state. 

This group comprises those with lower social status (e.g., those involved 

in the lower stratum of labor market) and are more likely to compete with 

immigrants. Despite their sense of threat from the immigrants, they seek 

redistribution and protection from the government, which can be defined as 
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pro-welfare attitudes.

Subsequently, if it is indeed the subjective rather than the objective 

aspect that determines welfare attitudes, one can conclude that immigration 

per se is not the intrinsic and inevitable threat to welfare states. This is 

because it can be managed through immigration policies, such as social 

integration policies. This also implies that the concept of a multi-cultural 

welfare state is not inherently self-contradictory. In fact, it is something 

that welfare states should pursue to foster coexistence with immigrants and 

promote national solidarity, as long as they do not wish to abolish 

immigration entirely.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. After clarifying the 

research questions,  Chapter 2 discusses the extant literature on welfare 

attitudes and the relationship between immigration and welfare attitudes 

(also welfare state in general). Chapter 3 presents the methodology of this 

study, including the dataset, variables, and model specifications. Further, 

Chapter 4 elaborates the empirical findings, including the results of 

descriptive, correlation, and multi-level regression analyses. Finally, Chapter 

5 summarizes the study and presents its implications and limitations along 

with suggestions for future research.
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1.2. RESEARCH QUESTION

As stated in the previous section, the focus of extant research has been 

toward the material factors that determine the relationship between 

immigration and welfare attitudes (e.g., Brady and Finnigan, 2014; 

Burgoon et al., 2012; Crepaz, 2008; Mau and Burkhardt, 2009; Soroka et 

al., 2006) instead of cognitive perceptions toward immigrants that may be 

more significant determinants of welfare attitudes (Finseraas, 2008; Kulin 

et al., 2016; Senik et al., 2009). This study fills this research gap and 

assesses both individual- and country-level effects in its model. Both the 

factors are used in the analysis model simultaneously to test their impact 

on the welfare attitudes of non-immigrants.

Further, some scholars have argued that the impact of immigration on 

welfare attitudes may not be clear but rather have two opposing effects 

(e.g., Finseraas, 2008; Burgoon and Rooduijn, 2021). First, the purported 

threat of immigrants may decrease the support for a welfare state. 

However, it can be argued that in such cases, non-immigrants would 

demand economic protection from the state, and consequently, strongly 

support welfare policies. Thus, it is important to assess the mediating 

effects of economic status. Consequently, the research questions are as 

follows:

Q1: Do perceived threat on immigrants, immigration stock 

and flow affect the welfare attitudes of 

non-immigrants?
Q2: Do employment status and unemployment rate 

moderate the relationship between perceived threat on 

immigrants and the welfare attitudes of 

non-immigrants?
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW

In Chapter 2, some general discussion regarding welfare attitudes, which 

is the very dependent variable of this study, will be presented first. Then, 

the theoretical backgrounds and relevant empirical findings in regard to the 

relationship between immigration and welfare attitudes will follow.

2.1. WELFARE ATTITUDES

2.1.1. Definition of Welfare Attitudes

“Welfare attitudes” or “welfare state attitudes” have been defined as 

“individual or social support for the welfare state, welfare policy, and 

welfare programs” (e.g., Gërxhani and Koster, 2012: 770; Svallfors, 1991: 

611-612; Taylor-Gooby, 1985: 76-78). Often, it is also referred to as 

“public opinion” (Petersen et al., 2010), “public preferences” (West et al., 

1984), or “public attitudes” (Hasenfeld and Rafferty, 1989) regarding 

welfare policy or welfare state. Further, Ahn et al. (2021) observed that 

welfare perception is rather close to a subjective understanding of the 

current welfare situation, such as fairness of the current redistributional 

condition; however, welfare attitudes reflect how such redistributional 

structures “should be.” This study focuses on the latter.

Two perspectives exist to measure welfare attitudes: (i) state 

responsibility in main areas of provision and (ii) redistribution 

(Taylor-Gooby, 2001: 139). In fact, each study has defined welfare 

attitudes differently, considering its research purpose. For example, certain 
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studies have assessed welfare attitudes in a very narrowed down issues 

such as providing for the unemployed.

Specifically, this study reviews governments’ responsibility toward 

individuals’ welfare and welfare attitudes, mainly for two reasons. First, as 

this research focuses on support for welfare states, it is inappropriate to 

determine specific issues as the target of attitudes toward welfare states. 

Further, in that sense, preference for the desired degree of redistribution in 

the society is rather a smaller concept than the government responsibility 

of welfare. This is because the latter includes not only redistributional 

policy such as public assistance but also various social insurances and 

services provided by the state. Second, government responsibility is 

advantageous as it embodies a broader sense of welfare support (e.g., 

Andreß and Heien, 2001; Bean and Papadakis, 1998; Brady and Finnigan, 

2014; Gërxhani and Koster, 2012; Kwon and Curran, 2016; Svallfors, 

1997, 2004, 2010).

2.1.2. Determinants of Welfare Attitudes

The factors that determine welfare attitude have been discussed at both 

individual and national levels. The individual-level discourse is largely 

related to self-interest theory. Numerous theoretical and empirical studies 

have found that self-interest theory tends to appropriately explain the 

determinants (e.g., Hasenfeld and Rafferty, 1989; Weeden and Kurzban, 

2017). In fact, self-interest theory is based on the tradition of rational 

choice theory. It argues that each individual supports a policy or ideology 

that benefits them the most. Initial research on welfare attitudes using 

self-interest discussed “class” as the main factor (e.g., Palme, 1990). Such 

research postulated that the privileged status group (including those with 
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better employment) under capitalism, which does not experience severe 

competition in labor market, rarely supports a welfare state (Svallfors, 

1995, 1997). 

“Income” has been discussed as another factor within the class 

dimension (Linos and West, 2003: 396). The expansion of selective 

welfare systems, such as public assistance, is directly beneficial for 

low-income groups but can serve as a tax burden for high-income groups. 

Indeed, studies have consistently reported that the taxpayer group has a 

relatively negative attitude toward expanding public assistance (e.g., 

Hasenfeld and Rafferty, 1989; Cook and Barrett, 1992; Svallfors, 1997). 

Moreover, it has been determined that subjective income (not objective) 

affects welfare attitudes (Roth and Wohlfart, 2018).

Further, “education” is identified as another factor, wherein those with 

higher levels of education are less likely to support a welfare state. 

Nevertheless, certain studies have argued that one of the attributes of 

education is that it enlightens people to the idea of equality; therefore, it 

makes people more egalitarian and supportive of a welfare state (Robinson 

and Bell, 1978: 129; as cited in Andreß and Heien, 2001: 341).

However, other factors that were not related to class have gained 

scholars’ attention. For example, Orloff (1993: 314) expressed the need to 

consider “gender” in addition to class, citing that women are generally 

regarded inferior to men in the labor market. In this context, gender 

emerged as a determinant of the welfare attitude of supplementing and 

replacing classes (Edlund, 1999: 354; Orloff, 1993). Similarly, Svallfors 

(1997: 290) noted that women were relatively more dependent on welfare 

states because their labor market position was more precarious than men. 

In fact, many empirical studies have supported this conclusion (e.g., 

Andreß and Heien, 2001; Edlund, 1999; Gelissen, 2000; Gërxhani and 

Koster, 2012; Svallfors, 1997).

“Age” has also been cited as a factor affecting welfare attitudes, but the 
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direction of the effect is rather unclear. First, the younger and 

economically vulnerable population supports a welfare state (Hasenfeld and 

Rafferty, 1989: 1035). However, Blekesaune and Quadagno (2003: 420) 

showed that older people have higher welfare attitudes. Other studies have 

explained that this is because younger people favor children’s allowances 

and family support, and older individuals favor pensions (Ponza et al., 

1988; Pettersen, 2001; Andersen, 2008). Thus, this suggests that age is 

correlated to welfare attitudes in a quadratic structure rather than a linear 

form.

Further, a variety of values can also affect an individual’s welfare 

attitudes. Among them, “political orientation” is most frequently reviewed 

(Blekesaune and Quadagno, 2003; Feldman and Steenbergen, 2001; 

Rudolph and Evans, 2005). The more an individual affiliates with the left, 

the more likely they are to support a welfare state.

Additionally, it has been reported that “religiosity” is another factor that 

negatively influences welfare attitudes (Gërxhani and Koster, 2012). Scheve 

and Stasavage (2006) explained that to some degree, religious people 

substitute welfare provided by the state with help from the religious 

community in terms of risk pooling. Further, the conflict between state 

and religion in terms of providing education and welfare may explain the 

negative attitude toward a “big state” (De La O and Rodden, 2006).

Similarly, several scholars have noted the macro-level factors that affect 

individuals’ welfare attitudes. “GDP” is one of the examples. Dallinger 

(2010) showed that people in countries with lower GDPs highly preferred 

a welfare state to obtain more state provisions. Further, “unemployment 

rate” has been identified as a significant factor that determines one’s 

welfare attitude (Dallinger, 2010). Blekesaune (2007) observed that as the 

economic situation of a nation deteriorates, people demand more 

government intervention and redistribution of income.

“The total public social expenditure” (often as a percentage of national 
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GDP) has also been viewed as an important factor. It signifies the 

commitment of a nation’s public welfare provisions (Jæger, 2006: 164). 

There is a path dependency associated with it—although people hate to 

pay taxes, they are obliged to do so (Pierson, 1994, 2000; as cited in 

Eger, 2010: 206). Thus, higher total public social expenditure implies that 

citizens will be likely to support a welfare state.

Recently, “immigration” has emerged as a significant determinant of 

welfare attitudes (Alesina and Giuliano, 2011). Specifically, Garand et al. 

(2017) observed that the pro-immigration attitudes are positively related to 

pro-welfare recipients attitudes, hinting that “soft variables” such as 

perception instead of “hard variables” such as the number of immigrants 

play a significant role in determining the relationship between immigration 

and welfare attitudes. Several other studies have supported this finding 

(Brady and Finnigan, 2014; Burgoon and Rooduijn, 2021; Burgoon et al., 

2012; Crepaz, 2008, Sides and Cirtrin, 2007; Soroka et al., 2006).
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2.2. IMPACT OF IMMIGRATION ON WELFARE 

ATTITUDES

To date, extant literature has identified several factors that determine the 

relationship between immigration and welfare state3); nevertheless, scholars 

remain divided in terms of the empirical findings4)5) (Stichnoth and Van 

der Straeten, 2013: 380). However, the notion that immigration has adverse 

effects on welfare states has prevailed among studies (Alesina et al., 

2021).

One major limitation of previous studies is that they lacked a 

fundamental theoretical framework to understand the relationship between 

immigration and welfare attitudes. This study uses “group threat theory” to 

understand the interaction between the “immigrant group” and 

“non-immigrant group.”6)

2.2.1. Group Threat Theory

Systematically framed by Blalock (1967), the group threat theory 

3) Some researchers focused on macro-level welfare spendings while others were 
interested in mirco-level welfare attitudes. This study follows the latter mode.

4) Those that suggest negative relation are for example, Alesina and Glaeser 
(2004), Banting et al. (2006), Breznau and Eger (2016), Eger (2010), Eger 
and Breznau (2017), Mau and Burkhardt (2009), Naumann and Stoetzer 
(2018), Schmidt-Catran and Spies (2016), Senik et al. (2009), Soroka et al. 
(2006), Soroka et al. (2016), Stichnoth (2010), Sumino (2014), Taylor-Gooby 
(2005), etc.

5) Those that shows no specific correlation are Banting et al. (2006), Brady and 
Finnigan (2014), Gatson and Rajaguru (2013), Sumino (2014), etc. 

6) This theoretical tradition can be traced back to Blumer (1958)’s work, where 
the racial prejudice was viewed as group dynamics, rather than simply an 
individual psychological matter as previous studies heavily focused on. 
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explains how a majority group responds to their perceived threat posed by 

a minority group. It is one of the major theories on group interaction or 

group dynamics. Although it was proposed more than 50 years ago, 

scholars still find it as an effective base to conduct their research.

There are mainly three components in the theory: (i) actual threat, (ii) 

perceived threat, and (iii) response to the threats. For actual threats, 

Blalock emphasized the real size (or share) of the minority group in a 

society, which applies equally to all the majority group’s members. The 

bigger the size of the minority group, the stronger the belief of the 

majority group regarding the actual threat.7) Conversely, perceived threats 

are the subjective perceptions of each individual member of the majority 

group. Thus, it varies from one person to another. Threats, whether actual 

or perceived, warrant responses that range from simply psychological 

aspects (i.e. prejudice) to actual behavior (i.e. severe discrimination)8). 

When these responses are gathered, they can lead to institutional changes. 

Distinguishing actual and perceived threats is what forms the basis of 

this study. Presuming non-immigrants are the major group and immigrants 

the minor group9), the increase of immigrant stock or flow could be actual 

threats. They are accompanied by subjective perceived threats that may 

differ significantly for each individual. Ultimately, the non-immigrants may 

adjust their welfare attitudes as a reaction to the threats.

7) For example, King and Weelock (2007), based on group threat theory, 
showed that in the United States, high share of African-American population 
was positively related to high degree of anti-African-American sentiment of 
White people. Numerous other studies have reported similar results (i.e. Fosset 
and Kiecolt 1989; Glaser 1994; Quillian 1996; Smith 1981; Taylor 1998; as 
cited in Hjerm, 2007: 1255)

8) In his work, Blalock (1967) mainly focused on discrimination as the response 
to threats.

9) In fact, immigrants may be the majority group, but in terms of the 
relationship between immigration and welfare states, it is more realistic to 
assume the opposite case.
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2.2.2. Theoretical Framework

Several studies provide underlying logic behind the impact of the 

immigration phenomenon on welfare attitudes. This can be sorted into 

mainly two channels: “cultural channel”—which is related to actual 

heterogeneity itself—and “economic channel”—which concerns the 

perceptions of non-immigrants in terms of self-interest logic.

Such categorization facilitates the way Schmidt and Spies (2014) framed 

the relationship between immigration and welfare attitudes. Based on the 

idea that people’s perception of immigrants is a complex structure of 

distinct beliefs (Arzheimer, 2008; Finseraas, 2008; Mughan and Paxton, 

2006; as cited in Schmidt and Spies, 2014: 524), they distinguished three 

different effects: (i) “perceived cultural threat,” (ii) “suspicions about 

immigrants welfare abuse,” and (iii) “perceived economic threat” (Schmidt 

and Spies, 2014: 524).

“Perceived cultural threat” emerges from the enhanced heterogeneity that 

reduces national solidarity. This corresponds with actual threats from group 

threat theory.

“Suspicions about immigrants’ welfare abuse” means that non-immigrants 

tend to believe that immigrants enjoy more welfare benefits than them, 

and this sense of loss and unfairness forces people to become less 

supportive of a welfare state. This has been discussed frequently, for 

example, in the early studies on racial conflict in the US (Alesina and 

Glaeser, 2004; Gilens, 1995, 1999). 

“Perceived economic threat” refers to the demand for compensation for 

the expected loss or insecurity in terms of the economy, such as 

decreasing wages, increasing job competition, and so on. Finseraas (2008) 

also emphasized this logic and coined the term “compensation effect.”
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This seems to be the most comprehensive framework for understanding 

the link between immigration and support for welfare state, especially 

because it considers the aspect of heterogeneity.

Nevertheless, it is important to formulate a new categorization to better 

understand the concepts. Thus, the three effects are categorized into two 

channels: (i) the “cultural channel” and (ii) the “economic channel.” The 

perceived cultural threat is the “non-economic” dimension, wherein identity 

(specifically, group identity) is extremely significant. Therefore, it is 

termed as “identity threat” under the cultural channel. Further, “suspicions 

about immigrants’ welfare abuse” and “perceived economic threat” are 

related to the economic realm. Therefore, they are incorporated into the 

economic channel. “Suspicions about immigrants welfare abuse” are termed 

as “welfare drain threat.” The word “economic” in “perceived economic 

threat” is a broad term; therefore, it is termed as “economic insecurity 

threat” to specify the concept. 

2.2.3. The Cultural Channel and Identity Threat

The cultural channel is related to the aspect of social heterogeneity. The 

core logic is that an increasing number of immigrants intensifies social 

heterogeneity, which undermines national solidarity10). Considering that 

national solidarity is essential for a welfare state (Kymlicka, 2015: 1), its 

decrease may lead to the welfare state’s deterioration.

Initially, scholars from the US11) raised concerns about the potential 

10) “... the mutual intelligibility which comes from shared national identity 
promotes relationships of solidarity and trust” (Miller, 1993; Barry, 1991: 
174-5; as cited in Kymlicka, 2013: 90).

11) Racial diversity of the US was, and still has been a core issue when 
discussing the welfare state of the US.
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negative impact of social heterogeneity on welfare states. While these 

studies did not focus on the present form of immigration, their assessment 

of race, ethnicity, religion, and so on are noteworthy because they 

illuminate the fundamental principle of the dynamics between immigration 

and the welfare state. Mydral (1960: 54; as cited in Wilensky and 

Lebeaux, 1965: xvii) observed the negative effect of heterogeneity on the 

welfare state and argued that racial, ethnic, and religious diversity are 

detrimental for the American welfare state12). 

A more detailed explanation was provided by Wilensky (1975), who 

described the potential impact of minority groups on welfare states, 

especially in terms of welfare spending13). This study is worth mentioning 

because it provides a basic perspective for understanding the impact of 

immigration on welfare states. 

Wilensky (1975: 53) hypothesized that social heterogeneity and internal 

cleavages created by minority groups have two conflicting ripple effects on 

the development of welfare states. On the one hand, minority groups may 

have a positive impact on the development of welfare states in a way that 

puts pressure on the value of equality and expansion of state provisions of 

welfare. On the other hand, the promotion of welfare and education by 

ethnically, racially, and religiously heterogeneous minority groups for 

themselves may antagonize other groups, which can negatively affect the 

overall public spending.

Kymlicka and Banting (2006) assessed the identity aspect and provided 

two hypotheses centered on the concept of social heterogeneity: (i) 

“heterogeneity-redistribution trade-off hypothesis” and (ii) 

12) Mydral (1960: 54) quoted that “In spite of the very rapid advances made 
toward national integration, heterogeneous elements still linger everywhere in 
the population, and with them remnants of separatistic allegiances” (Wilensky 
and Lebeaux, 1965: xvii). 

13) Nevertheless, Wilensky (1975) in fact put relatively more emphasis on 
cleavages structured by religion, rather than race or ethnicity.
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“recognition-redistribution trade-off hypothesis” (Kymlicka, 2006).

The former hypothesis suggests that if immigration increases diversity, 

then a high level of redistribution will be difficult to achieve because it 

will be difficult to form international solidarity among them. This 

hypothesis has undoubtedly established itself as a common belief following 

several studies in Africa and the US (Kymlicka and Banting, 2006: 287). 

In other words, social heterogeneity is a major common factor that causes 

the lack of public services such as economic underdevelopment and public 

education in sub-Saharan Africa and relatively less developed welfare states 

than in Europe. However, Kymlicka and Banting observed that studies on 

sub-Saharan Africa should not overlook the impact of artificially 

established borders, weak governments, and centuries of slavery and 

segregation in the US, due to which the present form of migration may 

have completely different results.

In addition, the latter hypothesis follows the logic of corrosive effects 

(Kymlica and Banting, 2006: 289) as it would again undermine national 

solidarity and trust in the process of implementing multiculturalism policies 

for the recognition of diverse groups. However, while no empirical study 

has assessed the same, the supporters of multiculturalist policies argue that 

they have a positive effect on promoting national unity by correcting 

prejudice and misunderstandings (Kymlicka and Banting, 2006: 290).

2.2.4. The Economic Channel

The economic channel includes the material aspect of the impact of 

immigration on welfare attitudes. Based on group threat theory, the 

economic channel is divided into (i) “welfare drain threat” and (ii) 

“economic insecurity threat.”
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2.2.4.1. Welfare Drain Threat

The welfare drain threat refers to the unfairness of the disproportionate 

allocation of welfare benefits to immigrants, which causes a fiscal burden. 

Therefore, it highlights whether immigrants deserve welfare; in other 

words, “welfare deservingness” (Gans, 1995; Katz, 2013; Kwon et al., 

2020) of immigrants. Non-immigrants’ intolerance toward immigrants is 

likely to reduce the former’s support for a welfare state.

The idea that immigration poses a significant threat to welfare states 

became dominant after the economic crisis in the 1970s and the 

subsequent decline of Western welfare states (Albertini and Semprebon, 

2018: 501-502). The Golden Age of welfare states14) witnessed an 

increasing demand for labor force due to industrial development and 

expansion of women’s labor participation in advanced welfare states. 

However, as the welfare state began to decline in the late 1970s, 

immigrants began to be considered as “unsolicited” (Albertini and 

Semprebon, 2018: 502). Within the environment of the economic crisis, 

immigrants became more vulnerable (Campomori and Caponio, 2015) and 

were viewed as a “burden to welfare states”; this notion continues to this 

date (Albertini and Semprebon, 2018: 502; Jurado and Brochmann, 2013).

Focusing on welfare, it was argued that if poor immigrants move to rich 

countries and enjoy welfare rights, the destination country will experience 

not only financial burdens15) but also  weakening political support for 

welfare policies.

14) The Golden Age of welfare state is generally considered to be from about 
1945 to 1975.

15) This idea is probably best represented by the simple and yet influential 
quote from the economist Milton Friedman, "It's just obvious that you can't 
have free immigration and a welfare state" (Brimelow, 1997: 55).
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Consequently, those who argue that immigration adversely affects welfare 

tend to believe that immigrants are selfish recipients of welfare. The idea 

was particularly reinforced by Borjas (1994, 1999), Borjas and Hilton 

(1996), and Borjas and Trejo (1991). Although Borjas’s studies were 

limited to the context of the US, he identified that the number of 

immigrants receiving public assistance in the US was increasing along with 

a surge in the influx of immigrants to the US (Borjas, 1994). Borjas 

(1999) also found that immigrants reside disproportionately in the states 

where the welfare systems are more generous. Based on such findings, 

Borjas (1999) used the term “welfare magnet” to describe such 

phenomena.

The principle of “welfare magnet” could also be applied on a global 

scale to imply that immigrants are likely to move to countries where 

highly generous welfare benefits are provided to immigrants16); 

nevertheless, the empirical findings are not conclusive on the matter17). 

However, the European Union has experienced a rising concern regarding 

immigrants who may intensify fiscal burdens by draining public resources. 

In fact, Hansen and Lofstrom (2003: 83) argued that in Sweden—a typical 

example of an advanced welfare state—immigrants were usually more 

likely to be beneficiaries of social welfare, such as public assistance, than 

refugees who had to wait longer periods to receive welfare benefits.

What is more important than whether the welfare magnet theory holds, 

is how the non-immigrants actually react to such welfare redistribution 

16) This is also not so against the micro-level theory of migration from the 
perspective of the Neoclassical economics, which holds the assumption that 
the individuals carry out their own cost-benefit calculation when planning for 
migration (Massey et al., 1993: 434). According to this theory, thus, there is 
no reason for potential migratns not to select a destination country with 
generous welfare system to immigrants, ceteris paribus.

17) There are studies that support the welfare magnet theory (i.e. Agersanp et 
al., 2020; Razin and Wahba, 2015), and those that do not support it (i.e. 
Giulietti, 2014; Martinsen and Werner, 2019).
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toward the immigrants. The more the non-immigrants believe that the 

distribution is unfair, the more they are likely to retract their support for a 

welfare state. The intergroup competition or conflict that arises in this 

state may enhance prejudice against minority groups, causing a decrease in 

the support for a welfare state (Finseraas and Kotsadam, 2017: 703).

Then, inspired by Alesina et al. (2001) and Alesina and Glaeser (200

4)18), whose studies are probably the most iconic and yet influential works 

regarding the issue of the relationship between immigration and welfare 

state19) (Finseraas and Kotsadam, 2017: 703). Alesina emphasized the 

possible negative impact of immigration on welfare states. They stressed 

that social heterogeneity hindered the development of a welfare state in 

the US, compared to the conditions in Europe20). In other words, the US 

is much more ethnically diverse, with recently growing communities such 

as Hispanics, Latinos, and Asians and further, there has been a long 

standing conflict between the Whites and African-Americans. 

However, Alesina and Glaeser (2004) also dealt with the welfare effect. 

What exacerbates the problem is that the socio-economic status is 

structured in a considerably disproportionate manner, where the 

African-American and other immigrant groups are placed at a lower status 

than the White. Thus, the latter tend to think that African-Americans 

18) The studies are considered to be the most iconic and yet influential works 
regarding the relationship between immigration and welfare states, and ever 
since they were published, the academia has been showing great interests in 
the topic 

19) Alesina has been continuously researching this issue with several articles 
(Alesina and Ferrara, 2005; Alesina and Giuliano, 2011; Alesina and Glaeser, 
2004; Alesina et al., 2001; Alesina et al., 2018; Alesina et al., 2021).

20) Alesina et al. (2001: 229) specifically explicated how ethnic diversity can 
create cleavages in terms of the welfare attitudes of individuals by quoting 
“… Americans think of the poor as members of some different group than 
themselves, whereas Europeans think of the poor as members of their own 
group. Racial differences between the poor and the nonpoor in the United 
States will tend to create the perception of the poor as ““other,” …”. 
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“consume” a large part of the welfare benefits, displaying unfavorable 

attitudes toward redistribution policies. Consequently, welfare politics in the 

US has been experiencing dualism, which has hampered the development 

of a welfare state in the US. Conversely, the development of welfare 

states was favorable in Europe due to lower ethnic heterogeneity and the 

socio-economic hierarchy of immigrants. However, Alesina and Glaeser 

(2004: 181) noted that recently, Europe has also started experiencing a 

severe increase in the number of immigrants, and consequently, social 

heterogeneity. This suggests that Europe might follow the same trajectory 

as the US.

Several other scholars have also assessed the relationship between 

immigration and welfare states (Brady and Finnigan, 2014: 20). They have 

echoed Alesina’s assertion that migration could be a threat to the 

maintenance and development of the welfare state.

2.2.4.2. Economic Insecurity Threat

While most studies have postulated a negative relation between 

immigration and welfare attitudes, some have argued for the opposite—

immigration might make citizens support welfare state. It has been 

suggested that non-immigrants who are economically vulnerable and likely 

to compete with immigrants in the labor market or for welfare benefits 

support the welfare state. This is because such non-immigrants demand 

more provisions from the government to protect themselves against their 

perceived threat of immigrants (Finseraas, 2008; Schmidt and Spies, 2014; 

Burgoon and Rooduijn; 2021). Finseraas (2008) termed the effect as 

“compensation effect,” whereas Schmidt and Spies (2014) called it 

“perceived economic threat.”

Finseraas (2008: 421) found that those who believe that wages and jobs 
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decrease due to immigrants were more likely to demand higher 

redistribution. Further, he assumed that the effect would be stronger among 

the low-skilled population as they are more likely to compete with 

immigrants. However, this has not been supported by any empirical results; 

consequently, it was concluded that the compensation effect is not unique 

to workers with low skills (Finseraas, 2008: 421). 

However, the employment status apart from education level also 

represents the vulnerability of the labor market status. Considering that 

those who are excluded from the labor market are more likely to support 

the welfare state, testing the moderating effect of employment status is 

worthy. This is also in accordance with Schmidt and Spies’s (2014) 

finding that those who believed that the immigrants are detrimental to 

their country’s economy were more likely to support redistribution. The 

effect depended on the vulnerability of the labor market.

Further, such moderation effect might be salient at the national level. In 

other words, countries with a higher unemployment rate experience more 

intensified competition in the labor market between immigrants and 

non-immigrants. This could make the non-immigrant citizens experience a 

relatively higher economic insecurity threat (and relatively lower welfare 

drain threat).
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2.3. RESEARCH HYPOTHESES

Thus, identity threat, welfare threat, and economic threat can 

simultaneously affect individuals’ welfare attitudes either in favor of 

welfare states or against them. Therefore, it is important to measure and 

compare the effects of threats on the welfare attitudes of non-immigrants. 

Consequently, the following hypotheses (abbreviated to H) are proposed 

(For example, “H1” is related to research question 1):

H1-1: Non-immigrants’ threat perception on immigrants 

negatively affects the welfare attitudes of the 

non-immigrants.

H1-2: Immigrant stock negatively affects the welfare 

attitudes of the non-immigrants.

H1-3: Immigrant flow negatively affects the welfare 

attitudes of the non-immigrants.

H2-1: The employment status moderates the impact of the 

non-immigrants’ threat perception on immigrants on 

the welfare attitudes of non-immigrants.

H2-2: The unemployment rate moderates the impact of the 

non-immigrants’ threat perception on immigrants on 

the welfare attitudes of non-immigrants.
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY

3.1. DATA

This study uses the “JOINT EVS-WVS 2017-2021 DATA-SET21)” 

(EVS-WVS henceforth). It comprises information on common questions 

from two datasets: the 5th wave (2017–2020) data from the European 

Values Study (EVS) and the 7th wave (2017–2021) data from the World 

Values Survey (WVS). The surveys collected the respondents’ demographic 

information and personal opinions on various social issues.

Additionally, the data were filtered according to the following three 

rules. First, responses of those who marked themselves as “immigrants” 

were excluded from the analysis22). Second, responses that did not include 

information on the variables used in this research were also excluded. 

Finally, the EVS-WVS survey was conducted in 79 countries; however, 

data from only 26 countries were selected. These countries are a part of 

OECD and are considered relatively advanced welfare states; therefore, the 

data’s stability and reliability are guaranteed to a certain degree.

<Table 3-1> displays information on the (i) sample size (percentage), (ii) 

data source, and (iii) survey year for each country. The sample size 

ranged from 473 (New Zealand) to 2,775 (Denmark). The data for 

Germany were collected from both surveys, whereas for other countries, 

information was drawn from either one of the surveys. The countries were 

surveyed in 2017 or 2018, except New Zealand was surveyed in 2020.

21) The data can be downloaded from ‘https://www.worldvaluessurvey.org/WVSE
VSjoint2017.jsp’.

22) The fundamental reason why this study spotlights only non-immigrants as 
sample target is that immigrants may carry significantly biased opinions on 
certain variable, such as the threat perception on immigrants.
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Country Sample size
(percentage)

Data
source

Survey
year

Australia 1,436 (4.58%) WVS 2018

Austria 1,101 (3.51%) EVS 2018

Czech Republic 1,038 (3.31%) EVS 2017

Denmark 2,775 (8.85%) EVS 2017

Estonia 704 (2.25%) EVS 2018

Finland 1,018 (3.25%) EVS 2017

France 1,237 (3.95%) EVS 2018

Germany 2,595 (8.28%) EVS & WVS 2017 & 2018

Greece 847 (2.70%) WVS 2017

Hungary 952 (3.04%) EVS 2018

Iceland 1,297 (4.14%) EVS 2017

Italy  1,141 (3.64%) EVS 2018

Japan  757 (2.41%) WVS 2019

Korea (Rep.) 1,232 (3.93%) WVS 2018

Lithuania  842 (2.69%) EVS 2018

Netherlands 1,659 (5.29%) EVS 2017

New Zealand 473 (1.51%) WVS 2020

Norway 893 (2.85%) EVS 2018

Poland 807 (2.57%) EVS 2017

Slovakia 818 (2.61%) WVS 2017

Slovenia 642 (2.05%) WVS 2017

Spain 647 (2.06%) EVS 2017

Sweden 907 (2.89%) EVS 2017

Switzerland 2,113 (6.74%) EVS 2017

Great Britain 1,222 (3.90%) EVS 2018

2,195 (7.00%) WVS 2017United States

31,348 (100.0%) - -Total

<Table 3-1> Country information
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3.2. VARIABLES

3.2.1. The Dependent Variable

 The welfare attitudes ( ) of non-immigrants in each country are used 

as dependent variables. Its operational definition is as follows: individual’s 

personal opinion on the degree of government responsibility for the 

general welfare of people23).

In the EVS-WVS, respondents were asked which of the following two 

sentences do they agree with more: “People should take more 

responsibility to provide for themselves” and “Government should take 

more responsibility to ensure that every individual is supported.” The 

responses were measured on a 10-point Likert scale. The former sentence 

had a score of 1, whereas the latter had 10. The question gauges 

individual beliefs on whether welfare is the government’s responsibility or 

their own. Therefore, the higher the score, the higher the possibility of the 

respondent being pro-welfare state.

3.2.2. The Independent Variables

23) In the EVS-WVS dataset, there was also a question that asked which of the 
two statements the respondents agree more between “Incomes should be made 
more equal” and “There should be greater incentives for individual effort”. 
This qeustion can be regarded as a variable that represents the redistribution 
preference, which numerous previous research have set as welfare attitudes. In 
fact, setting this variable as an dependent variable, the results were more or 
less the same as the original dependent variable that this study focuses.
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3.2.2.1. Main Independent Variables

This study specifically sheds lights on three main explanatory variables: 

(i) the immigrant stock, (ii) immigrant flow, and (iii) non-immigrants’ 

threat perception of immigrants. The first two are measured on a national 

scale (level-2), whereas the third variable is measured on an individual 

scale (level-1).

First, immigration stock () signifies the ratio of immigrants to the 

total population of the country in 2017 (in percentage, %)24). The data 

were obtained from the UNDESA (2017) dataset.

Further, several previous studies (e.g., Eger, 2010; Mau and Burkhardt, 

2009; Brady and Finnigan, 2014) included flow along with immigrant 

stock based on the fact that the changing rate of the immigrant population 

significantly impacts the non-immigrants (Brady and Finnigan, 2014; 

Soroka et al., 2016: 187; Goodwin and Milazzo, 2017). Therefore, the 

immigration flow () was calculated by comparing the 2017 and 2010 

immigration stock (as percent point, %p)25).

Finally, for information on non-immigrants’ perceived threat of 

immigrants (), EVS-WVS enquired about a subjective assessment of 

the impact of immigrants on the development of the respondent’s countr

y26). The scores were measured on a 5-point Likert scale. The score of 1 

was allotted to “Very negative” and 5 to “Very good.” To transform the 

variable values into a more intuitive resource, reverse coding was 

conducted so that a higher score would represent a higher perceived threat. 

24) Immigration stock = [2017 immigrant population / 2017 total national 
population]

25)  Immigration flow = [2017 immigrant population ratio / 2010 immigrant 
population ratio] * 100 - 100

26) ‘Now we would like to know your opinion about the people from other 
countries who come to live in [your country] - the immigrants. How would 
you evaluate the impact of these people on the development of [your 
country]?’
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Therefore, the new variable value of 1 implied “Very good,” whereas 5 

implied “Very bad.” Schmidt and Spies (2014) used a similar question to 

measure the perceived economic threat27).

3.2.2.2. Control variables

The control variables have been categorized as either individual- or 

national-level variables. First, individual-level (level-1) control variables 

include “female,” “age,” “education level,” “employment status,” “income,” 

“political orientation,” and “religiosity.”

The value of 1 was allotted to “female” () and 0 to male. “Age” 

() was measured in years rather than certain age groups, such as the 

20s or 30s. Therefore, it was considered as a quantitative variable. Further, 

based on the literature review of extant studies, a quadratic term of age 

() was also included. “Education level” () was originally a 

categorical and qualitative variable that embodied nine variable values 

ranging from 0 to 828). However, it was adopted as a quantitative variable, 

given that (i) the values possess a certain order, wherein a higher value 

implies a higher level of education, and (ii) it would be convenient for 

interpretation. “Employment status” () was also a categorical variable 

embodying the following five distinctive values: “full time,” “part time,” 

“self-employed,” “unemployed,” and “out of labor force.” These were 

27) Using the European Social Survey data, Schmidt and Spies (2014) used the 
responses towards the question “Would you say it is generally bad or good 
for this country’s economy that people from other countries come here to 
live?” in order to measure the perceived economic threat.

28) 0: “Less than primary”, 1: “Primary”, 2: “Lower secondary”, 3: “Uppper 
secondary”, 4: “Post-secondary non tertiary”, 5: “Short-cycle tertiary”, 6: 
“Bachelor or equivalent”, 7: “Master or equivalent”, 8: “Doctoral or 
equivalent”
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included in the model as dummy variables, with “full time” () as 

the reference. Therefore, the following four dummy variables were included 

in the model: “part time” (), “self-employed” (), 

“unemployed” (), and “out of labor force” (). “Income” () 

suggested the respondents’ own evaluation of the income class to which 

they belonged. Each respondent was given ten decile groups to choose 

from, wherein the higher group number represented a richer group29). 

“Political orientation” () signified the respondents’ answer to the 

question on their political orientation30). The score of 1 was allotted to 

being inclined toward the far left and 10 to being inclined toward the far 

right. “Religiosity” () signified respondents’ religious status. The 

original categorization31) was transformed and recoded so that 0 would 

signify not religious and 1 would signify religious.

Next, country-level (level-2) control variables comprised “GDP per capita 

(USD),” “social expenditure,” and “unemployment rate.” First, “GDP per 

capita (USD)” () was calculated by dividing the GDP of a country 

by its population (in USD). “Social expenditure” () referred to the 

ratio of social expenditure to the country’s GDP in a year (in percentage, 

%). “Unemployment rate” () signified the national index of 

unemployment (in percentage, %).

The GDP and unemployment data were obtained from the World Bank’s 

dataset32), and data on social expenditure were drawn from OECD STA

29) In fact, the EVS-WVS dataset does not provide any actual income of the 
survey respondents. Further, considering the differences of exchange rates and 
prices between countries, subjective income class awareness can be more 
appropriate for comparative analysis than actual income. There are a number 
of preceding research that opted subjective income instead of actual income 
(i.e. Burgoon and Roodooijn, 2021: 189). 

30) “In political matters, people talk of ‘the left’ and ‘the right’. How would 
you place your views on this scale, generally speaking?”

31) ‘1: religious’, ‘2: not religious’, ‘3: convinced atheist’.
32) The data can be downloaded from ‘https://data.worldbank.org/’.
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T33). Further, all the level-2 control variables were calculated as averages 

of the values from 2012 to 2017. This was done for two reasons: (i) the 

fact that there would be some time lag for a country-level variable to 

affect an individual34) and (ii) the possibility that a variable value of a 

particular year might be an outlier in the context of the country. Such 

methods have frequently been adopted in several studies (e.g., Brady and 

Finnigan, 2014: 25; Burgoon and Rooduijn, 2021: 187).

The list of the dependent and independent variables is presented in 

<Table 3-2> along with each variable’s (i) level, (ii) name (code name as 

well), (iii) operational definition with measurements, and (iv) source. 

Detailed explications for each variable will be followed with sets of 

paragraphs.

33) The data can be downloaded from ‘https://stats.oecd.org/’.
34) Researchers have often considered the time lag effect for macro-level 

variables (i.e. Brady and Finnigan, 2014: 25; Burgoon and Rooduijn, 2021: 
187).
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Variable 
level

Variable name
[Code name]

Operational definition
(Measurement) Source

Dependent variable

Level-1
Welfare attitudes
[ ]

Government’s responsibility on 
individuals’ welfare
(1=people should take more 
responsibility to provide for 
themselves – 10=government  
should take more responsibility to 
ensure that everyone in provided 
for)

EVS
-WVS

Independent variable

Level-1

Female
[ ]

Gender
(0=male, 1=female)

EVS
-WVS

Age
[]

Age
((by yearly unit))

EVS
-WVS

Age^2
[]

Age^2
((by yearly unit))

EVS
-WVS

Education level
[]

Highest educational level attained
(0=less than primary
- 8=doctoral or equivalent)

EVS
-WVS

Employment status
[]

Employment status
(0=full time, 1=part time, 
2=self-employed, 3=unemployed, 
4=out of labor force)

EVS
-WVS

full time
[ ] (0= else, 1=full time)

part time
[] (0= else, 1=part time)

self-employment
[] (0= else, 1=self employment)

unemployed
[] (0= else, 1=unemployed)

out of 
labor force
[]

(0= else, 1=out of labor force)

Income Subjective evaluation of own’s EVS

<Table 3-2> Variable list
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[]
income level
(1=poor - 10=rich) -WVS

Political orientation
[]

Subjective evaluation of own’s 
political orientation
(1=left – 10=right)

EVS
-WVS

Religiosity
[]

self-report of whether the 
respondent is religious person
(0=not religious or atheist, 
1=religious)

EVS
-WVS

Threat perception
[]

Subjective evaluation on the impact 
of immigrants on the development 
of one’s country
(1=very good – 5=very bad)

EVS-
WVS

Level-2

GDP per capita
[]

GDP/midyear population
((by USD))

World
Bank

Social expenditure
[]

Social expenditure /GDP
(0-100) (%)

OECD 
STAT

Unemployment rate
[]

Unemployment rate
(0-100) (%)

World
Bank

Immigration stock
[]

Immigrant population/total population
(0-100) (%)

UN
DESA

Immigration flow
[ ]

[2017 immigration stock/2010 
immigration stock]*100-100
(0-100) (%p)

UN
DESA

Note:  is taken as a quantitative variable.
The code of level-1 variables are in lower case, whereas level-2 
variables are in upper case.
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3.3. METHOD OF ANALYSIS

In situations where the data are constructed in a hierarchical structure—

meaning more than one level of variables—multi-level models are used for 

analysis35). Out of the various methods of multi-level models, the most 

frequently used is a hierarchical linear model (henceforth HLM), which is 

also suitable for dependent variables with quantitative variable values36).

One of the most intuitive and famous examples of HLM was 

demonstrated by Raudenbush and Bryk (2002). They explained the 

usefulness of employing HLM to identify the relationship between 

students’ socio-economic status and their academic achievement. In such a 

case, individual students’ data may contain common variable values that 

are subject to their class (for example, certain attributes of the teacher) or 

school, as the students are “nested” in classes or schools.

This study also uses hierarchical data because individuals are nested in 

different countries. Thus, the variables are in either of the two levels 

(individual or country). However, utilizing a multi-level model is not a 

sine qua non for analyzing data in a hierarchical structure. Rather, one 

should check whether the multi-level model can explain the dependent 

variable better than a classical regression model37).

Further, out of the several models of HLM38), this study specifically 

35) Many previous papers regarding the relationship between immigration and 
welfare attitudes also have used this method (i.e. Auspurg et al., 2019; Brady 
and Finnigan, 2014; Breznau and Eger, 2016; Burgoon and Rooduijn, 2021; 
Eger, 2010; Mau and Burkhardt, 2009; Schmidt-Catran and Spies, 2016, 
Sumino, 2014; Van Oorschot and Uunk, 2007)

36) For example, in order to analyze with independent variables of categorical or 
ordinal values, recommended methods are multi-level logit (or probit) model 
or multi-level ordinal logit (or probit) model, etc.

37) This might not be so true when there is little difference between the groups.
38) Random intercept model (Means-as-outcomes model), random slope model, 

random intercept and slope model, etc.
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employs the frequently used “random intercept model.” Compared to the 

classical regression model, it can more effectively demonstrate that the 

groups or clusters have different means (intercepts). In other words, while 

the classical regression model provides only one intercept, the random 

intercept model produces intercepts of each group.

This model has been employed to depict that welfare attitudes in every 

country have distinctive features based on their cultures, historical legacies, 

institutional environments, and so on (Esping-Andersen, 1990; Andreß and 

Heien, 2001). Therefore, it is preferable (or even necessary) to incorporate 

the idiosyncratic differences with intercepts for each country using the 

HLM than employing a classical regression model.

Moreover, there are two styles for constructing HLM (Hox et al., 2017: 

43): (i) the “bottom-up” approach, which begins with the simplest model 

and then adds variables on top of the previous models, and (ii) the 

“top-down” approach, which gradually omits variables from the full model 

that contains as many variables as possible. However, most researchers 

choose the bottom-up approach because (i) it is much easier to conduct 

the whole process with simpler models, (ii) and the top-down approach 

tends to have longer computation time and convergence issues (Hox et al., 

2017: 43). Based on this, the study employs the bottom-up approach.

Further, following the “30-30” rule, it is usually recommended to include 

30 groups with more than 30 cases for each group to conduct proper 

HLM estimation (Kreft and de Leeuw, 1998). Otherwise, it can produce a 

downward bias for standard errors, and the group-level variance 

components tend to be underestimated (Busing, 1993; Van der Leeden and 

Busing 1994; Van der Leenden et al. 1997; as cited in Maas and Hox, 

2004: 128). However, this study covers 26 countries, which may be a 

little problematic for the multi-level analysis39). Nevertheless, for such 

39) In fact, this ‘small N problem’ in terms of the group level cases was also 
commonly experienced by other previous researchers.
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cases, the “restricted maximum likelihood” is an appropriate approach40) 

(Browne and Draper, 2000).

Owing to the principle of the bottom-up approach, several consecutive 

models are produced, and each builds upon the previous model. <Figure 

3-1> depicts the structures of the research model. The multi-level statistical 

analyses were conducted by the statistical software HLM 8.

40) There is also ‘full maximum likelihood’ approach.
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<Figure 3-1> Research model
Note: Moderation effects are marked in dotted lined.
Note: Main independent variables are followed by *.
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3.4. MODEL SPECIFICATION

This study uses 6 models that can be categorized into the following 4 

types: “Null model” (Model 0), “Control variable model” (Model 1), 

“Main effect model” (Model 2), and “Interaction effect model” (Model 

3-1, 3-2, 3-3).

3.4.1. Null Model

Model 0 or the null model41) contains no independent variable other than 

an intercept. Unlike the classical regression model, where the intercept has 

a constant value, HLM has a set of intercepts that vary across the group 

to incorporate the differences of the groups’ means. Based on the model 

specification below,  is composed of , a fixed effect, and , a 

random effect. Here,  is a random effect because it changes according 

to groups. Therefore, the value of  is not fixed either; it is random 

and unique to each group. Further, “Level-1 Model” and “Level-2 Model” 

are combined to construct the “Mixed Model.” This principle applies to all 

forthcoming models. 

Level-1 Model (equation 0-1)

  

Level-2 Model (equation 0-2)

  

Mixed Model (equation 0-3)

41) The model is also referred to as ‘unconditional model’ or ‘intercept-only 
model’.
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3.4.2. Control Variable Model

The “Control variable model” only includes the control variables on top 

of the null model. This model is significant because it helps check the 

effect of main independent variables.

In terms of centering, all the level-1 control variables were 

group-centered42), but the dummy variables were left uncentered. 

Conversely, level-2 variables were all grand-centered43). The model 

specifications are as follows.

Level-1 Model

 













Level-2 Model

 







Mixed Model

42) 


43) 
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3.4.3. Main Effect Model 

This model adds three main independent variables44) on top of the 

control variable model. Confirming the statistical significance of the main 

variables’ coefficients will help test H1. For convenience, only mixed 

models are presented hereafter.

Mixed Model

 


























3.4.4. Interaction Effect Model

This model is constructed by adding interaction terms to the main effect 

model. Here, the interaction terms are specifically multiplications of threat 

perception on immigrants (group-centered) and either employment status 

(uncentered) or unemployment rate (grand-centered).

44) Threat perception on immigratns (Level 1), Immigrant stock (Level 2), and 
Immigrant flow (Level 2).
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Three models are tested to carefully examine the moderation effects, 

which are the major concern of H2. Models 3-1 and 3-2 check the 

moderation effect of individual- and country-level, respectively, whereas 

model 3-3 includes both. 

Mixed Model (Model 3-1)

 









































Mixed Model (Model 3-2)

 


































Mixed Model (Model 3-3)
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CHAPTER 4. FINDINGS

4.1. DESCRIPTIVE ANALYSIS

The sample contained 31,348 cases from 26 countries. <Table 4-1> and 

<Table 4-2> report the results of the descriptive analysis of independent 

variables and dependent variables, respectively.

<Table 4-1> presents the information regarding level-1 (individual-level) 

independent variables. In terms of gender, 52% of the sample were 

females. Age ranged from 18 to 82 years, and its mean and standard 

deviation were 51.19 and 17.41, respectively. The average level of 

education was 4.12, which signified the level between “Post-secondary 

non-tertiary” and “Short-cycle tertiary.” In terms of the employment status, 

44% were full-time workers, 8% part-time workers, 6% self-employed, 4% 

unemployed, and 38% out of labor force (economically inactive). The 

average subjective income level was 5.40, which was close to the median 

value (5.5). The average score of political orientation was 5.37, and its 

standard deviation was 2.15. In terms of religiosity, half of the 

respondents stated that they were religious. 

As threat perception is the main independent variable, it deserves a 

detailed description. <Table 4-1> and <Figure 4-1> present a mean of 2.99 

and standard deviation of 0.98. Although the variable was measured at the 

level-1 scale, the means and standard deviations were also analyzed at 

level-2 for more insights. The results revealed that Iceland had the lowest 

mean (2.19), and the Czech Republic had the highest mean (3.74).

Next, in the context of level-2 independent variables, the GDP ranged 

from 13,671.56 USD (Hungary) to 64077.42 USD (Switzerland), with a 

mean of 39,960.74 USD and standard deviation of 13,296.56 USD. Social 



- 43 -

expenditure ranged from 9.53 (South Korea) to 31.77 (France), with 

21.74% as the mean and 5.39% as the standard deviation. Unemployment 

rate ranged between 2.83% (Japan) and 29.37% (Greece), with a mean of 

8.46% and standard deviation of 6.07%. Left party power ranged from 0% 

(Hungary, Japan, Spain, the United Kingdom, the US) to 91.16% 

(Lithuania), with a mean of 33.31% and standard deviation of 27.95%.

Immigrant stock and flow were other independent variables. <Table 4-1> 

presents that immigrant stock was 12.49% on an average with a standard 

deviation of 8.74%, ranging from 1.6% (Poland) to 36.2% (Austria). The 

average immigration flow was 11.07%p, with a standard deviation of 

13.64%p, ranging from –15.7%p (Lithuania) to 39.7%p (Norway).

Additionally, <Table 4-2> presents information on the dependent 

variables. The entire average score of welfare attitudes was 5.10, with a 

standard deviation of 2.55. At the national scale, the lowest and highest 

mean were from Switzerland (4.11) and Greece (7.38), respectively. 

According to Kline (2015: 76-77), it is generally considered that the 

normality assumption is not violated if the absolute value of skewness and 

kurtosis is less than 3 and 8, respectively. The values in <Table 4-2> do 

not depict any violation of the normality assumption.
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Variable N M SD min MAX

Level-1 (Individual level)

Female 31,348 0.52 0.50 0 1

Age 31,348 51.19 17.41 18 82

Age^2 31,348 2,923.56 1782.70 324 6724

Education level 31,348 4.12 1.85 0 8

Employment status

Full time 31,348 0.44 0.50 0 1

Part time 31,348 0.08 0.28 0 1

Self employed 31,348 0.06 0.23 0 1

Unemployed 31,348 0.04 0.19 0 1

Out of labor force 31,348 0.38 0.48 0 1

Income 31,348 5.40 2.63 1 10

Political orientation 31,348 5.37 2.15 1 10

Religiosity 31,348 0.50 0.50 0 1

Threat perception 31,348 2.99 0.98 1 5

Level-2 (Country level)

GDP 26 39,960.74 13,296.56 13,671.56 64,077.42

Social expenditure 26 21.74 5.39 9.53 31.77

Unemployment rate 26 8.46 6.07 2.83 29.37

Immigrant stock 26 12.49 8.74 1.6 36.2

Immigrant flow 26 11.07 13.64 -15.7 39.7

Note: N Sample size, M Mean, SD Standard deviation, min minimum value, 
MAX maximum value.
The values are rounded off to the two decimal places.

<Table 4-1> Descriptive analysis result of independent variable
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Country N M SD SK KT

Australia 1,436 5.63 2.74 0.02 1.98

Austria 1,101 4.48 2.44 0.48 2.59

Czech Republic 1,038 4.69 2.60 0.49 2.46

Denmark 2,775 4.37 2.28 0.44 2.56

Estonia 704 4.45 2.08 0.22 2.76

Finland 1,018 4.64 2.21 0.31 2.50

France 1,237 4.61 2.31 0.29 2.57

Germany 2,595 5.46 2.47 0.06 2.25

Greece 847 7.38 2.36 -0.08 2.85

Hungary 952 5.27 2.73 0.16 2.20

Iceland 1,297 5.63 2.51 -0.07 2.26

Italy 1,141 5.38 2.58 0.06 2.22

Japan 757 6.99 2.33 -0.60 2.72

Korea 1,232 5.74 1.93 0.16 2.00

Lithuania 842 4.61 2.47 0.29 2.26

Netherlands 1,659 4.90 2.27 0.21 2.35

New Zealand 473 5.19 2.50 0.08 2.15

Norway 893 4.93 2.12 0.23 2.72

Poland 807 5.25 2.44 0.16 2.52

Slovakia 818 5.66 2.63 0.13 1.96

Slovenia 642 4.90 2.62 0.26 2.27

Spain 647 6.18 2.63 -0.38 2.12

Sweden 907 4.33 2.16 0.37 2.66

Switzerland 2,113 4.11 2.29 0.49 2.72

Great Britain 1,222 4.65 2.41 0.27 2.40

United States 2,195 5.38 2.98 0.01 1.86

Total 31,348 5.10 2.55 0.19 2.22

Note: N Sample size, M Mean, SD Standard deviation, SK Skewness, KT 
Kurtosis.
The values are rounded off to the two decimal places.

<Table 4-2> Descriptive analysis result of dependent variable
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<Figure 4-1> Threat perception on immigrants by country
Note: (s.d): standard deviation.
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<Figure 4-2> Immigration stock and flow by country 



- 48 -

4.2. CORRELATION ANALYSIS

Correlation analyses were also conducted for both level-1 and level-2 

independent variables to understand better the relationship between the 

variables and check potential multicollinearity issue. The association 

between discrete variables was analyzed through the chi-square test 

independence and subsequent Cramer’s  values. The remaining cases 

were tested using Pearson’s correlation coefficients.

First, the association between the discrete variables were tested using 

chi-square independence tests (see, <Table 4-3>). The results indicate that 

employment status and both gender and religiosity were not independent. 

However, their associations were rather weak, considering the fact that 

their Cramer’s  values were less than 0.245). Specifically, the number of 

males who were full-time workers and self-employed was greater than 

expected, suggesting that females tend to belong in lower quality 

employment status. In terms of religiosity, those who were not religious 

were more likely to be full-time workers than expected, and those who 

were religious were more likely to be out of the labor force than 

predicted. 

45) In terms of the magnitude of the effect size of the Cramer’s  , a rule of 
thumb was suggested by Cohen (1988: 223-226), where 0.1 is a small effect 
size, 0.3 is a medium effect size, and 0.5 is a large effect size.
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Employment status

Total
Full
time

Part
time

Self
employ

ed

Unempl
-oyed

Out of
labor
force

Female

Male
f.o. 7,630 636 1,118 583 5,070 15,037

% 50.7% 4.2% 7.4% 3.9% 33.7% 100.0%

Female
f.o. 6,314 1,964 668 599 6,766 16,311

% 38.7% 12.0% 4.1% 3.7% 41.5% 100.0%

=1109.179***

Cramer’s V=0.121***

Religiosity

Not 
religious

f.o. 7,826 1,329 891 628 5,067 15,741

% 49.7% 8.4% 5.7% 4.0% 32.2% 100.0%

Religious
f.o. 6,118 1,271 895 554 6,769 15,607

% 39.2% 8.1% 5.7% 3.5% 43.4% 100.0%

=459.329***

Cramer’s V=0.188***

Total
f.o. 13,944 2,600 1,786 1,182 11,836 31,348

% 44.5% 8.3% 5.7% 3.8% 37.8% 100.0%

Note: ***: <0.001.
f.o.: observed frequency, %: f.o./total f.o..

<Table 4-3> Chi-square independence test for discrete variables
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Next, the results of Pearson correlation coefficients between other level-1 

variables are displayed in <Table 4-4>. Most of the correlation coefficients 

signify high statistical significance. However, this does not necessarily 

mean that most of the variables were strongly correlated. Sedgwick (2012: 

2) explained, “… in large samples a small value of —closer to zero—

maybe significant, despite the linear association being weak46).” This 

appropriately explains the high statistical significance of coefficients, 

considering that the sample used in this study is not small. 

Therefore, despite the statistical significance of the coefficients, the 

associations between the variables were weak, although their signs were 

not so different than anticipated. Nevertheless, the correlation between 

education and income was relatively stronger (=0.347).

46) The  value for Pearson  is defined     . Therefore, as  
becomes larger the  will also increase, which results in higher statistical 
significance.
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Female Age Age^2 Education 
level Part time Self 

employed
Un

-employed
Out of 

labor force Income Political 
orientation Religiosity Treat 

perception
Welfare 
attitudes

Female 1.000

Age -0.005 1.000

Age^2 -0.005 0.986
***

1.000

Education 
level

-0.021
***

-0.173
***

-0.196
***

1.000

Part time -0.104
***

-0.110
***

0.030
***

1.000

Self 
employed

-0.007 -0.026
***

0.043
***

1.000

Unemployed -0.102
***

-0.105
***

-0.066
***

1.000

Out of labor 
force

0.490
***

0.555
***

-0.235
***

1.000

Income -0.092
***

-0.152
***

-0.186
***

0.347
***

-0.016
**

0.052
***

-0.137
***

-0.279
***

1.000

Political 
orientation

-0.060
***

-0.087
***

-0.087
***

-0.080
***

-0.042
***

0.023
***

-0.020
***

0.026
***

0.053
***

1.000

Religiosity 0.184
***

0.183
***

-0.108
***

-0.062
***

0.140
***

1.000

Treat 
perception

0.003 0.068
***

0.065
***

0.184
***

-0.032
***

-0.006 0.018
**

0.053
***

-0.097
***

0.192
***

0.056
***

1.000

Welfare 
attitudes

0.059
***

-0.043
***

-0.040
***

-0.035
***

0.028
***

-0.037
***

0.066
***

0.010 -0.141
***

-0.207
***

-0.019
***

-0.027
***

1.000

Note: *: <0.05, **: <0.01, ***: <0.001.
The values are rounded off to the three decimal places.

<Table 4-4> Pearson correlation coefficients between level 1 variables
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Finally, <Table 4-5> presents the results of Pearson correlation 

coefficients between level-2 variables. Additionally, the aggregate mean of 

threat perception of immigrants and welfare attitudes according to each 

country were included in the analysis to understand the general pattern 

between the major variables47). Overall, there were few coefficients that 

were statistically significant other than those related to GDP. GDP was 

negatively correlated with unemployment rate, mean threat perception of 

immigrants, and welfare attitudes but positively correlated with immigration 

stock and flow. Next, unemployment rate was negatively associated with 

immigration flow. In terms of causality, it can be determined that 

immigrant flow caused more employment or increased unemployment 

caused less immigration.

Specifically, it is important to assess the association between the three 

main independent variables and welfare attitudes. The correlations are 

displayed as scatter plots in <Figure 4-3>, <Figure 4-4>, and <Figure 

4-5>. The figures depict that neither of the associations were statistically 

significant—neither of them affected welfare attitudes. First, immigrant 

stock is negatively associated with welfare attitudes. Apparently, data from 

Japan and Greece displayed a significant result as they depicted high 

levels of welfare attitudes with low immigrant stock. Second, the 

relationship between immigrant flow and welfare attitudes is similar. For 

example, although Greece had a relatively low immigrant flow, its welfare 

attitudes were high. Finally, threat perception and welfare attitudes did not 

depict any significant pattern, apart from Greece, which depicted a fairly 

high magnitude of threat perception.

47) They are visualized as scatter plots, as in Appendix 2.
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GDP Social 
expenditure

Un
-employment 

rate

Immigrant 
stock

Immigrant 
flow

Threat 
perception
(national 
average)

Welfare 
attitudes
(national 
average)

GDP 1.000

Social expenditure 0.135 1.000

Unemployment 
rate

-0.396
*

0.301 1.000

Immigrant stock 0.545
**

0.097 -0.153 1.000

Immigrant flow 0.550
**

 0.236 -0.408
*

0.074 1.000

Threat perception
(national average)

-0.504
*

0.088 0.306 -0.224 -0.113 1.000

Welfare attitudes
(national average)

-0.206 -0.093 0.491 -0.307 -0.199 0.141 1.000

Note: *: <0.05, **: <0.01, ***: <0.001.
The values are rounded off to the three decimal places.

<Table 4-5> Pearson correlation coefficients between level 2 variables
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<Figure 4-3> Immigrant stock and welfare attitudes by country 
Note: Pearson  -.31 (  .13)
AU: Australia, AT: Austria, CZ: Czech Repulic DK: Denmark EE: Estonia FI: 
Finland, FR: France, DE: Germany, GR: Greece, HU: Hungary, IS: Iceland, IT: 
Italy, JP: Japan, KR: Korea, LT: Lithuania, NL: Netherlands, NZ: New Zealand, 
NO: Norway, PL: Poland, SK: Slovakia, SI: Slovenia, ES: Spain, SE: Sweden, 
CH: Switzerland, UK: United Kingdom, US: United States of America.
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<Figure 4-4> Immigrant flow and welfare attitudes by country 
Note: Pearson  -.20 (  .33)
AU: Australia, AT: Austria, CZ: Czech Repulic DK: Denmark EE: Estonia FI: 
Finland, FR: France, DE: Germany, GR: Greece, HU: Hungary, IS: Iceland, IT: 
Italy, JP: Japan, KR: Korea, LT: Lithuania, NL: Netherlands, NZ: New Zealand, 
NO: Norway, PL: Poland, SK: Slovakia, SI: Slovenia, ES: Spain, SE: Sweden, 
CH: Switzerland, UK: United Kingdom, US: United States of America.
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<Figure 4-5> Threat perception on immigrants and welfare attitudes by 
country 

Note: Pearson  -.14 (  .49)
AU: Australia, AT: Austria, CZ: Czech Repulic DK: Denmark EE: Estonia FI: 
Finland, FR: France, DE: Germany, GR: Greece, HU: Hungary, IS: Iceland, IT: 
Italy, JP: Japan, KR: Korea, LT: Lithuania, NL: Netherlands, NZ: New Zealand, 
NO: Norway, PL: Poland, SK: Slovakia, SI: Slovenia, ES: Spain, SE: Sweden, 
CH: Switzerland, UK: United Kingdom, US: United States of America.
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4.3. MULTI-LEVEL REGRESSION ANALYSIS

4.3.1. Model Fitness

In terms of HLM, model fitness checks whether the model is appropriate 

for the dataset to utilize HLM. This can be verified by investigating the 

null model and checking if the variance between the groups (countries) is 

sufficiently large to explain a decent amount of the total variance.

Both values of ICC (Intraclass correlation coefficient) and DEFF (Design 

effect), as presented in <Table 4-6>48), suggest that employing HLM is 

appropriate for this dataset. ICC represents the degree of total variance 

explained by the variance between the groups. Using the formula 

suggested by Raudenbush and Bryk (2002:36) for calculating ICC, the 

study calculated its value as 0.0949)—approximately 9% of the total 

variance can be explained by the variance between the countries. The 

value is greater than 5%, which is generally considered  desirable for 

using an HLM (Hox, 1998: 148).

When the sample size is considerably large, it is useful to refer to the 

DEFF value to determine whether using HLM is reasonable (Muthén and 

Satorra, 1995; as cited in Maas and Hox, 2005: 87). According to the 

formula presented by Kish (1965: 162), the DEFF value was calculated as 

112.5950). Although this lacks consensus, it is usually considered that a 

multi-level regression method can be used if the DEFF value is over 2 

(Maas and Hox, 2005: 87; Muthén and Satorra, 1995). 

48) It also shows some additional information such as standard deviation, 
variance component, degree of freedom, chi-square value, and -value.

49) ICC = [ Variance between groups / (Variance between groups + Variance 
within group) ] = 0.61 / 0.61+5.98 = 0.09

50) DEFF = 1 + ICC * (-1) = 1 + 0.09 * (1206-1) = 112.59 (  refers to the 
average cluster size)
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4.3.2. Control Variables

<Table 4-7> contains the results of analysis of models 1, 2, and 3, 

including (i) regression coefficients ( for level-1 variables and  for 

level-2 variables), (ii)  values followed by their statistical significance, 

(iii) deviance, (iv) variance component of levels 1 and 2, (v) ICC, and 

(vi) DEFF.

<Table 4-7> depicts that the deviance was reduced from 145138.37 

(Model 0) to 143175.38 (Model 1)—Model 1 explains the dependent 

variables better than model 0. 

Further, the statistical significance of control variables did not display 

any dynamic change to the models. First, females have higher welfare 

attitudes; this is supported by the theory used in this study and results of 

extant studies (e.g., Burgoon, 2014; Burgoon and Roodujin, 2021; 

Finseraas, 2008). Interestingly, squared age was negatively associated with 

welfare attitudes, while age was not statistically significant. The results 

indicate that the younger and older populations have become more 

anti-welfare than the middle-aged group. Nevertheless, the regression 

coefficient of the squatted age was considerably marginal, close to 0. 

Education did not show any correlation to welfare attitudes, unlike the 

Random
effect

Standard 
deviation

Variance
component d.f.  -value ICC DEFF

Intercept  0.78 0.61
25 2728.22 <0.001 0.09 112.59

Level-1  2.45 5.98
Note: The values are rounded off to the two decimal places.

<Table 4-6> Estimation of ICC, DEFF 
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results of several extant studies where it was negatively associated with 

welfare attitudes (e.g., Burgoon, 2014; Eger and Breznau, 2017; Sumino, 

2014). Therefore, it can be inferred that the education level was possibly 

controlled by employment status or income, as they were highly correlated. 

Compared to full time, the other groups (part time, unemployed, and out 

of labor force) have higher welfare attitudes, whereas self-employed 

embodied significantly lower scores. Higher income was related to lower 

welfare attitudes. Among the value factors, the statistical significance of 

political orientation was the highest, albeit in a negative manner (=–

34.57). This implies that political orientation is extremely crucial in 

shaping an individual’s welfare attitudes. Further, religiosity depicted a 

bleak relationship with welfare attitudes.

Regarding level-2 control variables, GDP and social expenditure were not 

statistically significant. This corresponds with the results of prior studies 

(e.g., Brady and Finnigan, 2014; Kwon and Curran, 2016). Nevertheless, 

the unemployment rate was highly related to the dependent variables in a 

positive manner. This is expected as people would turn to the state if they 

could not find jobs or maintain their employment status.

Additionally, considering that the sample size of level 2 was rather small 

(=26), it lowers the possibility of rejecting the null hypotheses. Each 

level-2 control variable was added, respectively, into the models. The 

results suggest that unemployment rate was statistically significant in a 

positive manner.
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4.3.3. Main Effects

The results of model 2 support H1-1 as the regression coefficient of 

threat perception displayed statistical significance (<.05) with a negative 

sign. This means that people with a high threat perception of immigrants 

tend to have low welfare attitudes. Conversely, H1-2 or H1-3 were not 

supported by any evidence, as the coefficients of immigration stock and 

flow did not depict any statistical significance. Further. even when only 

one of the main independent variables was included in the model, only 

threat perception displayed a statistical significance.

Conclusively, the results imply that perceptions and not real numbers 

related to immigration are more crucial in determining welfare attitudes. In 

other words, the effect of the economic channel on welfare attitudes is 

stronger than the cultural channel, and the welfare drain threat is more 

salient than the economic insecurity threat.
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Model 0 Model 1 Model 2

 ()   ()   () 

Lv.1

Intercept 5.18 33.68
***

5.05 35.88
***

5.05 36.14
***

Female
(Male=0)

0.17 6.28
***

0.17 6.29
***

Age 0.00 0.83 0.00 0.93

Age^2 -0.00 -2.18
*

-0.00 -2.27
*

Education level -0.01 -1.27 -0.01 -1.55

Employment status
(Full time=0)

Part time 0.12 2.39
*

0.12 2.37
*

Self employed -0.34 -5.59
***

-0.34 -5.60
***

Unemployed 0.43 5.74
***

0.42 5.74
***

Out of labor force 0.09 2.30
*

0.09 2.29
*

Income -0.10 -16.24
***

-0.10 -16.33
***

Political orientation -0.23 -36.24
***

-0.23 -35.20
***

Religiosity -0.01 -0.32 -0.01 0.34

Threat perception -0.03 -2.12
*

Lv.2

GDP 0.00 0.13 0.00 0.66

Social expenditure -0.04 -1.29 -0.04 -1.31

Unemployment
rate

0.07 2.67
*

0.08 2.70
*

Immigrant stock -0.03 -1.35

Immigrant flow 0.00 0.23

Deviance 145138.37 143175.38 143189.70

<Table 4-7> Analysis results of model 0, 1, and 2
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Lv.1 variance component 5.98 5.60 5.60

Lv.2 variance component 0.61 0.49 0.49

ICC 0.09 0.08 0.08

DEFF 112.59 98.43 97.13

Note: †: <0.1,  *: <.05, **: <.01, ***: <.001., : coefficient, : -value.
INT: Interaction terms.
The values are rounded off to the two decimal places.
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4.3.4. Moderation Effects

Model 3 tests H2, and its results are displayed in <Table 4-9>. Based 

on the statistical significance, it can be cautiously concluded that both 

H2-1 and H2-2 are supported; however, the former is less definitive.

In terms of H2-1 and the results of the analysis of model 3-1, only the 

interaction term of “threat perception” and “out of labor force” was 

statistically significant at the 0.05 level (=.048). Specifically, they 

displayed steady welfare attitudes at any given threat perception. Further, 

the interaction term for “unemployed” also displayed significant results, 

with a significance level of 0.1 (=.063). In fact, the threat perception 

depicted a positive association with welfare attitudes. It can be assumed 

that those who are economically inactive compete only with immigrants 

for general welfare benefits; however, those who are unemployed also 

compete in the labor market and demand more protection from the 

government. Nevertheless, such interpretation requires caution as the 

significance level of both interaction terms are low. In fact, only “out of 

labor force” had a significant interaction term as its value was less than 

0.1.

In terms of H2-2, models 3-2 and 3-3 depict that the moderation effect 

of unemployment rate is statistically significant with a stable pattern. This 

indicates that economic threat might be effective even at the national 

level. Therefore, it also suggests that there might be a significant variation 

across countries in terms of the relationship between threat perception of 

immigrants and welfare attitudes.

Thus, the economic insecurity threat can be observed at both individual 

and national levels, although the effect of the former is relatively weaker. 

The explained moderation effects are depicted in <Figure 4-6>, <Figure 

4-7>, and <Figure 4-8>.



- 64 -

Model 3-1 Model 3-2 Model 3-3

 ()   ()   () 

Lv.1

Intercept 5.05 36.15
***

5.05 36.15
***

5.05 36.15
***

Female
(Male=0)

0.17 6.25
***

0.17 6.28
***

0.17 6.25
***

Age 0.00 0.96 0.00 0.99 0.01 1.01

Age^2 -0.00 -2.30
*

-0.00 -2.33
*

-0.00 -2.36
*

Education level -0.01 -1.59 -0.01 -1.45 -0.01 -1.50

Employment status
(Full time=0)

Part time 0.12 2.28
*

0.12 2.35
*

0.12 2.28
*

Self employed -0.34 -5.59
***

-0.33 -5.54
***

-0.33 -5.53
***

Unemployed 0.42 5.63
***

0.42 5.75
***

0.42 5.66
***

Out of labor force 0.09 2.31
*

0.09 2.29
*

0.09 2.29
*

Income -0.10 -16.28
***

-0.10 -16.40
***

-0.10 -16.35
***

Political orientation -0.23 -35.14
***

-0.23 -35.13
***

-0.23 -35.08
***

Religiosity -0.01 -0.33 -0.01 -0.37 -0.01 -0.36

Threat perception -0.06 -2.69
**

-0.02 -1.42
**

-0.05 -2.11
*

Lv.2

GDP 0.00 0.67 0.00 0.66 0.00 0.66

Social expenditure -0.04 -1.31 -0.04 -1.31 -0.04 -1.31

Unemployment
rate

0.08 2.70
*

0.08 2.70
*

0.08 2.70
*

Immigrant stock -0.03 -1.35 -0.03 -1.35 -0.03 -1.35

Immigrant flow 0.00 0.23 0.00 0.23 0.00 0.23

<Table 4-8> Analysis results of model 3-1, 3-2, and 3-3
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INT

Threat perception
x Part time

-0.08 -1.35 -0.07 -1.20

Threat perception
x Self employed

0.07 1.13 0.07 1.14

Threat perception
x Unemployed

0.14 1.86
†

0.11 1.48

Threat perception
x Out of labor force

0.06 1.97
*

0.06 1.77
†

Threat perception
x Unemployment rate

0.01 4.59
***

0.01 4.30
***

Deviance 143194.95 143176.66 143184.44

Lv.1 variance component 5.60 5.60 5.59

Lv.2 variance component 0.48 0.49 0.48

ICC 0.08 0.08 0.08

DEFF 97.09 97.17 97.13

Note: †: <0.1,  *: <.05, **: <.01, ***: <.001., : coefficient, : -value.
INT: Interaction terms.
The values are rounded off to the two decimal places.
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<Figure 4-6> Moderation effect of unemployed
Note: Graph is based on model 3-1.
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<Figure 4-7> Moderation effect of out of labor force
Note: Graph is based on model 3-1.

<Figure 4-8> Moderation effect of unemployment rate
Note: Graph is based on model 3-3.
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CHAPTER 5. CONCLUSION

5.1. SUMMARY OF RESEARCH

This study sheds light on the relationship between immigration and 

welfare states by analyzing how non-immigrants’ perceived threat of 

immigrants affects their welfare attitudes.

Inspired by Blalock’s (1967) group threat theory that distinguishes threat 

into actual threat and perceived threat, this study aimed to obtain empirical 

evidence to assess whether the perceived threat (as well as actual threat) 

of immigration significantly impacts the welfare attitudes of non-immigrants 

(Q1). Additionally, the moderating effect of employment status on both 

national (as unemployment rate) and individual levels was also assessed, 

based on the findings of extant studies(Q2).

Based on this, data from 31,348 cases from 26 countries were gathered 

from the 2017-2021 Joint EVS-WVS dataset, along with information 

regarding some national-level variables from various other datasets. This 

was followed by the assessment of hypotheses using multi-level regression 

modes.

The results indicate that the perceived threat of immigrants had a 

significant effect on determining welfare attitudes (H1-1). These results 

showed statistically significant coefficients with negative signs, indicating 

that higher threat perception of immigrants correlates with lower welfare 

attitudes. Conversely, both immigrant stock and flow displayed a bleak 

correlation with welfare attitudes (H1-2, H1-3). Therefore, the “actual 

threat” of immigration may not necessarily discourage non-immigrants’ 

welfare attitudes.

Next, individual employment status showed some moderation effects, 
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although its statistical significance was rather weak (H2-1). Only the 

coefficient of the interaction term of threat perception and out of labor 

force (and possibly, unemployed) was notable because threat perception 

was positively correlated to welfare attitudes, unlike other employment 

status groups. However, the moderation effect of the national 

unemployment rate displayed a stable statistical significance (H2-2). In 

other words, when the unemployment rate was high, the slope of the 

correlation between threat perception and welfare attitudes was not as 

sharp. Nevertheless, they displayed negative correlations.
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5.2. IMPLICATIONS
 

5.2.1. Theoretical Implications

The theoretical implications of this study are as follows. First, it shifted 

the focus of the discussion on the relationship between immigration and 

welfare states from materialistic to cognitive aspects. It confirmed that the 

perception of threat, rather than actual numbers related to immigration, was 

a significant determinant of welfare attitudes (H1). Further, the theoretical 

contribution of this study is noteworthy as it assesses variables on both 

national and individual levels.

Second, this study also helped understand how the relationship between 

immigration and welfare attitudes might vary across countries. The 

empirical findings confirmed that the perceived threat of immigrants has 

two contradicting impacts on welfare attitudes (H2). This corresponds with 

the results of prior studies (e.g., Finseraas, 2008). Nevertheless, the results 

of H2-2 indicate the unique implication of this study because it suggests 

that such a contradicting effect may be true even at the national level. In 

other words, the impact of immigration may not be uniform across all 

countries.

Third, the incorporation of the group threat theory from social 

psychology allowed conducting a more insightful analysis to understand the 

said relationship better.

Finally, the empirical results from this research are likely to depict a 

higher external validity. As Brady and Finnigan (2014: 22) observed, the 

prior studies have majorly focused on the context of the US and Western 

Europe (e.g., Breznau and Eger, 2016; Burgoon, 2014; Burgoon and 

Rooduijn, 2021; Eger and Breznau, 2017; Finseraas, 2008; Kulin et al., 
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2016; Larsen, 2011; Mau and Burkhardt, 2009; Senik et al., 2009; Van 

Oorschot and Uunk, 2007), and certain other studies targeted only one 

country, such as Germany (e.g., Auspurg et al., 2019; Schmidt-Catran and 

Spies, 2016; Stichnoth, 2012) or Sweden (e.g., Dahlberg et al., 2012; 

Eger, 2010). However, this study sheds light on the topic on a broader 

scale by integrating data from 26 countries. Specifically, it included 

countries such as South Korea, Japan, Australia, New Zealand, and various 

Eastern European countries.

5.2.2. Policy Implications

The empirical findings also provide several policy implications. First, it 

highlights the equal importance of qualitative social integration policies on 

immigration along with quantitative border control policies. Results of H1 

confirm that non-immigrants’ perception of threat is more likely to affect 

their welfare attitudes rather than the presence of immigrants. While border 

policies manage the immigrant flow and stock using material resources, 

social integration policies involve factors such as education, labor, and 

welfare to manage the threat perception of non-immigrants and facilitate 

the immigrants’ integration into society51). Indeed, Green et al. (2020: 631) 

highlighted the potential impact of immigration integration policies on 

shaping the non-immigrants’ perceptions of immigrants. Therefore, it can 

be concluded that immigration or immigrants are not direct threats to a 

welfare state52). Rather, it is the institutional and social environment 

related to immigration policies that raises issues.

51) The degree of social integration of immigrants that a country aims to 
achieve varies across the countries (Berry, 1997).

52) Such belief or attitudes only raises potential of welfare chauvinism which 
brings more conflicts that might be truly detrimental to welfare states.
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Second, upon testing H2, it was found that social policies that manage 

threat perception are accessible for certain employment status and 

countries. Therefore, the results of H2-1 revealed it might be more crucial 

to tackle full-time, part-time, and self-employed workers to manage their 

threat perception of immigrants. This is because a high level of threat 

perception is negatively correlated with their welfare attitudes, as opposed 

to the unemployed and economically inactive groups. Further, these results 

suggest that countries with lower unemployment rates should be more 

careful of the impact of threat perception on the welfare attitudes of 

non-immigrants.

Third, consequently, it is important to formulate various delicate social 

policies to manage the perceived threat of non-immigrants toward 

immigrants. For example, the media can specifically play a significant role 

in fighting prejudice and discrimination against immigrants to improve 

social integration53) (Kymlicka, 2013: 96). Therefore, it would be desirable 

to establish and implement policies to foster public media to convey 

balanced yet factual information while portraying immigrants or 

immigration issues54). In fact, Jacobs et al. (2016) observed that those who 

prefer commercial media over public media tend to have a more negative 

attitude toward immigrants; thus, they emphasized the potential of public 

media for fostering tolerance and providing balanced information on 

immigrants. Such information may include data on the degree of 

immigrants’ dependence on welfare benefits. This can be more important 

in countries where the immigrant stock is low (i.e., Poland, Japan, South 

53) In fact, many scholars have studied the impact of media on immigration 
attitudes (i.e. Atwell Seate and Mastro, 2016; Boomgaarden and Vliegenthart, 
2009; Damstra et al., 2021; Danso and McDonald, 2001; Eberl et al., 2018; 
Héricourt and Spielvogel, 2014; Schlueter and Davidov, 2013; Vergeer et al., 
2000).

54) Several studies argue that the hostility towards immigrants can be reinforced 
with negative stereotyping in news content (Boomgaarden and Vliegenthart, 
2009; Schlueter and Davidov, 2013).



- 73 -

Korea, etc.) because media enacts as a resource to learn about immigrants 

as there is lower chance to actually encounter one.

Fourth, ultimately, it could be more desirable for governments to 

introduce a “multi-cultural welfare state.” Such a state combines 

multiculturalism and welfare to manage the immigration phenomenon from 

becoming an actual threat. Thus, although welfare states are based on the 

system of nation-states, they have to be an open rather than a closed 

system to adjust to the exogenous changes (Delbrück, 1994). However, it 

should never disregard the importance of the actual and material aspects of 

economic and welfare issues regarding immigrants. Burgoon (2014: 366–

367) asserted that the economic integration of immigrants is crucial for 

alleviating the effect of immigration on undermining welfare attitudes. 

Consequently, rewarding educational attainments, harmonizing social welfare 

systems for increasing the insurance and pro-work (rather than 

non-contributory) content of social policies might be desirable (Boeri, 

2010: 673). In fact, the ultimate direction should be empowering 

immigrants to become economically independent citizens and not remain 

passive welfare recipients. In that sense, notably, what determines welfare 

spending for immigrants is not immigration itself but the conditions—

especially those related to economic aspects—to which the immigrants 

have to adapt (Gaston, 2015) that a multi-cultural welfare state should 

carefully design.

Finally, in general, the empirical findings of this study provide both 

legitimacy and warning against the implementation of immigration policies 

that seek to accommodate more immigrants. Logically, if immigrant stock 

and flow are not significant factors affecting welfare attitudes, then 

welcoming more immigrants can be fruitful for a country under a careful 

institutional design. Despite some worries that immigration threatens 

welfare states55), several scholars have observed that an increase in cultural 

power due to immigration produces higher levels of creativity (Galloway 
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and Dunlop, 2007; Caplan, 2012: 21) and “boost innovation, since skilled 

migrants bring knowledge, international linkages, and networks for 

expanding business opportunities” (Guest, 2013: 165). This may lead to 

improvements in productivity. Further, several scholars have noted that 

immigration is likely to mitigate the issue of low birth rate and aging 56) 

(Collado et al., 2004; Marois et al., 2020). For example, Japan, where the 

national sentiment of ethnic and cultural homogeneity is extremely strong, 

has changed its immigration policy to embrace more foreign workers 

(Peng, 2016). Nevertheless, notably, such beneficial effects may not 

manifest as long as the society lacks imprudent social integration policies 

for immigration.

55) In fact, Fenwick (2019) argues that the European welfare states are still 
robust despite the immigration, and further, opposed to widespread perception, 
Banting and Kymlicka (2013) suggests that even the policies regarding 
multiculturalism have not met its retreat.

56) As a matter of course, immigration is not the ultimate solution to the low 
birthrate and aging population, as it is generally expected to require a 
massive influx of migrants to fully address the low birthrate and aging 
population. However, it is true that if the number of immigrants increases, 
the cost of population stimulus will be mitigated. However, it should be 
firmly refrained to ‘instrumentalize’ the immigrants by viewing them as mere 
means of addressing issues such as low fertility and population aging, etc, 
bearing in mind the Max Frisch’s profound quip, “We wanted workers, but 
we got people instead (Borjas, 2015: 962)”.
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5.3. LIMITATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS

The study also has several limitations. First, there may be an issue of 

endogeneity regarding the relationship between the independent and 

dependent variables (Fireness, 2008: 425). Welfare attitudes may affect the 

actual or perceived threat of immigration, which is the opposite direction 

of the causal structure that this study assesses. This issue can be tackled 

variously. One way is to find and use an instrumental variable. This 

method was suggested by Fireness (2008: 425–426) but could not be 

employed due to the limitation of data. Additionally, embracing certain 

longitudinal methodologies may be effective for obtaining a stronger 

control for unobserved characteristics. This was emphasized by Brady and 

Finnigan (2014: 22) and used by several other studies that employed panel 

data; however, such studies are often limited to a single country (e.g., 

Auspurg et al., 2019; Dahlberg et al., 2012; Kwon and Curran, 2016; 

Schmidt-Catran and Spies, 2016; Stichnoth, 2012).

Further, a more in-depth and specific definition of variables could 

significantly improve the results of the analysis. For example, more 

in-depth insights can be drawn if the dependent variable is divided into 

the welfare attitudes regarding specific welfare policies or programs (e.g., 

Brady and Finnigan, 2014; Yang et al., 202057)) that exclusively support 

the immigrants. The same applies to independent variables as well. 

Specifying the perceived threat of immigrants could facilitate the 

distinction between “economic threat” and “welfare threat” (Finseraas, 

2008).

Similarly, the definition and image of an immigrant (or immigrants as a 

57) Yang et al. (2020) found evidence in Hong Kong that the more the 
non-immigrants believe that immigrants receive public assistance, the less 
supportive the non-immigrants are towards the policy. The study is valuable 
in that it shows evidence from Asia, where the issue is far less studied.
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group) can significantly vary. In fact, Hellwig and Sinno (2015: 339) 

found that people perceive different threats from different immigrants58). 

Therefore, more sophisticated definitions or categorizations of immigrants 

would yield more specific empirical results, as suggested by Van Oorschot 

and Uunk (2007: 79). For example, the definition of immigrants may 

change based on religion, country of origin (e.g., Sumino, 2014: 444; 

Alesina et al., 2021), visa type (whether they are undocumented, refugee, 

migrant worker, etc.). This may significantly affect the way 

non-immigrants perceive immigrants.

Finally, data from more countries, such as Canada, which is known for 

its successful and multi-cultural policies (Banting, 2010; Oosterlynck et al., 

2016: 771), would yield increasingly sophisticated and quality results. 

Further, assessing the relationship between immigration and welfare states 

in countries other than the developed welfare states may reveal different 

patterns. For example, the massive immigration within Southeast Asian 

countries (Kaur, 2010) and Middle Eastern countries such as Qatar and the 

United Arab Emirates are entirely different from the immigration 

phenomenon observed in the US or Europe59).

Further, future research should focus on certain institutional environments 

that impact threat perception—for example, multiculturalism policies that 

may help immigrants attain self-sufficiency rather than becoming a “social 

burden.” . Such a study could produce policy implications essential for 

maximizing mutual reciprocity and peaceful coexistence between 

immigrants and non-immigrants. 

58) For example, they argued that, in the European context, “Security fears 
affect attitudes towards Muslim immigrants but economic concerns bear on 
views towards Eastern Europeans” (Hellwig and Sinno, 2015: 339). In fact, 
Europeans’ attitudes toward Muslims have received great attention from 
numerous scholars (i.e., Erisen and Kentmen-Cin, 2017; Savelkoul et al., 
2011; Velasco González et al., 2008).

59) The immigrant population ratio of Qatar and United Arab Emirates were 
78.7% and 86.3%, repectively (UNDESA, 2019). 
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Additionally, a representative index of immigration policy is MIPEX 

(Migrant Integration Policy Index)60). MIPEX measures scores regarding 

how immigrants can be readily integrated into a certain society by 

considering realms such as health, labor, education, welfare, and so on. 

Tatarko (2019) tried to figure out how MIPEX is related to perceived 

threats on immigrants and found that the relationship was rather mixed 

and unclear. However, Green et al. (2020) discovered some empirical 

evidence that a high MIPEX score is related to fewer threats on 

immigrants. Finally, research on the association between integration policies 

for immigration and attitudes toward immigrants remains scant (Tatarko, 

2019: 229); therefore, future research should attempt to fill this gap.

60) MIPEX data can be obtained form “www.mipex.eu”.
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APPENDIX

APPENDIX 1. LEVEL-2 DATASET

Country       
Australia 48762.93 17.46 5.86 28.50 8.20 3.25 5.63
Austria 50708.54 27.59 5.31 36.20 25.30 3.21 4.48
Czech Republic 32520.45 19.75 8.93 3.90 7.90 3.74 4.69
Denmark 48096.43 29.78 7.10 10.50 24.80 3.08 4.37
Estonia 19191.83 16.69 6.49 16.10 -10.40 3.08 4.45
Finland 42308.07 29.75 7.99 5.70 34.50 2.77 4.64
France 41567.82 31.77 10.09 12.20 6.50 3.01 4.61
Germany 48629.38 25.05 4.16 13.70 22.10 3.07 5.46
Greece 26338.87 25.71 29.37 11.10 -5.30 3.61 7.38
Hungary 13671.56 20.82 6.95 4.80 18.20 3.67 5.27
Iceland 52741.08 15.57 4.53 11.80 13.60 2.19 5.63
Italy 38134.02 27.99 12.95 9.90 2.70 3.10 5.38
Japan 40456.39 22.20 3.07 1.80 9.70 3.05 6.99
Korea 37600.70 9.53 3.36 2.30 21.80 2.95 5.74
Lithuania 15686.67 15.6 8.04 4.70 -15.70 3.13 4.61
Netherlands 49254.07 17.81 7.01 11.60 10.00 3.16 4.90
New Zealand 41394.57 19.15 5.08 22.50 4.60 2.22 5.19
Norway 63235.66 24.18 3.61 14.70 39.70 2.56 4.93
Poland 25482.27 20.38 9.11 1.60 0.20 2.93 5.25
Slovakia 28712.54 17.45 13.26 3.30 25.20 3.31 5.66
Slovenia 31095.06 23.06 9.89 11.50 -5.20 2.93 4.90
Spain 33992.90 25.11 24.41 12.70 -4.40 2.68 6.18
Sweden 47692.51 26.55 7.43 16.40 23.80 2.90 4.33
Switzerland 64077.42 16.34 4.76 29.00 11.60 2.78 4.11
United Kingdom 42738.51 21.41 6.2 13.10 11.20 2.58 4.65
USA 54889.05 18.53 5.38 15.10 7.20 2.67 5.38
(Total mean) 39960.74 21.74 8.46 12.49 11.07 2.99 5.18
Note: The values are rounded off to the two decimal places.

<Appendix 1-1> Level-2 dataset
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APPENDIX 2. CORRELATION ANALYSIS

<Appendix 3-1> Immigrant stock and immigrant flow by country
Note: Pearson   .07 (  .72)
AU: Australia, AT: Austria, CZ: Czech Repulic DK: Denmark EE: Estonia FI: 
Finland, FR: France, DE: Germany, GR: Greece, HU: Hungary, IS: Iceland, IT: 
Italy, JP: Japan, KR: Korea, LT: Lithuania, NL: Netherlands, NZ: New Zealand, 
NO: Norway, PL: Poland, SK: Slovakia, SI: Slovenia, ES: Spain, SE: Sweden, 
CH: Switzerland, UK: United Kingdom, US: United States of America.
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<Appendix 3-2> Immigrant stock and threat perception on immigrants by 
country

Note: Pearson  -.22 (  .27)
AU: Australia, AT: Austria, CZ: Czech Repulic DK: Denmark EE: Estonia FI: 
Finland, FR: France, DE: Germany, GR: Greece, HU: Hungary, IS: Iceland, IT: 
Italy, JP: Japan, KR: Korea, LT: Lithuania, NL: Netherlands, NZ: New Zealand, 
NO: Norway, PL: Poland, SK: Slovakia, SI: Slovenia, ES: Spain, SE: Sweden, 
CH: Switzerland, UK: United Kingdom, US: United States of America.
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<Appendix 3-3> Immigrant flow and threat perception on immigrants by 
country

Note: Pearson  -.11 (  .58)
AU: Australia, AT: Austria, CZ: Czech Repulic DK: Denmark EE: Estonia FI: 
Finland, FR: France, DE: Germany, GR: Greece, HU: Hungary, IS: Iceland, IT: 
Italy, JP: Japan, KR: Korea, LT: Lithuania, NL: Netherlands, NZ: New Zealand, 
NO: Norway, PL: Poland, SK: Slovakia, SI: Slovenia, ES: Spain, SE: Sweden, 
CH: Switzerland, UK: United Kingdom, US: United States of America.
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국문초록

이주민에 관한 위협인식이

선주민의 복지태도에 미치는 영향

서울대학교 대학원

사회복지학과

권인욱

본 연구의 목적은 이주민에 관한 위협인식이 선주민의 복지태도에 미치는 영향을 

분석하는 것이다. 즉, 이주민을 위협적으로 인식하는 정도가 정부가 개인의 복지에 

어느 정도 책임을 져야 한다고 생각하는지에 미치는 영향을 살펴보는 것이다.

이에 관한 구체적인 연구 질문은 두 가지이다. 첫째, 이주민에 관한 위협인식과 

이주민 인구의 비중 및 그 변화율은 선주민의 복지태도에 유의한 영향을 미치는가? 

이주와 복지국가 간의 관계를 연구한 많은 선행 연구는 주로 이주민의 인구비율이

나 혹은 그것의 변화율이 선주민의 복지태도와 어떠한 상관이 있는지를 분석하였

다. 그러나 본 연구는 Blalock(1967)의 집단위협이론(Group threat theory)의 관점을 

차용하여 인구비율과 같은 객관적 위협뿐만 아니라 위협인식과 같은 주관적 위협에

도 주목할 필요가 있을지 검토하였다.

둘째, 개인 수준의 종사상 지위와 국가 수준의 실업률은 이주민에 관한 위협인식

과 선주민의 복지태도 간 관계를 조절하는가? 만약 주관적 위협이 복지태도에 통계

적으로 유의한 영향을 미친다면, 그것이 모든 개인이나 국가에 대하여 동일한 양상

으로 전개되는지 확인할 필요가 있다. 왜냐하면, 만약 그러한 양상이 차별적으로 존

재한다면 이주와 관련된 복지에 있어 복지정치 차원에서의 균열이 발생할 수 있으

며, 이에 따라 복지정책의 개발 및 운용에 있어서도 더욱 세심한 주의가 필요하기 

때문이다.

이상과 같은 연구 질문에 답하고자 JOINT EVS-WVS 2017-2021 DATA-SET을 활

용하여 OECD 26개국 31,348명의 사례를 분석하였다. 먼저 기술통계분석과 상관관

계 분석을 통하여 데이터의 대략적인 구조와 변수 간 관계를 검토하였다. 이어서 

다층회귀분석을 통하여 이주민에 관한 위협인식이 선주민의 복지태도에 어떠한 영

향을 미치는지 분석하였다.
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연구결과를 요약하면 다음과 같다. 첫째, 이주민에 관한 위협인식은 선주민의 복

지태도에 부적으로 통계적으로 유의한 부적 영향을 미쳤으나 이주민 인구의 비중 

및 그 변화율은 선주민의 복지태도에 통계적으로 유의한 영향을 미치지 않았다. 이

러한 연구결과는 이주민에 관한 객관적 위협이 아니라 주관적 위협이 복지태도에 

실질적인 영향을 미칠 수 있음을 뒷받침한다.

둘째, 개인 수준의 종사상 지위와 실업률은 모두 이주민에 관한 위협인식과 선주

민의 복지태도 간 관계를 조절하는 것으로 나타났다. 구체적으로, 다른 종사상 지위

는 이주민에 관한 위협인식이 높을수록 복지태도가 낮은 경향을 보였으나 비경제활

동 인구는 이주민에 관한 위협인식이 높은 경우에도 복지태도가 낮지 않은 경향을 

보였다. 또한, 비록 통계적 유의성은 비경제활동 인구에 비하여 약하지만, 실업자 

집단은 이주민에 관한 위협인식이 높아질수록 복지태도가 높았다. 한편, 국가 비교 

차원에서는 실업률이 높은 국가일수록 이주민에 관한 위협인식이 복지태도에 미치

는 부적 영향의 강도가 낮은 것으로 나타났다.

위와 같은 연구결과의 함의는 다음과 같다. 먼저 이론적 차원에서는 첫째, 본 연

구는 이주와 복지국가 간의 관계에 관한 연구의 초점을 객관적 지표에서 주관적 인

식으로 이동시키는 데 일조하였다. 둘째, 나아가 이러한 이주와 복지국가의 관계는 

국가별로 서로 다른 양상을 지닐 수 있음을 제시하였다. 셋째, 많은 선행 연구와는 

달리 구체적인 하나의 이론의 관점에서, 즉 사회심리학 이론 중 집단위협이론의 관

점에서 이주와 복지국가의 관계에 관한 담론을 조명하였다. 마지막으로 26개국을 

분석에 포함함으로써 대부분의 선행 연구보다 더 큰 국가 차원 표본을 확보하여 외

적 타당도를 높이는 데 이바지하였다.

다음으로 정책적 차원의 함의로서는 첫째, 이주에 관한 질적인 사회통합 정책의 

중요성이 양적인 국경 통제 정책의 중요성보다 낮지 않음을 뒷받침한다. 둘째, 이주

민에 관한 위협인식을 다루는 (혹은 교정하는) 사회정책은 특정 고용상태 집단이나 

혹은 특정 국가에 있어서 더욱 중요할 수 있음을 시사한다. 셋째, 따라서 이주민에 

관한 위협인식을 교정하기 위하여 사회통합 차원에서 미디어 정책과 같은 사회정책

에 대한 더욱 섬세한 접근이 필요함을 의미한다. 넷째, 이는 궁극적으로 다문화주의 

복지국가 도입의 필요성을 지지하지만, 이주민에 관한 인식적 차원뿐만 아니라 실

질적인 경제, 복지적 영역에 관해서도 여전히 소홀히 하지 말아야 할 것을 언급하

였다. 마지막으로, 이상의 연구결과는 이주민에 대한 적극적 수용정책을 펼치고자 

하는 국가에 대하여 경고와 조언을 동시에 제시하였다.

그러나 본 연구는 다음과 같은 한계를 지닌다. 우선, 횡단자료를 분석함으로써 복

지태도가 이주민에 관한 위협인식에 영향을 미칠 수 있는 가능성에 관해서는 충분

한 검토를 하지 못하였다. 또한, 이주민에 관한 위협인식을 포착하는 설문 문항이 

다소 세부적이지 못하였으며 캐나다와 같은 이주정책에 있어서 중요한 국가가 분석 
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대상에 포함되지 못하였다. 이에 따라 후속 연구에서는 종단자료를 분석함으로 내

생성 문제를 더욱 잘 대처하고, 이주민에 관한 위협인식을 더 세부적으로 포착하고 

더 많은 국가를 포함할 수 있는 자료를 이용할 것을 제안하였다.

주요어 : 이주, 복지국가, 위협인식, 복지태도, 다문화주의 복지국가

학  번 : 2019-24541
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