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SOCIETY’S ATTITUDES TOWARDS IMPACT OF IMMIGRATION: CASE OF EU COUNTRIES 

 
One of the most pressing problems nowadays attracting attention of EU citizens is the integration of immigrants. 

During the recent period immigration flows to the EU, especially external, were growing considerably – the number 
of international immigrants in the EU has increased by 57.5 percent over 2000 – 2015. One of the factors leading to 
successful integration of immigrants is attitudes towards them regarding their impact on countries’ socio-economic, 
cultural or other transformation. Empirical studies show that immigration can lead to both positive and negative 
effects on countries’ demography, economy, culture and criminogenic situation depending on the immigrants’ 
education, age, gender and other characteristics. Nevertheless, even if immigration leads to a positive 
transformation of the country, society’s attitude towards immigration can be negative and this can complicate the 
process of integration. For this reason, it is important to investigate not only the effects of immigration on countries’ 
demography, economy, culture and other areas, but also to investigate society’s attitudes towards benefits and 
losses of immigration. We employed binary logistic regression to analyse the EU society’s attitudes towards 
consequences of immigration. The results show that public attitudes toward consequences of immigration are 
largely negative, especially towards impact on criminogenic situation and this does not match actual impact 
empirically researched by other authors and presented in the literature review. 

Keywords: attitudes toward immigrants, immigration consequences, threat-benefit model, immigration benefits, 
immigration costs. 
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Introduction. Recently one of the most pressing problems in the European Union is the integration 

of immigrants. The flow of immigrants to the EU has increased considerably over the last ten-years and 
especially the flow of external immigration. According to United Nations (2015), during the period of 
2000–2015, the number of international migrants in the EU has increased by 57.5 percent (from 34.3 to 
54.1 million). In 2015, the highest international migrants to population ratio was in Luxemburg (44%), 
Austria, Cyprus, Sweden (17%), Ireland (16%) and Germany, Estonia (15%). This ratio over the same 
period increased mostly in Luxembourg (by 12% points), Cyprus, Spain (by 9% points), Ireland (by 7% 
points), Sweden, Italy (by 6% points) and United Kingdom (by 5% points).  

One of the determinants of successful integration of the immigrants is society’s attitudes towards 
them regarding their impact on countries’ socio-economic, cultural, security and other transformations. 
Previous studies (Smith and Edmondson [1]; Auerbach and Oreopoulos [2]; Lee and Miller [3]; Mayr [4]; 
Jiroudkova et al. [5]; Simionescu et. al. [6]; Kerr and Kerr [7]; Hinojosa-Ojeda [8]; Berzinskiene et. al. [9]; 
Docquier et. al. [10]; Strielkowski et al. [11]; Metelski and Mihi-Ramirez [12]; Tubadji and Nijkamp [13]; 
Byrne and Dixon [14]; Strielkowski et al. [15]; Butkus et. al. [16; 17]; Kushnirovich [18]; Sanchez-Pages 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Розділ 4 Проблеми управління інноваційним розвитком 
 

Маркетинг і менеджмент інновацій, 2018, № 1 
http://mmi.fem.sumdu.edu.ua/ 

339 

and Garcia [19]; Bove and Elia [20]; Lincényi, [21]; Kordík and Kurilovská, [22]; Beinoravičius and 
Vainiutė [23]; Avdeev et al. [24]) show that immigration can lead to both positive and negative effects on 
the countries’ demographic, economic, cultural and criminogenic situation depending on immigrants’ 
education, age, gender and other characteristics. Even if immigration leads to positive transformation of 
the country, people’s attitude towards immigrants can be negative. This can prevent successful 
integration of immigrants. For this reason, it is important to analyse not only the impact of immigration on 
countries’ demography, economy, culture and other areas, but also to analyse individual attitudes 
towards immigration and immigrants. In this field studies are limited. The researchers commonly aim to 
identify differences of attitudes towards immigration in general depending on individuals’ income and 
employment status, age, gender, race and other characteristics (Chvátalová [25]; Card et. al. [26]; 
Mayda [27]; Gurbanov et al. [28]; Mishra and Singhania [29]; Diaz et al. [30]; Butkus et al. [16]). Another 
group of researchers investigated migration as phenomena, migration flows and migration causes 
(Josifidis et al. [31]; Brown et. al. [32]; Afonso and Devitt [33]; Davidavičienė and Lolat [34]; Szarucki et. 
al. [35]; Iancu et al. [36] and etc.). There are also some studies that analyse demographic, economic, 
fiscal impact of immigration. However, we found only few studies that analysed people’s attitudes 
towards immigration impact on countries’ economy, culture, social cohesion (Finseras et. al. [37]; 
Tartakovsky and Walsh [38]), criminogenic situation (Ceobanu [39]) in the EU countries. In this regard, 
the aim of this research is to evaluate society’s attitude towards immigration not just as to phenomenon 
in general, but in terms of immigration impact on country’s economy, culture and criminogenic situation. 
In parallel, we are also interested in factors that shape these attitudes at personal level. This analysis 
also tends to find a link between macro level studies dealing with impact that immigration actually has 
and people’s attitudes towards this impact. 

The rest of the research is organised as follows: Section 2, that is based on the review of theoretical 
and empirical studies, classifies and discusses immigration consequences for host societies. Section 3 
presents and explains the model of research. Research results and discussion is presented in Section 4 
and Section 5 concludes the paper. 

Conceptual framework of immigration consequences for host country. Local people’s attitudes 
towards immigration can be explained using threat-benefit theoretical model. As noted by Tartakovsky – 
Walsh [38], this model suggests that the local population perceives immigrants as both threatening and 
beneficial for the society. The model assumes that perceiving of particular immigrant group as 
threatening or beneficial for the society depends on opinions regarding immigration policy related to this 
immigrant group. The threat-benefit model has the constructivist nature. However, stereotypical nature 
approach states that immigration is related to negative consequences on local society. Individual-based 
economic arguments fail, not because of any materialist concerns, but because individuals vary on the 
fundamental value of tolerance (see Bordea et al. [40]; Goldstein and Peters [41]; Hainmueller et. 
al. [42]). 

It is clear that immigration can lead to a multiple effect on the host country. The researchers in their 
analyses or theoretical debates often focus on the demographic, economic and fiscal impact of 
immigration on host society. Nevertheless, in some scientific articles there is mentioned social and 
cultural impact of immigration. Having in mind different classifications of immigration consequences for 
host societies, based on scientific sources there can be distinguished four main groups of them 
(Table 1). 

It is indisputable that immigration affects host country’s demographics. In countries with constantly 
growing, due to high birth rates, population this effect can be considered as negative. However, in 
countries where the population is decreasing immigration helps to solve depopulation problem, but this 
impact is inseparable from the assessment of economic and cultural impact. For example, despite the 
fact that immigration helps to solve depopulation problem this effect can be considered in society as 
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negative if it is achieved by sacrificing country’s cultural identity, if threat-benefit balance of immigration 
is negative. 
 

Table 1 – Classification of immigration consequences for host societies (own generalization) 
 

Impact Main consequences Authors 

Demographic  
1) immigration increases the size of 
population  
2) immigration changes population structure 
by age and gender 

Zachariah et. al. [43]; Beaujot [44]; Coleman [45]; 
Schaub et. al. [46]; Brown and Collopy [47]; Schaub 
and Fletcher [48]; United Nations [49]; Weber [50] 

Economic-fiscal 
1) immigration influences labour market 
2) immigration affects public finances 
3) immigration can boost or harm economic 
growth 

Strielkowski and Gryshova [51]; Mayr [4]; Howland 
and Nguyen [52]; Kerr and Kerr [7]; Švec [53]; Edo 
[54]; Ortega and Verdugo [55]; Islam and Khan [56]; 
Štreimikienė et. al. [57]; Bove and Elia [20]. 

Social 

1) immigration can change criminogenic 
situation 
2) immigration changes the level of public 
goods consumption (public education, 
personal social services) 
3) immigration can change health level and 
level of health care expenditure 

Lee and Martinez [58]; Ceobanu [39]; Spenkuch [59]; 
Wolff et al. [60]; Orchard et. al. [61]; Kofman et al. 
[62]; George et al. [63]; Goldman et. al. [64]; Razum 
and Wenner [65]. 

Cultural  

1) immigration forms a multi-cultural 
environment  
2) immigration can change host countries’ 
societies approaches towards discrimination 
based on race, religion or gender 

Suarez-Orozco [66]; Niebuhr [67]; Tubadji and 
Nijkamp [13]; Simionescu et. al. [68]; Byrne and 
Dixon [14]; Waldron [69]. 

 
In explaining economic impact of immigration, it should be noted that immigration can boost or 

reduce economic growth mainly by two channels: 1) accumulation of human capital; 2) investment in 
physical capital and its sectorial allocation. Immigrants may influence both – the deepening and the size 
of the human capital available in the receiving economy. However, this effect depends on the level of 
immigrants’ knowledge and skills. An inflow of foreign workers can give rise to an upward aggregate 
labour demand curve and to an increase in the investments in physical capital that boosts host country’s 
economy. On the other hand, immigration may influence not only the level of physical capital but also its 
sectorial allocation. This effect can be positive or negative. According to Carillo et. al. [70], inflows of 
high-skilled immigrants may cause an expansion of the efficient sectors, but inflows of low-skilled 
immigrants may draw capital to the less efficient sector causing a stagnation of the economy. 

Immigrants also influence labour market mainly changing unemployment rate and wage level. In the 
short-run, immigration increases labour supply and causes unemployment and/or lower wages i.e. 
manifests crowding-out effect in labour market. On the other hand, as suggested by some authors 
(Carillo et. al. [70]; Daveri and Venturini [71]), this effect cannot occur since the labour market is mainly 
segmented. In a perfectly segmented labour market, immigrants take those jobs which are unattractive 
for native workers; as a consequence, there is no higher competition and no wage decreasing for natives 
(Carillo et. al. [70]). A similar approach is provided in OECD Economic Surveys [72]: in economy with 
strong regional unemployment rate contrasts, immigrants certainly show a “normal” market response to 
demand and supply for labour – they move quite quickly to where the demand is, and areas where 
unemployment is high have relatively low immigrant populations. Diaz et al. [30] showed that as 
unemployment increased and growth rate of real GDP decreased in Arizona over 2006 – 2009, attitudes 
toward illegal immigrants from Mexico became progressively more negative. 

The fiscal impact of immigrants occurs as effect on inter-temporal fiscal balance. The fiscal impact of 
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immigration is closely related to demographic impact. According to Mayr [4], immigration enlarges 
population and changes its age and/or gender composition and thus the tax base. Furthermore, 
immigration influences transfer payments due to a higher or lower tax comparing with natives. However, 
immigration effect on budget manifests not only by tax revenue, but also by public expenditures on 
immigrants’ integration and social payments. As Kerr and Kerr [7] noted that the central question in this 
case is whether immigration burdens the host country’s social benefits system, welfare services, 
education system, and health care sector more than is covered by the taxes paid by the immigrants. Kerr 
and Kerr [7], based on wild scope of retrospective studies, concluded that on average, immigrants 
appear to have a minor positive net fiscal effect on host countries. This is also confirmed by later studies. 
For example, Mayr [4] estimated positive overall fiscal effect of immigration on Austria’s fiscal budget. 

Based on retrospective research by Finseraas et. al. [37], we can state, that the majority of 
population believe that immigrants challenge their position in the labour market or impose a burden on 
public finances by increasing the proportion of the population that depends on provisions from the 
welfare state. However, the authors carried out a study using the European Social Survey data and 
found that individual attitudes toward immigrants’ impact on economy depend on economic cycles and 
on proportion of foreign born people in the country. 

Social impact of immigration on host societies in scientific literature is usually defined through the 
change of crime situation and the change level of public goods consumption (public education, personal 
social services, and public health services).  

Regardless that crime has an impact on society’s beliefs and attitudes (Blumer [73]), recent research 
has largely revised the grounding of realized immigrants’ impact on crime. According to Ceobanu [39], 
because immigration increases country’s population (mostly population of unmarried young males), it 
directly increase criminality and number of people in prisons. The reinforced belief that immigrants are 
the main causers for increased crime leads to that the blame for criminal behaviour falls directly on 
foreigners (Card et. al. [26]). 

At the individual-level, a substantial body of literature has found that immigrants are less, not more, 
crime prone than their native-born counterparts (Bersani [74]; Bersani et. al. [75]). Similarly, the basic 
conclusion which suggests community-level studies on the relationship between immigration and crime 
is that larger immigrant populations do not correspond with higher rates of criminality (Lee and Martinez 
[58]; Lee et. al. [76]; Sampson et. al. [77]; Stowell and Martinez [78]; Martinez and Stowell [79]). 

Immigration can increase overall demand for public education which causes the increase of 
government’s education expenditure in short run. This is confirmed by some studies (Coen-Pirani [80]; 
George et al. [63]; Speciale [81]; Tanaka et. al. [82]). For example, Speciale [81] investigated the impact 
of immigration on public expenditures on education in EU-15 countries. Results of the study revealed 
that an increase in foreign population has a negative but small effect on these expenditures. However, in 
making generalized conclusions, the positive impact of educated persons on countries’ economy in long 
run should be considered. 

Immigration can increase overall demand for health services. In a society an approach dominated 
that providing health care for immigrants creates a public burden (RAND [82]). However, research 
revealed that the immigrants (especially illegal) contribute less to health care costs, because of lack of 
health insurance, but also use disproportionately fewer medical services in relation to their population 
share, likely because of their better relative health (Goldman et. al. [64]; Mohanty et al. [84]; George et 
al. [63]). 

Discussing immigration impact on consumption of personal social services, it should be noted that 
there has been very little research investigating this relationship (George et al. [63]). Research which 
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analysed migrants’ use of social care and social services concluded their low levels of take-up (Kofman 
et al. [62]; Orchard et. al. [61]). Research in Scotland which covered 90 migrants and two focus groups, 
revealed that just little part of immigrants were using any social work services but were not aware of the 
services which they could access (George et al. [63]). 

According to George et al.[63], UK estimates shows that total expenditure on education, health and 
personal social services accounts for 44 per cent of public services expenditure. Nevertheless, in 
proportional terms, average demand per adult for education, health and personal social services is 
estimated to be lower than for non-migrants. 

In explaining cultural impact of immigration, it has to be noted, that immigration process inevitably 
changes the members of the dominate culture (Suarez-Orozco [66]). Large scale of immigration can 
change nutrition, entertainment, and consumption traditions of host countries’ people. Furthermore, 
immigration can change the approaches of host countries’ societies towards discrimination based on 
race, religion or gender. 

So we can state that international migration has both direct and indirect effects on economic growth. 
Immigration impact on society can be controversial. Nevertheless, even if immigration leads to a positive 
transformation of the country, society’s attitude towards immigration can be negative. 

Variables, hypotheses and model. The results of theoretical and empirical studies on immigration 
show that positive/negative impact of immigration/immigrants is potentially related to the area of this 
impact and society’s attitude towards this impact depends on many socio-economic characteristics at 
personal level. In accordance with previous studies concerning this topic, in this analysis binary logistic 
regression was chosen as the most suitable statistical tool for empirical estimation of societies’ strata 
possessing different attitudes towards immigration impact and comparing them regarding area of the 
impact. ESS database was used as the source of raw data. The attitude towards immigration impact was 
originally in raw data measured in various Likert-type scales, ranging from 1-4 to 0-10 scales. To simplify 
interpretation, all the above mentioned scales are re-encoded into binary, using simple mathematical 
division. In cases when scales had an uneven number of answer possibilities, the “leftover value” in the 
neutral middle was counted as negative attitude. To this end, dependent variables, describing European 
peoples’ attitude towards immigration impact, i.e. their positive or negative nature of answers to 
questions: 

1. Do immigrants make country a better place to live? (Using answers to this question we identify 
overall or general societies’ attitude toward immigration impact) 

2. Does immigration have a positive impact on country’s economy? 
3. Do immigrants enrich country’s culture? 
4. Does immigration decrease crime? (Originally in the survey this question was formulated as “Do 

immigrants make country’s crime problems worse”. To have encoding parallel to other questions, i.e. 
positive nature of formulated question and thus to simplify analysis and interpretation formulation of this 
question was changed along with answers to it. Positive attitude was described as value “1” and 
negative one as “0”. 

The characteristics potentially describing society’s strata with different attitude towards immigration 
impact, i.e. independent variables in the model, are presented in Table 2. 

From theoretical point of view (Schweitzer et al. [85]; Mayda [27]; Hainmueller and Hiscox [86]; 
Facchini and Mayda [87]; Strielkowski and Sanderson [88]; Paas and Halapuu [89]; Murray and 
Marx [90]; Hatton [91]), we can predict possible impact of independent variables, i.e. characteristics 
describing particular society’s stratum that has higher probability to possess positive attitude towards 
immigration impact (Table 2, third column). Nevertheless, we cannot hypothesise are there any 
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differences in characteristics of society’s strata that have positive attitude towards immigration impact on 
country’s economy, culture or criminogenic situation. 
 

Table 2 – Socio-economic characteristics (independent variables) of society’s strata with 
different attitudes towards immigration impact (own formation) 

 
Socio-economic 
characteristic/ 
Variable name 

Description of variable 
Characteristic of society’s stratum 
that has the highest probability to 
possess positive attitude towards 

immigration impact 

Education level 
Four dummy variables are assigned: “basic education”, “high 
school diploma”, “vocational school diploma” and “higher 
education”. “Primary education” is chosen as benchmark 
group. 

People with higher level of 
education. 

Employment status 
We use two dummy variables: “people without job looking for 
one” and “people who are neither working nor looking for a 
job”. “Working people” is chosen as benchmark group. 

People who work. 

Insufficient income 

This variable is described only by the subjective opinion of 
the respondents: people who answered they can manage (or 
even manage well) with their income – “0” and people who 
encounter difficulties managing with their family’s income – 
“1”. 

People who are satisfied with their 
family’s financial situation. 

Female Coded into binary form: male – “0” and female – “1” Females. 

Marital status 
Consists of three dummy variables: “divorced”, “widowed” 
and “never married” people. “Married people” is chosen as 
benchmark group. 

People who are married. 

Children Families having children – “1” or not – “0”. Families without children. 

Religious People who consider themselves religious – “1” and people 
not so – “0” 

People who consider themselves 
religious. 

Countryside People who live in cities encoded as “0” and people living in 
countryside as “1” 

People living in cities. 

Central/Western 
Europe 

Citizens of Northern and Eastern European countries are 
encoded as “0”, people of Central and Western European 
countries as “1”, both representing about half of the whole 
sample. 

Natives from Central and Western 
European countries. 

Age 
Three dummy variables are assigned to following groups 
“from 21 to 40”, “from 41 to 60” and “61 and above”. “Up to 
20” is chosen as benchmark group. 

Younger people. 

Lack of safety “Feeling safe walking home after dark” assigned to “0” and 
the opposite of that to “1”. 

People feeling safe. 

 
The regression model for empirical estimations is composed as follows: 
 

𝑃𝑃(𝑌𝑌) = 𝑒𝑒(𝛽𝛽0+𝛽𝛽1𝑋𝑋1+⋯+𝛽𝛽11𝑋𝑋11+𝜀𝜀)

1+𝑒𝑒(𝛽𝛽0+𝛽𝛽1𝑋𝑋1+⋯+𝛽𝛽11𝑋𝑋11+𝜀𝜀), (1) 

 
where P(Y) is a probability of occurrence of a positive attitude over negative attitude towards 

immigrants’ impact, as negative attitude in the model is considered as the benchmark value. x1,…,x11 
marks all eleven independent variables, i.e. characteristics, in the model starting from education level. 
β1,…,β11 as usual marks the regression coefficients, giving information how strongly and in which 
direction independent variables affect the odds ratio of the dependent variable. 

We do not separately analyse society’s attitudes towards social impact of immigration because this 
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impact is reflected through general impact. And there is a lack of statistics for the research of attitudes 
towards demographic impact of immigration. 

Estimation results and discussion. On the whole, ESS database consists of about 47 thousand 
respondents. Rather scarce is data about marital and work statuses (data about these factors is 
available for a bit more than 60% of all questioned respondents). Incomplete data (nevertheless, for 
some of variables we had data from almost 99.9% of respondents) reduces sample size for our research 
to about 26.7 thousand. Fig.1 presents distribution of positive/negative attitudes toward immigration 
impact on different areas. 

 

 
 

Figure 1 – Society’s attitude towards immigration impact on different areas (own calculations) 
 
As it can be seen, 57 per cent of respondents have negative attitudes towards immigrants’ impact on 

economy. Meanwhile, retrospective researches show that immigrants’ impact on economy is mainly 
positive (Mayr [4]; Howland and Nguyen [52]; Tubadji and Nijkamp [13]). 

Research conducted in the US shows positive immigration impact on culture, but such studies at the 
EU level have not been detected. So, we cannot compare immigration impact on culture with the 
attitudes towards this type of impact.  

Respondents’ attitudes towards immigrants’ impact on crime level do not reflect the actual situation. 
As mentioned before, larger immigrant populations are not associated with higher rates of crime in the 
aggregate (Lee and Martinez [58]; Lee et. al. [76]; Sampson et. al. [77]; Stowell and Martinez [78]; 
Martinez and Stowell [79]). 

The estimation results of binary logistic regression model linking factors with odds ratios of the 
positive attitude towards immigration impact on different areas are presented in Annex 1. All four 
estimated models are not particularly descriptive, the pseudo R2 is about 0.1, but according to 
goodness-to-fit test it is “better than nothing at all”. To test whether the models fit the data, Hosmer-
Lemeshow test was employed. The model fits well if test statistic produces a non-significant chi-square 
value. In case of our models, the p-value of the chi-square was from 0.134 to 0.820 indicating chi-square 
value as insignificant by all commonly used confidence levels (lowest of them being p<0.1). 

Most influential characteristics through the models in terms of how many times they appeared to be 
significant, together with whether they increase or decrease probability for society to have positive 
attitude toward immigration impact on different areas, i.e. characteristics of society’s stratum that 
possess positive attitude, can be found in Table 3. 
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Table 3 – Effects of personal characteristics in the models (own conclusions) 
 

Characteristics Dependent variable: societies’ attitude towards immigration impact 
in general on economy on culture on crime 

Insufficient income reduces reduces reduces No impact 
Higher education increases increases increases increases 
Central/Western 
Europe No impact increases increases No impact 

Being female No impact reduces increases No impact 
Lack of safety  reduces reduces reduces No impact 
Inactive in labour 
market increases No impact No impact increases 

Older age No impact reduces No impact No impact 
 

Reduces – society’s characteristic that reduces probability to possess positive attitude towards 
immigration impact on particular area, i.e. characterises society’s stratum that possesses negative 
attitude towards immigration impact on particular area. 

Increases – society’s characteristic that increases probability to possess positive attitude towards 
immigration impact on particular area, i.e. characterises society’s stratum that possesses positive 
attitude towards immigration impact on particular area 

No impact – society’s characteristic that has no effect on attitude towards immigration impact on 
particular area 

We found very clear statistical evidence, that insufficient income forms society’s stratum where it is 
more likely to find people possessing negative attitude towards immigration impact on all areas except 
crime. In a group of people who can manage (or even manage well) with their income it is 1.6 times 
more likely to find those who have positive attitude toward immigration impact in general, it is 1.7 times 
more likely to find those who have positive attitude toward immigration impact on economy and it is 1.5 
times more likely to find those who think that immigration enriches country’s culture than in group of 
those with insufficient income. Negative attitude towards immigration in the group of people who receive 
less income is related to their concern that immigration is a threat to their source of income. Immigrants 
are considered as potential causes for increasing competition, inducing downward pressure on natives’ 
incomes, and situation of uncertainty. 

It seems that more educated societies assess immigration impact more positively. The same 
tendency is observed through all analysed impact areas. It is also very clear that with higher level of 
education the probability to possess positive attitude towards immigration impact increases, for example 
for a person with a high school diploma are 1.8, with a vocational school diploma are 4.5 and with a 
higher education are 6.5times more likely to possess positive attitude towards immigration impact on 
economy compared with those having primary education. Higher levels of education enable people to 
evaluate objectively immigration impact. Opinion of more educated people is built on rationality and 
higher level of awareness not on emotions or media. Less educated natives will suffer from competition 
with immigrants in the labour market so their opinion might be influenced by this threat. 

Estimation results show that societies of Western and Central Europe countries have slightly more 
positive attitude towards immigration impact on country’s economy and culture, i.e. it is 1.6 and 1.3 times 
more likely to find a person that has positive attitude toward immigration impact on countries’ economy 
and culture respectively in those societies compared with ones in Northern and Eastern European 
countries. Western countries are more open to other cultures and up to refugee crisis in 2015 when 
rising numbers of illegal migrants arrived in the EU, immigration was considered as source of cheap 
labour force and solution for ageing societies. 
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Female compared with male have more positive attitude towards immigration impact on country’s 
culture, but male compared with female possess more positive attitude toward economic impact of 
immigration. Women seem to be more concerned than men about the social integration and economic 
assimilation of immigrants, also women more often face with discrimination and thus are more prone 
towards people in the same situation (Hughes and Tuch [92]; Amuedo-Dorantes and Puttitanun [93]). 

It is clear that safety is one of main factors that affects people attitudes towards immigration impact. 
Lack of safety increases twice the probability to possess negative attitude towards immigration impact on 
economy and culture, so we have much more chance to find positively set people in societies that feel 
safe. If people feel unsafe of their neighbourhood, they might accuse immigrants for criminal activity and 
violence. 

It seems that people who are inactive in labour market possess more positive attitude towards 
overall immigration impact and impact on criminogenic situation. Lower competition in labour market 
might form this positive attitude. 

We did not find any significant differences in attitudes between age groups, except in case of 
attitudes towards immigration impact on economy. For a person from 21 to 40 years old it is 1.6 and 
from 41 and above it is 2.2 times more likely to possess negative attitude towards immigration impact on 
economy compared with those 20 years old and younger. It could be that elder individuals spend their 
whole lives with less liberal society so it influenced their negative attitudes towards immigration 
comparing with younger individuals.  

Our estimation results show that personal characteristics, such as marital status, religiosity, place of 
residence and children have no effect, i.e. we cannot find significant difference in attitudes among 
people in terms of these characteristics. 

All estimation results of the model are shown in Table 4. 
 

Table  1 – Estimation results of the models 
 

Societies’ 
characteristics in 

the model 

Dependent variable: societies’ attitude towards immigration impact 
in general on economy on culture on crime 

Estimated β 
coefficient 

(B) 
Exp 
(B) 

Estimated β 
coeff-icient 

(B) 
Exp 
(B) 

Estimated β 
coefficient 

(B) 
Exp 
(B) 

Estimated β 
coeff-icient 

(B) 
Exp 
(B) 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Constant -0.294 0.745 -0.109 0.897 -0.443 0.642 -3.382*** 0.034 
Education level         

Basic education 0.601* 1.824 0.756** 2.130 0.313 1.368 1.159* 3.185 
High school 

diploma 0.249 1.283 1.039*** 2.825 0.504* 1.655 1.293** 3.645 

Vocational school 
diploma 0.820** 2.271 1.511*** 4.533 1.051*** 2.860 2.116*** 8.302 

Higher education 1.022*** 2.778 1.878*** 6.542 1.373*** 3.946 1.157* 3.180 
Employment status         
Jobless looking for 

a job 0.002 1.002 0.032 1.032 0.125 1.133 0.444 1.558 

Jobless not looking 
for a job 0.329** 1.389 0.064 1.066 0.263* 1.300 0.493** 1.638 

Insufficient income -0.449** 0.638 -0.551*** 0.576 -0.434** 0.648 0.186 1.204 
Female 0.175 1.192 -0.269** 0.764 0.345*** 1.412 0.110 1.117 
Marital status         

Divorced -0.779* 0.459 -0.412 0.662 -0.433 0.649 -0.154 0.857 
Widowed -1.003** 0.367 -0.345 0.708 -0.331 0.718 -0.577 0.562 

Single -0.699* 0.497 -0.695* 0.499 -0.164 0.848 -0.940* 0.391 
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Table 4 (Continued) 
 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 
Children 0.322 1.380 -0.035 0.966 0.324* 1.383 0.560* 1.751 
Religious 0.076 1.079 0.069 1.071 0.108 1.114 0.104 1.109 
Countryside -0.216 0.806 -0.167 0.846 -0.262* 0.770 0.131 1.140 
Central/Western 
Europe -0.106 0.899 0.465*** 1.592 0.260** 1.297 -0.021 0.980 

Age         
from 21 to 40 -0.048 0.953 -0.457** 0.633 -0.099 0.906 -0.239 0.787 
from 41 to 60 0.187 1.205 -0.724*** 0.458 0.198 1.220 -0.566 0.568 
61 and above -0.041 0.960 -0.783*** 0.457 0.005 1.005 -0.045 0.956 

Lack of safety -0.678*** 0.508 -0.609*** 0.544 -0.896*** 0.408 -0.014 0.986 
N 26436 25951 27571 26936 
-2 Log likelihood 1633.4 1653.3 1614.5 830.8 
Pseudo R2     

Cox&Snell 0.069 0.093 0.093 0.030 
Negelkerke 0.092 0.124 0.125 0.062 

Hosmer and 
Lemeshow test     

χ2 13.665 10.238 5.534 4.392 
p-value 0.134 0.249 0.699 0.820 

 

* indicates significance at the 10 percent level ** indicates significance at the 5 percent level *** indicates 
significance at the 1 percent level 
 

Conclusions and directions of futher researches. The growing number of immigrants to the EU 
influences increasing interest in the issue about immigration impact on various areas of society: 
economics, culture, social situation. Scientific literature analysis shows that immigration leads to a 
multiple effects on host country. Considering that immigration has very controversial impact on host 
country and society it is very important to analyse society’s attitudes towards immigration because this 
can help for better integration of immigrants because society’s attitude towards immigration impact can 
differ from actual impact. 

Conducted research shows that insufficient income and lack of safety reduce probability to possess 
positive attitude towards immigration impact in general. However, higher education and being inactive in 
labour market increase positive attitude. Region of EU, gender and age have no impact. Analysing 
attitude towards impact on economy, it can be stated that insufficient income, being female, lack of 
safety and elder age increase probability to possess negative attitude; meanwhile, higher education and 
origin from Central and Western Europe increase probability to possess positive attitude towards 
immigration impact on economy. Society’s attitude towards immigration impact on culture is negatively 
influenced by insufficient income and lack of safety, positively – by higher education, citizenship of 
Central and Western Europe countries and being female. Position in labour market also age have no 
effect on attitude towards immigration impact on culture. We did not find significant differences in 
attitudes towards immigration impact on crimes among people, who get different income, belong to 
Central, Western or Northern and Eastern Europe, between gender and age groups, feeling about 
safety. Meanwhile, higher education and being inactive in labour market increase probability to possess 
positive attitude towards immigration impact on crimes. 

It can be stated that retrospective researches show that immigration has positive impact on host 
economy through accumulation of human capital and investment in physical capital; meanwhile, majority 
of respondents have negative attitude towards immigration impact on economy.  

Cultural impact of immigration is explained via changes of traditions, entertainments and even 
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nutrition but researches are mainly conducted in the US and show positive immigration impact on 
culture, but such studies at the EU level have not been detected. So, we cannot compare immigration 
impact on culture with the attitudes towards this type of impact based on European Social Survey data.  

Scientific researches show that larger immigrant populations are not associated with higher rates of 
crime so we can state that respondents’ attitudes towards immigrants’ impact on crime do not reflect the 
actual situation.  

Having in mind the above mentioned, we can conclude that society’s stratum which concentrates 
people with negative attitude towards immigration impact is characterised by insufficient income, low 
level of education, lack of safety, activity in labour market and old age. We can distinguish estimation of 
attitudes towards immigration impact on crime from the rest of the analysis, because in this case 
negative opinions were mostly unanimous, i.e. just a few personal characteristics led to differences in 
attitudes. 
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